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Members of the public have the option to attend either remotely via Zoom or in-person

in the Council Chamber at the Civic Centre

Members of the public can participate by:

1. VIEWING THE ONLINE LIVESTREAM:

Council meetings are video and audio streamed at: https://pub-markham.escribemeetings.com/

2. EMAILING A WRITTEN SUBMISSION:

Members of the public may submit written deputations by email to clerkspublic@markham.ca.

Written submissions must be received by 5:00 p.m. the day prior to the meeting.

If the deadline for written submission has passed, you may:

Email your written submission directly to Members of Council; or

Make a deputation at the meeting by completing and submitting an online Request to Speak Form

If the deadline for written submission has passed and Council has finished debate on the item at the meeting,
you may email your written submission directly to Members of Council.

3. REQUEST TO SPEAK / DEPUTATION:

Members of the public who wish to make a deputation, please register prior to the start of the meeting by:
Completing an online Request to Speak Form, or,

E-mail clerkspublic@markham.ca providing full name, contact information and item they wish to speak on.
If you do not have access to email, contact the Clerk's office at 905-479-7760 on the day ofthe meeting.
*If Council or Committee has finished debate at the meeting on the item, you may email your written
submission directly to Members of Council.

The list of Members of Council is available online at this link.

Alternate formats for this document are available upon request.

Closed captioning during the video stream may be turned on by clicking the [cc] icon located
at the lower right corner of the video screen.

Note: As per Section 7.1(h) of the Council Procedural By-Law,
Council will take a ten minute recess after two hours have passed since the last break.
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Information Page

Development Services Committee Members: All Members of Council

Planning - Development and Policy Matters

Chair: Regional Councillor Jim Jones

Vice Chair: Regional Councillor Joe Li

(Development Services Committee Public Statutory Meetings - Chair: Regional Councillor Joe Li)

Engineering - Transportation & Infrastructure Matters
Chair: Councillor Karen Rea

Vice Chair: Councillor Reid McAlpine

Culture & Economic Development Matters

Chair: Regional Councillor Alan Ho
Vice Chair: Councillor Amanda Collucci

Development Services meetings are live video and audio streamed on the City’s website.

Alternate formats for this document are available upon request.

Consent Items: All matters listed under the consent agenda are considered to be routine and are

recommended for approval by the department. They may be enacted on one motion, or any item may be

discussed if a member so requests.

Please Note: The times listed on this agenda are approximate and may vary; Council may, at its
discretion, alter the order of the agenda items.

Development Services Committee is scheduled to recess for lunch from
approximately 12:00 PM to 1:00 PM

Note: As per the Council Procedural By-Law, Section 7.1 (h)

Development Services Committee will take a 10 minute recess after two hours

have passed since the last break.
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Meeting Number: 23
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Live streamed

Please bring this Development Services Committee Agenda to the Council meeting on November 20, 2024.

Pages
1. CALL TO ORDER
INDIGENOUS LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
We begin today by acknowledging the traditional territories of Indigenous peoples and
their commitment to stewardship of the land. We acknowledge the communities in
circle. The North, West, South and Eastern directions, and Haudenosaunee, Huron-
Wendat, Anishnabeg, Seneca, Chippewa, and the Mississaugas of the Credit peoples.
We share the responsibility with the caretakers of this land to ensure the dish is never
empty and to restore relationships that are based on peace, friendship, and trust. We are
committed to reconciliation, partnership and enhanced understanding.
2. DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST
3. APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
4. PRESENTATIONS
5. DEPUTATIONS
6. COMMUNICATIONS
7.  PETITIONS
8. CONSENT REPORTS - DEVELOPMENT AND POLICY MATTERS
8.1 RECOMMENDATION REPORT — DESIGNATION OF PRIORITY 5

PROPERTIES — PHASE XV

E. Manning, ext. 2296
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That the Staff report, dated November 12, 2024, titled,
"RECOMMENDATION REPORT, Designation of Priority Properties
— Phase XV, be received; and,

That the June 14, 2023, recommendation from the Heritage Markham
Committee, in support of the designation of the following properties
under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act (in accordance
with Appendix ‘B’), be received as information:

* 11288 Kennedy Road (Ward 6): “George and Eliza Brodie House”
» 7775 Ninth Line (Ward 7): “James and Catharine Young House”
* 6840 Fourteenth Avenue (Ward 7): “Franklin H. Raymer House”

* 3949 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 6): “Spofford-Brodie-Smith
House”

* 3490 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 2): “Gormley-Wideman House”
and,

That Council state its intention to designate 11288 Kennedy Road
(Ward 6) under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in
recognition of its cultural heritage significance; and,

That Council state its intention to designate 7775 Ninth Line (Ward 7)
under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of
its cultural heritage significance; and,

That Council state its intention to designate 6840 Fourteenth Avenue
(Ward 7) under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in
recognition of its cultural heritage significance; and,

That Council state its intention to designate 3949 Nineteenth Avenue
(Ward 6) under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in
recognition of its cultural heritage significance; and,

That Council state its intention to designate 3490 Nineteenth Avenue
(Ward 2) under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in
recognition of its cultural heritage significance; and,

That if there are no objections to the designation in accordance with the
provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act, the Clerk’s Department be
authorized to place a designation by-law before Council for adoption;
and,

That if there are any objections in accordance with the provisions of the
Ontario Heritage Act, the matter return to Council for further
consideration; and further,

That Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give
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effect to this resolution.

8.2  CYCLING FACILITY SELECTION TOOL (CITY WIDE) 64
L. Cheah ext. 4838/ L. Chong, ext. 3136

1. That the staff report titled “Cycling Facility Selection Tool (City-
wide)” be received; and,

2. That the Cycling Facility Selection Tool be endorsed; and,

3. That staff be directed to plan, design and implement in-boulevard
multi-use paths or cycle tracks that take into consideration financial,
operational and maintenance impacts, available funding and the criteria
outlined in the Cycling Facility Selection Tool; and,

4.  That the Director of Engineering, in consultation with the Director of
Operations and the City Treasurer, be authorized to update the Cycling
Facility Selection Tool from time to time, to accommodate changing
needs and practices; and further,

5. That staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give
effect to this resolution.

8.3 2025 BUILDING BY- LAW CHANGES 74
S. DiPerna, ext. 3940

1. That the Report titled “2025 Building By-law Changes” dated
November 12, 2024 be received; and further,

2. That Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give
effect to this resolution.

REGULAR REPORTS - DEVELOPMENT AND POLICY MATTERS

9.1  CORNELL CENTRE SECONDARY PLAN UPDATE — DRAFT POLICY 101
FRAMEWORK

P. English, ext. 2206

1. That the report entitled "Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Update — Draft
Policy Framework" dated November 12, 2024, be received; and,

2. That the Draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan be released for public
consultation; and,

3. That Staff be authorized to schedule a statutory public meeting on the
draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan, attached as Appendix ‘A’ to this
staff report; and further,



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

4.  That Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give
effect to this resolution.

MOTIONS
NOTICES OF MOTION

NEW/OTHER BUSINESS

As per Section 2 of the Council Procedural By-Law, "New/Other Business would
generally apply to an item that is to be added to the Agenda due to an urgent statutory
time requirement, or an emergency, or time sensitivity".

ANNOUNCEMENTS

ADJOURNMENT

Page 4 of 231



Page 5 of 231

(VARKHAM

Report to: Development Services Committee November 12, 2024

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATION REPORT
Designation of Priority Properties — Phase XV

PREPARED BY:  Evan Manning, Senior Heritage Planner, ext. 2296

REVIEWED BY: Regan Hutcheson, Manager of Heritage Planning, ext. 2080

RECOMMENDATION:
1) THAT the Staff report, dated November 12, 2024, titled, "RECOMMENDATION REPORT, Designation
of Priority Properties — Phase XV”, be received;

2) THAT the June 14, 2023, recommendation from the Heritage Markham Committee, in support of the
designation of the following properties under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act (in
accordance with Appendix ‘B’), be received as information:

11288 Kennedy Road (Ward 6): “George and Eliza Brodie House”
7775 Ninth Line (Ward 7): “James and Catharine Young House”
6840 Fourteenth Avenue (Ward 7): “Franklin H. Raymer House”
3949 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 6): “Spofford-Brodie-Smith House”
3490 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 2): “Gormley-Wideman House”

3) THAT Council state its intention to designate 11288 Kennedy Road (Ward 6) under Part IV, Section 29
of the Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of its cultural heritage significance;

4) THAT Council state its intention to designate 7775 Ninth Line (Ward 7) under Part 1V, Section 29 of the
Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of its cultural heritage significance;

5) THAT Council state its intention to designate 6840 Fourteenth Avenue (Ward 7) under Part 1V, Section
29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of its cultural heritage significance;

6) THAT Council state its intention to designate 3949 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 6) under Part IV, Section
29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of its cultural heritage significance;

7) THAT Council state its intention to designate 3490 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 2) under Part IV, Section
29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in recognition of its cultural heritage significance;

8) THAT if there are no objections to the designation in accordance with the provisions of the Ontario
Heritage Act, the Clerk’s Department be authorized to place a designation by-law before Council for
adoption;

9) THAT if there are any objections in accordance with the provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act, the
matter return to Council for further consideration;

10) AND THAT Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give effect to this resolution.
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PURPOSE:

This report provides information on the fifteenth batch of “listed” properties recommended for designation
under Part 1V, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act (the “Act”) in response to Bill 23, in accordance with
the May 3, 2023, Staff report adopted by Council and noted in the recommendations of this report.

BACKGROUND:

Markham has a robust Heritage Register that includes both listed and designated properties

There are currently 1718 properties included on the City of Markham's Register of Properties of Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest (the “Register”). These include a mixture of individually-recognized heritage
properties and those contained within the city’s four Heritage Conservation Districts (“HCD”) located in
Thornhill, Buttonville, Unionville, and Markham Village.

Individually-recognized heritage properties consist of both “listed” properties and those designated under
Part IV of the Act (HCDs are designated under Part V of the Act). While Part 1VV-designated properties are
municipally-recognized as significant cultural heritage resources, listing a property under Section 27(3) of
the Act does not necessarily mean that the property is considered a significant cultural heritage resource.
Rather it provides a mechanism for the municipality to be alerted of any alteration or demolition application
for the property and time (60 days) for evaluation of the property for potential designation under Part IV of
the Act. Once designated, the City has the authority to prevent demolition or alterations that would adversely
impact the cultural heritage value of the property. These protections are not available to the City for listed
properties. At the start of 2023, there were 316 listed properties on the Register.

Bill 23 has implications for the conservation of properties “listed” on municipal Heritage Registers

On November 28, 2022, Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act), received Royal Assent. Section 6 of the
legislation included amendments to the Act that requires all listed properties on a municipal heritage register
to be either designated within a two-year period beginning on January 1, 2023, or be removed from the
register. Should a listed property be removed as a result of this deadline, it cannot be “re-listed” for a five-
year period. Further, municipalities will not be permitted to issue a notice of intention to designate a property
under Part 1V of the Act unless the property was already listed on a municipal register at the time a Planning
Act application is submitted (i.e., Official Plan, Zoning By-Law amendment and/or Draft Plan of
Subdivision).

Bill 200 extended the timeline for designation of properties “listed” on municipal Heritage Registers

On June 6, 2024, Bill 200 (Homeowner Protection Act) received Royal Assent. Schedule 2 of Bill 200 amends
the Act by extending the timeframe for municipalities to review “listed properties included in their heritage
registries as of December 31, 2022. Municipalities now have until January 1, 2027, to issue a notice of intention
to designate these properties before they must be removed from the register. Bill 200 has also introduced new
rules clarifying how a municipality's voluntary removal of a listed property from its register before June 6,
2024, impacts its ability to relist the property.

Should a property not be designated prior to the aforementioned deadline and be removed from the register, a
municipality would have no legal mechanism to deny a demolition or alteration request. The same applies to
properties that are not listed at the time a Planning Act application is submitted as they would not be eligible
for designation under the Act.
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Properties are to be assessed using Provincial Designation Criteria

Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended, (“O.Reg. 9/06”) prescribes criteria for determining a property’s
cultural heritage value or interest for the purpose of designation. The regulation provides an objective base
for the determination and evaluation of resources of cultural heritage value, and ensures the comprehensive,
and consistent assessment of value by all Ontario municipalities. Municipal councils are permitted to
designate a property to be of cultural heritage value or interest if the property meets two or more of the
prescribed criteria (excerpted from O.Reg. 9/06):

1.  The property has design value or physical value because it is a rare, unique, representative or early
example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

2. The property has design value or physical value because it displays a high degree of craftsmanship or
artistic merit.

3. The property has design value or physical value because it demonstrates a high degree of technical or
scientific achievement

4.  The property has historical value or associative value because it has direct associations with a theme,
event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a community.

5. The property has historical value or associative value because it yields, or has the potential to yield,
information that contributes to an understanding of a community or culture.

6.  The property has historical value or associative value because it demonstrates or reflects the work or
ideas of an architect, artist, builder, designer or theorist who is significant to a community.

7. The property has contextual value because it is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the
character of an area.

8.  The property has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked
to its surroundings.

9.  The property has contextual value because it is a landmark.

OPTIONS/ DISCUSSION:

The protection and preservation of heritage resources is consistent with City policies

Markham’s Official Plan, 2014, contains cultural heritage policies related to the protection and conservation
of heritage resources that are often a fragile gift from past generations. They are not a renewable resource,
and once lost, are gone forever. Markham understands the importance of safeguarding its cultural heritage
resources and uses a number of mechanisms to protect them. Council’s policy recognizes their significance
by designating individual properties under the Act to ensure that the cultural heritage values and heritage
attributes are addressed and protected.

Provincial planning policies support designation

The new Provincial Planning Statement (PPS) issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act came into effect
October 20, 2024 and replaces the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020. The PPS (2024) includes cultural
heritage policies that indicate protected heritage property, which may contain built heritage resources or
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cultural heritage landscapes, shall be conserved. Designation provides a mechanism to achieve the necessary
protection.

Designation acknowledges the importance of a cultural heritage resource

Designation signifies to an owner and the broader community that the property contains a significant
resource that is important to the community. Designation does not restrict the use of the property or compel
restoration. However, it does require an owner to seek approval for property alterations that are likely to
affect the heritage attributes described in the designation by-law. Council can also prevent, rather than just
delay, the demolition of a resource on a designated heritage property.

Culturally significant “listed” properties for Part IV designation have been identified

As described in the Staff report adopted by Council on May 3, 2023, Heritage Section staff have developed a
matrix consisting of four criteria against which all listed properties have been evaluated to determine their
degree of cultural heritage significance. This review found 52 “listed” properties ranked as “High”, 78
ranked as “Medium”, and 28 ranked as “Low” in terms of the cultural heritage value based on the evaluation
criteria. Staff have prioritized those properties ranked as “High” and “Medium” for designation consideration
under Part IV of the Act.

Staff propose to bring forward approximately 3-5 designation recommendations for Council consideration at
any one time through to December 2024, to meet the original deadline identified in Bill 23. The five heritage
resources identified in this report constitute the fifteenth phase of recommended designations that have been
thoroughly researched and evaluated using O.Reg. 9/06. Staff determined that those properties merit
designation under the Act for their physical/design, historical/associative, and/or contextual value (refer to
Appendix ‘A’ for images of the properties).

