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D05.2009. 1.138 Davis LLP, December 11, 2009 
We act on behalf of the Aurora 2C Landowners Group (the “Group”), which includes 
Mattamy (Aurora) Ltd., Emanuel Convalescent Foundation, St. John’s Road 
Development Corp. (Metrus), J. McLeod Properties, Veluew Land Group Inc., York 
Region Christian Seniors Home, Shimvest Investment Ltd., and MI Developments Inc. 
(Magna), and we respectfully submit this response to the Region of York on the York 
Region Official Plan - December 2009 (the “ROP - December 2009”) presented to the 
Planning and Economic Development Committee December 2, 2009.   
 
The Group has been an active participant in the York Region Official Plan Review 
process and have previously submitted their comments and expert opinion to the 
Region in respect to the Draft York Region Official Plan document released for public 
comment in June 2009.  In addition, Group members are active members of BILD and 
have been involved in the detailed review and commenting provided by BILD on the 
ROP on behalf of the industry.  The Group continues to support the position submitted 
by BILD on the ROP - December 2009. 
 
The Group is concerned with a number of issues which were initially identified by the 
Group in the letter dated October 14, 2009 and submitted by their consultants, Malone 
Given Parsons Ltd., to the Region on the Draft ROP – June 2009.  These are significant 
issues and they have yet to be satisfactorily addressed in the ROP – December 2009 that 
will be presented to Council on December 17, 2009.  Therefore, the Group will submit 
further requests to the Ministry of Municipal Housing and Affairs detailing our 
concerns with the ROP - December 2009 and our requested changes.  If the ROP - 
December 2009 is not modified to reflect the Group’s concerns and requests, the Group 
may choose to seek an appeal of the ROP to the Ontario Municipal Board.   

 
Regional Planning staff, together with Town of 
Aurora Planning Staff met with the Aurora 2C 
Landowner representatives to discuss the 
content of their submissions and to resolve their 
outstanding issues with the ROP.  
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Since the submission of previous correspondence, the Group has received clarification 
on certain issues and concerns from Regional staff and have therefore not repeated 
those issues in this letter.  However, we reserve the right to request additional policy 
modifications to ensure that matters of clarification are adequately addressed in the 
ROP - December 2009, prior to adoption. 
 
Specifically, the Group continues to be concerned with the following policies and 
schedules, which remain outstanding in the revised ROP – December 2009: 
 
Issue 1: Regional Greenlands System and Woodlands Policies and Mapping 
 
Map 2, Regional Greenlands System, identifies the local municipal greenlands systems, 
and Map 5, Woodlands, identifies woodlands that may be significant.  Policy 8.4.3 in 
the ROP - December 2009 states that Maps 1 to 12 “indicate the general location” of 
the features shown and that exact boundaries shall be defined in local official plans 
and zoning by-laws.  However, the Group is concerned that the draft policies combined 
with the mapping have the overall effect of essentially locking in the limits and 
locations of the natural features/systems components, specifically woodlands, as shown 
on the maps.  This removes any flexibility by the Region or local municipalities to refine 
or remove these features in accordance with environmental systems objectives, which is 
fundamental to the planning and development approvals process. 
 
Specifically, the Group is concerned with the woodlands policies in Section 2.2 and the 
associated mapping.  These policies, combined with Map 5, will essentially identify 
woodlands within the Area 2C lands as significant although such woodlands have not 
been identified by the Town of Aurora’s consultant, North South Environmental, in 
consultation with LSRCA, as significant during the Town’s Natural Heritage System 
Evaluation for the Aurora 2C lands.  In addition, these woodlands were not identified 
as significant as part of the feature staking exercise completed by LSRCA in 2008.   
 
Policy 2.1.41 was added to the ROP – December 2009 and states that site specific studies 
can be used to determine or verify the significance of woodlands identified in Map 5 
and an amendment to the ROP would not be required if such studies determine that a 
woodland does not meet the criteria identified in policy 2.2.39 of the ROP.  However, 
Policy 2.2.39 states that “significant woodlands” include any woodland that meets one 
of the listed of criteria.  One of the listed criteria includes a woodland over 2 hectares 
that occurs within the Regional Greenlands System, and thereby removes any 

Maps within the Regional Official Plan identify 
features which are protected by Provincial 
legislation. With regard to the accuracy of the 
mapping, Policy 8.4.1. states:  
 
“That the goals, objectives, policies, Tables 1, 2 
and 3, Definitions and Maps contained herein 
constitute the York Region Official Plan. Chapter 
1, other tables, graphics, text contained in the 
sidebars and introductory text of each section in 
this Plan, and Figures 1 and 2 are intended to be 
illustrative and are provided for information 
only. Unless otherwise specified in this Plan, any 
deviation from these provisions is prohibited or 
will require an amendment to this Plan. 
 
Policy 2.2.40 and 2.2.41 address the landowner 
group concerns and are as follows: 
40. 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 significant woodland  
coverage may not be clearly visible on Map 5. 
This mapping at a larger scale is available from 
York Region. 
 
41. That site specific studies can be used to 
determine or verify the significance of 
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opportunity or approval process to refine the limits of significant woodlands as per the 
current work completed by the Town and LSRCA. 
 
Currently, there is an open application by the Group to the Town of Aurora for an 
Official Plan Amendment to establish a secondary plan for the subject lands and 
associated land use policies.  This application is consistent with the Natural Heritage 
System work completed and endorsed by the Town of Aurora.  A map is attached to 
this letter which illustrates the dripline limit of significant woodlands as staked by 
LSRCA and the Natural Heritage System limit superimposed on top of the Region’s 
significant woodlands mapping.  As the attached map illustrates, the Map 5, 
Woodlands, identifies a large amount of land which has not been included as 
woodlands by the Town of Aurora and LSRCA through their Natural Heritage Systems 
planning process.   
 
