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October 1 , 2015 

Denis Kelly, Regional Clerk 
The Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON L3Y 6Z1 

Dear Mr. Kelly: 

Legal & Legislative Services 
Stephen M.A. Huycke 

905-726-4771 
shuycke@aurora.ca 

Town of Aurora 
100 John West Way, Box 1000 

Aurora, ON L4G 6J1 

DELIVERED BY E-MAIL TO: 
regional.clerk@york.ca 

Re: Town of Aurora Council Resolution of September 15, 2015; Re: Item 1 (1) Report 
No. PL 15-060 - Hotel Development Charges 

Please be advised that this matter was heard by Council at its meeting held on September 
15, 2015, and in this regard Council adopted the following resolution : 

THAT staff be authorized to enter into Development Charge Deferral 
Agreements for hotel or motel developments which defer the excess 
amounts that the hotel is required to pay over the amount an office building 
of similar size would be required to pay, and that such surcharge be deferred 
until the use of the building changes; and 

THAT any deferral of Development Charges be subject to a developer 
completing construction within a specified time frame as determined by staff, 
and the deferral be non-transferrable; and 

THAT staff be directed to return to a rate calculation based upon the non
residential rate for the gross square footage in calculating the Development 
Charges for hotels and motels in the next update of the Development 
Charges By-law; and 

THAT York Region be requested to consider the deferral of development 
charges and amendment of the Regional Development Charges By-law as 
described above; and 

THAT this resolution and Report No. PL 15-060 be forwarded to the 
municipalities of York Region and to the members of York Regional Council. 
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Town of Aurora Council Resolution of September 15,2015 
Re: Report No. PL 15-060- Hotel Development Charges 
October 1, 2015 
Page2of2 

The above is for your lnfonnation and placement on the Regional Council agenda. We have 
enclosed Council Report No. PL 15-060 - Hotel Development Charges for reference. 

SMAH/Ib 

Enclosure ( 1) 

Copy: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning and Development Services 
All Municipalities of The Regional Municipality of York 
Members of York Regional Council 
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TOWN OF AURORA 
COUNCIL REPORT 

SUBJECT: Hotel Development Charges 

No. PL 15-060 

FROM: Marco Ramunno, Director of Planning and Development Services 
Dan Elliott, Director of Corporate and Financial Services 

DATE: August 11, 2015 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

THAT Report No. PL 15-060 be received; and 

THAT staff be authorized to enter into Development Charge Deferral Agreements 
for hotel or motel developments which defer the excess amounts that the hotel is 
required to pay over the amount an office building of similar size would be 
required to pay, and that such surcharge be deferred until the use of the building 
changes; and 

THAT staff be directed to return to a rate calculation based upon the non
residential rate for the gross square footage in calculating the Development 
Charges for hotels and motels in the next update of the Development Charge 
Bylaw; and 

THAT York Region be requested to consider the deferral of development charges 
and amendment of the Regional Development Charge By-law as described above. 

PURPOSE OF THE REPORT 

To update Council on the market competitiveness of the Development Charges for new 
hotels in York Region and recommend options to improve the probability of attracting a 
hotel to Aurora. 

BACKGROUND 

On April 8, 2014, the Town approved By-law Number 5585-14 to update the Town's 
Development Charge By-law and related charges. As part of the recent update, staff 
recommended the harmonization of the Town's methodology for the calculation of 
development charges with the approach currently in place at York Region. This 
included the recommendation to amend the methodology for calculating development 
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charges for hotel developments. Under the previous method, hotels were charged the 
non-residential rate for the gross square footage of the proposed hotel. This 
methodology was amended to a charge equal to 50% of the non-residential rate plus 
the equivalent of the small apartment rate for each unit proposed within the hotel. 

The Town has been approached over the past several months by various investors 
interested in a hotel in Aurora. A number of groups have entered into advanced stages 
of planning including the securing of sites, completing detailed financial analyses, 
engaging potential hotel brands and engaging an architect. These groups have 
highlighted the current development charges as a significant barrier to the construction 
of a hotel in Aurora. 

COMMENTS 

The Town is currently in discussions with a hotel investor that is proposing a 46,110 
square foot, 87 suite hotel along the highway 404 corridor. The investor is progressing 
through planning stages of the project and has indicated that the estimated 
development charge is extraordinary when compared to other GTA municipalities and a 
significant barrier to development. In response, staff have completed a comparative 
analysis of the applicable development charges for the proposed hotel using the rates 
and mythologies for several comparable GTA municipalities. The results of this analysis 
are summarized in Table 1 below: 

T bl 1 E t" t d H I D a e s 1ma e ote eve opment Ch arges, S I GTA e ect Munlcipa 1bes 
Municipality Regional DC Education DC local DC Total DC 
Aurora $1 ,983,789.62 $34,569.94 $738,267.72 $2,756,627.28 
Ajax $614,185.20 $0 $217,639.20 $831,824.40 
Richmond Hill $1,983,789.62 $34,569.94 $586,076.66 $2,604,436.23 
Mississauga $874,269.40 $47,069.38 $498,862.33 $1,420,201.11 
Newmarket $1,983,789.62 $34,569.94 $231,472.20 $2,249,831.76 
Toronto N/A $49,337.70 $818,583.70 $867,921.40 
Milton $850,453.24 $73,656.87 $315,239.29 $1 ,239,349.40 
Town of Aurora 
Note: Calculations based on 46,110 gross sq.ft, 87 suite hotel 

The analysis indicates that hotel development charges in York Region are significantly 
higher than several other competing jurisdictions. Moreover, hotel development 
charges in Aurora are relatively high even when compared to competing jurisdictions 
within York Region. Staff believe that current development charges are a barrier to the 
Town attracting a hotel and recommend that Council take steps to address the issue. 

Staff have discussed the issue with York Region staff and understand that a very limited 
number of hotels have been approved under the current development charge policy. 
This further supports the assertion that the development charge is hindering the 
Regions ability to attract a hotel. 
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In order to address the issue, it is recommended that Council authorize staff to enter 
into Development Charge Deferral Agreements for hotel or motel developments which 
defer the excess amounts that the hotel is required to pay over the amount an office 
building of similar size, and that such surcharge be deferred until the use of the building 
changes. Moreover, it is recommended that Council consider returning to a rate 
calculation based upon the non-residential rate for the gross square footage in 
calculating the Development Charges for hotels and motels in the next update of the 
Development Charge Bylaw. 

It is also recommended that Council request that York Region take similar actions 
related to the Regional hotel development charge and methodology given that the 
Regional development charge alone is significantly higher than the total development 
charge for several competing GTA municipalities. 

LINK TO STRATEGIC PLAN 

The report supports the Strategic Plan goal of Enabling a Creative, Diverse and 
Resilient Economy through its accomplishment in satisfying requirements in the 
following key objectives within this goal statement: 

Promoting economic opportunities that facilitate the growth of Aurora as a 
desirable place to do business: Through the analysis of the market feasibility of hotel 
development charges and recommendations to improve the Town ability to attract a 
hotel. 

Supporting small business and encouraging a more sustainable business 
environment: By improving the Town's ability to attract a hotel which has been proven 
to be an essential component of a successful and sustainable. The report directly 
supports the following Strategic Plan action: Work with community partners to establish 
a hotel and/or convention centre that meets the growing needs of our businesses and 
residents. 

ALTERNATIVE(S) TO THE RECOMMENDATIONS 

1 . Council may choose to not defer hotel development charges or amend the next 
Development Charges By-law as outlined above. 
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The recommended deferral of development charges will result in a $565,000 deferral of 
fees to the Town for a hotel under the above mentioned scenario. However, staff 
believe that the current rate is a significant barrier to the development of a hotel and 
conversely the Town's ability to attract a hotel to the area. As a result, staff are 
recommending that the Town defer the portion of the development charge that is 
greater than the development charge for an equivalent sized employment land use. 
This approach ensures that the Town is collecting the relevant development charge for 
a comparatively sized office building. 

CONCLUSIONS 

On April 8, 2014, the Town approved By-law Number 5585-14 to update the Town's 
Development Charge By-law and related charges. As part of the update, staff 
recommended the harmonization of the Town's methodology with that of York Region 
for the calculation of development charges for hotel developments. The Town is 
currently in discussions with a hotel investor that is proposing a 46,110 square foot, 87 
suite hotel along the highway 404 corridor. The investor is progressing through 
planning stages of the project and has indicated that the estimated development charge 
is extraordinary when compared to other GTA municipalities. 