Statements of Cultural Heritage Value of Interest have been prepared in accordance with Section 29(8) of
the Act

These Statements of Significance include a description of the cultural heritage significance of the property
and a list of heritage attributes that embody this significance. This provides clarity to both the City and the
property owner as to which elements of the property should be conserved. Note that Part IV designation does
not prevent future alterations to a property, but rather provides a guide to determine if the alterations would
adversely impact the heritage significance of the property (refer to Appendix ‘C’). The full research report
prepared for each property included as Appendix ‘D’.

Heritage Markham (the “Committee ”) supports the designations

As per the Section 29(2) of the Act, review of proposed Part IV designations must be undertaken by a
municipal heritage committee (where established) prior to consideration by Council. On June 14, 2023, the
Committee reviewed the listed properties evaluated for designation by Staff and supported proceeding with
designation (refer to Appendix ‘B’).

Staff have communicated with affected property owners

Staff have contacted and provided educational material to affected property owners regarding the impact of
Part IV designation, including the relevant Statements of Significance, which helps owners understand why
their property is proposed for designation at this time, what is of heritage value of the property, and provides
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answers to commonly asked questions (e.g. information about the heritage approvals process for future
alterations and municipal financial assistance through tax rebates and grant programs). Property owners also
have appeal rights to the Ontario Land Tribunal (“OLT") should they wish to object to designation. For
additional information, see the bulleted list in the last section.

Staff note that the material sent to the owners has been undertaken as a courtesy to provide advance notice of
an upcoming meeting where Council will consider whether to initiate the designation process for the
property. It is not formal notice of the intension to designate as required by the Act which can only be done
by Council. The objective of the advance notice is to begin a conversation about the future potential
designation of the property.

Deferral of the Notice of Intention of Designate is not recommended

Staff have thoroughly researched and carefully selected the properties proposed for designation. The
properties recommended for designation are, in the opinion of Staff, the most significant heritage properties
currently listed on the Heritage Register. This position is substantiated by the detailed research undertaken by
Staff for each property. Also, to allow a review of the proposed designation material, owners are typically
provided over 50 days including the 30-day official objection period required by the Act.

Staff welcome the opportunity to work with property owners to address their concerns whenever feasible
prior to Council adoption of a designation by-law. For example, modifications have included scoping the
impact of the designation by-law to the immediate area surrounding a heritage resource through the use of a
Reference Plan should it be contained within a larger parcel or refining the identified heritage attributes,
where warranted. Staff maintain the objective is to be a cooperative partner in the designation process and
ensure that good heritage conservation and development are not mutually exclusive. While Bill 200 extended
the deadline for designation, Staff have the necessary time and resources to designate all significant listed
properties by the deadline as originally created by Bill 23 and do not recommend delaying the protection of
our cultural heritage resources.

The Process and Procedures for Designation under Part 1V of the Act are summarized below
e Staff undertake research and evaluate the property under O.Reg. 9/06, as amended, to determine
whether it should be considered a significant cultural heritage resource worthy of Part IV designation;

e Council is advised by its municipal heritage committee with respect to the cultural heritage value of the
property;

e Council may state its Intention to Designate the property under Part IV of the Act and is to include a
statement explaining the cultural heritage value or interest of the property and a description of the
heritage attributes of the property;

e Should Council wish to pursue designation, notice must be provided to the owner and the Ontario
Heritage Trust that includes a description of the cultural heritage value of the property. A notice, either
published in a local newspaper or posted digitally in a readily accessed location, must be provided with
the same details (i.e. the City’s website);
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e Following the publication of the notice, interested parties can object to the designation within a 30-day
window. If an objection notice is received, Council is required to consider the objection and make a
decision whether or not to withdraw the notice of intention to designate;

e Should Council proceed with designation, it must pass a by-law to that effect within 120 days of the
date in which the notice was published. There are notice requirements and a 30-day appeal period
following Council adoption of the by-law in which interested parties can serve notice to the
municipality and the OLT of their objection to the designation by-law. Should no appeal be received
within the 30-day time period, the designation by-law comes into full force. Should an appeal be
received, an OLT hearing date is set to examine the merits of the objection and provide a final decision.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

There has been a significant increase in the number of designation by-laws adopted by Council in response to
recent amendments to the Act through Bill 23. As a result, there may be an increase in the number of OLT
appeals relative to previous years, along with the potential need to secure additional funds from Council to
support Staff preparation and attendance at the OLT. Should existing funding sources be found inadequate,
staff will advise Council through a future Staff report.

HUMAN RESOURCES CONSIDERATIONS:
Not Applicable.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES:
The protection and preservation of cultural heritage resources is part of the City’s Growth Management
strategy.

BUSINESS UNITS CONSULTED AND AFFECTED:

Heritage Markham, Council’s advisory committee on heritage matter, was consulted on the designation
proposals. Clerks Department/Heritage Section will be responsible for future notice provisions. An appeal to
the OLT would involve staff from the Planning and Urban Design (Heritage Section), Legal Services, and
Clerks Department.

RECOMMENDED BY:

Giulio Cescato, RPP, MCIP Arvin Prasad, MPA, RPP, MCIP
Director of Planning and Urban Design Commissioner of Development Services
APPENDICES:

Appendix ‘A’: Images of the Properties Proposed for Designation
Appendix ‘B’: Heritage Markham Extract

Appendix ‘C’: Statements of Significance

Appendix ‘D’: Research Reports
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APPENDIX “A’: Images of the Properties Proposed for Designation

11288 Kennedy Road (Ward 6): “George and Eliza Brodie House”

Primary Elevation and Property Map
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7775 Ninth Line (Ward 7): “James and Catharine Young House”

Primary Elevation and Property Map
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6840 Fourteenth Avenue (Ward 7): “Franklin H. Raymer House”

Primary Elevation and Property Map
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3949 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 6): “Spofford-Brodie-Smith House”
Primary Elevation and Property Map
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3490 Nineteenth Avenue (Ward 2): “Gormley-Wideman House”

Primary Elevation and Property Map
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APPENDIX ‘B’: Heritage Markham Extract

HERITAGE MARKHAM EXTRACT

Date: June 23, 2023

To:  R. Hutcheson, Manager, Heritage Planning
E. Manning, Senior Heritage Planner

EXTRACT CONTAINING ITEM # 6.1 OF THE SEVENTH HERITAGE MARKHAM
COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON June 14, 2023

6. PART FOUR - REGULAR

6.1

PROPOSED STREAMLINED APPROACH FOR HERITAGE MARKHAM
CONSULTATION

DESIGNATION OF PRIORITY PROPERTIES LISTED ON THE CITY OF
MARKHAM'S REGISTER OF PROPERTIES OF CULTURAL HERITAGE
VALUE OR INTEREST IN RESPONSE TO BILL 23 (16.11)

File Number:
n/a

Evan Manning, Senior Heritage Planner, introduced this item advising that it is related to a
proposal for a streamlined approach for the designation of priority listed properties which
requires consultation with the municipal heritage committee. Mr. Manning provided an
overview of the evaluation criteria used to evaluate the physical heritage significance of
the properties listed on the Heritage Register and displayed images of all the evaluated
properties organized into “High”, “Medium”, and “Low” as it relates to their perceived
heritage significance. Mr. Manning stressed that Heritage Section Staff wish to designate
as many properties as possible but noted that it was important to establish priorities given
the two-year deadline to designate.

Regan Hutcheson noted that these rankings were established based only upon appearance.
Mr. Hutcheson confirmed that further research will be conducted into properties are part of
the designation process.

Staff further explained that they were recommending a streamlined Heritage Markham
consultation process to satisfy the requirements of Section 29(2) of the Ontario Heritage
Act, and that was the purpose of reviewing all the ranked properties at this meeting. No
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further review with Heritage Markham Committee will occur if the Committee agrees
with this approach concerning the designation of the identified properties in the
Evaluation Report.

The Committee provided the following feedback:

e Questioned how the number of listed properties was reduced from over 300 to the
158 that were evaluated using the criteria shown in the presentation package. Staff
noted that, for example, properties that are owned by the Provincial or Federal
government were excluded from evaluation as they are not subject to the
protections afforded by Part 1V designation. Municipally-owned properties were
removed as were cemeteries. This, along with other considerations, reduced the
number of properties evaluated for designation;

e Questioned what will happen to the lowest ranked properties. Staff noted research
efforts were being focused on the highest ranked properties and that if time
permits, these properties would be researched. If designation is not recommended
by staff, the specific properties will return to Heritage Markham Committee for
review;

e Questioned why heritage building that were previously incorporated into
developments are generally not considered a high priority for designation. Staff
noted that these properties can be protected through potential future Heritage
Easement Agreements should they be subject to a development application after
“falling” off the Heritage Register;

e Requested that the Committee be kept up-to-date on the progress of the
designation project. Staff noted that the Committee will be updated on a regular
basis as the designation project progresses.

Staff recommended the proposed streamlined Heritage Markham review approach be
supported.

Recommendations:

THAT Heritage Markham supports designation of the properties included in the
Evaluation Report under Part 1V of the Ontario Heritage Act;

AND THAT if after further research and evaluation, any of the identified properties are
not recommended by staff to proceed to designation, those properties be brought back to
the Heritage Markham Committee for review.

Carried
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APPENDIX “C’: Statements of Significance

STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

George and Eliza Brodie House
11288 Kennedy Road

€.1860

The George and Eliza Brodie House is recommended for designation under Part 1V, Section 29 of the
Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as described in the following
Statement of Significance.

Description of Property

The George and Eliza Brodie House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling located on the west side
of Kennedy Road, near the east bank of the Rouge River, between the historic rural hamlets of Cashel
and Almira. The house faces south and is not visible from the street.

Design Value and Physical Value

The George and Eliza Brodie House has design and physical value as a representative example of a
mid-nineteenth century frame farmhouse in the vernacular Georgian architectural tradition. It is a
modest vernacular dwelling designed to serve the needs of a household of modest means. The
symmetrical facade and restrained formal design follows the Georgian architectural tradition that
continued to influence vernacular domestic architecture in Ontario long after the Georgian period
ended in 1830. Exterior materials have been renewed over time, but the original form remains readily
discernable. The scale and design of this house are similar to dwellings constructed by some Markham
Township landowners for the use of tenant farmers, but in this case, the house was owner-occupied
when first constructed. In this way, the George and Eliza Brodie House could be considered the

family’s “starter home” before they decided to pursue farming elsewhere, perhaps on a more
productive piece of land.

Historical Value and Associative Value

The George and Eliza Brodie House has historical value for its association with the locally-significant
theme of immigration, notably the early cultural and religious diversity of Markham Township.
Specifically, it is the former farmhouse of an early Scottish Presbyterian family who arrived in Upper
Canada in 1835 as part of an influx of British families that settled in Markham Township beginning in
the 1820s. George Brodie Jr., born in Scotland, was one of the six children of George Brodie Sr. and
Jean (Milne) Brodie of Peterhead, Scotland, who purchased a farm on the western half of Lot 2,
Concession 5, Whitchurch Township in 1835. Their homestead was named Craigieburn Farm. The
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family was a strong supporter of the Melville Presbyterian Church north of Cashel. George Brodie Jr.
purchased the northeast quarter of Markham Township Lot 29, Concession 5 in 1859 and constructed
a small frame farmhouse a little to the east of the meandering Rouge River. In 1868, George Brodie Jr.
and his wife Eliza (Oxley) Brodie sold the farm and moved to Scott Township. In 1870, George
Brodie Jr.’s brother Charles J. Brodie purchased the property, which he owned until 1887.

Contextual Value

The George and Eliza Brodie House has contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually and historically linked to its surroundings as the farmhouse that served this agricultural
property from ¢.1860 well into the twentieth century.

Heritage Attributes
Character-defining attributes that embody the cultural heritage value of the George and Eliza Brodie
House are organized by their respective Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, as amended, below:

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s design and physical value as a representative example
of a small frame farmhouse of the mid-nineteenth century in the vernacular Georgian architectural
tradition:

e T-shaped plan;
One-and-a-half storey height;
Fieldstone foundation;
Frame exterior walls;
Medium-pitched gable roof with projecting, open eaves and single-stack brick chimney;
Three-bay composition of the south (primary) elevation with centrally-placed single leaf door
opening;
e Flat-headed rectangular window openings;
e Shed-roofed one-storey rear addition.

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s historical value for its association with the locally-
significant theme of immigration, notably the early cultural and religious diversity of Markham
Township, as the former farmhouse of an early Scottish Presbyterian family who were part of an influx
of British families that settled in Markham Township beginning in the 1820s:

e The dwelling is a tangible reminder of Scottish-born George Brodie, the property owner from
1859 to 1868, and his brother Charles Brodie, owner from 1870 to 1887, who came to Upper
Canada from Peterhead, Scotland with their parents George Brodie Sr. and Jean (Milne) Brodie
in 1835

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked to its surroundings:
e The location of the building on its original site facing south, a little to the east of the Rouge
River, north of the historic crossroads hamlet of Cashel.
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Attributes of the property that are not considered to be of cultural heritage value, or are otherwise not
included in the Statement of Significance:

e Aluminum siding;

e Modern windows and doors;

e Non-functional shutters;

e Shed-roofed canopy over principal entrance;

e Enclosed side porch;

e Accessory building.
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

James and Catharine Young House
7775 Ninth Line

€.1860

The James and Catharine Young House is recommended for designation under Part 1V, Section 29 of
the Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as described in the
following Statement of Significance.

Description of Property
The James and Catharine Young House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling located on the east
side of Ninth Line, north of Fourteenth Avenue, in the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove.

Design Value and Physical Value

The James and Catharine Young House has design and physical value as a unique example of a
modest vernacular village worker’s cottage. The frame dwelling originally reflected the Georgian
architectural tradition but has evolved to become part of a larger modern residence rendered in a
sympathetic style. In its original form, its three-bay primary (west) elevation, rectangular plan, and
general sense of symmetry reflected the local persistence of the conservative Georgian architectural
tradition long after the Georgian period ended in 1830. In its evolved form, the house has been
remodeled in a manner that has retained the character of an historical building.

Historical Value and Associative Value

The James and Catharine Young House has historical value for its association with the theme of urban
development in Markham Township, specifically the nineteenth century development of the historic
hamlet of Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue and
Ninth Line. The house was constructed ¢.1860 or earlier on Lot 2, Block D and part of Lot 1, Block E,
within the Tomlinson-Beebe Plan 19 of the Village of Sparta, ¢.1850. The property was purchased by
James Young from William E. Beebe in the mid-1850s. James Young was a Canadian-born labourer
who may have worked in Beebe’s blacksmith shop next door, or in one of the other local industries.
James Young and his wife, Catharine (Mclintyre) Young, moved to Pickering Township in 1870. Their
modest village home passed through many owners after that. In the early 2010s, the Young House was
enlarged and remodeled into its present form but remains recognizable as an historic structure within
the hamlet.

Contextual Value

The James and Catharine Young House is of contextual value as one of a grouping of nineteenth
century buildings that are important in defining, maintaining and supporting the character of the
historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove. Although modern infilling has occurred, enough of the older
building stock remains for Box Grove to be recognizable as one of Markham’s historic hamlets.
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Heritage Attributes
Character-defining attributes that embody the cultural heritage value of the James and Catharine
Young House are organized by their respective Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, as amended, below:

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s design and physical value as a unique example of an
evolved vernacular village worker’s cottage:

One-and-half storey main block of the dwelling with its rectangular plan;

Board and batten siding;

Medium-pitched gable roof with projecting, open eaves;

Flat-headed rectangular single-hung windows with six-over-six panes.