We hereby request that the Map 5, Woodlands, be revised to remove lands from the 
woodlands designation that have not been identified as woodlands by the Town of 
Aurora and LSRCA and further request that Map 5, Woodlands, be revised to be 
consistent with the significant woodlands and Natural Heritage System identified by 
the Town of Aurora as defined for the Area 2C lands and that all woodlands that are 
not part of the Natural Heritage System for the Area 2C lands be removed from Map 5, 
Woodlands.  Alternatively, we request that Map 5, Woodlands, be removed from the 
ROP – December 2009 prior to adoption in its entirety.   In addition, we request that 
Policy 2.2.39 be revised so that the criteria for the evaluation of the significance of 
woodlands are not associated with whether it occurs in the Regional Greenlands 
System. 
 

woodlands. An amendment to this Plan shall not 
be required if a site specific study determines 
that a woodland does not meet any of the 
criteria identified in policy 2.2.39 of this Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A modification to the woodlands on Map 5 will 
be presented to Council for their consideration 
which reflects the discussion with the 2C 
representatives. 
 
 

Issue 2: Minimum Vegetation Protection Zones 
 
Policy 2.2.42 of the ROP – December 2009 includes a fixed minimum vegetation 
protection zone (the “buffer”) of 10 metres from the dripline of significant woodlands, 
and Policy 2.2.34 of the ROP – December 2009 sets a buffer of 30 metres from the 
wetlands illustrated in Map 4.  It is the Group’s understanding, through 
correspondence with the Region, that Map 4 only includes evaluated wetlands by MNR.  
 
We hereby request that the ROP – December 2009 policies and mapping with respect 
to buffers and vegetative protection zones be removed and instead, policies be 
inserted to state that the ultimate extent of fixed buffers and vegetative protection 
zones will be determined by the local municipalities as part of the normal course of the 

 
 
 
The Region is committed to maintaining the 
policies on minimum buffers for features within 
the ROP. 
 
 
While policy 2.2.43 prohibits development and 
site alteration from occurring within significant 
woodlands, the definition of “development” 
excludes ”activities that create or maintain 
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development approvals process.  In addition, we would request that Policy 2.2.35 and 
2.2.43 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. 
 

infrastructure authorized under an 
environmental assessment, Planning Act, or 
Condominium Act process;” 

Issue 3: Transition Policies - Section 8.4 
 
On behalf of the industry, BILD requested that transitional policies be included within 
the ROP.  New policies 8.4.13 to 8.4.15 were added to the ROP – December 2009 to this 
regard; however, these policies are not clear and very ambiguous.  The transitional 
policies do not provide clarity as to which provisions of the ROP – December 2009 are 
applicable to applications and which are not.  The ROP – December 2009’s transitional 
policies as they currently stand are without meaning.   
 
We would request that the policies in the ROP – December 2009 are refined in order to 
clearly explain the criteria for determining which applications would be subject to the 
ROP.  Specifically, we request clarification regarding the Region’s definition of an 
“application”.  We recommend that the transitional policies should apply the 
commonly accepted principle whereby applications are judged and decisions are made 
under the rules and restrictions that were in place when the application was submitted.  
Additionally, where an OPA or ZBA has been amended prior to the ROP’s effective 
date, further applications required under the Planning Act or Condominium Act to 
implement the previous approvals should not be required to conform to the ROP.   
 
As stated above, our client has been active throughout the draft ROP consultation 
process.  However, there have been a number of concerns expressed by our client 
which have not been addressed by the Region in its revisions to the ROP – December 
2009, as outlined above.  If these significant concerns are not addressed, our client will 
have no option but to submit an appeal of the matter to the Ontario Municipal Board.   
 

 
The transition provisions in the Regional Official 
Plan are such that applications submitted prior 
to the approval of the Plan are not subject to its 
provisions; however, proponents are encouraged 
to work with the policies of the Plan. Policies 8.4.15 
and 8.4.16 (formerly 8.4.14 and 8.4.15) are as follows:  
 
15. That applications received on/or after the 
date of this Plan's approval be subject to the 
policies of this Plan. 
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.  
 
 
  
 

D05.2009.1.160 MGP February 2, 2010  
Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you and Barbara Jeffery on January 21st, 
2010 to discuss submissions made by MPG and Davis LLP on behalf of the Aurora 2C 
Landowners Group on the Regional Official Plan December 2009. 
 
As requested, please find enclosed with this letter the digital shapefiles for the survey 
feature limits within the Area 2C lands west of Leslie Street.  These feature limits were 

 
The digital shapefiles sent by MGP for the 
Aurora 2C lands were reviewed against York’s 
Region’s data. A modification to the Map 2 (the 
Regional Greenlands System) and Map 5 
(Woodlands) is proposed that reflects the 
agreement between York Region staff, Town of 
Aurora Staff and the Aurora 2C landowners 
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staked in the field by LSCRA in consultation with the Town of Aurora, the Town of 
Aurora’s consultant (North South Environmental) and the Landowners Groups’ 
consultant (Beacon Environmental).  Also enclosed is the digital file for the natural 
heritage system (NHS) identified for protection by the Aurora 2C Landowners Group as 
part of submitted in their OPA application November 2008.  This NHS has been based 
on the staked feature limit and is generally consistent with the NHS identified in by the 
Town of Aurora in their Natural Heritage Evaluation 2006.  Attached is a drawing that 
illustrates the staked feature limits and the NHS. 
 
It was my understanding from our meeting that the Region will revise Map 5 - 
Woodlands from the Regional Official Plan December 2009 to be consistent with the 
significant woodland features surveyed by LSRCA in 2008 and would revise Map 2 -
Regional Greenlands System to be consistent with this NHS.  I would appreciate if the 
Region could confirm this understanding and provide the Group with copies of the 
revised mapping at the earliest convenience.   
 