As a result, it is recommended that Council authorize staff to enter into Development 
Charge Deferral Agreements for hotel or motel developments which defer the excess 
amounts that the hotel is required to pay over the amount an office building of similar 
size , and that such surcharge be deferred until the use of the building changes. 
Moreover, it is recommended that Council consider returning to a rate calculation based 
upon the non-residential rate for the gross square footage in calculating the 
Development Charges for hotels and motels in the next update of the Development 
Charge Bylaw. 

It is also recommended that Council request that York Region take similar actions 
related to the Regional hotel development charge and methodology given that the 
Regional development charge alone is significantly higher than the total development 
charge for several competing GTA municipalities. 

ATTACHMENTS 

None 
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PRE-SUBMISSION REVIEW 

Executive Leadership Team -July 30, 2015 

Prepared by: Anthony lerullo, Manager of Long Range and Strategic Planning • 
Ext.4742 

_,;•<~' /;:? 
'" . .-f/.r' 

~~ ... -:==' c: - "C=' 

,, Ma" O' a unno 
Director of Planning and Development 
Services 
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Ministry of 
Municipal Affairs 
and Housing 
Municipal Services Office 
Central Ontario 

Ministere des 
Affaires municipales 
et du Logement 
Bureau des services aux municipalites 
du Centre de !'Ontario 

('~ !r > 1/r. Ontario 
777 Bay Street, 131

h Floor 
Toronto ON M5G 2E5 
Phone: 416 585-6226 
Fax: 416 585-6882 
Toll-Free: 1 800 668-0230 

September 30, 2015 

Ms. Karen Whitney 

777, rue Bay, 13" etage 
Toronto ON M5G 2E5 
Telephone: 416 585-6226 
Telecopieur: 416 585-6882 
Sans frais : 1 800-668-0230 

Director of Community Planning 
Regional Municipality of York 
17250 Yonge Street 
Newmarket, ON 
L3Y 6Z1 

Dear Ms. Whitney: 

RE: Town of Georgina Draft Official Plan Review (April 2015) 
MMAH File No.: 19-EOP-155976 

Please find enclosed the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing's (MMAH) 
One-Window comments, per the request from the Region of York by letters dated 
May 22, 2015 and May 29, 2015, that MMAH and its partner ministries review the 
draft Georgina Official Plan policies in support of the Town's five-year review of 
the Official Plan ("OP"). 

It is our understanding that the official plan review is structured in multiple 
phases. The first phase will focus on preparing a new parent Official Plan to 
reflect the Greenbelt Plan, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 
("Growth Plan"), Lake Simcoe Protection Plan ("LSPP"), South Georgian Bay
Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan, and York Region Official Plan ("YROP"). 
The draft OP applies to all lands in Georgina with the exception of the Secondary 
Plan Areas (Sutton/Jackson's Point, Keswick, Keswick Business Park and 
Pefferlaw). The second phase will consist of the review of the Keswick 
Secondary Plan. A review of the remaining secondary plans will be completed 
as additional phases of the official plan review. We understand the Town is 
anticipating bringing forward the OP for Council adoption by the end of 2015 and 
then submitting to the Region of York as the approval authority. 

As you are aware, presently the Province is undertaking a co-ordinated review of 
provincial plans, including the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan for the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe, we recommend that the Region be mindful of this 
on-going review as the Town continues to update of the Official Plan, to ensure 
that the approval of the updated Plan appropriately conforms with these 
provincial Plans. 

Page 1 of25 
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Through the One-Window Provincial Planning Service, the draft policies were 
circulated to the Ontario Growth Secretariat (OGS) of MMAH and to the following 
Ministries: Agriculture, Food and Rural Affairs (OMAFRA), Natural Resources 
and Forestry (MNRF), Environment and Climate Change (MOECC), Tourism, 
Culture and Sport (MTCS}, and Transportation (MTO) for comments. 

The One-Window comments are intended to assist the Town in its review of the 
draft policies and the Region with its decision-making process as the approval 
authority of the proposed official plan. Based on our review, we offer the 
following pre-consultation comments (the letter highlights general comments and 
specific policy and technical comments are included in Appendix A): 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 

Growth Management 

Growth Plan policy 5.4.2.2(a) requires that where planning is conducted by an 
upper-tier municipality, the upper tier municipality in consultation with the lower
tier municipalities will allocate growth forecasts provided in Schedule 3 to the 
lower-tier municipalities. It appears that the Town has implemented the growth 
forecasts, as allocated by York Region in its Official Plan of 70,300 people and 
21,200 jobs to 2031. 

Growth Plan sub-policies 5.4.2.2(b) and (c) require upper-tier municipalities, in 
consultation with the lower-tier municipalities, to identify the residential 
intensification target and density target for designated greenfield areas in the 
lower-tier municipality. Targets for intensification and designated greenfield 
areas are not incorporated in the draft OP, in particular Section 2.2.8 (Growth 
Management Objectives) or Section 3 (Growth Management). 

Recommendation: 

Include the residential intensification target and designated greenfield area 
density target in the draft OP, as identified by the York Region Official Plan 
("ROP"). Inclusion of these targets in the Town's parent OP would provide 
greater clarity and certainty on how the Region is planning to achieve its Growth 
Plan intensification and designated greenfield area density targets and how the 
Town will be directing and accommodating the majority of its growth in the urban 
serviced communities of Keswick and Sutton/Jackson's Point. 

Also, a policy be added that an 'intensification strategy' be developed in co
operation with the Region to achieve the Town's intensification target in 
accordance with Growth Plan Policy 2.2.3.6. Additional policies should be added 
to the OP to reflect the intensification strategy policies of the Growth Plan Policy 
2.2.3.6. 

Page 2 of25 
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Greenbelt Plan 

Prime Agricultural Refinement 

Policy 6.1.17 of the draft OP speaks to refinements to the 'Agricultural Protection 
Area' designation found in the Greenbelt Plan Protected Countryside through an 
Agricultural Assessment Study to the satisfaction to the Town. 

Section 3.1.3.2 of the Greenbelt Plan states that, "prime agricultural areas shall 
not be redesignated in municipal official plans for non-agricultural uses except 
for: a) refinements to the prime agricultural and rural area designations, subject 
to the criteria identified in the municipal implementation policies." The municipal 
implementation policies in section 5.3 state that municipalities "may amend the 
designation for prime agricultural areas at the time they bring their official plans 
into conformity with this Plan." Therefore, the redesignation (refinement) of prime 
agricultural areas (boundaries) is only permitted as a one-time opportunity at the 
time of Greenbelt conformity. 

The Region of York undertook a refinement of its prime agricultural and rural 
area designations as part of its comprehensive official plan review and Greenbelt 
Plan conformity exercise. We understand the Agricultural Protection Area and 
Rural Area designations conform with the York OP (Map 8). 

Recommendation: 

Based on the foregoing, it is recommended that Policy 6.1.17 be removed . 

Countryside Area (Rural Areas) 

With respect to 'Rural Industrial', 'Rural Commercial Area' and 'Commercial 
Recreation Area' land use designations on Schedule A-2, the draft OP (Sections 
6.4, 6.5 and 6.6) recognizes that there are existing and approved industrial uses, 
commercial uses and commercial recreation development within the Countryside 
Area. In accordance with the Greenbelt Plan and the York ROP, industrial and 
commercial uses are permitted in the rural areas of the Protected Countryside 
provided that they are resource-based (Greenbelt Plan Policy 3.1.4.1 and York 
ROP Policy 6.4.3), to retain the character of lands in the rural area and to protect 
the viability of existing agriculture, agriculture-related and secondary agricultural 
uses. 

The Greenbelt Plan states that the rural areas of the Protected Countryside are 
intended to accommodate a range of non-agricultural commercial, industrial and 
institutional uses serving the rural resource and agricultural sectors (Section 4.1 ). 
The Growth Plan states that development outside of settlement areas may be 
permitted where it is related to the management or use of resources, resource
based recreational activities, and rural land uses that cannot be located in 

Page 3 of25 
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settlement areas (Policy 2.2.9.2). In accordance with provincial policies, the York 
ROP states that non resource-based industrial and commercial uses and 
institutional uses shall be directed to settlement areas (Policy 6.4.6). 

Recommendation: 

In accordance with the preceding comments regarding refinements to the 
specialty crop areas and prime agricultural areas not being permitted and policies 
applying to non-agricultural uses within the rural areas of the Greenbelt Protected 
Countryside, the following is recommended: 

• Policies to be added to Sections 6.4, 6.5 and 6.6 that designation of new 
sites for 'Rural Industrial Area, 'Rural Commercial Area' and 'Commercial 
Recreation Area' is prohibited in specialty crop areas and prime 
agricultural areas (Agricultural Protection Area); and 

• Policies to be added to Sections 6.4 , 6.5 and 6.6 to indicate that any new 
sites for industrial and commercial uses will need to meet the test of being 
resource-based, serving the rural resource or agricultural sectors. 