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s historical and associative value, representing the theme
of urban development, specifically the nineteenth century development of the historic hamlet of
Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue and Ninth
Line:
e The dwelling is a tangible reminder of the nineteenth century development of the hamlet of
Sparta/Box Grove.

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s contextual value as a building that is important in
defining, maintaining and supporting the character and extent of the historic crossroads hamlet of Box
Grove:
e The location of the building on its original site within the historic crossroads hamlet of Box
Grove.

Attributes of the property that are not considered to be of cultural heritage value, or are otherwise not
included in the Statement of Significance:

e Rear wing and rear and north side additions;

e Detached garage.
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

Franklin H. Raymer House
6840 Fourteenth Avenue

c.1895

The Franklin H. Raymer House is recommended for designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the
Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as described in the following
Statement of Significance.

Description of Property

The Franklin H. Raymer House is a one-and-a-half storey stucco dwelling that forms the front portion
of a modern two-storey stone-veneered dwelling located on the north side of Fourteenth Avenue, east
of Ninth Line, in the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove. The house faces south.

Design Value and Physical Value

The Franklin H. Raymer House has design and physical value as a unique restored example of a
modest vernacular dwelling that historically served as a farmhouse within a village setting. Its restored
ashlar-patterned stucco finish is a locally rare exterior treatment with its design based on an archival
photograph dated ¢.1908. The asymmetrical arrangement of openings on the south (primary) elevation
of the home, with the door placed off-centre and adjacent to a window, is a vernacular variation of
Georgian domestic architecture. This asymmetry is an indication of a building designed with function
taking precedence over exterior design considerations which would have ordinarily favoured a
symmetrical arrangement of openings on the primary elevation for even the most humble of dwellings
in nineteenth century Markham Township. The Raymer House was designed as a modestly scaled
dwelling intended to serve a small farm. Its scale suited the village context into which it was built.
Exterior alterations that had taken place over time were reversed in 2017 when the former farmhouse
was restored and incorporated into a large new dwelling set back to preserve the street view of the
restored nineteenth century building.

Historical Value and Associative Value

The Franklin H. Raymer House has historical value and associative value, representing the theme of
urban development, specifically the nineteenth century development of the historic hamlet of
Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue and Ninth
Line. It is a noteworthy example of a farmhouse constructed within a village setting. It was
constructed c.1895 on Lot 10, Block E, Plan 19. Franklin H. Raymer’s small farm, where the barn
complex was once located, was behind the village lots on a 44-acre parcel contained within the
western half of Markham Township Lot 6, Concession 9, formerly owned by local blacksmith William
Ellis Beebe. The property has additional historical value, representing the theme of industry,
innovation and economic development, for its association with Franklin Herbert Raymer, who was
locally significant as a later operator of the Raymer cheese factory established by his father John
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Noble Raymer in the mid-1860s. The Raymers were among a humber of Pennsylvania German
Mennonites that came to Markham Township in the early nineteenth century. John N. Raymer was a
successful farmer in the Box Grove-Cedar Grove community. He established cheese factories in Box
Grove-Cedar Grove and Unionville in the late 1860s. After John N. Raymer’s tragic death from
smallpox in 1874, his widow Christina took over the operations of the cheese factories. Their son
Franklin H. Raymer was the last to operate the cheese factory east of Box Grove, which endured until
about 1901.

Contextual Value

The Franklin H. Raymer House is of contextual value as one of a grouping of nineteenth century
buildings that are important in defining, maintaining and supporting the character of the historic
crossroads hamlet of Box Grove. Although modern infilling has occurred, enough of the older building
stock remains for Box Grove to be recognizable as one of Markham’s historic hamlets.

Heritage Attributes
Character-defining attributes that embody the cultural heritage value of the Franklin H. Raymer House
are organized by their respective Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, as amended, below:

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s design and physical value as a unique restored example
of a modest vernacular dwelling that historically served as a farmhouse within a village setting:
L-shaped plan;

One-and-a-half storey height;

Ashlar-patterned stucco finish;

Medium-pitched gable roof with projecting eaves;

Three-bay composition of the primary (south) elevation with asymmetrical placement of the
principal entrance and windows;

Single-leaf front and side doors;

Flat-headed rectangular single-hung windows with two-over-two panes;

Small square accent window with four panes;

Hip-roofed front veranda supported on slender, turned wood posts accented with fretwork
brackets and spandrels, and with a balustrade with slender turned pickets;

e Shed-roofed side veranda supported on slender, turned wood posts.

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s historical value and associative value, representing the
theme of urban development, specifically the nineteenth century development of the historic hamlet of
Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue and Ninth
Line, and representing the theme of industry, innovation and economic development, for its
association with Franklin Herbert Raymer, who was locally significant as a later operator of the
Raymer cheese factory established by his father John Noble Raymer in the mid-1860s:
e The dwelling is a tangible reminder of the nineteenth century development of the hamlet of
Sparta/Box Grove and of farmer and cheese maker Franklin H. Raymer and the Raymer
cheese-making business that operated from the late 1860s to about 1901.
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Heritage attributes that convey the property’s contextual value as a building that is important in
defining, maintaining and supporting the character and extent of the historic crossroads hamlet of Box
Grove:
e The location of the building on the property, facing south, within the historic crossroads hamlet
of Box Grove.

Attributes of the property that are not considered to be of cultural heritage value, or are otherwise not
included in the Statement of Significance:

e Two-storey stone-veneered dwelling attached to the rear of the restored stucco dwelling.
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
Spofford-Brodie-Smith House
3949 Nineteenth Avenue

c.1870

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House is recommended for designation under Part 1V, Section 29 of the
Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as described in the following
Statement of Significance.

Description of Property
The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling located on the south side
of Nineteenth Avenue, west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira. The house faces north.

Design Value and Physical Value

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has design and physical value as a unique example of an evolved
vernacular farmhouse that exhibits three distinct stages of development. It began as a vernacular frame
dwelling in the Georgian architectural tradition, a conservative and formal approach to domestic
architecture that continued to influence the design of vernacular dwellings in Markham Township long
after the Georgian period ended in 1830. This would have been an old-fashioned house at the time it
was constructed ¢.1870, particularly the front doorcase with sidelights but no transom light. The
western end of the dwelling was constructed as a traditional doddy house in the same style and form as
the remainder of the home. This addition, constructed to house older generations of a family, typical of
Mennonite families whose ownership of the property followed that of the Spoffard and Brodie family.
The cultural history of the property is thereby legible in the architecture of the evolved dwelling. The
wide gambrel-roofed dormer represents the third phase of the architectural evolution of the building.
With its flared eaves, the dormer reflects the Dutch Colonial style and likely dates from the 1930s or
1940s. This type of addition is locally unique.

Historical Value and Associative Value

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has historical value for its association with the locally significant
theme of immigration and for its connection to the early cultural and religious diversity of Markham
Township as the former farmhouse of early British immigrants from England and Scotland, and its
later ownership by a Pennsylvania German Mennonite family who modified the original dwelling with
the addition of a traditional “doddy house.” The first phase of the house was constructed ¢.1870 to
replace an old log house on the western half of Markham Township Lot 30, Concession 5. English
immigrants William Spofford and Harriet (Ashbridge) Spofford came to Markham from Yorkshire in
the mid-1830s and settled on the eastern part of Lot 31, Concession 5. In 1855 they purchased this
additional property on Lot 30, which was occupied by their son Charles Spofford and his wife Susan
(Pipher) Spofford.
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Charles Spofford became the owner of his farm in 1866. The family sold to James Brodie and Matilda
(Stewart) Brodie in 1877. James Brodie was the son of Scottish immigrants George Brodie and Jean
(Milne) Brodie of Aberdeen who came to Upper Canada in 1835 and settled on Lot 2, Concession 5,
Whitchurch Township, a property known as Craigieburn Farm. In 1891, James and Matilda Brodie
sold to Abraham and Elizabeth Smith, who had a Pennsylvania German Mennonite cultural
background. The former Brodie farm was operated by Jacob and Ella Smith who constructed a doddy
house for the use of elderly parents. The property remained in the ownership of the Smith family until
1956.

Contextual Value

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually
and historically linked to its surroundings as a farmhouse on the periphery of the mill hamlet of
Almira. The dwelling served as a farmhouse from the late nineteenth century until the early 1960s.

Heritage Attributes
Character-defining attributes that embody the cultural heritage value of the Spofford-Brodie-Smith
House are organized by their respective Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, as amended, below:

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s design and physical value as a unique example of an

evolved vernacular farmhouse that exhibits three distinct stages of development:
e Rectangular plan;

Frame walls;

Fieldstone foundation;

One-and-a-half storey height;

Medium-pitched gable roof with projecting, open eaves and two single-stack red brick

chimneys;

Gambrel-roofed front dormer with flared eaves;

e Five-bay composition of the north (primary) elevation with the earlier eastern portion
containing a doorcase featuring a single-leaf four-panelled wood door and four-paned
sidelights with panelled aprons, and doddy house addition to the west with a single-leaf door;

e Flat-headed rectangular window openings;

e Hip-roofed front veranda supported on turned posts with delicate wood brackets in the Gothic
Revival style.

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s historical value for its association with the early
cultural and religious diversity of Markham Township as the former farmhouse of early British
immigrants from England and Scotland, and its later ownership by a Pennsylvania German Mennonite
family who modified the original dwelling with the addition of a traditional “doddy house.
e The dwelling is a tangible reminder of the English Spofford family, the Scottish Brodie family,
and the Pennsylvania German Mennonite Smith family who historically resided here.



Page 28 of 231

Report to: Development Services Committee November 12, 2024

Page 24

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked to its surroundings:

e The location of the building on its original site, facing north, on the periphery of the historic
mill hamlet of Almira.

Attributes of the property that are not considered to be of cultural heritage value, or are otherwise not
included in the Statement of Significance:

e Aluminum siding;

e Modern windows within old window openings;

e Rear additions;

e Accessory buildings.
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE
Gormley-Wideman House
3490 Nineteenth Avenue

.1859

The Gormley-Wideman House is recommended for designation under Part 1V, Section 29 of the
Ontario Heritage Act as a property of cultural heritage value or interest, as described in the following
Statement of Significance.

Description of Property

The Gormley-Wideman House is a one-and-a-half storey brick dwelling located on the north side of
Nineteenth Avenue between Woodbine Avenue to the west and Warden Avenue to east. The house
faces south and is located west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira.

Design Value and Physical Value

The Gormley-Wideman House has design and physical value as a good representative example of a
mid-nineteenth century brick farmhouse designed with the influences of the Georgian and the Classic
Revival architectural styles. It is noteworthy for its five-bay primary (south) elevation and Flemish
bond brickwork, which are locally uncommon and indicative of high-quality domestic rural
architecture. Solid brick construction and a conservative design based on the Georgian architectural
tradition updated with elements of the Classic Revival style typified the rural vernacular architecture
of Markham Township during the prosperous years of the 1850s when there was a strong export
market for wheat due to the Crimean War. During this time period, the enduring Georgian design
principles of balance and proportion was often relieved with patterned brickwork and Classic Revival
details, as seen in this example. Buff coloured “white brick” accents on a body of local red brick
became common in York County after the 1840s. This house has buff brick quoins and arches over
door and window openings. The numerous large windows, a moulded wood cornice with eave returns,
and a wide front doorcase with transom light and sidelights reflect the Classic Revival style. The front
doorcase, with its intricate glazing pattern of squares and rectangles, is the focal point of the primary
elevation.

Historical Value and Associative Value

The Gormley-Wideman House has historical value for its association with the early cultural and
religious diversity of Markham Township as well as the theme of innovation and economic
development as the former home of Irish immigrant James Gormley, storekeeper, postmaster,
auctioneer, notary public, and farmer who was locally important as the founder of the crossroads
hamlet of Gormley’s Corners. This associative value, namely religious diversity, is reinforced by the
property’s connection to several generations of the Pennsylvania-German Mennonite Wideman family.
James Gormley came to Markham Township in the 1840s, initially working as a schoolteacher. He
soon became involved in a number of successful enterprises, including the establishment of a hamlet
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known as Gormley’s Corners. In approximately 1850, James Gormley married Margaret Steckley, a
member of Markham’s Pennsylvania German Tunker community. In the late 1850s, the family moved
to the Steckley farm on Lot 31, Concession 4 and lived in one of two brick farmhouses on the property
that were constructed in 1859. In 1865, James Gormley purchased the eastern half of Lot 31 from his
father-in-law, John Steckley. In 1882, the farm was sold to Jacob Wideman, a Mennonite minister.
The Wideman family were part of Markham’s Pennsylvania German Mennonite community that came
from Bucks County, Pennsylvania, in 1803. The property remained in the ownership of later
generations of the Wideman family until 1998.

Contextual Value

The Gormley-Wideman House has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually and
historically linked to its surrounding as one of several nineteenth century farmhouses located within
the agricultural area to the west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira. The Gormley-Wideman House is
physically, functionally, visually and historically linked to the site where it has stood since 1859.

Heritage Attributes
Character-defining attributes that embody the cultural heritage value of the Gormley-Wideman House
are organized by their respective Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria, as amended, below:

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s design and physical value as a good representative
example of a mid-nineteenth century brick farmhouse designed with the influences of the Georgian
architectural tradition and the Classic Revival style:

e Rectangular plan;

e One-and-a-half storey height;

e Fieldstone foundation;

e Red brick walls in Flemish bond with buff brick quoins and cambered arches over door and
window openings;

Medium-pitched gable roof with wood cornice and eave returns;

e Heavy gable-end red brick chimneys with corbelled caps;

e Five-bay primary (south) elevation with centre doorcase featuring a single-leaf four-panelled
wood door with half-round headed upper panels, multipaned transom light and sidelights with
complex glazing pattern of squares and rectangles as well as wood panels below the sidelights;

e Regularly-placed flat-headed six-over-six wood windows with projecting lugsills and
operational louvered wood shutters;

Heritage attributes that convey the property’s historical value and associative value, representing the
early cultural and religious diversity of Markham Township as well as the theme of industry,
innovation and economic development:
e The dwelling is a tangible reminder of locally important Irish immigrant James Gormley,
founder of Gormley’s Corners, and the Pennsylvania German Mennonite Wideman family,
long-time later owners.
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Heritage attributes that convey the property’s contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually or historically linked to its surroundings:

e The location of the building on its original site, facing south, where it has stood since 1859.
Attributes of the property that are not considered to be of cultural heritage value, or are otherwise not
included in the Statement of Significance:

e Frame rear addition;

e External chimney on west gable end;

e Barn complex and other farm outbuildings.



Page 32 of 231

Report to: Development Services Committee November 12, 2024

Page 28

APPENDIX “D’: Research Reports

Provided under separate cover
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RESEARCH REPORT

George and Eliza Brodie House
Northeast Quarter Lot 29, Concession 5
11288 Kennedy Road
¢.1860

Heritage Section
City of Markham Planning & Urban Design, 2024

History

The George and Eliza Brodie House is located in the northeast quarter of Markham Township
Lot 29, Concession 5, a little to the east of the Rouge River, between the historic rural hamlets
of Cashel and Almira.

George Mustard received the Crown patent for the entire 200 acres of Markham Township Lot
29, Concession 5, in 1839. According to William Berczy’s 1803 census of Markham settlers,
George Mustard was associated with this property as early as 1801. In 1803, he was listed as
residing there and appears to have been unmarried as no wife or children were noted in
Berczy’s census.
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George Mustard’s history is very well documented in historical records. He was a son of
Alexander Mustard of Farness, Cromarty, Scotland. His brother, James Mustard, left Scotland in
1795 and reached Markham Township in 1801 via Pennsylvania. He and his wife, Elizabeth
(Gordon) Mustard, settled on Lot 29, Concession 6. They were also listed in Berczy’s 1803
census.