I would also appreciate it if you could confirm my understanding with regards to how 
the transitional policies will be applied to the Aurora 2C Landowners Group OPA 
application submitted November 2008.  It was my understanding that you appreciated 
the Landowners Group’s concern with regard to how the transitional policies in the 
Regional Official Plan December 2009 would be applied to their application and that 
you agreed the Aurora 2C Landowners Group OPA application should be process under 
the rules at the time of submission of application which would be the Regional Official 
Plan 2006. 
 

group on the environmental features within the 
secondary plan area.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As stated above, the transition provisions in the 
Regional Official Plan are such that applications 
submitted prior to the approval of the Plan are 
not subject to its provisions; however, 
proponents are encouraged to work with the 
policies of the Plan. Policies 8.4.15 and 8.4.16  
(formerly 8.4.14 and 8.4.15) are as follows:  
 
15. That applications received on/or after the 
date of this Plan's approval be subject to the 
policies of this Plan. 
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.  
 

D05.2009.1.161 MGP February 11, 2010 (Letter to Minister Bradley) 
 

York Region continues to be committed to 
achieving sustainable building standards which 
are higher than the minimum standards 
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I am writing on behalf of Aurora 2C Landowners Group (Landowners Group) in 
response to the Region of York Official Plan that was recently adopted by Regional 
Council on December 16, 2009.  It is my understanding that this document is currently 
with the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing for review and approval.   
 
The Landowners Group made a number of submissions to the Region of York during 
their Growth Plan conformity Official Plan Review process and commented on a 
number of issues of concern.  Our most recent submission to the Region was in 
response to the Draft Regional Official Plan as presented to the Region of York 
Planning and Economic Development Committee on December 2, 2009 and 
subsequently adopted by Regional Council on December 16, 2009.   
 
With the short timeframe provided for review of the document prior to adoption by 
Regional Council, our clients were not able to provide a full response.  Our clients have 
now had an opportunity to review the York Region Official Plan December 2009 
policies and have additional comments specifically with respect to the Section 5.2 
“Sustainable Cities, Sustainable Communities” particularly the Sustainable Buildings 
sub-section.  
 
Our clients and I understand the there is a regulatory move in many jurisdictions that 
future housing and land development incorporate more efficient materials and 
building systems.  Our clients acknowledge and support the approach taken to have 
more efficient and sustainable housing and note that many of these objectives are and 
should continue to be governed by the Ontario Building Code which is consistently 
being updated in response to many of the planning policies articulated in the ROP.   
 
It is within this context that we have concern with policies 5.2.20 through 5.2.44 of the 
York Region Official Plan December 2009.  Although a number of these referenced 
policies are written with the words “to encourage”, policy 5.2.42 “...requires local 
municipalities to develop programs to ensure the successful implementation (emphasis 
added) of the sustainable building policies of this plan”. 
 
Our concern with these policies lies with the fact that some of these policies or all the 

established by the Ontario Building Code. The 
ROP requires that the local municipalities 
establish implementation programs to achieve 
the policies of the ROP, as it is the local 
municipalities who are responsible for issuing 
building permits, and therefore the successful 
implementation of these programs.  
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policies taken together may not be achievable.  We wish to ensure that the Region will 
consider these policies in the context of the local official plan conformity exercises as 
targets rather than prescriptive requirements.  We are concerned that these policies do 
not provide the local municipality with any guidance or principles with regard to what 
is appropriate.  This may result in each municipality interpreting/implementing this 
requirement in a variety of ways and an inconsistency of approaches across the Region.   
 
We request that in order to provide consistency in expectation across the Region, the 
Region take a leadership role and establish a committee that can provide guidance on 
what standards are acceptable and consistency across the Region.  This committee 
should monitor the various requirements of each Municipality and establish a standard 
of expectation.  We also ask that a representative from the Aurora 2C Landowners 
Group be allowed to sit on this Committee and provide valuable insight into what is 
realistically achievable  
 
REQUEST FOR NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO APPROVE THE YORK OFFICIAL PLAN 
With regards to the York Region Official Plan December 2009 currently under review 
by the Ministry, we are concerned that input and revisions received during the 
Ministry’s review from the Region or the various municipalities may modify the Official 
Plan without our awareness.  Therefore, we request the Ministry to notify us of any 
modification to the Region’s Official Plan prior to approval by the Ministry. 
 
Lastly we wish to advise the Group reserves its right to provide comments and make 
submissions on other aspects of the ROP that were not addressed in this letter or our 
earlier correspondence.  A fulsome review of the ROP December 2009 is still ongoing.  
In the same way, the Group continues to reserve its right to appeal to the OMB with 
respect to any concerns or issues that arise as a result of the ROP regardless of whether 
they are addressed in earlier correspondence. 
 
D05.2009.1.166 MGP March 22, 2010 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet with yourself and Barbara Jeffery on January 
21st, 2010 to discuss submissions made by MPG and Davis LLP on behalf of the Aurora 2C 
Landowners Group with regard to the Region of York Official Plan December 2009.  
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The Aurora 2C Landowners Group appreciates the opportunity to review the Region’s 
proposed revisions to the Regional Official Plan Woodland and the Regional 
Greenlands System mapping for Aurora 2C lands, as attached.  The Aurora 2C 
Landowners Group is generally in agreement with the revised mapping for woodlands 
and the Greenlands System premised on the following understanding: 
 

1. Refinements or modifications to the Greenlands System or its boundaries will 
not require an amendment to the Regional Official Plan.  In accordance with 
policy 2.1.5 and policy 2.1.6, the Regional Greenlands System illustrates local 
municipal greenlands system “schematically” and boundaries outside the 
Greenbelt Plan Area and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Area “are 
approximate”.  Revisions or refinements to the Greenlands System and the 
boundaries in accordance with the development approvals process will not 
require an amendment to the Regional Official Plan.  As such, any 
refinements or modifications to the natural heritage system or it’s boundary 
as part of the development approvals process for the Aurora 2C lands will not 
require an amendment to the Regional Official Plan. 
 