Commercial Recreation Area 

Sub-section 6.6.3 a) to n) contains both compliance policies and technical 
information/studies that "may" be required for expansions/new sites for a 
Commercial Recreation Area. A new policy should be added to clearly state 
which policies the application must comply with (i.e. 6.6.3 (b), (d), (f), (h), (I) as 
per Greenbelt Plan Policy 4.1.1.2, and others which are additional municipal 
requirements that may be optional). Conformity to Provincial Plans and the York 
Region Official Plan as stated in sub-section 6.6.3 (I) and (m) are required by all 
development applications and should not be optional. This comment also applies 
to Sections 6.4.3 and 6.5.3 of the draft OP. 

Recommendation : 

Revise the preamble of sub-section 6.6.3 and preambles of subsections 6.4.3 
and 6.5.3 such that it reads: 

"Expansions of a Commercial Recreation Area designation or the 
designation of new sites shall require an amendment to this Plan 
and the Zoning By-law, and shall conform with Provincial 
policies and plans and the York Region Official Plan. The 
following studies ... " 

Page 4 of25 
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Major Recreational Areas (Commercial Recreation Area) 

New major recreational uses such as golf courses, marinas and outdoor playing 
fields or expansion of these uses may be permitted in the Rural Area subject to 
an OPA and rezoning, in accordance with the policies of Section 6.6 
(Commercial Recreation Areas). 

'Major recreational uses' is a defined term in the Greenbelt Plan with associated 
policies in Section 4.1.2 of the Greenbelt Plan. The term 'major recreational 
uses' and associated definition has been included in the draft OP in sub-section 
6.2.6. However, Section 6.6 does not use this term when describing certain 
commercial recreation uses such as parks, marinas and golf courses or include 
the applicable policies of section 4.1.2 of the Greenbelt Plan for applications to 
establish or expand a 'major recreational use' in the Greenbelt Natural Heritage 
System. 

In addition, it appears that a stand-alone "conference centre" is considered a 
commercial recreational use permitted within the rural area. A stand-alone 
conference facility would generally be considered an urban use which should be 
directed to the settlement area in accordance with the Greenbelt Plan and the 
Growth Plan. If supported by the Regional Official Plan, such a use should only 
be permitted in the "Commercial Recreation Area" designation where it has met 
the tests for a rural use, as provided in the Greenbelt Plan policy 4.1.1.2 and the 
Growth Plan 2.2.2.1 (i). 

Recommendations: 

• Add policies which require that applications to establish or expand 'major 
recreational uses,' such as golf courses, marinas and outdoor playing 
fields, are subject Section 4.1.2 of the Greenbelt Plan; 

• Delete 'conference centre' from the list of "as of right" permitted uses in 
Subsection 6.6.1 a). 

Rural and Agricultural Designations and Greenlands System within the 
secondary plan areas 

While we understand that updates to the secondary plans are to occur in 
subsequent phases of the Official Plan review, to ensure that the rural and 
agricultural policy framework applies consistently across the Town, we 
recommend that lands within the existing secondary plans currently designated 
agricultural and/or rural be similarly identified in the parent official plan 
schedules. 

Similarly, the Green lands System shown on Schedule A 1 - Municipal Structure 
and Schedule A2 - Land Use Plan reflects the Greenbelt Plan Natural Heritage 
System (NHS) and the Greenlands System in the York ROP. The Greenlands 

Page 5 of25 



13

System is shown outside of the Urban Area and Towns and Villages. However, 
in the York ROP (Map 2), the Regional Greenlands System extends into the 
Urban Area and Towns and Villages in Georgina such as Pefferlaw and 
Sutton/Jackson's Point. 

Recommendation: 

Identify rural/agricultural areas located within the secondary plan areas of the 
"Towns and Villages" within Schedule A-2. Revise the draft OP schedules to 
conform with the York ROP in terms of displaying the fu!l extent of the Regional 
Greenlands System in rural areas and settlement areas. 

Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 

On June 2, 2009, the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan (LSPP) came into effect 
under the authority of the Lake Simcoe Protection Act, 2008. The LSPP 
generally applies to the Lake Simcoe watershed, when making land use 
decisions all planning authorities within the plan area are to ensure that the 
policies of the LSPP are addressed . The new draft OP is therefore subject to the 
LSPP and conformity with the LSPP is being undertaken as part of the OP 
review. Specific comments regarding LSPP implementation are included in 
Appendix A. 

South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe Source Protection Plan 

The Town of Georgina is located within the South Georgian Bay-Lake Simcoe 
Source Protection Region. The South Georgina Bay-Lake Simcoe Source 
Protection Plan ("SPP") was approved by the Minister of Environment and 
Climate Change on January 26, 2015 and takes effect on July 1, 2015. We 
commend the Town for undertaking OP conformity with the applicable significant 
drinking water threat polices of the SPP as part of the current OP review which is 
timely given the recent approval of the SPP. Specific comments regarding 
source water protection and SPP conformity are included in 
Appendix A. 

Natural Hazards 

The PPS 2014 introduced a new policy direction related to wildland fires. The 
MNR has mapping which indicates that there are areas within Georgina that may 
be classified as "hazardous forest types for wildland fire." As such, the Official 
Plan should include mapping and policies to address section 3.1.8 of the PPS, 
2014. Please contact Jackie Burkart, District Planner, MNR (905-713-7368) 
directly for the relevant mapping and a copy of the most recent draft guidelines to 
support the implementation of this policy. 

Page 6 of25 
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The PPS 2014 provides policy direction regarding floodplains wherein 
development is generally prohibited. Please see Appendix A for specific 
recommendations to update the official plan policies to be consistent with the 
PPS, 2014. 

Marine Archaeological Resources 

Section 2.6.2 of the PPS prohibits development and site alteration on lands 
containing archaeological resources or areas of archaeological potential unless 
significant archaeological resources have been conserved. Such archaeological 
resources include marine archaeological remains, such as: ships, boats, vessels 
(and artifacts from the contents they carried), old piers, wharfs, fords, fishing 
traps dwellings, aircraft and other items of cultural heritage value. The draft OP 
currently does not address the protection of marine archaeological resources 
under Section 8.8 (Cultural Heritage and Archaeological Resources). 

Recommendation: 

Given that the Town of Georgina contains substantial shoreline area along Lake 
Simcoe that has potential for marine archaeological resources, we recommend 
adding a new policy in the Official Plan Section 8.8 to conserve such resources 
using the following suggested wording: 

"The Town may require a marine archaeological assessment to 
be conducted by a licensed marine archaeologist, pursuant to 
the Ontario Heritage Act, to determine if there is a high potential 
for partially or fully submerged archaeological resources that are 
of cultural heritage value and if such resources will be impacted 
by shoreline or waterfront developments." 

Natural Heritage Mapping 

To ensure the accuracy of the natural heritage mapping (Schedule sets A and B), 
it would be appreciated if the Town could provide GIS shapefiles for the 
proposed 'Environmental Protection Area' and 'Greenlands System' designations 
for MNRF's review. This would provide an excellent visual for comparing the 
Town's mapping with MNRF natural heritage data. MNRF may provide additional 
comments upon further review/comparison of the mapping. 

ADDITIONAL 2014 PPS POLICIES: 

The following are some key themes included in the 2014 PPS that the Town 
should develop additional policies for inclusion in the Official Plan as part of the 
OP review: 

Climate Change- PPS Policy 1.8 require municipalities to incorporate climate 

Page 7 of25 
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change considerations into policy decisions and support climate change 
adaptation through land use and development patterns that are sustainable, for 
instance: maximizing vegetation in settlement areas to support improved air 
quality, community liveability, and reduced greenhouse gas emission, maximizing 
opportunities for use of renewable energy systems, and promoting the use of 
~t"'tiuc +r~ne-r'\nr+~+inn \1\./o. rol"nn·u·not"\"" +h~ Tnun"' +n in+,..,.. ... "+" ...... 1:~"""+- -h---
""'"""''•"' LI'-AII..,;Jit"'VI'-ULIVII. VVW IVVVIIIIIIV" IIU LIIV IVVVII LV IIILV~IClL'C VIIIIIDL'tl VIIOII~t:; 

adaptation and mitigation strategies, and work with the Region to develop action 
plans that supports the York Region Sustainability Strategy: Towards a 
Sustainable Region. 

Asset Management Planning- There is a new PPS Policy 1.6.1 requirement to 
consider the life-cycle cost of infrastructure in terms of planning for infrastructure, 
electricity generation facilities and transmission and distribution systems. 
Furthermore, public service facilities shall be coordinated and integrated with 
land use planning so that they are financially viable over their life cycle, which 
may be demonstrated through asset management planning . Policies in Section 
11.14 of the draft OP should be expanded to this effect. 