George Mustard followed his brother James to Upper Canada, but his journey was interrupted
in a dramatic way. While making the trans-Atlantic voyage, his ship was raided by a press gang
and he was pressed into service in the British Navy. This occurred during the Napoleonic Wars
when the British Navy was short-handed and used this aggressive method of “recruiting” sailors
to man their warships. George Mustard was stationed on a ship bound for the West Indies
where the navy was in search of French vessels. After two years, he managed to escape while
the ship was at a West Indian port. He made his way to the United States and eventually was
able to join his brother in Markham Township.

James and George Mustard were strong supporters of the Presbyterian Church, attending St.
Helen’s Church at Cashel and later, Melville Church. George Mustard donated a parcel of land
for Melville Presbyterian Church and Cemetery in 1849. The brothers also served in the York
Regiment of the militia. James was a captain, and George, a lieutenant, served under Colonel
Allen. George Mustard was at the western battery of Fort York when it was destroyed during the
Battle of York in 1813. He was taken prisoner by the Americans but was later exchanged and
continued to serve until the end of the war.

During the turbulent period of the 1837 Rebellion in Upper Canada, the brothers found
themselves on opposite political sides. James Mustard supported the Tories, and George
Mustard, the Reformers. George Mustard, although a supporter of the Reform party, apparently
did not actively participate in the Rebellion.

At the time of the 1851 census, George Mustard was a widower, age 82. He lived in a one-storey
log house on Lot 29, Concession 5. His son, William, also resided on the property in a separate
household with his wife, Anna or Annie (Graham) Mustard, and their four young children.
William and Anna Mustard lived in a one-storey log dwelling. An additional Mustard family
household on Lot 29, Concession 5 was that of James Mustard, another son of George Mustard.
James Mustard lived in a one-storey frame dwelling with his wife, Jane (Gibson) Mustard, and
their young son, George. They resided on the eastern part of the farm.

George Mustard sold the western half of Lot 29, Concession 5 to his son William in 1853.
William Mustard constructed a stone farmhouse on the property ¢.1862, which still stands at
11303 Warden Avenue.

George Mustard Sr. died in 1853. A map of Markham Township dated 1853-54 shows James
Mustard’s name on the northeast quarter of Lot 29, Concession 5, and his brother Alexander
Mustard’s name on the southeast quarter. Based on Markham Township Directories, Alexander
Mustard did not reside on the property during this time.
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From the land records, it appears that after the death of George Mustard Sr., Alexander Mustard
became the owner of the northeast quarter of Lot 29, Concession 5 and his brother James, the
southeast quarter. In 1859, Alexander Mustard sold the northeast quarter to George Brodie.

According to the 1861 census, George Brodie Jr., age 40, his wife Eliza (Oxley) Brodie, age 36,
and their three young children resided in a one-and-a-half storey frame house (11288 Kennedy
Road). George Brodie Jr. was the likely builder of this modest frame dwelling, dated ¢.1860. Also
in 1861, James Mustard lived in a one-storey frame house with his wife Jane and their five
children (the dwelling noted in the 1851 census).

George Brodie Jr., born in Scotland, was one of the six children of George Brodie Sr. and Jean
(Milne) Brodie. George Brodie Sr. was a shoemaker by trade. The family came from Peterhead,
Scotland and purchased the western half of Lot 2, Concession 5, Whitchurch Township in 1835.
The family homestead was known as Craigieburn Farm, located south of the hamlet of
Bethesda. George Brodie Jr’s younger brother Alexander A. Brodie wrote a detailed family
history in 1903 which described the family’s journey from Scotland and their experiences as an
early settler family in Upper Canada from 1835 to 1842. They initially lived in a log house on a
few acres of cleared land then in 1850, constructed a “native stone house” on their property.
The family history contains a first-hand account of the Upper Canadian Rebellion of 1837 which
occured only two years after the Brodie family arrived at their new home, plus many other
interesting details of what Alexander Brodie described as pioneer life in the early nineteenth
century. The old Brodie stone house burned in 1936. Its ruins can still be seen on the property
which is on the east side of Warden Avenue, a little to the north of Stouffville Road.

It is interesting to read in A. A. Brodie’s history about his father having a letter of introduction to
William Lyon Mackenzie from George Low, a prominent gentleman in Aberdeen, asking
Mackenzie to recommend to his friend a good part of the country to settle in. Brodie goes on to
describe accompanying his father to William Lyon Mackenzie’s printing office on York Street to
present the letter and recounted the recommendations his father received from him about
where to settle. The County of York, north of Toronto, was preferred, though other options were
presented.

Similar to the Mustard family, the Brodie family were early members of Melville Presbyterian
Church, established in the community of Cashel in 1848. George Brodie Sr. was one of the first
elders of the congregation.

George Brodie Jr. and Eliza Brodie sold their farm to William Spoffard in 1868 and moved to
Scott Township, now part of Uxbridge, where they were noted in the 1871 census. By the time
of the 1881 census, the family had relocated to East Gwillimbury.

In 1870, William Spoffard, an important local landowner in the vicinity of Almira, sold the 50-
acre farm to Charles J. Brodie, another son of George Brodie Sr. and Jean (Milne) Brodie.
Charles J. Brodie was on the building committee for the construction of the new brick Melville
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Church of 1877 and was the leading advocate for the introduction of an organ and hymnal into
worship services in 1887.

In 1887, Charles J. Brodie and his wife sold their farm to James Morrin et al. According to the
1891 census, James Morrin, a farmer, lived in a two-storey wood dwelling containing five rooms,
shared with his sister Janet and his widowed mother, also named Janet. All members of the
family were born in Scotland and were members of the Presbyterian Church.

The farm passed from Reverend William Morrin, James Morrin, and Abigail Calvert to Janet
Morrin in 1897. There was no Reverend Morrin included in the list of ministers associated with
the nearby Melville Presbyterian Church and he did not appear to reside in the area. Brother
and sister James and Janet Morrin sold the farm to Fred and Lillie Dennie in 1919. The Dennie
family were the owners until 1922, when they sold to Hugh Beckett. The Beckett family owned
the property until 1946, after which there was a succession of later owners until the land was
sold to investors in 1973.

Architecture

The George and Eliza Brodie House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling with a T-shaped
plan, oriented to face south rather than towards the road. It is presently clad in aluminum siding
in an imitation of clapboard. The original cladding is unknown. The building rests on a fieldstone
foundation with the ground floor placed slightly above grade. There is an enclosed porch in the
east-facing ell, and a one-storey shed-roofed addition at the north end of the one-and-a-half
storey rear wing.

The medium-pitched gable roof has projecting, open eaves without eave returns. There is a
single-stack brick chimney on the west gable end.

The house has a three-bay facade with a single-leaf door sheltered under a small shed-roofed
canopy with angled supports. Windows are flat-headed with aluminum-clad trim and projecting
lugsills. The window openings, containing one-over-one paned single-hung windows, are framed
by narrow louvered shutters that are decorative rather than functional since they do not fit the
size of the openings. The modern sash likely replaced multi-paned wood windows typical of the
¢.1860 period of construction. The windows on the other sides of the house have the same
treatment. Second storey windows are smaller in proportion to those on the ground floor. The
east gable end has a single window centred on the wall with two windows above.

The rear wing matches the height of the front section of the house. There is a single window in
its east-facing knee wall. The enclosed porch has a shed roof and a single-leaf door in the
centre, flanked by a pair of four-paned fixed sash on either side. The shed-roofed rear addition,
which may have originally functioned as a woodshed and summer kitchen, bookends the
enclosed porch.

The George and Eliza Brodie House is a vernacular mid-nineteenth century frame farmhouse,
without ornament, designed to serve the needs of a household of modest means. The
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symmetrical fagcade and restrained, formal design is typical of the Georgian architectural
tradition that continued to influence vernacular domestic architecture in Ontario long after the
Georgian period ended in 1830. Exterior materials have been renewed over time, but the
original form remains readily discernable. The scale and design of this house are similar to
dwellings constructed by some Markham Township landowners for the use of tenant farmers,
but in this case, the house was owner-occupied when first constructed. In this way, the George

and Eliza Brodie House could be considered the family’s “starter home” before they decided to
pursue farming elsewhere, perhaps on a more productive piece of land.

East side view of 11288 Kennedy Road showing rear wing
enclosed porch and shed-roofed addition.

Context

The George and Eliza Brodie House is located in a rural setting north of the former Melville
United Church. The house is set far back from the road and is not visible from the public realm.
There is a barn to the east of the dwelling. Both structures are placed close to the south
property line and east of the meandering Rouge River. This farm property is one township lot
south of the rural mill hamlet of Almira. The Brodie House is one of a number of nineteenth
century farmhouses in the rural area surrounding Almira that represent the agricultural history
of the community.

Sources

Deed Abstracts for Markham Township Lot 29, Concession 5.

Canada Census: 1851, 1861, 1871, 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911 and 1921.

Markham Township Directories: Walton (1837), Brown (1846-47), Rowsell (1850-51), Mitchell
(1866), Nason (1871), and Markham Township Directory of 1892.

Maps of Markham Township: McPhillips (1853-54), Tremaine (1860), and Historical Atlas of the
County of York, Ontario (1878).

Property File for 11288 Elgin Mills Road East, containing research on Lot 29, Concession 5.
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Research Report on 11303 Warden Avenue, containing research on Lot 29, Concession 5.
Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban Design.

Mustard Family File, Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban Design.

“William Mustard.” History of Toronto and County of York, Ontario, Volume II: Historical Notices.
Toronto: C. Blackett Robinson, 1885. Page 300.

“Death of N. Mustard Recalls an Historic Family Background.” The Stouffville Tribune, February
10, 1944.

Brodie, Alexander A. Craigieburn Farm — The Saga of an early Canadian Pioneer Family. Privately
published by A. A. Brodie, 1903. Reprinted by J. A. Brodie (no date).

Bruce, Alex. D. Historical Sketch of Melville Church and its Presbyterian Background From 1801.
Markham: Privately published, 1945.

Champion, Isabel (ed.). Markham 1793-1900. Markham: Markham Historical Society, Second
Edition, Revised, 1989. Pages 76-77, 142, 188, 206-207.

Compliance with Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended — Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest

The property has design value or physical value as a rare, unique, representative or early
example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

The George and Eliza Brodie House has design value and physical value as a representative
example of a modest mid-nineteenth century frame farmhouse of the in the vernacular
Georgian architectural tradition.

The property has historical value or physical value because it has direct associations with a
theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a
community.

The George and Eliza Brodie House has historical value and associative value, representing the
locally significant theme of immigration and the associated religious and cultural diversity of
Markham Township, as the former farmhouse of an early Scottish Presbyterian family that
came to Upper Canada in 1835.

The property has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings.

The George and Eliza Brodie House has contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually and historically linked to its surroundings as the farmhouse that served this
agricultural property from ¢.1860 well into the twentieth century.
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RESEARCH REPORT

James and Catharine Young House
Part Lot 2, Block D & Part Lot 1, Block E, Plan 19
7775 Ninth Line, Box Grove
c.1860

Heritage Section
City of Markham Planning & Urban Design, 2024

History

The James and Catharine Young House is located on the southern part of Lot 2, Block D and the
northern part of Lot 1, Block E, Plan 19, in the western part of Markham Township Lot 6,
Concession 9, in the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove.

In the mid-nineteenth century, a hamlet of tradesmen and labourers grew up around a cluster
of industries located on the banks of the Rouge River, near the crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue
and Ninth Line. In the early years, the community was known as Sparta, after the celebrated
city-state of ancient Greece. By 1867, the year of Canada’s Confederation, a local post office was
opened with the name Box Grove.

The Tomlinson family, along with the Kirkhams, played a prominent role in the establishment of
a sawmill, a woollen mill, and a shoddy mill (for recycling old cloth) in the Rouge River valley.
These and other industries took advantage of the waterpower available from the creation of a
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dam and mill pond in the hollow. In time, modest houses for workers in the numerous
industries were built on village lots subdivided from the Tomlinson and Beebe farms. A general
store, a Methodist Church, a school, two taverns, two blacksmith shops, and a cooperage were
built to serve the needs of local residents and surrounding farm families.

William Ellis Beebe (1801-1874), an American-born blacksmith, established himself in the
crossroads hamlet of Sparta after moving from the Buttonville area in the early 1830s. In 1833,
he purchased the western 36 acres of Markham Township Lot 6, Concession 9, from Jacob
Stover. Beebe’s shop produced edge tools and agricultural implements. Evidently, he was also
interested in land development because in 1850, he created a plan of subdivision along with
Joseph Tomlinson who owned land on the opposite side of Ninth Line. There were already a
number of existing buildings on the Beebe property at the time that Plan 19 was laid out. Many
of the lots were sold to people who laboured in the local cluster of industries that centred on
the Rouge River. These families built modest frame dwellings along the Ninth Line and
Fourteenth Avenue frontages within the crossroads hamlet.

Archival photograph of W. E. Beebe’s blacksmith shop
with the house at 7775 Ninth Line in the background.

In the mid-1850s, William E. Beebe sold Lot 2, Block D, Plan 19 to James Young. He also sold him
the northern section of adjoining Lot 1, Block E. Plan 19 illustrates the outlines of buildings that
were standing at the time the plan was created in 1850. A small building that straddles the lot
line between Lots 1 and 2 appears on the plan and is labelled “B. S. Shop.” This note is believed
to refer to William Beebe’s blacksmith shop. A larger structure south of the smaller one may
have been associated with the business. The house at 7775 Ninth Line stands on the
approximate site of the small building labelled as the blacksmith shop on Plan 19. It may be
that the original shop was replaced by the larger building to the south, and the old shop was
replaced by the modest frame house that stands on the property today. Alternatively, it is
possible that the shop was mis-labelled on Plan 19 and 7775 Ninth Line is a dwelling standing at
the time the plan was created. Both shop and house appear in an archival photograph in
Markham 1793-1900 (page 288). When the photograph was printed, it seems to have been
printed backwards because the blacksmith shop in the image was located at the crossroads, and
the dwelling was to the north of the shop. In view of the above history and its inherent
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uncertainties, a conservative date of ¢.1860 is suggested for the construction date of 7775 Ninth
Line, but it may be at least a decade older.

James Young was a Canadian-born labourer who may have worked in William Beebe’s
blacksmith shop or in one of the other local industries. In the 1861 census, James Young was
noted as living in a frame house with his wife Catharine (MclIntyre) Young and their four
children. Prior to this, according to the 1851 census, the family resided on Lot 8, Concession 8,
just south of Markham Village. At that time, James Young’s occupation was given as “Butcher.”

In 1855, James Young was assessed for one-half acre on Markham Township Lot 6, Concession
9. By 1860, his land holdings had increased to three quarters of an acre. In 1870, his land
holdings went back to one-half acre.

At some point in the 1860s, Lot 3, Block D, came into the ownership of James Young. The
abstract of deeds does not show how he acquired this property, which was previously owned by
Robert Garwood, a local general merchant.

In 1870, James and Catharine Young moved to Pickering Township. They sold their land holdings
in Box Grove to Sarah Minerva Boyce who was a widow who may have been related through
marriage to local shoemaker, George Boyce, who lived on Lot 5, Concession 8, within Box Grove.
According to the 1871 census, Sarah M. Boyce was American born and had a teenaged daughter
in the household. At the time of the 1881 census, her son Elija was living with her. He was
employed as a farm labourer.