2. Crossings, trails, passive recreational uses, grading and other infrastructure 
required to service the future Aurora 2C community such as stormwater 
management facilities, water and wastewater systems, and streets are 
permitted within the Greenlands System.  In accordance with the natural 
heritage system work completed by the Town of Aurora and endorsed by 
Town Council; road crossings, trails, stormwater facilities, grading, and water 
and wastewater systems will be necessary within the Greenlands System of 
Aurora 2C and will be directed to the locations identified by the Town’s 
Natural Heritage Evaluation study.  It is our understanding that policy 2.1.12 
of the Regional Official Plan December 2009 permits such uses within the 
Greenlands System. 
 

3. It is our understanding the Regional Official Plan December 2009 policies 
with regard to the Greenlands System (section 2.1) includes buffers from 
significant environmental features.  Section 2.1 states that “The Regional 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, policy 2.1.5, 2.1.6, and 2.1.9 provides for 
refinement to the Regional Greenlands System 
to occur outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine and 
the Greenbelt. An amendment to the Regional 
Official is not required for these refinements.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
While policy 2.1.1 protects the Regional 
Greenlands System from new development and 
site alteration, the definition of “development” 
is as follows:  

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, 
b. works subject to the Drainage Act. 

 
In addition, policy 2.1.14 provides parameters for 
infrastructure within the Regional Greenlands 
system.  
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Greenlands System on Map 2 contains key natural heritage features and key 
hydrologic features and the adjacent lands necessary to maintain these 
features in a linked system”.  Therefore, we are of the understanding that a 
buffer will NOT be applied or be required from the boundary of the 
Greenlands System illustrated in 2C or in the Regional Official Plan. 

 
4. The woodlands mapping for Area 2C as illustrated has yet to be confirmed 

through the development approvals process and the extent of the woodlots 
identified may be modified or refined through the secondary planning and 
development approvals process/Environmental Impact Statement within an 
amendment to the Regional Official Plan.  We understand policy 2.2.41 of the 
ROP December 2009 permits site specific studies to determine or verify the 
significance of woodlands and an amendment to the Regional Official Plan 
would not be required if such study determines that a woodland boundary 
should be refined or is determined not to be significant. 

Thank-you for addressing concerns raised by the Aurora 2C Landowners Group with 
regard to the Region of York Official Plan December 2009; with the refinement to the 
mapping addressed, the Group no longer has any significant issues with ROP December 
2009.  Please feel free to contact me at 905.513.0170 ext. 109 if you would like to discuss 
or if have any questions.  Thanks again for working with us to resolve our concerns 
with the Regional Official Plan December 2009. 

 

 
The ROP does not require any buffers from the 
outer boundary of the Regional Greenlands 
System. The buffers prescribed in the ROP are 
feature-based (woodlands, and wetlands) 
 
 
 
Correct, policy 2.2.40 and 2.2.41 provide that site 
specific studies of the woodlands identified on 
Map 5 be conducted, and that an amendment to 
the ROP is not required for woodlands that do 
not meet the criteria in policy 2.2.39.  
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March 22, 2010 
 
 
 
 
The Regional Municipality of York 
c/o Karen Antonio-Hadcock 
Long Range & Strategic Planning 
Planning and Development Services 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON  L3Y 6Z1 
VIA Courier and Email: karen.antonio-hadcock@york.ca 05:1496 
 
 
Dear Karen, 
 
Re: Revised Woodlands and Greenlands Mapping in the Regional Official Plan December 2009 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to meet with yourself and Barbara Jeffery on January 21st, 2010 to discuss 
submissions made by MPG and Davis LLP on behalf of the Aurora 2C Landowners Group with regard 
to the Region of York Official Plan December 2009.  The Aurora 2C Landowners Group appreciates the 
opportunity to review the Region’s proposed revisions to the Regional Official Plan Woodland and the 
Regional Greenlands System mapping for Aurora 2C lands, as attached.  The Aurora 2C Landowners 
Group is generally in agreement with the revised mapping for woodlands and the Greenlands System 
premised on the following understanding: 
 

1. Refinements or modifications to the Greenlands System or its boundaries will not require an 
amendment to the Regional Official Plan.  In accordance with policy 2.1.5 and policy 2.1.6, the 
Regional Greenlands System illustrates local municipal greenlands system “schematically” and 
boundaries outside the Greenbelt Plan Area and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Area “are 
approximate”.  Revisions or refinements to the Greenlands System and the boundaries in 
accordance with the development approvals process will not require an amendment to the 
Regional Official Plan.  As such, any refinements or modifications to the natural heritage 
system or it’s boundary as part of the development approvals process for the Aurora 2C lands 
will not require an amendment to the Regional Official Plan. 
 

2. Crossings, trails, passive recreational uses, grading and other infrastructure required to service 
the future Aurora 2C community such as stormwater management facilities, water and 
wastewater systems, and streets are permitted within the Greenlands System.  In accordance 
with the natural heritage system work completed by the Town of Aurora and endorsed by 
Town Council; road crossings, trails, stormwater facilities, grading, and water and wastewater 
systems will be necessary within the Greenlands System of Aurora 2C and will be directed to 
the locations identified by the Town’s Natural Heritage Evaluation study.  It is our 

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201 
Markham, Ontario, Canada L3R 6B3 

Tel: (905) 513-0170, Fax: (905) 513-0177 
dgiven@mgp.ca 
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March 22, 2010   Page 2 
Re: Revised Woodlands and Greenlands Mapping in the Regional Official Plan December 2009 
        

understanding that policy 2.1.12 of the Regional Official Plan December 2009 permits such 
uses within the Greenlands System. 
 

3. It is our understanding the Regional Official Plan December 2009 policies with regard to the 
Greenlands System (section 2.1) includes buffers from significant environmental features.  
Section 2.1 states that “The Regional Greenlands System on Map 2 contains key natural 
heritage features and key hydrologic features and the adjacent lands necessary to maintain 
these features in a linked system”.  Therefore, we are of the understanding that a buffer will 
NOT be applied or be required from the boundary of the Greenlands System illustrated in 2C 
or in the Regional Official Plan. 