Electricity Planning -there are new PPS Policies 1.6.1 and 1.6.11 .1 
highlighting electricity planning and PPS Policy 1.6.8 for transportation and 
infrastructure corridors where planning authorities shall plan for and protect 
corridors and rights of way for infrastructure, including electricity generation 
facilities and transmission facilities as well as transportation and transit. Section 
4.1.1 b) of the draft OP dealing with electricity transmission and distribution 
system should be expanded to include protection of corridors and rights of way 
for electricity generation facilities and transmission facilities. The Ministry of 
Energy's lnfosheet may assist with policy development regarding this matter. 
Please see: http://www.energy.gov.on.ca/en/files/2015/03/pps-infosheet
electricity-plan n ing-en. pdf 

Aboriginal Engagement- the 2014 PPS includes a new Policy 2.6.5 that 
planning authorities shall consider the interests of aboriginal communities in 
conserving cultural heritage and archaeological resources. Also, that 
engagement with aboriginal communities is encouraged at all stages of the 
planning process (PPS Policies 1.2.2, 2.6.4, 2.6.5, and 4.3) . Therefore , policies 
should be developed which identify how and when Aboriginal communities will be 
engaged in planning matters and the official plan should specifically direct that 
Aboriginal communities will be engaged in matters related to cultural heritage 
resources and archaeology. 

Community Hubs- PPS Policy 1.6.5 deals with 'community hubs' in that public 
service facilities should be co-located in community hubs, where appropriate, to 
promote cost-effectiveness and facilitate service integration, access to transit and 
active transportation. Supporting community hubs is a priority of the Province as 
the Community Hub Framework Advisory Group Chaired by Karen Pitre recently 
released a report to guide the creation of community hubs. The report, entitled 

Page 8 of25 
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"Community Hubs in Ontario: A Strategic Framework and Action Plan" lays out 
eight overarching recommendations, which the province has accepted and will 
begin to implement. MMAH notes the Town's newest community facility known 
as "the Link" located in a former public school as an example of a community hub 
providing an array of community and social services in a central location. To 
support similar future projects, it is recommended that a policy be included 
supporting co-location of public service facilities in Section 8.4 of the draft OP 
dealing with Community Facilities. 

Integrated Decision Making- The PPS, 2014 includes many enhanced policies 
which encourage decision makers to better co-ordinate and integrate their 
decision making. While the Official Plan contains policies which identify linkages 
with other local, Regional and Provincial strategies and undertakings, and 
identifies the need for consultation with other agencies, stakeholders, and the 
public; we recommend including a policy within the implementation section of the 
plan that recognizes these relationships and the need to ensure that appropriate 
consideration and co-ordination is undertaken before decisions are finalized. As 
you are aware, many of the PPS, 2014 policies intersect with various sectors 
within municipal organizations; for example, active transportation and climate 
change policy implementation requires co-ordination with public works and 
community services departments, and asset management policies with the 
finance department. As such, the implementing policy should recognize inter
departmental relationships as well as external relations within the decision 
making process. 

Planning Act Tools- We note that the Plan identifies many tools under the 
Planning Act to assist with the implementation of the Official Plan. The Town 
may wish to consider also including the use of the Development Permit System 
(DPS). The DPS combines the zoning, site plan and minor variance processes 
into one application and approval process. A key benefit compared to traditional 
zoning is that flexibility can be built into the DPS, plus conditions can be added to 
the issuance of permit under the DPS by-law. The DPS may be used in both 
rural and urban settings to achieve different outcomes. For example, in a rural 
setting, it is helpful when addressing development around a sensitive natural 
area, as has been the experience of the Township of Lake of Bays. On the other 
hand, the City of Brampton is using a DPS to facilitate development within its 
urban growth centre. In order for the Town to be able to implement a DPS, at a 
minimum, a policy in support of the use of this Planning Act tool is 
recommended. 

Information and supporting materials for implementation of the DPS, including a 
handbook and presentation can be found at the MMAH website: 
http://www.mah.gov.on .ca/Page4844.aspx 
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Thank you once again for providing us with the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Town of Georgina Official Plan Review. By copy of this letter, 
we are requesting to receive notice on the progress of this review. We are 
available to review and/or discuss proposed changes to the draft Official Plan in 
order to ensure that provincial interests are appropriately addressed, prior to 
adoption of the Official Plan. Should you have any questions, please contact 
Karen He, Planner at 416-585-6.862, Louis Bitonti, Senior Planner at 416-585-
6563, or the undersigned at 416-585-6053. 

Yours truly, 

C~ Vlf/1r ~ (, /.) 
Syb~on fursell, MCIP, RPP 
Team Lead, Community Planning and Development 

cc. Adrian Cammaert, Senior Planner, Town of Georgina 
Jennifer Best, Senior Planner, York Region 
OMAFRA 
MNRF 
MOECC 
MTCS 
MTO 
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APPENDIX A: SPECIFIC POLICY AND TECHNICAL COMMENTS 

Bold = recommended addition Strikethro~::~gh = recommended deletion 

DraftOP 
Policy 

.6, 
7.3, 7.4, 
8.8.3, 8.8.7, 
8.8.11, 
8.8.26 and 
11 .2.6.1 

Entire OP 

Comments 

Several sections of the OP refer to the preservation of 
cultural heritage resources. The term 'preserve' is no 
longer used in the provincial policy context of cultural 
heritage and should be replaced with the term 
'conserve' which includes the full range of options for 
the protection of resources. 

Several phrases are used throughout the Draft OP to 
indirectly describe certain types of cultural heritage 
resources, such as: "buildings and features of 
historical significance" (Section 8.8.16), "buildings or 
structures of historical, cultural or architectural merit" 
(Section 11 .2.6.1) and "documentation that is of 
architectural and historical significance to the Town of 
Georgina" (Section 11.8.2) etc. 

Renewable Energy 
4.8 Legislation related to renewable energy projects 

should also include Ontario Regulation 359/09 -
Renewable Energy Approvals under Part V.0.1 of the 
Environmental Protection Act. 

Policy 
Justification 

PPS Definition of 
'conserved' 

PPS Policy 2.6 

Ontario 
Regulation 
359/09 

Recommended Action/ Proposed odiflcation 

It is recommended that the term 'preserve' if used in the context of 
cultural heritage to be replaced with 'conserve' to be consistent 
with the PPS. 

Updating this type of wording is recommended to the 
terminology currently used in provincial policy for example "cultural 
heritage value or interest" is recommended. 

To add the reference to Ontario Regulation 359/09 in the opening 
paragraph of OP Policy 4.8 such that it reads: 

"Renewable energy projects, such as wind turbines, solar panels, 
geothermal and other similar sources are exempted from 
municipal approval under the Planning Act and are subject to 
Ontario Regulation 359/09 - Renewable Energy Approvals 
under Part V.0.1 of the Environmental Protection Act and the 
Province's Green Energy and Green Economy Act, 2009 and any 
amendments made thereto." 
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DraftOP 
Policy Comments 

Lake Simcoe Prot~ction Plan 
5.3.2 Section 6.2 of the Lake Shore Protection Plan (LSPP) 

requires the minimum VPZ in a shoreline built-up area 
to be 30 metres, and 1 00 metres outside of existing 
settlement areas and outside of shoreline built-up 
areas. Based on the definition of the LSPP of what is 
consider,ed "shoreline built-up areas," there are areas 
in the Lake Simcoe shoreline in Georgina that are not 
designated for development (e.g. designated 
Environmental Protection Areas adjacent to the 
specialty crop area and also by Doyle beach). 

12.5.92 The current draft OP defines 'shoreline built-up areas' 
as all lands located outside of settlement areas. In 
order to be considered 'shoreline built-up area' 
accordin ~g to the LSPP, the area must have existing 
concentrated development or designated in the OP 
and/or zoned to allow for development, as of the date 
the LSPP came into effect. The areas designated as 
environmental protection areas (described above) 
should not be considered as part of the shoreline built-
up area.' 

5.3.7 a) (iv) It is noted that in this draft policy it has combined 
LSPP sub policies 6.2.6 (d), (e) and (f) which describes 
the method to establishing the appropriate minimum 
VPZ within the shorel ine built-up area. We 
recommend expanding sub-policy 5.3.7 a) (iv) such 
that it reflects the details and the intent of LSPP policy 
6.26 in order to ensure that all key natural heritage 
and key hydrologic features, and their ecological 
functions are protected. 