In February of 1890, Sarah M. Boyce sold the property to Watson Collinson, a local farmer and
owner of several other properties in the Box Grove area. He lived at 7801 Ninth Line, so this was
an investment property for him. Watson Collinson sold the south part of Lot 2, Block D and the
northern portion of Lot 1, Block E to Hannah Hague later in 1890. According to the Markham
Township assessment roll of 1900, Thomas Hague Jr. was a mail carrier. In 1906, Thomas and
Hannah Hague sold to Eleanor A. Armstrong who was living with her widowed mother Mary
(Little) Armstrong at the time of the 1891 census. After that, the property passed through other
owners, including Frank Beckett who was awarded ownership by the Directory of Titles in 1981.

Architecture

The James and Catharine Young House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling clad in recently
installed wood board and batten siding. With its rear wing and eastern and northern additions,
the building plan is complex. The oldest portion is the one-and-a-half storey southwestern
volume combined with the core of the one-storey rear wing which would have historically
contained the kitchen. Substantial additions were constructed in the early 2010s, coinciding
with the application of board and batten siding.

The one-and-a-half storey section has a medium-pitched gable roof with projecting, open eaves.
There are no eave returns. The foundation material is unknown. The ground floor is set close to
grade and poured concrete curbing obscures the view of the foundation behind it. Originally,
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the house had a three-bay facade with a door placed roughly at its centre, flanked by flat-
headed windows with a six-over six-pane division. At some point in the history of the building,
the door was deemed unnecessary and closed in. On the south gable end is a single, six-over-six
paned window placed toward the rear, and two smaller, six-over-six paned windows on the
second floor. On the north gable end, a portion of the ground floor wall is now concealed by the
modern addition, but on the second floor there is a single one-over-one paned window centred
on the wall. Window trim is flat and simple, with projecting window sills.

The one-storey rear kitchen wing, now subsumed within the modern additions, extends from
the northern two-thirds of the rear wall of the main block. An enclosed veranda within a south-
facing ell likely replaced an open veranda. It has a set of double doors and fixed multi-paned
windows set high on the wall. A new gable roof now caps both the kitchen wing and the
enclosed veranda, and the structure has been extended to the rear.

The northern addition takes design cues from the historical building in terms of its siding, roof
form, and window shapes. The main block of the original building remains discernable within
the context of the evolved structure.

The James and Catharine Young House is a modestly-scaled mid-nineteenth century
tradesman’s dwelling in a village setting. The floorplate of the one-and-a-half storey main block
is about the same size as the minimum dwelling required by the Colonial government of Upper
Canada to quality to receive a land grant, generally a log cabin. In its original form, the three-bay
facade, rectangular plan, and general sense of symmetry reflected the persistence of the formal,
conservative Georgian tradition of domestic architecture in rural communities in Markham
Township long after the Georgian period ended in 1830.

In its evolved form, the house has been sympathetically remodelled and added to, retaining the
character of an historical building. If the front door had been added back to the facade, as
originally proposed in the early 2010s renovation, it would have done much to restore the
original character of the building, even if the door was a surface feature and not functional.

Context

The James and Catharine Young House is one of a grouping of older buildings within the historic
crossroads hamlet of Box Grove. These buildings are important in defining, maintaining and
supporting the character of this nineteenth century crossroads community. Although modern
infilling has occurred, enough of the nineteenth century building stock remains for Box Grove to
be recognizable as one of Markham'’s historic hamlets.

The Young House, sympathetically remodelled and expanded in the early 2010s, remains
recognizable as a heritage structure and therefore continues to contribute to the heritage
character of old Box Grove. The oldest part of the building is prominent on the street, being set
forward of its rear wing and modern additions. There is a twentieth century frame detached
garage on the south side of the dwelling, set well back from street. The garage is not a heritage
structure.
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Several properties in the vicinity have been individually designated under Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act, and several more properties are currently in the process of being designated.

Sources

Abstract Index of Deeds for Lot 6, Concession 9, Markham Township.

Abstract Index of Deeds for Lots 2 and 3, Block D and 1, Block E, Plan 19.

Markham Township Assessment Rolls, 1870, 1880, 1890 and 1900.

Canada Census 1851, 1861, 1871, 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921 and 1931.

Directories of Markham Township: Walton (1837), Brown (1846-47), Rowsell (1850-51), Mitchell
(1866) and 1891 Directory.

Maps of Markham Township: McPhillips (1853-54), Tremaine (1860), Historical Atlas of the
County of York, Ontario (1878).

Property File for 7775 Ninth Line, Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban Design.
Interview with Clarence Degeer at the Markham Museum, January 8, 2007. Recollections of old-
time property owners in Box Grove.

Burkholder, Paul. “Box Grove.” Pioneer Hamlets of York. Kitchener: Pennsylvania German
Folklore Society of Ontario, 1977. Pages 91-96

Champion, Isabel (ed.). Markham 1793-1900. Markham: Markham Historical Society, Second
Edition, Revised, 1989. Pages 287-289.

Compliance with Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended — Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest

The property has design value or physical value because it is a rare, unique, representative or
early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

The James and Catherine Young House has design value and physical value as a unique
example of an evolved, modest vernacular village worker’s cottage that originally reflected
the Georgian architectural tradition.

The property has historical or associative value because it has direct associations with a theme,
event, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a community.

The James and Catharine Young House has historical value and associative value for
representing the theme of urban development, specifically the nineteenth century
development of the historic hamlet of Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the
crossroads of Fourteenth Avenue and Ninth Line.

The property has contextual value because it is important in defining, maintaining or supporting
the character of an area.

The James and Catharine Young House has contextual value as one of a grouping of
nineteenth century buildings that are important in defining, maintaining and supporting the
character of the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove.
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Franklin H. Raymer House
Lot 10, Block E, Plan 19
6840 Fourteenth Avenue, Box Grove
c.1895

Heritage Section
City of Markham Planning & Urban Design, 2024
Update of 2016 Research Report

History
The Franklin H. Raymer House is located on Lot 10, Block E, Plan 19, which is within the western
part of Markham Township Lot 6, Concession 9, in the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove.

William Ellis Beebe, an American-born blacksmith, established himself in the crossroads hamlet
of Sparta (later named Box Grove) after moving from the Buttonville area in the early 1830s. In
1833, he purchased the western 36 acres of Lot 6, Concession 9, from Jacob Stover. Beebe’s
business included specialization as an edge-tool maker and agricultural implement
manufacturer. Evidently, he was also interested in land development. In 1850, he created a plan
of subdivision at the crossroads, in conjunction with Joseph Tomlinson, who owned land on Lot
6, Concession 8 on the opposite side of Ninth Line. Many of the lots created by this plan were
sold to working people who laboured in the local cluster of industries that centred on the Rouge
River. These families built modest frame dwellings along the Ninth Line and Fourteenth Avenue
frontages within the crossroads hamlet.
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Village Lot 10, Block E in the Beebe-Tomlinson Village Plan No. 19 (where 6840 Fourteenth
Avenue stands) was first sold to John Mapes, a local farmer who lived on a farm property to the
east of the crossroads hamlet in the centre of Lot 6, Concession 9. Joseph Tran, one of the sons
of James and Mary (Ashton) Tran, was the next owner. The Tran family farmed the eastern part
of Lot 6, Concession 9. In 1890, Joseph Tran sold Village Lot 10 to John Smith, who in turn sold
to Franklin H. Raymer in 1895.

The house at 6840 Fourteenth Avenue was the farmhouse for the Franklin H. Raymer farm that
was located north of the village lots. This farm, consisting of 44 acres, was originally the
property of blacksmith William E. Beebe. It was sold to David Reesor in 1874, who later sold to
Christina Raymer in 1888. In 1902, the 44 acres were sold to Franklin H. Raymer.

Franklin Herbert Raymer (1871-1955) was a son of John Noble Raymer and Christina (Reesor)
Raymer. John N. Raymer was a successful farmer in the Box Grove-Cedar Grove community. He
established cheese factories in Box Grove-Cedar Grove and Unionville in the late 1860s. After
John N. Raymer’s untimely death due to smallpox in 1874, his widow, Christina, took over the
operation of the cheese factories. The cheese factory east of Box Grove was later operated by
Franklin H. Raymer until it closed in about 1900.

The Raymers were among a number of Pennsylvania-German Mennonites who came to
Markham in the early nineteenth century. The Raymer (also spelled Ramer) family settled in the
eastern part of the Township and are considered the founders of the Mount Joy community
north of Markham Village. This branch of the family left the Mennonite Church to become
Methodists in the late 1860s, around the same time as the cheesemaking businesses were
established.

According to Raymer family history recorded in a publication titled My First Eighty Years, by
Myrle Hoover Raymer: “When grandma felt my dad was capable, she passed the responsibility
of the farm to him. When old enough to set up farming on his own, dad bought the west half of
grandma’s farm — Lot 6, Concession 9 in Box Grove. Like his father before him, dad became a
successful farmer and cheese maker.”

On Village Lot 10, adjoining the larger Raymer farm property, Franklin H. Raymer built a modest
frame farmhouse. Quoting again from Myrle Hoover Raymer’s family history: “Although no
longer in the Raymer family, the house still stands. And, like the nearby Box Grove church, a
basic part of its superstructure is one of granddad’s granary sheds.” An excellent archival
photograph of the farmhouse is found in the same publication (see below).
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L to R Mina McCaffery (a cousin), Grandma Christina Raymer, and Dad. i
Franklin H. Raymer’s first wife was Emmeline Burkholder (1864-1905) of Cherrywood, Pickering
Township. They married in 1899. Emmeline Raymer died at age 41. Franklin H. Raymer married
his second wife, Mabel Lena Hoover (1890-1967), in 1910 and the couple had four children,
including Myrle, the author of the family history, who was born here in 1911. Myrle was a

millwright by trade.

The property was sold by Franklin H. Raymer to his son, Donald Franklin Raymer, in 1948. The
Raymer family were the owners until 1969. The barn complex for the Raymer farm, on the north
side of a small stream, stood until 2004.

Raymer Farm barn complex, north of the farmhouse (demolished).

In 2017, a large new residence was constructed on the property. As part of that project, the old
Raymer farmhouse was placed on a new foundation slightly to the west of its original position
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on the property and the exterior restored based on the archival photograph. The heritage house
remains prominent on the streetscape, linked to the larger two-storey stone-veneered structure
at the rear.

Architecture

The Franklin H. Raymer House is a one-and-a-half storey frame building with an L-shaped plan.
The gable roof has a medium pitch and projecting eaves. No historic chimneys remain.

A full-width open veranda extends across the facade and another open veranda is located
within the east-facing ell. The building rests on a recent concrete foundation and is linked at its
rear to a modern brick dwelling constructed in 2017. The historical portion of the restored
¢.1895 dwelling is clad in stucco scored to resemble ashlar stonework, replicating the finish seen
in an archival photograph of ¢.1908. Modern finishes and later extensions to the original
building were removed in the restoration process.

The stucco finish visible in the archival photograph and reproduced during the restoration of the
house is particularly interesting. It is a stucco finish made to resemble ashlar stone blocks with
imitation mortar joints. This is a locally rare exterior finish. A similar restored stucco finish can
be seen on the William Grant House, c.1884, at 2667 Bur Oak Avenue. An earlier example of this
noteworthy exterior finish was found under later wood claddings of the Housser House ¢.1840,
relocated from Mount Joy to the Markham Museum.

On the facade (south elevation), the hip roofed veranda seen in the archival photograph has
been reproduced. The veranda is supported on slender turned posts and is ornamented with
fretwork brackets and spandrels. The fretwork as restored is backed by a solid board fronting
the structural plate rather than being below the plate so its decorative effect is somewhat
subdued. The veranda also has a balustrade made up of slender turned pickets, reproducing the
railing from the archival photograph. The three-bay facade has an off-centre single leaf door
with one of the two flanking windows adjacent to it on the right-hand side. Windows are
typically flat-headed, single hung, with two-over-two panes. Window openings have plain
frames and projecting lugsills.

On the ground floor level of the east gable end there is a single window centrally placed on the
wall, and a small, square four-paned window to its right. On the second floor are two windows
that are smaller in size than the window centred on the wall below. Within the ell of the rear
wing is a shed-roofed veranda supported on slender turned posts. This side veranda has a
restrained design compared with the front veranda. The side veranda shelters a single-leaf door
and a window. In the knee wall above the veranda roof is a small, square four-paned window.

On the ground floor level of the west gable end, there is a single window placed toward the
front corner of the wall, and on the second floor are two windows smaller in size than the
window on the ground floor. On the west wall of the rear wing is a single-leaf door positioned
near the rear corner.
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The Franklin H. Raymer House is a restored vernacular farmhouse that historically existed within
the unusual context of a village setting. It was designed as a modestly sized dwelling intended to
serve a small farm. Its scale suited the village context into which it was built. Alterations that
took place over time were reversed in the 2017 exterior restoration. The alterations that
formerly impacted the character of the building were the enclosure of the front and side
verandas and the addition of a one-storey lean-to on the west gable end. The archival
photograph from the Raymer family history was useful in guiding the exterior restoration.

The asymmetrical arrangement of openings on the front of the house, with the door placed off-
centre and adjacent to a window, is a vernacular variation of the locally common Georgian
inspired form of domestic architecture. This asymmetry is an indication of a building designed
with function taking precedence over exterior design considerations which would have
ordinarily favoured a symmetrical arrangement for the facade of even the most humble of
dwellings. The restored ashlar patterned stucco finish and ornate front veranda add decorative
elements to this modestly scaled former farmhouse that enhance its restrained form.
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use addition at rear of hérifage dwelling.

Context

The Franklin H. Raymer House is one of a grouping of nineteenth century buildings that remain
within the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove. These buildings are important in defining,
maintaining and supporting the character of this nineteenth century crossroads community.
Although modern infilling has occurred, enough of the older building stock remains for Box
Grove to be recognizable as one of Markham'’s historic hamlets. As a component of a large
modern residence, the Raymer House retains its prominence on the streetscape due to its
forward placement on the property and the recessing of the main portion of the new house to
the rear.
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Sources

Abstract Index of Deeds for Lot 6, Concession 9, Markham Township.

Abstract Index of Deeds for Lot 10, Block E, Plan 19.

Markham Township Assessment Rolls, 1870, 1880, 1890 and 1900.

Canada Census 1851, 1861, 1871, 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911, 1921 and 1931.

Directories of Markham Township: Walton (1837), Brown (1846-47), Rowsell (1850-51), Mitchell
(1866) and 1891 Directory.

Maps of Markham Township: McPhillips (1853-54), Tremaine (1860), Historical Atlas of the
County of York, Ontario (1878).

Property File for 6840 Fourteenth Avenue, Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban
Design.

Interview with Clarence Degeer at the Markham Museum, January 8, 2007. Recollections of old-
time property owners in Box Grove.

Burkholder, Paul. “Box Grove.” Pioneer Hamlets of York. Kitchener: Pennsylvania German
Folklore Society of Ontario, 1977. Pages 91-96

Champion, Isabel (ed.). Markham 1793-1900. Markham: Markham Historical Society, Second
Edition, Revised, 1989. Pages 287-289.

Raymer, Myrle Hoover. My First Eighty Years. Privately published family history.