 
4. The woodlands mapping for Area 2C as illustrated has yet to be confirmed through the 

development approvals process and the extent of the woodlots identified may be modified or 
refined through the secondary planning and development approvals process/Environmental 
Impact Statement within an amendment to the Regional Official Plan.  We understand policy 
2.2.41 of the ROP December 2009 permits site specific studies to determine or verify the 
significance of woodlands and an amendment to the Regional Official Plan would not be 
required if such study determines that a woodland boundary should be refined or is determined 
not to be significant. 

 
Thank-you for addressing concerns raised by the Aurora 2C Landowners Group with regard to the 
Region of York Official Plan December 2009; with the refinement to the mapping addressed, the Group 
no longer has any significant issues with ROP December 2009.  Please feel free to contact me at 
905.513.0170 ext. 109 if you would like to discuss or if have any questions.  Thanks again for working 
with us to resolve our concerns with the Regional Official Plan December 2009. 
 
Yours very truly, 
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. 
 
 
 
Don Given, MCIP, RPP 
President 
  
Attachments  Revised Greenlands and Woodlands mapping from the Region of York 
 
cc.   Barbara Jeffery, Region of York, Email: Barbara.jeffery@york.ca 

Marco Ramunno, Town of Aurora, Email: mramunno@e-aurora.ca 
Jim Kyle, Town of Aurora, Email: jkyle@e-aurora.ca 
Chris Barnett, Davis & Co., Email: cbarnett@davis.ca 
Aurora 2C Landowners Group Via Email 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.139 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 11, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Templeton Planning Ltd on behalf of landowners in Block 
40/47 City of Vaughan 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Lands in Block 40/47 were designated Urban Area in Vaughan 
OPA 600. Applications for Secondary Plan and Block plans 
were submitted in February 2003 prior to the Greenbelt 
coming into force and effect.  
 
As these plans predate the Greenbelt Plan, these plans fall 
within policy 5.2.1 of the Greenbelt Plan and subsequent 
applications are not required to conform to the Greenbelt 
Plan. 
 
Maps showing the Urban Areas should be modified to reflect 
the approved urban area in accordance with the Secondary 
Plan Area 

Comments reflect the correct interpretation of the Greenbelt 
Plan. The applications were commenced in advance of the 
Greenbelt Plan and are therefore transitioned.  
 
Map 5 to the current Regional Official Plan designates the 
lands as Urban Area 
 
Maps in the Adopted Official Plan will be modified to reflect 
the Block 47 developable area. Map 8 will be modified to 
extend the Agricultural Policy Area to lands not designated 
Urban Area.  
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.140 
D05.2009.169 
 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 
March 16, 2010 

Submission Author:  
Marina Ferrante, Laceby Real Estate 
Meridian Planning  on behalf of Marina Ferrante 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Ms. Ferrante wrote in December regarding the designation of 
lands adjacent to the hamlet of Snowball as Agricultural on 
Map 8. 
 
Ms. Ferrante represents several properties which fall both 
within the hamlet designation of Snowball and outside of the 
hamlet but inside of the Hamlet Study Area. 
 
Ms. Ferrante is of the opinion that the settlement boundaries 
for the hamlet of Snowball should be expanded to reflect the 
Snowball Study Area.  

The lands subject to Ms. Ferrante’s request are entirely within 
the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) and 
partially within the ORMCP Hamlet of Snowball.   The Hamlet  
boundaries are fixed until the review of the Oak Ridges 
Moraine Conservation Plan is undertaken in 2015. 
 
Subject to other policies in both the Regional Official Plan 
and the Township’s Plan, it may be possible that some 
additional development might take place on those lands 
within the hamlet boundary  
 
Township of King and Regional staff met with Ms. Ferrante in 
on December 17, 2009 to explain the above nature of the 
hamlet boundaries.  A follow-up letter was sent to Ms, 
Ferrante explaining the above. 
 
In March 2010, Meridian planning advised that they represent 
Ms. Ferrante and are assisting her to determine the 
development potential on her lands within the hamlet 
boundaries.   
 
Since the Regional Plan implements the provincial document, 
they advise that Ms. Ferrante does not intend to appeal the 
Regional Plan in regard to these lands. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.141 
 

Date of Submission:  
December 15,  2009 

Submission Author:  
IBI Group  
On behalf of Dorsay and Bazil 
Developments 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 
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Policy 5.4.23 speaks to densities for the 4 Regional 
Centres. With respect to the lands along Green Lane, 
which have been identified as a Regional Corridor, 
policies 5.4.33 and 34 apply which state:  
 
33. That minimum densities for key development 
areas be established within secondary plans, 
consistent with: 

a. a 3.5 floor space index per development 
block at, and adjacent to, the Steeles West 
Station on the Spadina Subway Extension, 
and the Steeles Station on the Yonge Subway 
Extension; 

b. a 2.5 floor space index per development 
block, at, and adjacent to, the 407 Transitway 
Station on the Spadina Subway Extension, 
and the Clark and Royal Orchard Stations on 
the Yonge Subway Extension; and,  

c. an appropriate floor space index per 
development block for lands at or adjacent to 
other rapid transit stations and/or other 
select areas, as determined by the local 
municipality, in consideration of community 
context and character. 

 
34. To require a comprehensive approach to 
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intensification along Regional Corridors. Local 
municipalities will establish key development areas 
and other forms of intensification along Regional 
Corridors. Key development areas, once established, 
will support an overall long term density target of 2.5 
floor space index for developable areas. 

 

 
Regional Staff will be working with the Town of East 
Gwillimbury in the finalization of the Official Plan and 
the secondary plans for the key development areas 
along Green Lane to ensure that the development 
blocks are defined.  