5.4.3 Section 5.4.3 related to Significant Groundwater 
Recharge Areas needs to contemplate LSPP Policies 
6.36, 6.38, 6.39 and 6.40. As source protection is 
recognized in some detail, the missing components 

Provincial 
Polley 

Justification 

LSPP 6.2, 
YROP 2.2.15.17 

LSPP 6.26 (d), 
(e) and (f) 

PPS 2.2, 
LSPP 6.36, 6.38, 
6.39 and 6.40 

Recommended Action/ Proposed Modification 

To modify Policy 5.3.2 and include the 100 metres VPZ 
requirement as per Section 6.2 of LSPP: 1 

"The minimum vegetation protection zone in a shoreline built-up 
area is 30 metres from the Lake Simcoe shoreline, or larger if 
determined appropriate by an evaluation required by Section 5.3.3. 
For areas of Lake Simcoe Shoreline outside of existing 
settlement areas and outside of shoreline built-up areas, the 
vegetation protection zone shall be 1 00 metres from the Lake 
Simcoe shoreline." I 

I 

We recommend revising or removing the term 'shoreline bui,t-up 
areas' such that it conforms with the LSPP definition and to reflect 
the EPA designated areas. 

We recommend expanding draft policy 5.3.7 a) (iv) such tha~ it 
aligns with the protection level of features those LSPP sub-policies 
6.26 (d), (e) and (f) provides. 

Expand Section 5.4.3 and include additional policies to address 
the expansion of settlement area boundaries and the requirement 
for an EIS for major developments that are in proximity to or within 
significant groundwater recharge areas. . 
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DraftOP Provincial 

PoUcY Comments Polley Recommended Act1onl ~Modification 
Justification 

include policies for the expansion of settlement area 
boundaries and the requirement for environmental In addition, the term "major source water development" should be 
impact studies for major developments. . replaced with the term "major deve/opmenf' which is a defined 

term in the OP and conforms with the terminology in the LSPP. 

9.3.1.2 Proposals for sewer and water infrastructure are also LSPP Chapter 4 Revise draft OP Policy 9.3.1.2 such that it reads: 
subject to water and sewage infrastructure policies of 
the LSPP. "All proposals for sewer and water infrastructure proposals shall be 

subject to the water and sewer infrastructure policies of the 
Greenbelt Plan and the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan." 

10 LSPP Policy 4.20 sets out conditions that LSPP 4.20 Add a new policy to Section 11 (Implementation), or other 
municipalities must include in subdivisions and site appropriate sections of the OP, to include the conditions set out in 
plan agreements, to protect water quality in Lake LSPP 4.20 as a part of all subdivision and site plan agreements. 
Simcoe and its tributaries. Section 11 of the draft OP 
should include additional policy to include such 
conditions. 

Source Water Protection 
5.4 Only those areas that are described in Ontario 0 . Reg. 284/07 We recommend adding to the introduction paragraph in Policy 5.4 

Regulation 284/07 require source water protection to clarify that only certain designated areas as described in Ontario 
plans. This should be reflected in the introduction Regulation 284/07 are required to have source water protection 
under draft OP Policy 5.4. plans. 

5.4.1.1.1 Policy LUP-1 of the South Georgian Bay- Lake PPS 2.2, SGBLS OP Policy 5.4.1.1.1 should be modified to add the following 
Simcoe Source Protection Plan ("SGBLS SPP") SPP- Policy prohibited uses as per LUP-1 of the SGBLS SPP: 
outlines uses and activities that are prohibited in LUP-1 • large (more than 10,000 L) on-site sewage systems 
vulnerable areas that may cause a significant drinking • agricultural and non-agricultural source material storage 
water threat. Uses included in draft OP Policy facilities 
5.4.1.1.1 conforms with LUP-1 however, there are • road salt storage facilities 
certain uses that were excluded. • snow storage facilities 

• fuel storage 
• outdoor confinement or farm animal yard 
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DraftOP 
PoHcy 

5.4.2.4 

5.4.2.5, 
5.4.3.2 

5.4.4.1 

10 

Housing 
8.6.1.7 (a) 

,, 

Comments 

This policy corresponds with SPP policy SEWG(b)-1 
which applies only to existing sewage facilities. The 
authority to require a Risk Management Plan is 
exercised under the Clean Water Act and assigned to 
a Risk Management Official. It is not appropriate to 
have this policy in the OP. Therefore, Policy 5.4.2.4 of 
the draft OP should be removed. 

The meaning of term 'major source water 
development' is unclear and should be replaced with 
the term 'major development' as defined in the draft 
OP which is consistent with the SPP. 
In draft OP Policy 5.4.4.1, requirement of a 
Contaminant Management Plan for fuel/chemical 
storage currently applies only to major development 
within Highly Vulnerable Aquifers. It is recommended 
that this policy also apply to major development within 
Intake Protection Zones. 

The Town may consider as part the 'complete 
application' requirement to include a compliance letter 
from the Risk Management Official (RMO) for 
applications that are within a vulnerable area or create 
significant drinking water threat. 

In sub-policy 8.6.1.7(a) the term "assisted housing" 
should b1:! updated to align with the Planning Act 
terminology. The term "affordable" is inclusive of the 

Provincial 
Policy 

Justification 
SGBLS SPP-
Policy SEWG(b)-
1 

SGBLS SPP-
Section 20 

PPS Policy 2.2.1 

Clean Water Act, 
Section 59 

Planning Act s. 
28, PPS 

Recommended Action/ Proposed llodiflcatlon 

Recommend removing draft OP Policy 5.4.2.4. 

Replace the term "major source water development" with "major 
development" in policies 5.4.2.5 and 5.4.3.2. 

To revise draft OP Policy 5.4.4.1 to include 'Intake Protection 
Zones,' as follows: 

"An application for major development within Highly Vulnerable 
Aquifers and Intake Protection Zones, as displayed on Scl:ledule 
83 - Source Water Protection, involving the manufacturing, 1 

handling and/or storage of bulk fuel or chemicals (activities 
prescribed under the Clean Water Act), shall be accompaniE!d by a 
Contaminant Management Plan, as deemed necessary by t~e 
Town, in consultation with York Region's Risk Management 
Office" I . I 

We recommend adding to the 'complete application' requirements 
in the draft OP to provide a compliance letter issued by theRMO, 
or another requirement that would trigger the submission of 
information on proposed activities. For example, the City of 
Barrie's Official Plan speaks to requiring submission of a "Source 
Water Information Form" as part of their complete applicatio~ for 
proposals within vulnerable areas. 

Delete the word "assisted" and replace with "affordable" in sub
policy 8.6.1.7(a) such that it reads: 
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DraftOP Provincial 

PoUcy Comments POlley Recommended Actlonl Proposed Modification 
Justification 

meaning "assisted." As such, we recommend using "(a) Participation in Provincial and Federal government 
the term "affordable housing," to be consistent with Community Improvement programmes and application for 
language in sub-policy 8.6.1.7(h) of the draft OP and respective grants for the construction of community 
the Planning Act. improvements and assistee affordable housing, and for the 

restoration of heritage buildings ... " 
8.1.12 An accessory apartment is a permitted use in all Planning Act Revised wording'in draft Policies 8.1.12(a) and 8.1.13 is 
8.1.13 residential designations of the draft OP. However, the s.16(3) recommended such that an accessory apartment is authorized in a 

"may only be" wording does not reflect the permissive single detached, semi-detached, and/or townhouse dwelling as per 
approach of the OP. the Planning Act. 

8.1.12 (b) Sub-policy 8.1.12(b) currently requires that "any Planning Act Further clarification is recommended to clearly explain under what 
deviation from the zoning provisions regulating S.16 circumstance would require a minor variance and/or rezoning. 
accessory apartments shall not be permitted." It is 
unclear whether this policy considers minor variances 
or the intent is to prohibit any changes or flexibility 
regarding zoning standards for accessory apartments 
altogether. 

8.1.12 A new sub-policy should be added to draft OP policy PPS 3.1 Add a new sub-policy (f) to draft OP policy 8.1.12 such that it 
8.1.12 to indicate that accessory apartments are not reads: 
permitted within a floodplain, to minimize risk 

"(f) accessory apartments shall not be permitted within associated with human health and safety and to 
property. existing homes located on hazardous land or within a 

hazardous site." 

Natural Hazards 
4.4 See letter re: Natural Hazards 

12.5 A definition is required for the term "Hazardous forest PPS 6.0 To add the following new term and definition for "Hazardous forest 
New types for wildland fire" to ensure consistency with the types for wildland fire" in Section 12.5 of the draft OP: 
Definition 2014 PPS. 

"Hazardous forest types for wildland fire: means forest types 
assessed as being associated with the risk of high to extreme 
wildland fire using risk assessment tools established by the 
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, as 
amended from time to time." 