The Reesor Family in Canada 1804-2000. Markham: The Reesor Family in Canada Genealogical
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Compliance with Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended — Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest

The property has design value or physical value because it is a rare, unique, representative or
early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

The Franklin H. Raymer House has design value and physical value as a unique restored
example of a modest vernacular dwelling that historically served as a farmhouse within a
village setting. Its restored ashlar-patterned stucco finish is a locally rare exterior treatment
with its design based on an archival photograph dated c.1908.

The property has historical or associative value because it has direct associations with a theme,
event, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a community.

The Franklin H. Raymer House has historical value and associative value for representing the
theme of urban development, specifically the nineteenth century development of the historic
hamlet of Sparta/Box Grove around a cluster of industries at the crossroads of Fourteenth
Avenue and Ninth Line. It is a noteworthy example of a farmhouse constructed within a
village setting, built c.1895 on Lot 10, Block E, Plan 19. The small farm was located behind the
village lots. The property has additional historical value and associative value, representing
the theme of industry, innovation and economic development, for its association with
Franklin Herbert Raymer, who was locally significant as the last operator of the Raymer
cheese factory established by this farther John Noble Raymer in the mid-1860s. The business
endured east of Box Grove until about 1901.
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The property has contextual value because it is important in defining, maintaining or supporting

the character of an area.
The Franklin H. Raymer House has contextual value as one of a grouping of nineteenth
century buildings that are important in defining, maintaining and supporting the character of

the historic crossroads hamlet of Box Grove.
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RESEARCH REPORT

Spofford-Brodie-Smith House
West Half Lot 30, Concession 5
3949 Nineteenth Avenue, Almira
c.1870

Heritage Section
City of Markham Planning & Urban Design, 2024

History
The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House is located on a portion of the western half of Markham
Township Lot 30, Concession 5, west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira.

Mathias/Matthew Cline, or Klein, received the Crown patent for the entire 200 acres of Lot 30,
Concession 5, in 1815. He had drawn this lot in 1801 and was present on the property at the
time of William Berczy’s 1803 Census of Markham settlers. The family included Mathew Klein,
age 48, his wife Anna, age 44, and their children John, 22; Henry, 18; Mary, 17; Jacob, 10; and
Louisa, 9. They may have been related to the Cline family of Pine Orchard, Whitchurch
Township, who came to Upper Canada from Pennsylvania in 1802. There is also a possible family
connection to John N. Klein of Kleinburg, Vaughan Township. Mathias and Johan (or John) Klein
were listed among those who contributed to the cost of construction for the Bethesda Lutheran
Church north of Unionville in 1820. There are several versions of the spelling of this surname in
the primary source material. Matthias Klein died in 1834 and his property was willed to his sons
John, Jacob, and Abraham.
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The centre section of the Klein property became part of the core of the mill hamlet of Almira
which formed around the grist and woolen mill built by Benjamin Bowman c.1844. A general
store and post office were established opposite the mill by the mid-nineteenth century.
Walton’s Directory of Markham Township, 1837, placed John Cleve (?) on Lot 30, Concession 5.
Brown’s Directory, 1846-47, placed John Kline on Lot 30, Concession 5. Rowsell’s Directory,
1850-51, placed Abraham, John, Jacob and William Kline on Lot 30, Concession 5.

At the time of the 1851 Census, three Cline brothers resided on Lot 30, Concession 5: Jacob, age
33, a farmer; John, age 29, a labourer, and Mark, age 22, also a labourer. John Cline and his wife
Theresa lived in a one-storey frame dwelling. Jacob Cline and his wife Jane (Phennie) Cline lived
in a two-storey log house shared by Mark Cline. Their ages suggest they were the grandsons of
Mathias Klein. On the western half of Lot 30 there was a one-storey log house occupied by
Moses Cook, a farmer, and his family. The Cook and Klein families were related by marriage. Yet
another log house on Lot 30, Concession 5 was occupied by Solomon Cook, a mason. The log
house of Moses Cook is believed to have stood on the site of 3949 Nineteenth Avenue, based
on the Markham Township Assessment Roll of 1853.

In 1855, John Klein et al sold the western 100 acres of Lot 30, Concession 5, to William Spofford.
William Spofford (1808-1878) and his wife Harriet (Ashbridge) Spofford (1813-1887) were
English immigrants from Yorkshire who came to Upper Canada sometime between 1833 and
1837 based on the birth places and birth years of their children. The spelling of their surname
varies from Spofford to Spafford or Spoffard, depending on the primary sources consulted. The
family settled on the eastern 60 acres of Markham Township Lot 31, Concession 5, for which
William Spofford received the Crown patent in 1847. This property was to the east of Benjamin
Bowman’s mills. William Spofford was an early member of the Melville Presbyterian Church. He
was a farmer who became a prominent landowner and lumber dealer in the Almira area.

According to Markham Township Assessment Roll of 1856, the property on the western half of
Lot 30, Concession 5 was occupied by William and Harriet Spofford’s son Charles Spofford.
Charles Spofford was born in England. At the time of the 1861 census, Charles Spofford, a
farmer, age 28, resided on the property in a one-storey log house with his wife Susan (Pipher)
Spofford, age 28, and their young son George, age 5. In 1866, William Spofford and his wife sold
the property to their son. By 1871, there were four children in Charles and Susan Spofford’s
family ranging in age from 14 years to three months. The family’s religious affiliation was
Primitive Methodist.

The MPAC date of construction for the frame dwelling at 3949 Nineteenth Avenue is 1870. This
house apparently replaced the log dwelling noted in the 1861 census.

Charles Spofford and his wife sold their farm to James Brodie in 1877. In that same year, Charles
Spofford purchased the eastern 100 acres of Lot 34, Concession 7, Whitchurch Township from
the Canada Company. The location of that property is north of the rural crossroads community
of Vivian in northeast Whitchurch-Stouffville.
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James Brodie (1824-1899), born in Scotland, was one of the six children of George Brodie and
Jean (Milne) Brodie. George Brodie was a shoemaker by trade. The family came from Peterhead,
Scotland and purchased the western half of Lot 2, Concession 5, Whitchurch Township in 1835.
The family homestead was known as Craigieburn Farm, located south of the hamlet of
Bethesda. James Brodie’s younger brother, Alexander A. Brodie, wrote a detailed family history
in 1903 which described the family’s journey from Scotland and their experiences as an early
settler family in Upper Canada from 1835 to 1842. They initially lived in a log house on a few
acres of cleared land then in 1850, constructed a “native stone house” on their property. The
family history contains a first-hand account of the Upper Canadian Rebellion of 1837 which
happened only two years after the Brodie family arrived at their new home, plus many other
interesting details of what Alexander Brodie described as pioneer life in this area in the early
nineteenth century. The old Brodie stone house burned in 1936 and its ruins can still be seen on
the property, which is on the east side of Warden Avenue, a little to the north of Stouffville
Road.

It is interesting to read in A. A. Brodie’s history about his father having a letter of introduction to
William Lyon Mackenzie from George Low, a prominent gentleman in Aberdeen, asking
Mackenzie to recommend to his friend a good part of the country in which to settle. Brodie goes
on to describe accompanying his father to William Lyon Mackenzie’s printing office on York
Street to present the letter and recounted the recommendations his father received from him
about where to settle. The County of York, north of Toronto, was preferred, though other
options were presented.

Similar to the Spofford family, the Brodie family were early members of Melville Presbyterian
Church, established in the community of Cashel in 1848. George Brodie was one of the first
elders of the congregation.

James Brodie was married to Matilda A. (Stuart) Brodie (1829-1916). From her obituary we
learn that she was born in Dundee, Scotland, and came to Canada in 1844. Before she married,
Matilda Stuart was a schoolteacher on the Sixth Line in Markham Township. James and Matilda
Brodie had six sons and three daughters. Several of their sons became veterinarian surgeons
living in Canada and the United States. At the time of the 1861 census, James and Matilda
Brodie resided in Whitchurch Township. James Brodie’s occupation at that time was “Lawyer”
rather than “Farmer” as it was noted in the 1871 census and thereafter.

In 1891, James and Matilda Brodie sold the farm on Lot 30, Concession 5 to Abram or Abraham
Smith and moved into Markham Village where they were enumerated in that year. Abraham
Smith (1830-1917) and his wife Elizabeth (born 1832) were of German cultural origin but born in
Ontario. They were of the Mennonite faith. By the time of the 1901 census, Abraham and
Elizabeth Smith were retired and their son Jacob Smith and his wife Ella had taken over the
family farm, raising a large family while Jacob Smith’s parents continued to reside in the
household. The western end of the frame farmhouse at 3979 Nineteenth Avenue, a historic
later addition, appears to have served as a “doddy house” in the Mennonite tradition, a small
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separate dwelling unit for the older generation. Jacob Smith inherited the property from his
father in 1917.

Levi Smith, one of the younger children of Jacob and Ella Smith, inherited the farm in 1956. He
and his wife, Ina, sold to Lewis and Verna Heise in 1962. The Heise family are of Pennsylvania
German Tunker origin with roots in Markham going back to 1804. Lewis and Verna Heise soon
sold a number of building lots off the property. The current owners of the parcel containing the
old farmhouse are Tom Panagopoulos, Maria Panagopoulos, and Nearhos Hatzinikolaou.

Architecture

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House is a one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling resting on a
fieldstone foundation. The siting of the house on a natural slope exposes sufficient foundation
height at the eastern end to allow for large basement windows. The front section of the house
has a rectangular plan. There is a hip-roofed open veranda centred on the primary or north
elevation. An addition extends from the eastern end of the rear wall and includes an east-facing
sunroom supported on heavy stone piers. The building is clad in horizontal aluminum siding.

The medium-pitched gable roof has projecting, open eaves without eave returns. There are
heavy single-stack red brick chimneys at the east gable end and at the point where the west
gable end existed prior to the addition of the doddy house. A large gambrel-roofed front dormer
with flared eaves, unique in Markham, is an obvious later addition. The wide dormer has three
pairs of modern casement windows.

The front veranda is supported on slender turned posts ornamented with delicate brackets in
the Gothic Revival style. It appears that the veranda’s length has been shortened so that it does
not fully extend across the primary elevation. This may have been done to allow more natural
light into the east front room.

The primary elevation is currently composed of five-bays, but the original three-bay front is
clearly indicated with a doorcase centred between two windows. The single-leaf, four-panelled
wood door is flanked by four-paned sidelights with wood panelled aprons. Window openings
are flat-headed and rectangular. Most of the old window openings contain modern replacement
windows but two older windows suggest that the original windows had six-over-six panes. At
the western end of the primary elevation is another exterior single-leaf door and one window to
its left. This door and window would have served the doddy house. The east gable end has two
window openings on the ground floor and two smaller window openings above which are
regularly placed.

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House began as a vernacular frame dwelling in the Georgian
architectural tradition, a conservative and formal approach to domestic architecture that
continued to influence the design of vernacular dwellings in Markham long after the Georgian
period ended in 1830. This would have been an old-fashioned house at the time it was
constructed. The style of the front doorcase is not typical of the suggested ¢.1870 date of
construction, except for its four-panelled door. A doorcase with sidelights but without a transom
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light is more characteristic of vernacular dwellings in this area reflecting the Neo-classical style
of the 1820s to 1830s. The extension of the western end of the dwelling in the same style and
form to create a traditional doddy house, or separate dwelling unit for an older generation, is an
expression of the later Mennonite families who came after the Spoffard and Brodie period of
ownership. The cultural history of the property is thereby readable in the architecture of the
evolved dwelling.

The wide gambrel-roofed dormer represents the third phase of the architectural evolution of
the building. With its flared eaves, the dormer reflects the Dutch Colonial style and likely dates
from the 1930s or 1940s. There are few examples of dwellings in the Dutch Colonial style in
Markham, mainly because there was not much new construction in the rural township during
the period when the style was most popular. This Dutch Colonial dormer addition to a
nineteenth century farmhouse is locally unique.

Context

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House is a remnant of the agricultural history of the area
surrounding the core of the historic mill hamlet of Almira. It is sited in a semi-rural setting on an
irregularly shaped lot which is a portion of the former farm that existed until the early 1960s
when a number of building lots were severed from the original acreage. Modern houses were
constructed on those lots, which vary in size.

Sources

Deed Abstracts for Markham Township Lot 30, Concession 5.

Markham Township Assessment Rolls 1853, 1856, 1860, 1870 and 1875. Markham Museum
Collection.

Canada Census: 1851, 1861, 1871, 1881, 1891, 1901, 1911 and 1921.

Markham Township Directories: Walton (1837), Brown (1846-47), Rowsell (1850-51), Mitchell
(1866), Nason (1871), and Markham Township Directory of 1892.

Maps of Markham Township: McPhillips (1853-54), Tremaine (1860), and Historical Atlas of the
County of York, Ontario (1878).

Family History File for Spoffard, Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban Design.
Property File for 4165 Nineteenth Avenue, containing research on Lot 30, Concession 5.
Heritage Section, City of Markham Planning & Urban Design.

Find a Grave Website Searches for Charles Spoffard and James Brodie.

Brodie, Alexander A. Craigieburn Farm — The Saga of an early Canadian Pioneer Family. Privately
published by A. A. Brodie, 1903. Reprinted by J. A. Brodie (no date).

Champion, Isabel (ed.). Markham 1793-1900. Markham: Markham Historical Society, Second
Edition, Revised, 1989. Pages 45, 142, 188, 225, and 290.

Fern (Hoover) Keith. “Almira.” More Pioneer Hamlets of York. Kitchener: Pennsylvania German
Folklore Society of Ontario, 1985. Pages 9-10, 126-127, and 181.

Whitchurch History Book Committee. Whitchurch Township. Erin, Ontario: The Boston Mills
Press, 1993. Pages 75 and 90.
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Compliance with Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended — Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest

The property has design value or physical value as a rare, unique, representative or early
example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has design value and physical value as a unique example of
an evolved vernacular farmhouse that exhibits three distinct stages of development.

The property has historical value or physical value because it has direct associations with a
theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a
community.

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has historical value for its association with the locally
significant theme of immigration and for its association with the cultural and religious
diversity of Markham Township as the former farmhouse of early British immigrants from
England and Scotland, and its later ownership by a Pennsylvania German Mennonite family
who modified the original dwelling with the addition of a traditional “doddy house.”

The property has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings.

The Spofford-Brodie-Smith House has contextual value because it is physically, functionally,
visually and historically linked to its surroundings as the farmhouse that served this
agricultural property from the late nineteenth century until the early 1960s.
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RESEARCH REPORT

Gormley-Wideman House
East Part Lot 31, Concession 4
3490 Nineteenth Avenue
c.1859

Heritage Section
City of Markham Planning & Urban Design, 2024
Update of Research Reports from 1998 and 2018.

History

This rural dwelling, with its associated barns and other outbuildings, is located on the eastern
part of Markham Township Lot 31, Concession 4, west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira. The
200 acres of Lot 31, Concession 4 were granted by the Crown to Elizabeth Fisher, who received
the patent in 1804. Elizabeth Fisher, the daughter of a United Empire Loyalist, did not reside on
the property. According to William Berczy’s 1803 Census of Markham Township Settlers, the
occupant was Christian Steckley, his wife Magdalena (Heise) Steckley, and their children. The
Steckleys were Pennsylvania-Germans, part of a significant group of Mennonite and Tunker
families who came to Markham in the early years of the nineteenth century. This community
was part of a larger migration of Pennsylvania-Germans who settled in the Niagara Region after
the American Revolution, and later, in Waterloo and York Counties. Like the Berczy settlers, the
Pennsylvania- Germans were German-speaking.