 

 

Policy 5.4.34 speaks to an overall long term density 
target. The local plan can provide more specificity on 
how to transition into achieving this long term target 
for the Regional Corridors.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Region released an updated Land Budget in 
March 2010, in addition to a staff report detailing the 
proposed process for the urban boundary expansions 
in Markham, Vaughan, and East Gwillimbury as 
Regional Official Plan Amendments 1, 2, and 3.  
 
Regional staff will be proceeding to a statutory public 
hearing in June of 2010, and proposed adoption of 
the late 2010/early 2011.   
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The whitebelt lands in the Town of East Gwillimbury 
are subject to the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan which 
requires a minimum vegetation protection zone of 
30m for all key natural heritage features and key 
hydrologic features. The Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 
policies have been incorporated into the ROP 
December 2009 version, and the subject policies with 
respect to key natural heritage and key hydrologic 
features include policies 2.2.14 through 2.2.29.   

 

 
This policy allows the Region to consider the 
introduction of social housing and hospital 
development charges, and does not require the 
Region to do so. Any amendments to the 
Development Charges would be subject to a separate 
public process.  
 
 
 
 
The comment is referring to Policy 5.6.14g. The 
identification of hazardous lands and sites is 
consistent with the requirements of the PPS to protect 
these areas from development and site alteration.  
 
As stated above, for the subject lands, the Lake 
Simcoe Protection Plan applies, which has required 
minimum vegetation protection zones to be 30m.  

 



D05.2009.1.141Received December 15, 2009

elliottt
Rectangle









Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 14, 2010 

1 

   
Submission Number   
D05.20091.142 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 

Submission Author: 
Malone Given Parsons Ltd (on behalf of Neamsby 
Investments and Fulton Homes (Rodeo Fine Homes)) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: Several parcels with frontage on 14th Avenue, east 
of Middlefield Road; Markham. 

 

  
We have concerns with the additions and amendments made 
to the employment land policies in draft Section “4.3 
Protecting Employment Lands”.  Of particular concern is new 
policy 4.3.2 which states: “To protect all employment lands 
identified in local municipal official plans.  These lands are 
strategic and vital to the Regional economy and are to be 
protected for employment land uses.”   

The employment land policies in the ROP are consistent with 
and complement the employment land policies in the Growth 
Plan. 

  
We also have an issue with policy 4.3.7 where the word 
“Regional” was added before the term ‘municipal 
comprehensive review’. 

The municipal comprehensive review exercise includes:  
• The use of the Growth Plan’s forecasts; 
• The completion of an intensification strategy that 

demonstrates the planning for a minimum 40% 
residential intensification; 

• An assessment of  the available residential and 
employment land supplies and demonstration of the 
need for a proposed urban expansion; and 

• A demonstration of how the minimum designated 
greenfield area density target of 50 people and jobs 
per hectare is to be achieved. 

 
The exercise includes an analysis across the regional market 
area.  Policy 4.3.9 (formerly 4.3.7) is consistent with policy 5.1.12. 

  
These amendments in policy from the first draft of the  



Draft York Region Official Plan – December 2009 - Submission Analysis      
   April 14, 2010 

2 

Regional OP to the final draft serve to impact our client’s 
intentions in a negative way and compromise discussions that 
have been held with the local municipality on the future 
development of our client’s lands in southeast Markham. 
 



 

 
 

 

 

December 15, 2009 

 

 

Mr. Bryan Tuckey, MCIP, RPP 

Commissioner of Planning and Development Services 

The Regional Municipality of York 

17250 Yonge Street 

Newmarket, Ontario 

L3Y 6Z1 09-1888 

  

 

Dear Mr. Tuckey: 

 

 

Re: York Region Official Plan Review 

 Submission Regarding Draft Official Plan  

 

Malone Given Parsons Ltd. are the planning consultants to Neamsby Investments and Fulton Homes 

(Rodeo Fine Homes), the owners of several parcels with frontage on 14th Avenue, east of Middlefield 

Road in the Town of Markham.  We have been retained to review York Region‟s Draft Official Plan and 

understand the impacts the proposed policies may have on our client‟s development options in the 

future.   

 

We have concerns with the additions and amendments made to the employment land policies in draft 

Section “4.3 Protecting Employment Lands”.  Of particular concern is new policy 4.3.2 which states; 

“To protect all employment lands identified in local municipal official plans.  These lands are strategic 

and vital to the Regional economy and are to be protected for employment land uses.”   We also have an 

issue with policy 4.3.7 where the word „Regional‟ was added before the term „municipal comprehensive 

review‟.  

 

These amendments in policy from the first draft of the Regional OP to the final draft serve to impact our 

client‟s intentions in a negative way and compromise discussions that have been held with the local 

municipality on the future development of our client‟s lands in southeast Markham. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201, Markham 

Ontario, Canada L3R 6B3 

Tel: 1-905-513-0170 x113 

Fax: 1-905-513-0177 

www.mgp.ca 

(dgiven@mgp.ca) 
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Mr. Bryan Tuckey, York Region 

December 15, 2009 

Page 2   

 

 

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment on the Region‟s Draft Official Plan.  Please do 

not hesitate to contact me at 905-513-0170 ext. 109 should you have any questions or comments with 

respect to our submission. 

 

Yours very truly, 

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. 

 

 
 

Don Given, MCIP, RPP 

President 

 

cc:  Bruce Macgregor, Chief Administrative Officer, York Region 

 John Waller, Director, Long Range and Strategic Planning Branch, York Region 

 Barbara Jeffrey, Manager, Land Use Policy and Environment, York Region 

 Region of York Clerks Department 

 Randy Peddigrew, Neamsby Investments 

   Frank Mauro, Fulton Homes 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1.143 
 

Date of Submission: December 15, 2009 Submission Author:  
Townsend and Associates  
On behalf of Aryeh Construction Ltd.  
8293 and 8303 Warden Ave. Markham 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 

 

Submission 1.066 was previously responded to in the 
December 2009 report to Regional Council.  
 