4.4.2 Needs a stronger policy to address policies 3.1.2 a), c) PPS 3.1.2, 3.1.4 Remove the word "generally" and add the term "site alteration" in 

Page 15 of25 



23

>i Provincial Draft.OP Comments Policy Recommended Action/ Proposed Modification Polley Justification 
and d) o'f the PPS to prohibit development and site the first sentence of OP policy 4.4.2, to be consistent with Pf S 
alteratiol} in hazard areas. The wording in the current 3.1.2, such that it reads: 
draft pol icy 4.4.2 is insufficient. In addition, the I 

proposed policy framework for the entirety of Section "New development and site alteration will be geneFally prohibited 
4.4 is heavily slanted toward shoreline flooding. It in areas that are subject to flooding." ! 
should include inland river flooding as well. 

Policy 4.4.2 should be further modified to ensure that 
I 

Additional policy(s)/policy modification is required to be con!?istent 
development in floodplain is only permitted in with policies 3.1.2 and 3.1.4(b) of 2014 PPS. 
accordance with PPS 3.1.4(b) where the nature of the 
use is such that it must locate within the floodplain, 
such as flood and/or erosion control works or it is a 
minor addition to existing building, or it is a passive-
non-structural use that would not affect flood flows. 

11.4.1 This policy should be expanded to indicate that PPS 3.1.2 (a), We recommend adding a policy to Section 11.4.1 to reiterate that 
consents are not permitted in certain Hazard Lands (c), (d) no new lot creation is permitted in hazardous areas as per 
including flood plains. referenced sections of the PPS. 

Mineral Aggregate 
4.10.3(d) This draft policy (as written) is more restrictive than PPS 2.5.4, Removing draft sub-policy 4.10.3(d) is recommended to conform 

provincial policy by prohibiting mineral aggregate Greenbelt Plan with the Greenbelt Plan and be consistent with the PPS. 
operations in Specialty Crop Areas. Aggregate Section 5.3 
extraction is permitted as an interim use in Specialty 
Crop Areas as per section 2.5.4 of the PPS and in 
accordance to Section 5.3 of the Greenbelt Plan, 
municipal official plans and zoning bylaws shall not 
contain provisions that are more restrictive than 
mineral aggregate resources policies as per Section 
4.3.2 of the Greenbelt Plan. 

4.10.8 (e) The draft OP is more restrictive than the Provincial Aggregate Revise the depth of extraction for pit operations from 2.0 metres to 
Standards by allowing the final depth of extraction to Resources of 1.5 metres above water table. 
be at least 2.5 metres above the water table for pit Ontario 
operations. However, it is noted that pits can extract to Provincial 
1.5 metres above water table in accordance to the Standards 
Aggregate Resources of Ontario Provincial Standards. 
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DraftOP 
Polley 

4.10.9 (a) 

4.10.10 

4.10.10(c) 

New Policy 

Greenbelt 
5.1.1' 
6.3.1 

COmments 

Subsection (a)(i) of Policy 4.1 0.9 prohibits new mineral 
aggregate operations in "wetlands" which is more 
restrictive than the Greenbelt Plan. Pursuant to sub-
policy 4.3.2.3(a)(i) of the Greenbelt Plan, mineral 
aggregate operations are prohibited in "significant 
wetlands". 
Based on the comment made previously on draft OP 
Policy 4.1 0.3(d) regarding Specialty Crop Areas, OP 
Policy 4.1 0.1 0 should include a rehabilitation policy for 
Specialty Crop Areas since mineral extraction is 
permitted. 

Policy 4.1 0.1 O(c) does not provide the level of 
protection for agricultural lands as required by the 
2014 PPS. We recommend revising this sub-policy to 
better reflect PPS 2.5.4.1 (c) requirement to examine 
alternative locations and the degree to which 
rehabilitation is feasible. 

A new policy regarding comprehensive rehabilitation 
as per PPS Policy 2.5.3.2 is encouraged to achieve 
improved land use compatibility and connectivity 
between natural heritage features or prime agricultural 
areas, as well as, creating a rehabilitated landscape 
which best protects hydrological regimes over the long 
term. 

Georgina Draft OP policies do not appear to clearly 
permit the full range of agricultural uses, agriculture
related and secondary uses. While existing uses are 
permitted by OP section 6.3.1 , Greenbelt Plan policy 

Provincial 
POlley 

Justit1cation 
Greenbelt Plan 
4.3.2.3(a)(i) 

PPS 2.5.4.1, 
Greenbelt Plan 
4.3.2.8(c) 

PPS 2.5.4 

PPS 2.5.3.2 

Greenbelt Plan 
3.2.2, 3.2.4, 4.5 

Recominellded Actlonf PIOposed llodlficatlon 

In sub-policy 4.1 0.9(a)(i) of the OP, to replace the term "wetlands" 
with "significant wetlands" and provide the associated definition 
within Section 12 of the OP. 

Add a sub-policy to draft OP Policy 4.1 0.1 0 to include rehabilitation 
of Specialty Crop Areas similar to Greenbelt Policy 4.3.2.8(c). 

To modify sub-policy 4.10.10 (b) such that it reads: 

"The other alternatives have been satisfactorily considered by the 
applicant and found unsuitable. The consideration of other 
alternatives shall include resources in areas of Canada Land 
Inventory Class 4 through 7 lands, resources on lands 
identified as designated growth areas, and resources on 
prime agricultural lands where rehabilitation is feasible. 
Where no other alternatives are found, prime agricultural 
lands shall be protected in this order of priority: specialty 
crop areas, Canada Land Inventory Class 1, 2 and 3 lands; 
and," 
We suggest adding a new policy to OP Section 4.1 0, as well as, a 
new definition for 'comprehensive rehabilitation.' 

Recommend adding a policy to Section 5.1.1 in accordance with 
Greenbelt Plan policy 3.2.2.1 to clarify the full range of agricultural 
uses, agriculture-related and secondary uses are permitted in the 
Greenlands System and new buildings and structure for 
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3.2.2.1 permits the full range of existing and new agriculture, agriculture-related and secondary uses are not subject 
agricultural uses, agriculture-related and secondary to the Natural Heritage System (Greenlands System) policies but 
uses. subject to the KNHF/HSF policies (Environmental Protection Area) 

such as following: 

"The full range of existing and new agriculture, agriculture-
related and secondary uses and normal fann practices are 
permitted on lands within the Greenlands System. 

New buildings or structures for agriculture, agriculture-
related and secondary uses are not subject to Section 5.1.1 
but are subject to Section 6.3." 

5.1.1.1 a) The wording of this policy does not fully reflect the Greenbelt Plan Recommend replacing the word "adverse" with "negative" and 
wording of the Greenbelt Plan where the other sub- 3.2.2.3 a) adding the words "or their functions" at the end so that it reads: 
policies in this section do. 

"There will be no negative effects on key natural heritage 
features or key hydrologic features or their functions." 

5.1.1.4 Minimum vegetation protection zone for key natural Greenbelt 3.2.4.4 Add a sub-policy {b) to draft OP Policy 5.1 .1.4 such that it r~ds : 
heritage features and key hydrological features is 30 

I 

metres for certain features, as required by the "(b) Is a minimum of 30 metres from the key natural heritage 
Greenbelt Plan and policy 6.3.1.5 of the draft OP. This features and key hydrologic features identified in Section 
should be reiterated in the proposed draft OP Policy 6.3.1; and, 
5.1.1.4 as it also applies to features within the ~(c) Is established to achieve, and be maintained as natutal 
Greenlands System. self-sustaining vegetation." 

6.3.1 Missing sand barrens, savannahs and tallgrass Greenbelt Plan Add the following key natural heritage features, as per Section 
prairies, and alvars in the list of key natural heritage 3.2.4 3.2.4 of the Greenbelt Plan: sand barrens, savannahs and 
features. tallgrass prairies, and alvars. 

6.3.1 Missing lakes (and their littoral zones) in the list of key Greenbelt Plan Add "lakes (and their littoral zones)" to the list of key hydrologic 
hydrologic features. 3.2.4 features as per Section 3.2.4 of the Greenbelt Plan. 

6.3.1 Under three core components, third bullet for 30 metre Greenbelt Plan Add "fish habitat", "seepage areas and springs" and the qualifier 
Vegetative Buffer Zone, fish habitat, seepage areas 3.2.4.4 "significant" to woodlands to the 30 metre Vegetative Buffer Zone 
and springs are missing and the qualifier "significant" components in the third bullet. 
should be added to woodlands. 