Jacob Fisher, likely Elizabeth’s husband, sold the property to Christian Steckley in 1805. In 1816,
Christian Steckley Sr. sold to his son, Christian Steckley Jr. (1785-1865) who married Elizabeth
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Hiltz (1781-1854) in 1801. They had a family of nine children. One of their sons, John Steckley,
inherited the property from his father in 1865 and that same year, sold the eastern 100 acres to
his son-in-law, James Gormley, a storekeeper who married his daughter Margaret in about
1850. John Steckley and his wife, Nancy (Baker) Steckley, retained the western 100 acres. In
1871, several years after the death of John Steckley, his executors sold 25 acres of the western
half of Lot 31 to James Gormley to increase his holdings.

James Gormley was a Presbyterian Irish immigrant who may have left Ireland as the result of
the potato famine. He came to Markham Township in the 1840s and is mainly remembered as
the founder of the hamlet of Gormley’s Corners (later known simply as Gormley) at Woodbine
Avenue and the Stouffville Road, now within the political boundaries of the Town of
Whitchurch-Stouffville. James Gormley was a former schoolteacher who later became a
storekeeper and auctioneer. He was Gormley’s first postmaster, serving from 1851 to 1876, and
was also a notary public. He initially lived in the community that is named for him, on the east
part of Lot 35, Concession 3. In 1856, he created a subdivision of village lots, Plan 254 on a 10-
acre parcel of Lot 35, Concession 3, purchased in 1850.

James Gormley (1821-1895) was married to Margaret Steckley (1834-1900), a daughter of John
and Nancy Steckley of Lot 31, Concession 4. Between the 1851 and 1861 census, James and
Margaret Gormley relocated from the hamlet of Gormley to the Steckley farm. John and Nancy
Steckley lived in a one-and-a-half storey brick farmhouse (no longer standing) on the western
part of Lot 31, and James and Margaret Gormley lived in another one-and-a-half storey brick
farmhouse on the eastern part of Lot 31 (the subject property at 3490 Nineteenth Avenue).
Both brick houses were constructed between the 1851 and 1861 census enumerations.
According to information in the City of Markham’s files, the houses were constructed in 1859.

Notwithstanding the varied nature of James Gormley’s career, his occupation given in the 1861
census was simply noted as “Farmer.”

In 1882, James Gormley sold the farm to Jacob Wideman, a Mennonite minister, and moved to
Toronto. James Gormley, his wife Margaret, and their unmarried daughter Annie were living at
93 Isabella Street, Toronto, at the time of the 1891 census. James Gormley was president of the
Ontario Industrial Loan and Investment Company Limited, according to a City of Toronto
directory of 1891.

The Wideman family were part of the local Pennsylvania-German community. They had come
to Markham from Bucks County, Pennsylvania, in 1803. According to a township directory of
1892, several of Jacob Wideman’s family lived on Lot 31, Concession 4: Adam, Simeon, Samuel,
and Daniel. In 1897, the main portion of the farm was sold to Samuel Wideman, a bishop in the
Mennonite church. He was married to Elsie Hoover. In 1914, the farm was sold to their son, Roy
Wideman, who was married to Elsie Steckley. In 1969, ownership was transferred to a
corporation called Wideview Farms Ltd., who remain the owners in 2024.
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This house is of sufficient historical and architectural significance to have been noted in the
book Rural Roots — Pre-Confederation Buildings of the York Region of Ontario: “A Gormley home
on Lot 31, Concession 4, remains almost unchanged.” Page 102.

In 1997, a gathering of over 150 members of the Wideman family was held on the farm to mark
the end of over a century of occupation by the family. The farmhouse has been vacant for many
years after being sold to investors in 1998.

Architecture

The Gormley-Wideman House is a good representative example of a larger mid-nineteenth
century brick Markham Township farmhouse designed with the influences of the Georgian
architectural tradition and the Classic Revival style, later modified with the addition of a
Mennonite “doddy house/gross doddy” residence. It is noteworthy for its five-bay primary
(south) elevation which is uncommon locally since most farmhouses in Markham Township
built in the same period had three-bay fronts.

Solid brick construction and a conservative design based on the Georgian architectural
tradition, updated with elements of the Classic Revival style, typified the rural vernacular
architecture of Markham Township during the prosperous years of the 1850s when there was a
strong market for wheat exports as a result of the Crimean War. During this time, the enduring
Georgian design principles of balance and proportion was often relieved with patterned
brickwork and Classic Revival details, as seen in this example. Buff coloured “white brick”
accents on a body of local red brick became common in York County after the 1840s.

As noted above, the house was originally built with a five-bay facade with a central doorcase.
The westernmost front window opening was later concealed by the construction of a doddy
house addition. The building is one-and-a-half storeys in height, of solid brick construction, and
rests upon a fieldstone foundation. The brick is laid in a Flemish bond pattern. The local brick is
a pink-orange with buff coloured quoining and splayed brick arches over door and window
openings. The medium-pitched gable roof has a substantial Classical wood cornice and eave
returns. At either end of the roof are heavy, corbelled brick chimneys. A later external chimney
is located on the west gable end.

Windows are typically flat headed with six-over-six panes and projecting wooden lugsills. The
openings have slightly cambered heads. Windows are framed with operational louvered wood
shutters. The front doorcase has a flat-headed transom and sidelights with a geometric glazing
pattern. The door has round-arched panels which reflect an Italianate stylistic influence.
Markings on the wall indicate that at one time, a veranda extended across the entire front wall.
Until recently, a partial veranda in an early twentieth century style was located on the western
part of the facade, sheltering both the front entrance and the entrance to the doddy house. The
removal of the veranda revealed the outline of a portico-style porch that once sheltered the
principal entrance.
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A noteworthy feature of the Gormley-Wideman House, believed to have been added in the late
nineteenth century or early twentieth century, was a frame doddy house dwelling unit
positioned at the western end of the facade (recently demolished, except for its concrete
foundation). The interior entrance to this unit was through a former window opening,
converted to a door, now visible due to the demolition of the doddy house. The frame addition
was one-and-a-half storeys in height and clad in vertical tongue and groove wood siding. Its
purpose was to provide an accessory dwelling unit for the senior members of the household
once the next generation took over the operation of the farm, a traditional Mennonite practice.

Frnt view taken in 2021 with dody house removed.
Note the door on the left, originally a window.

At the rear of the house is a shed-roofed frame addition clad in corrugated metal, one-and-a-
half storeys in height with a low-pitched shed roof, and a mix of six-over-six and two-over -wo
windows. It served as a service wing to the main house and the presence of a heavy brick
chimney indicates that part of the addition served as a kitchen or summer kitchen with a
cooking fireplace. The loft is said to have contained a workshop. A veranda adjoins the rear
addition. It has aa shed roof supported on simple turned posts. This rear veranda likely reflects
the treatment of the former front veranda.
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East side view from 1981 showing rear addition.

The interior of the house contains many outstanding historic architectural features, including
fireplace mantels, door and window mouldings, wood paneling in the front rooms, and the
main staircase with a turned newel post and square balusters. Much of the woodwork has
retained its early faux graining.

The removal of the doddy house addition has returned the facade of the Gormley-Wideman
House to a five-bay configuration but has removed the component most readily associated with
the Mennonite culture of its later long-term owners. The foundation of the doddy house
remains, and the demolished frame structure could potentially be reconstructed based on
photographic records. Alternatively, the westernmost window could be restored to return the
facade to its original appearance.

Context

The Gormley-Wideman House is part of an outstanding complex of historic farmstead
structures west of the historic mill hamlet of Almira, and south of the historic crossroads hamlet
of Gormley’s Corners. The property currently stands within an agricultural landscape. The house
is set back from Nineteenth Avenue and is therefore not readily visible from the street. A large,
gambrel-roofed barn to the northwest of the house dates from 1902. In the City of Markham’s
files, numerous photographs document the variety of outbuildings associated with the farm
including: barns, a blacksmith shop, turkey house, milk house, carriage house, and garages.
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Barn and milkhouse.

Sources

Abstract Index of Deeds for Lot 31, Concession 4, Markham Township.

Canada Census 1851, 1861, 1871, 1881, and 1891.

Directories of Markham Township: Walton (1837), Brown (1846-47), Rowsell (1850-51),
Mitchell (1866), Nason (1871), 1892 and 1918 Directories.

Maps of Markham Township: McPhillips (1853-54), Tremaine (1860), Historical Atlas of the
County of York, Ontario (1878) and 1919 map.

Property Files for 3466 and 3490 Nineteenth Avenue, Heritage Section, City of Markham
Planning & Urban Design, including a draft Heritage Easement Agreement with detailed
research contained in the Reasons for Identification. M. J. Seaman, 1998.

Research Report on 3490 Nineteenth Avenue by Su Murdoch Historical Consulting, Barrie,
Ontario, 2017.

Gormley family genealogy from Fred Robbins, Stouffville Historian.

Barkey, Jean et al — Whitchurch History Book Committee. Whitchurch Township. Erin, Ontario:
The Boston Mills Press, 1993. Pages 57-58.

Byers, Mary et al. Rural Roots — Pre-Confederation Buildings of the York Region of Ontario.
Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1976. Page 102.

Champion, Isabel (ed.). Markham 1793-1900. Markham: Markham Historical Society, Second
Edition, Revised, 1989. Pages 55-56, 240-243.

Compliance with Ontario Regulation 9/06, as amended - Criteria for Determining Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest

The property has design value or physical value because it is a rare, unique, representative or
early example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.

The Gormley-Wideman House has design value and physical value as a good representative
example of a mid-nineteenth century brick farmhouse designed with the influences of the
Georgian architectural tradition and the Classic Revival style.
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The property has historical value or associative value because it has direct associations with a
theme, event, belief, person, activity, organization or institution that is significant to a
community.

The Gormley-Wideman House has historical value for its association with the locally
significant theme of immigration, and for its association with the local industry, innovation
and economic development as the former home of Irish immigrant James Gormley,
storekeeper, postmaster, auctioneer, notary public and farmer, who was locally important as
the founder of the crossroads hamlet of Gormley’s Corners. Further, the property has
associative value for its connection to the early religious and cultural diversity of Markham
Township as the later home of several generations of the Pennsylvania-German Mennonite
Wideman family.

The property has contextual value because it is physically, functionally, visually or historically
linked to its surroundings.

The Gormley-Wideman House has contextual value as one of several nineteenth century
farmhouses located within the agricultural area to the west of the historic mill hamlet of
Almira. The Gormley-Wideman House is physically, functionally, visually and historically
linked to the site where it has stood since 1859.
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(VARKHAM

Report to: Development Services Committee Meeting Date: November 12, 2024

SUBJECT: Cycling Facility Selection Tool (City-wide)
PREPARED BY: Loy Cheah, Senior Manager, Transportation, Ext. 4838
Laura Chong, Project Manager, Transportation, Ext. 3136

RECOMMENDATION:

1) That the staff report titled “Cycling Facility Selection Tool (City-wide)” be
received; and

2) That the Cycling Facility Selection Tool be endorsed; and

3) That staff be directed to plan, design and implement in-boulevard multi-use paths
or cycle tracks that take into consideration financial, operational and maintenance
impacts, available funding and the criteria outlined in the Cycling Facility
Selection Tool; and

4) That the Director of Engineering, in consultation with the Director of Operations
and the City Treasurer, be authorized to update the Cycling Facility Selection
Tool from time to time, to accommodate changing needs and practices; and
further

5) That staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give effect to
this resolution.

PURPOSE:

This report seeks Council endorsement of the Cycling Facility Selection Tool. The
objective is to ensure the consistent implementation of active transportation infrastructure
across the City with respect to the planning, design, and construction of cycling facilities.
This report also provides additional information on the operational and maintenance
financial impacts of these active transportation facilities.

BACKGROUND:

A facility selection tool was developed as part of the Active Transportation Master
Plan (ATMP)

The Cycling Facility Selection Tool was developed and finalized in February 2022 to
support the City’s Active Transportation Master Plan and has been updated to reflect the
changes identified in the new Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM) Book 18. This facility
selection tool provides guidance and direction to staff and consultants on the selection of
active transportation facilities that:

e Provides consistency across the City of Markham's active transportation network;
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e Protects the safety of active transportation network users in accordance with
industry guidelines and best practices;

e Utilizes existing active transportation infrastructure to its maximum potential;

e Expands the high-quality network of protected cycling facilities and paths/trails to
form part of an all ages and abilities (AAA) City-wide network.

Implementation of active transportation facilities are on-going

On May 30, 2022, Council received a staff report entitled “Active Transportation Master
Plan Implementation Strateqy and Capital Plan”. Council endorsed the implementation
plan and prioritization process for the ATMP 10-year cycling capital plan, which is to be
phased in appropriately during the program term. Implementation of the 10-year capital
plan projects are subject to the annual budget approval process.

Since the endorsement of the Active Transportation Master Plan 10-year Implementation
Strategy in 2022, seven (7) of the first 5-year cycling capital plan projects will be
undergoing detailed design this year and are anticipated to be constructed in 2025. It is
critical that a consistent facility selection procedure be used as more active transportation
facilities are being planned and implemented, including on-road and in-boulevard cycling
facilities.

Also note that separate from the ATMP, on-going approvals of development plans in
secondary plan areas such as in the Future Urban Area, Cornell Centre, Markham Centre
and Markham Road-Mount Joy, includes in-boulevard cycling facilities that are being
constructed as part of the approved development plans.

OPTIONS/ DISCUSSION:

The Cycling Facility Selection Tool is based on the Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM)
Book 18 guidelines

The cycling facility selection tool is illustrated in Attachment ‘A’. This selection tool was
developed following the higher-level guidance of the OTM Book 18, the industry
guidelines in Ontario. As such, considerations for separated cycling facilities are based on
vehicular speed on the adjacent roadway, the number of lanes on the roadway, and annual
average daily traffic.

Four different cycling facilities can be identified through the Cycling Facility
Selection Tool
The Facility Selection Tool guides practitioners to identify the cycling facility most
appropriate for the road context of the project based on the criteria of vehicular speed,
number of motor vehicle lanes, and annual average daily traffic. One of four different
cycling facilities can result, including:

e shared or designated cycling facility (conventional on-road bike lane);

e protected bike lane (on-road bike lane with a buffer zone);

e cycle tracks (in-boulevard separated cycling facility);

e multi-use paths (in-boulevard MUP).

An example of each of these separated cycling facilities are shown in Attachment ‘B’.


https://pub-markham.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=a84a1597-b34d-40b9-b259-b43655025059&Agenda=PostMinutes&lang=English&Item=42&Tab=attachments
https://pub-markham.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=a84a1597-b34d-40b9-b259-b43655025059&Agenda=PostMinutes&lang=English&Item=42&Tab=attachments

Page 66 of 231

Report to: Development Services Committee Meeting Date: November 12, 2024
Page 3

Cycle tracks provide the highest level of protection and are appropriate when the
roadway context include frequent high-volume driveways, high anticipated cycling or
pedestrian demand and signalized intersections with high-volume turning conflicts.

MUPs are selected where the roadway context includes back-lotted land uses, infrequent
high-volume driveways, low-anticipated cycling or pedestrian demand and low-volume
turning conflicts.

Selection of the appropriate cycling facility requires professional judgement

The cycling facility selection tool provides a framework and guidance to practitioners on
the selection of various separated cycling facilities that are context sensitive. However,
this tool is not intended to be a substitute for professional judgement. There is flexibility
inherent in the OTM Book 18 guidance, and project conditions may justify selecting a
cycling facility that is different than what is indicated by the facility selection tool,
considering the existing cycling accommodation, location, and network context of the
project to protect the safety of all road users.