 
If Planning Act applications have been submitted for 
the subject lands prior to the approval of the 
Regional Official Plan, then the following transition 
policies apply: 8.4.15 and 8.4.16, formerly 8.4.14 and
 8.4.15) as follows:  
 
15. That applications received on/or after the date of 
this Plan's approval be subject to the policies of this 
Plan. 
 

 

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. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.144 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 

Submission Author: 
Bousfields Inc (on behalf of Woodbine International Centre 
Corporation and Woodbine International Hotel Corporation) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: 9390 Woodbine Avenue; Markham.  
  
Out client has very recently submitted applications for an 
Official Plan Amendment and rezoning to the Town of 
Markham to permit residential uses as part of an integrated 
mixed-use centre on the above-noted site.  The site is 
designated Business Corridor Area in the Town of Markham 
Official Plan and is subject to a site-specific policy introduced 
by Official Plan Amendment No. 181. 
 
It is our opinion that the proposed mixed-use development 
does not involve a “conversion” of the land to a non-
employment use within the meaning of either the Provincial 
Policy Statement or the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe.  In this regard, the proposal is to maintain the 
primary employment function of the site, while adding 
permission for a secondary residential component that is over 
and above the employment function. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Within this context, proposed Policy 4.3.12 of the draft 
Regional Official Plan may be of concern. In accordance with 

The lands will be subject to transition policies 8.4.14, 15 and 16
(formerly policies 8.4.13, 14 and 15).  
 
8.4.14 To recognize legally existing and approved land uses as 
they exist at the time this Plan is approved.  

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

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. 
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Provincial policy, it provides that, except as provided in Policy 
4.3.13 (the provisions related to “municipal comprehensive 
reviews”), the conversion of employment lands to non-
employment uses is not permitted.  However, it goes on to 
state in paragraph (b) that, for the purposes of Policy 4.3.12, 
“uses not permitted on employment lands include residential, 
institutional, major retail and non-ancillary 
commercial/retail”. 
 
It is unclear whether the intent of paragraph (b) is to expand 
the meaning of the word “conversion” to include the 
addition of uses such as residential.  If that is the intent, it is 
our opinion that this policy goes beyond what is provided for 
in the Provincial policy and is undesirable in planning policy 
terms.  In this latter regard, it is our opinion that the addition 
of residential uses as part of a mixed-use development can be 
highly desirable in specific circumstances i.e. where the 
proposed development contributes to the achievement of the 
jobs forecasts for the municipality, while not introducing land 
use constraints which would inhibit the development of 
adjacent and nearby employment lands for employment uses. 

The Region’s Official Plan complements the Growth Plan in 
protecting employment lands. 
 
ROP policy 4.3.5 (formerly 4.3.2): 

To protect all employment lands identified in local 
municipal official plans. These lands are strategic and 
vital to the Regional economy and are to be protected 
for employment land uses. 

ROP policy 4.3.4 (formerly 4.3.3): 

To require local municipalities to designate and 
protect employment lands in local municipal official 
plans. 

 
ROP Policy 4.3.8 (formerly 4.3.6) indicates the following : 
 

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. 

 
  
 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 
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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. 

 
 

 



 

3 Churc h S t . ,  #200 ,  Toron to ,  ON  M 5E 1M 2  T 416 -947 -9744 F  416-947 -0781 www .bousf i el ds .c a 

 
Project No. 0780 

December 15, 2009 
 
Mr. Bryan Tuckey, Commissioner  
Regional Municipality of York 
Planning and Development Services 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, Ontario L3Y 6Z1 
 
Dear Mr. Tuckey:  
 
Re: York Regional Official Plan 
 Comments on behalf of Woodbine International Centre 

9390 Woodbine Avenue, Town of Markham 
 
On behalf of our client, Woodbine International Centre Corporation and 
Woodbine International Hotel Corporation, we are pleased to submit herewith the 
following comments regarding the draft York Regional Official Plan, which we are 
advised will be considered by Regional Council at its meeting on December 16, 
2009. 
 
Our client has very recently submitted applications for an Official Plan 
Amendment and rezoning to the Town of Markham to permit residential uses as 
part of an integrated mixed-use centre on the above-noted site. The site is 
designated Business Corridor Area in the Town of Markham Official Plan and is 
subject to a site-specific policy introduced by Official Plan Amendment No. 181.   
 
It is our opinion that the proposed mixed-use development does not involve a 
“conversion” of the land to a non-employment use within the meaning of either 
the Provincial Policy Statement or the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe.  In this regard, the proposal is to maintain the primary employment 
function of the site, while adding permission for a secondary residential 
component that is over and above the employment function.  
 
Within this context, proposed Policy 4.3.12 of the draft Regional Official Plan may 
be of concern.  In accordance with Provincial policy, it provides that, except as 
provided in Policy 4.3.13 (the provisions related to “municipal comprehensive 
reviews”), the conversion of employment lands to non-employment uses is not 
permitted.  However, it goes on to state in paragraph (b) that, for the purposes of 
Policy 4.3.12, “uses not permitted on employment lands include residential, 
institutional, major retail and non-ancillary commercial/retail”. 
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It is unclear whether the intent of paragraph (b) is to expand the meaning of the 
word “conversion” to include the addition of uses such as residential. If that is the 
intent, it is our opinion that this policy goes beyond what is provided for in 
Provincial policy and is undesirable in planning policy terms.  In this latter regard, 
it is our opinion that the addition of residential uses as part of a mixed-use 
development can be highly desirable in specific circumstances i.e. where the 
proposed development contributes to the achievement of the jobs forecasts for 
the municipality, while not introducing land use constraints which would inhibit 
the development of adjacent and nearby employment lands for employment 
uses. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. If you require any 
additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me or Kate Cooper of 
our office. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 
Bousfields Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Peter F. Smith, MCIP, RPP 
 
cc: Mr. Sheldon Esbin - Romspen Investment Corporation 
 Mr. Charles Moon - Yorkville Corporation  
 Mr. Sol Wassermuhl - IBI Group/Page + Steele Architects 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009. 1. 145 
(see also 1.080) 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Weston Consulting on behalf of (on behalf of 1625489 
Ontario Limited) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
  
Subject lands are within the Greenbelt Plan and are 
designated Rural Commercial in the East Gwillimbury Official 
Plan and zoned for Commercial Highway in the East 
Gwillimbury zoning bylaw.  
 