6.3.1.4 This polic:y will need to ensure that if the abutting land Growth Plan To clarify draft OP Policy 6.3.1.4 such that the Town will nee!d to 
use desi~jnation is an urban area, it should not warrant 2.2.8 be satisfied with the change in designation as a result of the 
any settlement boundary expansions as these would refinement cannot include an Urban Area designation. 
be subject to a Regional Municipal Comprehensive I 
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6.3.1.5 

6.3.1.14 

6.3.1.17 

6.4, 6.5 and 
6.6 

10.1.2.3 

The Greenbelt Plan minimum 30-metre vegetation 
protection zone applies to "significant woodlands." 

OP Policy 6.3.1.14 provides a 'notwithstanding' clause 
related to the requirement for an Environmental 
Impact Statement, which is not in conformity with the 
Greenbelt Plan. We recommend deleting this policy, 
recognizing that policy 1 0.1.2.3 provides for the 
scoping of an EIS. 

Should any unauthorized removal, modification or 
destruction of natural features occur, replacement/ 
replantation or restoration of the impacted area should 
be required. 

See letter re: 
Countryside Area (Rural Areas); 
Commercial Recreation Area 
Major Recreational Areas (Commercial 
Recreation 

The draft policy permits the Town to scope reports 
such as an Environment Impact Statement, if the 
development is minor in nature or straight forward. 
This policy should be further clarified, as the qualifier 
'minor' or "straight forward" is unclear and subjective. 

Greenbelt Plan 
3.2.4.4 

Greenbelt Plan 

YROP 2.2.4.7 

Clarification 

Add the word "significant" before the word "woodlands". 

Delete policy 6.3.1.14. 

Revise draft OP policy 6.3.1.17 by adding the following sentence: 

'The removal, modification or destruction of the natural features, 
functions or linkages shall not provide the rationale for removal of 
these lands from the Environmental Protection Area designation. 
The impacted area shall be restored." 

Further clarification is recommended to determine what is 
considered as a "minor or straight forward" development 
application. 

We suggest the final two sentences of the policy to be replaced 
with the following: 

"Scoping shall be done by the Town, the relevant 
conservation authority, and other relevant agencies in 
consultation with the applicant at the preconsultation meeting 
in accordance with the policies of this Plan. Such scoping will 
reflect the type of development being proposed and the 
sensitivity and characteristics of the area within and 
surroundi it." 
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12.5.74 
(definitions) 

12.5.29 

12.5.98 

12.5 
New 
Definition 

ll 

The definition of 'negative impacts' in the draft OP 
does not include water and hydrologic features and 
their fun•;tions. To conform to the Greenbelt Plan, the 
definition for this term should be revised to include 
impacts to quality and quantity of water and hydrologic 
features. 

With respect to negative impacts to 'other natural 
heritage features' the test in the draft OP is the loss of 
natural features or ecological functions, however the 
tests of the Greenbelt Plan is any degradation that 
threatens the health, and integrity of the natural 
features or ecological functions caused by 
development and site alteration activities. Both 
development and site alteration are defined terms in 
the draft OP. 

In the Greenbelt Plan, "development" excludes 
facilities for transportation, infrastructure and utilities 
by public body; activities or works under the Drainage 
Act; or existing agricultural practices. 

The definition in the OP for the term 'significant 
woodlands' is incomplete. As per the Greenbelt Plan, 
identification of significant woodlands is determined 
based on the criteria established by MNRF. 

A definition for significant wetlands is required to 
ensure conformity with the Greenbelt Plan. 

I 

' 

Greenbelt Plan -
Definitions 

Greenbelt 
Plan/PPS 

Greenbelt Plan 
Definitions 

Greenbelt Plan 
Definitions 

- -• - ~····· · --
To revise the definition for the term 'negative terms' such that it 
reads: 

"Negative impact(s) 
Means: 

a. In regard to water, degradation to the quality or 
quantity of surface or ground water, key hydrologic 
features or vulnerable areas, and their related 
hydrologic functions, due to single, multiple or 
successive development or site alteration activit ies; 

b. In regard to fish habitat, the harmful alteration, disruption 
or destruction of fish habitat , except where, in conjunction 
with the appropriate authorities, it has been authorized 
under the Fisheries Act, using the guiding principle 9f no 
net loss of productive capacity; and 

c. In regard to other natural heritage features and areas, 
degradation that threatens the health and integrity of 
the natural features or ecological functions for which 
an area is identified due to single, multiple or 
successive development or site alteration activit ies." 

Revise the definition for the term 'development' or include a policy 
to Section 6.3 Environmental Protection Areas such that it 
excludes the three uses as described in the definition for the term 
'development' of the Greenbelt Plan. 

Add the following sentence to the end of the definition for the term 
"significant woodlands" in Section 12.5.98 of the OP: 

"These are to be identified using criteria established by the 
Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry." 
To add the following new term and definition for "significant 
wetlands" in Section 12.5 of the draft OP: 

"Significant wetlands: an area identified as provincially 
significant by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources! and 
Forestry using evaluation procedures established by the 
Province, as amended from time to time." 
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DraftOP 
Polley 

Agriculture 
4.7.2 
(Minimum 
Distance 
Separation 
Formulae) 

6.1.10, 
6.2.8, 
6.2.10, 
6.7.5, 
11 . 1 . 1 ... etc. 
6.1.1 b), 
12.5.9, 
12.5.41 , 
11.4.2.10 

6.1.5 

Comments 

We recommend this policy to be expanded to state a 
direction on several additional options that are 
available to municipalities for MDS application. The 
Official Plan may also be expanded to clarify whether 
MDS will be applied differently in Agricultural 
designations vs. Rural designations. 

The draft OP refers several times to the 'Agricultural 
Code of Practice' document. This document has now 
been replaced by the 'MDS Formulae and Guidelines.' 

The draft OP defines the term 'agricultural-related 
uses,' as per the definition of the Greenbelt Plan which 
apply to farm related commercial and farm related 
industrial that are small in scale, directly related to the 
farm operation and required to be in close proximity to 
the farm operation . 

The term 'farm-related commercial/industrial uses' is a 
defined term in the OP which serves the same 
purpose as 'agricultural-related uses.' The added 
definition for farm-related uses appears redundant and 
confusing. For instance in Policy 11.4.2.1 0 (e) the 
permitted use for farm-related commercial/industrial 
uses. 

This policy currently permits lot creation for agricultural 
and farm-related uses, subject to minimum lot 
requirements as per Section 4.6.3(a) of the Greenbelt 
Plan. However, Section 4.6.3(a) only applies to only 
agricultural uses, whereas agricultural-related uses 
are subject to different tests in Section 4.6.3(b) of the 
Greenbelt Plan. We recommend removing the term 
'farm-related use' in order to conform with the 

Provincial 
POlley 

Justification 

PPS 2.3.3.3. , 
1.1.5.9 

PPS 2.3.3.3, 
1.1.5.9 

PPS 2.3.2 

Greenbelt Plan 
4.6 

Recemm.erided Actlonl PI'OpQSed Modlfk:allon 

Provide clear direction as to whether or not MDS will be applied in 
the following circumstances/ options: 

• Where a new lot is proposed with an existing dwelling, and 
that dwelling is located on a lot separate from the subject 
livestock facility (MDS Guideline 8) 

• Application of MDS to cemeteries (Type A or B, MDS 
Guideline 38) 

• Application of MDS after a catastrophe (MDS Guideline 11) 

Replace the term 'Agricultural Code of Practice' with 'MDS 
Formulae and Guidelines', wherever the term is used in the OP. 

Recommend deleting definition 12.5.41 Farm Related Commercial/ 
Industrial Use and replacing all instances in the OP of the term 
'farm-related commercial/industrial use' with the term 'agricultural-
related use' in accordance with the PPS. 

In Policy 6.1.5, remove the phrase "agriculture and farm related" 
and replace with the term "agricultural" such that it reads: 

"The fragmentation of agricultural parcels of land and the creation 
of non-viable farm operations shall not be permitted. The creation 
of parcels of land for agric ~::~lhJ Fe an€1 farm r:elate€1 agricultural 
uses of less than 40 hectares in agricultural areas, and less than 
16 hectares in the Specialty Crop Area, shall not be permitted. " 
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Greenbelt Plan and to avoid confusion with 
'agriculture-related use.' 

6.1.6 Please see above for rationale. PPS 2.3.4.1, Remove and replace the terms "Farm-related" and "Non-farm" with 
Greenbelt Plan "Agriculture-related" and "Non-agriculture" such that it reads: 
4.6 

~Agriculture-related severances are permitted under/certain 
conditions, in accordance with the provisions of Section 11.4.2.4 
Non farm Non-agriculture related severances of the agricultural 
land base will not be permitted, unless in accordance with ~ection 
11.4.2.5." 

I 
6.1.10 (c) Since, the majority of agricultural-related uses will not PPS 2.3.3.3, Recommend modifying sub-policy 6.1.1 O(c) as follows: 

pose an odour conflict, as such the policy should Greenbelt Plan 
clarify that MDS should only be applied in those cases 3.1.2., 3.1 .3, "6.1.1 0 Applications for the development of farR'l related 
where a higher density of human occupancy or activity MDS Guidelines GOR'lR'lersial/ ind~:~strial agricultural-related uses shall: 
is anticipated. 

c) Incorporate appropriate separation distances from farm 

In addition, the reference to the Ministry of Agriculture, operations in accordance with the Minimum Distance 

Food and Affairs (OMAFRA) in sub-policy 6.1.10(c) is Separation Formulae, where merited by a higher der;Jsity 

incorrect. The requirement to comply with MDS stems of human occupancy or activity or significant visitation 

from the Planning Act, through the PPS. OMAFRA is by the broader public to an agricultural area. ffi...tRe 

responsible for preparing, maintaining and advising on Agris~:~lt~:~ral Code of Prastise as req~:~ired by the Ministty of 
Agris~:~lt~:~re, FOOd and R~:~ral Affairs ... 

, 
the form ulae and guidelines. 

I 
6.1 .17 See letter re: Prime Agricultural Refinement I 

6.7 The draft OP should include a policy clearly stating PPS 2.3.6, We recommend adding a new policy in Section 6.7 clarifyin~ that 
that uses contemplated by Section 6.7- Parkland Greenbelt Plan parkland uses are not permitted within the Agricultural Protection 
Area are not permitted within the 'Specialty Crop Area' 3.1 Area, aside from existing areas designated for such uses. 
and 'Agricultural Protection Area,' designation. 

11.4.1.1 (f) Greenbelt section 3.1.3 requires new land uses and PPS 2.3.3.3 and Recommend revising draft OP Policy 11.4.1.1 (f) as follows: 
creation of new lots in prime agricultural areas to 1.1.5.9, 
comply with the MDS Formulae. Draft sub-policy Greenbelt Plan "f) Decisions of the Committee of Adjustment sRookJ 
11.4.1.1 (f) should be strengthened to conform with the 3.1.3 saref~:~lly sonsider shall comply with the Minimum Dista,nce 
Greenbelt such that all decisions made regarding Separation Formulae in the Agris~:~lt~:~ral Code of Prastise as 
consents in agricultural areas must comply with the ·~ . ...l h •h~ u;..,;,...,.. ~~ A~~;~ ol+o ·~~ ~ ... ..l C •• ~..l When 
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11.4.2.4 & 
11.4.2.5 

Draft OP 11.4.2.4 is confusing and redundant with 
policy 11.4.2.5 dealing with severances of a residence 
surplus to a farming operation as a result of a farm 
consolidation, and furthermore is not consistent with 
Greenbelt Plan Policy 4.6.3. 
The last sentence of 11.4.2.4 could apply to 11.4.2.5 
(ag viability); therefore we recommend separating that 
sentence from rest of this policy and dealing with 
surplus residences through policy 11.4.2.5. 

Note that an earlier section of the draft OP already 
addresses severances for agricultural uses. If the 
municipality wishes to permit severances for 
agricultural-related uses, it has not clarified this in the 
OP. 

PPS 
2.3.4.1/Greenbelt 
Plan 4.6.3 

considering a consent application which would affect 
agricultural lands." 

Recommend modifying 11.4.2.4 and 11.4.2.5 as follows: 

11.4.2.4 Severances for agris~:~ll1:1re , forestry or conservation uses, 
which support the respective goals, objectives and policies of this 
Plan will be permitted. Land consolidations for these uses will be 
encouraged. Therefore, where a consolidation occurs, and as a 
result of the consolidation an existing dwelling becomes 
superfluous, a lot containing the existing dwelling may be severed 
from the consolidated parcel, in accordance with the general 
requirements for severances. In these circumstances, and to 
ensure that a bona fide consent is intended, Council, or the 
Committee, may require, as a condition of severing the lot 
containing the dwelling, that the remaining parcels be consolidated 
through title registration where appropriate. 'l\'here severanse of a 
farm parsel is re~1:1irea to permit sonsoliaation, the Co~:~nsil ana the 
Committee will give sonsideration to the agrisultural viability of the 
resblltant parsel. 

11.4.2.5 Within the Specialty Crop Area and Agricultural 
Protection Area, severance of a residence surplus to a farming 
operation as a result of a farm consolidation may be permitted 
in instances where a farmer owns and operates the agricultural 
operation on a number of land holdings in the Town which may or 
may 3fe not be contiguous. A condition of severing such surplus 
dwelling shall be the prohibition of the construction of a new 
dwelling on the retained lot of farmland in perpetuity through a 
rezoning or other municipal approaches. Council and the 
Committee will give consideration to the agricultural viability 
of the resultant farm parcel. The new residential lot will be 
limited to a minimum size needed to accommodate the use 
and appropriate services. 

The term "residence surplus to a farming operation" should also be 
italicized as this is a defined term in the OP from the Greenbelt 
Plan/PPS definition. 
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DniftOP 
'I 

PoHcy Comments 

12.5.7 The tem1 'Agricultural uses' as defined in the draft OP 
(Definitions) does not include biomass as an agricultural use. We 

recomm,:lnd revising this definition to match the 
updated definition in Section 6.0 of the 2014 PPS and 
to reflect the range of agricultural uses which may be 
permitted. 

Transportation 

7.6.4, 
Schedule E 

Schedule E of the OP indicates the extension of 
Highway 404 with a proposed interchange at 
Glenwoods Avenue, north of Ravenshoe Road. It 
should be noted that this interchange has no status 
pending York/Municipal EA Amendment and MTO's 
approval. The approved Route Planning and 
Environmental Assessment for the extension of 
Highway 404 extension does not include this 
interchange. An EA Amendment and justification for 
the need of the Glenwoods Avenue interchange must 
be completed by the Town or the Region for MTO's 
consideration. 

Stormwater Mana~ement 
9.5.10 

Schedules 

Any development proposals that are required to 
prepare a stormwater management report or plan for 
MTO's approval, should include an assessment in 
accordance to the MTO's Drainage Guidelines to 
determine if the development will impact on the 
drainage system. 

Provincial 
Polley 

Justification 
PPS 6.0 

' 

YROP 7.2.54 

Recommended Action/ Proposed Modification 

It is recommended that the term 'biomass' be added to the 
definition of 'Agricultural Uses,' as follows: 

"Agricultural Uses: means the growing of crops, including nursery, 
biomass and horticultural crops; raising of livestock; raising of 
other animals for food ... " 

We recommend modifying draft OP Policy 7.6.4 and indicate on 
Schedule E, that the proposed interchange is subject to an EA 
amendment process and MTO's approval. We suggest revising 
Policy 7.6.4 such that it reads: 

"Schedule E- Roads Plan identifies a proposed additional 
interchange at Highway 404 and Glenwoods Avenue. It is the 
intent of the Town, in conjunction with York Region to promote the 
early development of this identified interchange pending 
York/Municipal EA Amendment and Ministry of 
Transportation's approval." 

To modify draft OP Policy 9.5.1 0 to include the Ministry of 
Transportation's Drainage Guidelines as follows: 

"In the consideration of development adjacent or in proximity to a 
Provincial Highway, the stormwater management report and plan 
prepared in accordance to Ministry of Transportation 
Drainage Guidelines, shall be reviewed and approved by the 
Ministry of Transportation." 

Schedules See letter re: Rural and Agricultural Designations and Greenlands System within the secondary plan areas 
A and B 
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DraftOP 
Policy Comments 

Provincial 
Polley 

Justification 
RecOmmended Action/ Proposed Modification 

Typographical and Technical Comments 
6.2.15b) Typographical Error- replace the word "internment" with "interment" 

6.3.1.11 Existing policies are under Section 5.7 of the OP. Replace policy reference in the last sentence from "5.6" with "5.7." 
7.2, 7.5.13, Replace all "Ministry of the Environment" with "Ministry of Environment and Climate Change" 
9.5.5 etc. 
4.10.8, Replace all "Ministry of Natural Resources" with "Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry" 
5.3.6 (a)(iii) 
etc. 
9.5.3(b) Typographical Error- replace "integreated" with "integrated" 
12.5.53 This definition contains a typo. Should be 'processing OR'. 
12.5.61 Typographical Error for the term "Aivar'' 

Page 25 of25 


	October 14, 2015 Additional Information Pkg.pdf
	A. Additional Info; Aurora 'Hotel Development Charges'
	B. Additional Info; MMAH Comments

	Blank Page