Draft Town of East Gwillimbury Official Plan retains the site 
specific permissions 
 
Subject lands are also part of the Towns Natural Heritage 
system as a designated B and C area – policies indicate that 
these development and site alteration may be permitted 
through an EIS demonstrating no negative impacts to 
features and functions.  Town’s draft Plan recognizes  
flexibility in the boundaries and limits 
 
Acknowledge that there have been changes to the transition 
policies in the adopted Plan, concerns remain with respect to: 
 

Section 2.1.1. – which directs development away from 
the Regional Greenlands system 
 
Section 6.1.8 that where there is a conflict between 
policies of this Plan the local Plan and the greenbelt 
Plan the more restrictive will apply; and 
 

The Regional Plan and the Town of East Gwillimbury’s policy 
approach to natural heritage systems are consistent.  
 
A new policy has been added to the Regional Plan to reflect 
the relationship between the local and Regional Greenlands 
systems as follows: 
 
2.1.5 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. 
 
Regional staff met with Weston Consulting and 
representatives of the owner January 28, 2010.  Weston 
consulting proposed several policy modifications which in 
their opinion would alleviate their concerns.  Regional staff 
have reviewed these purposed policy changes and find them 
unacceptable. 
 
Regional staff remains of the opinion that the Greenbelt 
transition policy 8.4.18 (formerly 8.4.17) will permit the approved 
uses onsite to be recognized. However, to more closely align with 
the approved Greenbelt Plan, Ministry staff will modify the Plan 
to reflect the specific Greenbelt Policy 5.2.1 in wording.   
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Section 8.4.2 That all policies in the Plan must be 
considered together to determine conformity. 
Individual polciies should not be read or interpreted in 
isolation. 
 

Concern is that in the face of these policies the more 
restrictive Agricultural and Greenlands policies would take 
precedence. Suggest stronger policy wording to address the 
subject lands where the more restrictive policies would 
conflict with existing approved land uses 
 
Also have issues with policy 8.4.13 does not provide sufficient 
clarity with respect to what constitutes “approved land uses”  
Suggest the policy recognizes uses permitted in local official 
plans. 
 
Policy 8.4.14 requires that all applications received on or after 
the date of the ROP approval be subject to the Plan. This 
would include site plan applications, minor variances and 
consents, draft plans of subdivisions/condominium 
applications.  Suggest that these implement approved land 
uses and should not be subject to the new Plan.  Request the 
policy be modified to exclude the above applications where 
they implement approved land uses, thereby providing 
appropriate transition for the applications. 
 
Suggested policy modifications provided for Regional staff 
consideration to policy 8.4.13, 8.4.14, 8.4.17.1, and a proposed 
site specific policy. 

 

No additional changes are required to the Adopted Official 
Plan, beyond the modification to Policy 8.4.18 (formerly 8.4.17) by 
the Ministry to reflect the wording in Greenbelt Plan policy
5.2.1 as above.  
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.146 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 
 

Submission Author:  
Michael S. Goldberg, Goldberg Group on behalf of Orlando 
Corporation 
 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
We are the consulting planners representing Orlando Corporation 
(Orlando), the owner of 35.5 hectare (87.7 acres) of serviced and 
partially developed subdivision employment lands located within 
the Headford Business Park component of the Town of 
Richmond Hill’s Highway 404 Employment Land Corridor.  The 
subject lands are located on the east side of Leslie Street, mid-
block between Sixteenth Avenue and Major Mackenzie Drive 
East.  Within its subdivision, Orlando maintains 2 undeveloped, 
although serviced employment blocks next to Leslie Street with a 
combined frontage on Leslie Street of 371 m (1,217 ft).   
 
The currently approved/in force Regional Official Plan Right-of-
Way (ROW) standard for Leslie Street is up to 36 m.  This has 
already been taken as part of Orlando's subdivision approvals.  
The draft Regional Official Plan (June 2009), specifies on Map 12 
– Street Network, an increase for the Leslie Street ROW 
standard from "up to 36 m", to "up to 45 m", for the stretch of 
Leslie Street from Major Mackenzie Drive southerly to Sixteenth 
Avenue.   
 
Our client is concerned for the potential of an additional road 
widening that has not yet been demonstrated and may not be 
needed. Furthermore, the draft Regional Official Plan policies 
indicate that although generally a road widening is taken equally 
from each side of the street, and measured from the centerline of 
the street, there may be instances where an unequal widening 
may occur.  This is a major concern of Orlando, as the west side 

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 public 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 
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of Leslie Street is an established residential neighbourhood that 
does not appear to have lands for a future widening, which in 
turn, may result in an unequal widening requirement of up to 9m 
on Orlando’s lands should this Official Plan be 

the ROP. Regional staff will meet with the representatives of 
the submitter in the near future to discuss issues relating to 
street widening. 
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Submission Number   
D05.2009.1.147 
 

Date of Submission: 
December 15, 2009 

Submission Author:  
Velta Mussellam 
(on behalf of Thornhill Golf & Country Club) 

Comments or Requested Change to Draft Official Plan Analysis and Recommendation 

 
Property: Approximately 185 acres located on the west side of 
Yonge Street, south of the intersection of Yonge Street and 
Royal Orchard Boulevard. 

 

  
On behalf of my client I hereby request to be notified if the 
Plan is adopted. 

York Region mailed the Notice of Adoption to Velta 
Mussellam on December 18, 2009. 
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