For instance, where existing conditions are such that right-of-way widths are constrained
or the project is a small gap in the cycling network, professional judgement may lead
practitioners to:

1. Limit facility type options available for consideration;

2. Eliminate on-street facility types from consideration;

3. Select a lower facility type and still provide an improvement in safety over

existing conditions; or
4. Consider an alternate local street connection that provides a parallel route option.

Operations and maintenance (O&M) costs for separated cycling facilities are
different depending on the required level of winter maintenance

Separated cycling facilities require different levels of maintenance during winter months
depending on the type of facility and its design.

The Ontario Regulation 239/02: Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal
Highways (MMS) under the Municipal Act provides minimum maintenance requirements
for “bicycle lanes”, which includes conventional bike lanes, buffered bike lanes, and
protected bike lanes (which are separated from the adjacent traffic lane by a physical
device). In particular, on-road cycling facilities such as conventional bike lanes and
buffered bike lanes are typically maintained at the same time in the winter as the adjacent
traffic lanes for efficiency reasons, and therefore, their maintenance levels are defined
and maintenance costs are reduced significantly. However, protected bike lanes must be
maintained separately from the adjacent traffic lanes due to the protection of a physical
device, which can be planters, concrete medians, parking stops, or bollards.

Other types of separated cycling facilities such as in-boulevard cycle tracks and in-
boulevard multi-use paths and their required level of winter maintenance are not defined
in Provincial regulations yet. Accordingly, different municipalities currently have
different maintenance levels for these in-boulevard facilities. For instance, some
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municipalities have chosen to not maintain some or all of their cycle tracks during winter
months.

O&M costs for cycle tracks are much higher than the costs for MUPs

Annual O&M unit costs for cycle tracks and MUPs have been developed based on the
winter maintenance requirements for separated cycling facilities as defined in the MMS
for municipal highways and guidelines in OTM Book 18. The cycle tracks referenced
below are part of the ATMP priority cycling network. Based on OTM Book 18 guidance,
they are to be maintained to the same standard as Class 1 highways in accordance with
the MMS, and the O&M costs reflects that maintenance standard. MUPs are maintained
to the same level as sidewalks per the MMS.

As they are all tax-funded, of significance are the O&M costs of in-boulevard cycling
facilities (cycle tracks and multi-use paths), which have the highest O&M costs among
the different types of cycling facilities. The annual O&M unit costs and total ATMP 10-
Year Implementation Plan (plus approved development plans) costs for the in-boulevard
cycling facilities are shown respectively in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1: In-Boulevard Cycling Facility Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Unit Costs
(Source: City of Markham Operations)

Cycling Facility Annual O&M
Unit Cost ($/km)
Sidewalks (1.5m concrete) $12,160
Multi-Use Paths (3m concrete) $24,320
Cycle Tracks (1.5m concrete)* $67,760

*Does not include snow load and haul, and cost is for both sides of road

Table 2: ATMP 10-Year Plan + Approved Development Plans — In-Boulevard Cycling
Facility O&M Network Costs

Cycling Facility Total Annual O&M Annual O&M if
Network Based on Facility | Cycle Track is
Length (km) | Selection Tool ($) | Selected ($)
Multi-Use Paths (3m 110.4 $2.68M $10.17M**
concrete)
Cycle Tracks + Sidewalks 20.7 $1.91M $1.91M
TOTAL 131.1 $4.59M $12.08M

** includes O&M cost of sidewalks when MUPs are converted to separated cycle tracks and sidewalks.

On a network basis, as shown in Table 2, if cycle tracks are preferred instead of MUPs
that are identified through the selection tool, the annual O&M cost increases
significantly.

Thus, it is important that the facility selection tool be endorsed and used consistently to
inform the selection of cycling facilities to minimize the financial impact on future
maintenance requirements.
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Future updates of the Facility Selection Tool will be necessary to stay abreast of
changing transportation technologies, safety needs, and policies on active
transportation

Increasingly, users of various micro-mobility devices (personal electric devices with one,
two, three, or four wheels) are using the cycling network (and sidewalks) for their trips.
The City will be developing a micro-mobility strategy as part of the upcoming Markham
Transportation Master Plan (MTMP) study that will examine how micro-mobility devices
are to be accommodated on the cycling and trails network. As well, bicycle technology is
also changing, and design guidelines will need to change in step with these technological
changes to maintain the safety of all facility users.

Therefore, it is recommended that the Director of Engineering be given authorization to
update the approved Cycling Facility Selection Tool from time to time in consultation
with the Director of Operations and City Treasurer as needs and industry guidelines
change.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

This report has no financial impact to the Operating Budget or Life Cycle Reserve.
The future financial impacts of individual transportation projects, including the capital
and operating and maintenance costs of the cycling components, will be identified and
fully assessed during the Capital Budget and Operating Budget process.

HUMAN RESOURCES CONSIDERATIONS
Not applicable.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES:

The ATMP Facility Selection Tool aligns with the City’s Strategic goal of building Safe,
Sustainable, and Complete Communities by improving and making active transportation
a safe and sustainable mobility option.

BUSINESS UNITS CONSULTED AND AFFECTED:
Operations, Finance, and Legal Departments were consulted on the report.

RECOMMENDED BY:

Frank Clarizio, P.Eng. Arvin Prasad, MPA, RPP, MCIP
Director of Engineering Commissioner of Development Services
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ATTACHMENTS:
“A” — Cycling Facility Selection Tool
“B” — Examples of separated cycling facilities
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Attachment ‘A’: Cycling Facility Selection Tool

Figure 1: Separated Cycling Facilities
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Attachment ‘B’: Examples of Separated Cycling Facilities

Bike Lanes

Bike lanes consist of on-road lanes on an
urban roadway delineated by a pavement
marking lane line and designated for use
exclusively by cyclists through regulatory
reserved bike lane signage.

Buffered Bike Lanes

A bike lane (see above) with a painted
“buffer” area. These painted lines with
hatching help to create additional clearance
between the bicycle lane and adjacent
travel lane, or between bike lanes and on-
street parking.

Source: Google Map Link: 264 Copper Creek Dr - Google
Maps

Protected Bike Lanes

An on-road bike lane separated from
the adjacent travel lane via some
physical element — e.g. a painted
“buffer” area with bollards, planter or
parking stops, a poured concrete
curb, or parked cars. Protected bike
lanes are typically (but not always)
implemented in a retrofit condition
without extensive midblock civil
work.

Source: Google Map Link: Hwy 7 - Google Maps
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Cycle Tracks

Cycle tracks provide space for
cyclists behind the roadway curb,
typically at sidewalk level or
midheight between sidewalk and
road level. Cycle tracks may be
implemented as retrofit facilities
through boulevard reconstruction but
: w. | are more commonly implemented
Google Map Link: ] thrOUgh new road
https://maps.app.goo.gl/1StZ35qbCLKWHyqYA construction/reconstruction projects.

Multi-use Paths

Multi-use paths are facilities shared
by pedestrians and cyclists that
operate two-way. Within the City of
Markham, these are typically
concrete facilities with widths of 3.0-
4.0m. Cyclists and pedestrians
share space along these facilities.

Google Map Link:
https://maps.app.goo.gl/gCkYEeoDkTXyK2VF8
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(MARKHAM

Report to: Development Services Committee  Report Date: November 12, 2024

SUBJECT: 2025 Building By- law Changes

PREPARED BY:  Stephanie Di Perna, Chief Building Official, Director, Building
Standards Ext. 3940

REVIEWED BY:  Arvin Prasad, Commissioner of Development Services

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That the Report titled “2025 Building By-law Changes” dated November
12, 2024 be received;

2. That Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give
effect to this resolution.

PURPOSE:

This report explains proposed changes to fees that offset the projected costs
associated with staff review, inspections, and processing of Building Permit
applications. These changes are required to address changes in building code
regulation and the associated operating procedures.

BACKGROUND

The Building By-law is reviewed each year to recover the anticipated reasonable
costs associated with administering the Building Code Act and Building Code. A
fee model was established in 2005 to calculate the annual adjustments
necessary to ensure the City's Building Department remains adequately funded
by building permit fees, as required in the Building Code Act. The model was
reviewed and updated for accuracy in 2024.

In 2023, Council approved a yearly increase of Building Permit fees noted in
Table 1, Schedule A of the by-law equal to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) to a
maximum increase of 5%. The published CPI value is 1.94%, and the values
within the by-law reflect the increase. No approval is required for this annual
adjustment, which will be in effect on Jan 1, 2025.
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DISCUSSION:

Proposed Building By-law Changes
Editorial Amendments:

1. To amend Section 2 Definitions by adding the defined term Housing.

2. To amend Section 4.19, clarifying the timeframe for abandoned electronic
submissions.

3. To amend wording throughout the by-law replacing accessory dwelling
unit with secondary suite.

To amend Schedule A in the following manner:

1. Toamend Section 2.11 increasing the fee for alternative solutions related
to multiple unit residential projects and non-residential projects from $3000
to $3500.

2. To amend Section 2.12 increasing the fee related to not being ready for a
scheduled inspection or not providing a remedy of previously identified
inspection infractions from $200 to $300.

3. To amend Section 2.23.1 increasing the maximum conditional permit fee
from $6500 to $10,000.

4. To introduce a new Section 2.27 to set out fees related to inspection
services outside the municipal boundary of the City of Markham. Where a
building inspection is required outside of the boundaries of the City of
Markham, the visit will be charged at a rate of $250 per hour with a
minimum of 3 hours charged. Travel and accommodation will be charged
in addition to the hourly rate and applicable where the location is more
than 1 hour driving distance from the City of Markham.

5. To amend Section 5.4 increasing the fee related to investigations from
$100 to $150.

6. To amend Section 5.5 increasing the administrative fee of an Order to
Comply from $450 to $500 and the re-inspection fee from $125 per hour to
$190 per hour.

7. To amend Section 5.7 increasing the administrative fee of an Unsafe
Order from $600 to $800, an Order Prohibiting Occupancy from $1200 to
$1500 and re-inspection fee from $125 per hour to $190 per hour.

8. To amend Section 5.15 increasing the permit maintenance fee for
incomplete permits from $200 to $400 for housing permits and from $525
to $825 for non-housing permits.

9. Tointroduce a new Section 5.16 to set out fees related to a maintenance
fee for incomplete secondary suite permits.

10.To amend Section 6.3 increasing the fee for zoning request from $75 to
$125.
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11.To amend Section 6.4.3 increasing the zoning review related to multi-unit
residential building and non-residential buildings from $1500 to $1800 and
increase the zoning fee related to land division from $1000 to $1200.

To amend Table 1 of Schedule A in the following manner:

1. To amend item A20 to include the review of Tiny Homes. The Building
Code regulates Tiny Homes as a building containing one dwelling unit, is
37m2 or less in building area and may be constructed at a location outside
the Municipality is which occupancy is sought.

2. To amend item A32 to address changes in regulations for Shelf and Rack
Storage Systems

3. To add new Occupancy Type G: Agricultural and insert line items A33,
A34, A35 and A 36 related to fees associated with the review/issuance
and inspections of Type G buildings.

4. To add new item A44 to reflect fees associated with the review/issuance
and inspection of Hazardous Areas.

5. To amend items H2, H3, H4 to reflect the anticipated cost of those
reviews.

To amend Schedule B in the following manner:

1. Torequire a current land survey be submitted as part of a permit
application for new housing.

2. To add new requirements for documents and/or drawings related to infill
housing permit applications.

3. To add new requirements document/drawings related to Secondary Suite
permit applications.

4. To require a High Building Checklist be submitted as part of a permit
application for High Buildings as detailed in the Building Code.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

The Building Standards Department and Finance Department have been
working closely to ensure proper direct and indirect cost recovery and to
incorporate the results into any future operating budget. The fee adjustments
recommended in this report will assist in maintaining the self-funded

model. Recoveries of direct and indirect costs are consistent with Provincial
legislation.

Summary of Reserve Balances

The building Standards Department has an appropriate current and forecasted
reserve fund balance. This reserve has been utilized to invest in new processes
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and technologies, such as the E-plan project and the comprehensive zoning by-
law project and to withstand cyclical downturns without abrupt changes to
capacity and service levels. The changes proposed in this by-law are not
expected to have a significant impact on the balance of the reserve fund.

HUMAN RESOURCES CONSIDERATIONS:

Not applicable.

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES:

Goal 1 - Exceptional Services by Exceptional People
Goal 3 — Safe, Sustainable and Complete Community.
Goal 4- Stewardship of Money and Resources

BUSINESS UNITS CONSULTED AND AFFECTED:

Finance Department consulted.

RECOMMENDED BY:

Stephanie Di Perna, MBA, PMP, M.A.A.T.O.,
Chief Building Official, Director, Building Standards

Arvin Prasad, R.P.P., M.C.I.P.
Commissioner of Development Services

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment A: Draft of amendment to Building By-law 2024-xx
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BY-LAW 2024-XXX

Being a By-law respecting Construction, Demolition,
Change of Use Permits and Inspections

WHEREAS Section 7 of the Building Code Act, 1992, S.0. 1992, c. 23, as
amended, authorizes municipal council to pass by-laws respecting construction,
demolition and change of use permits, inspections and related matters;

AND WHEREAS the Council of The Corporation of the City of Markham desires to
repeal By-law 2019-136 and to enact a new building by-law for the issuance of
permits and related matters, including the establishment of a fee schedule;

NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY
OF MARKHAM ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. SHORT TITLE
1.1. This By-law may be cited as the “Building By-law”.
2. DEFINITIONS

2.1. Inthis By-law:
“Act” means the Building Code Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c. 23, as amended,;

“applicant” means the owner of a building or property who applies for a permit
or any person authorized to apply for a permit on the owner’s behalf, or any
person or corporation empowered by statute to cause the construction or
demolition of a building or buildings and anyone acting under the authority of
such person or corporation. For the purposes of this bylaw the applicant is the
registered user of the electronic submission;

“Building Code” means the regulation made under Section 34 of the Act;

“certified model” means a unique building design for a detached or semi-
detached unit that has been reviewed by the chief building official for compliance
with the Building Code and is intended for construction pursuant to a permit
issued under the Act. A certified model approval is not itself a permit;

“City” means The Corporation of the City of Markham.

“chief building official” means the chief building official appointed by by-law by
Council for the purposes of enforcement of the Act, the Building Code and this
By-law;

“complete application” means an application that meets the requirements set out
in the building code for applications where the chief building official is required
to make a decision within a prescribed time period, and further that meets the
requirements set out in Section 4 and Schedule B of this By-law;

“conditional permit” means a permit issued under Subsection 8(3) of the Act;
“construct” means construct as defined in Subsection 1(1) of the Act;
“demolish” means demolish as defined in Subsection 1(1) of the Act;

“electronic submission”” means the filing of a pre-application review or an
application for a building permit, certified model or alternative solution,
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including all required forms, documents and drawings, submitted through an
online application procedure approved by the chief building official.

“housing” means detached houses, semi-detached houses or non-stacked
townhouses (less than 4 storeys) containing not more than two dwelling units.

“Infill Residential” is defined as; a building containing not more than 2 dwelling
units and where new construction replaces more than 50% of the existing
building by demolition or by an addition that increases the gross floor area by
more than 25% of new construction to an existing house;

Lot Grading Certificate is defined as; documentation completed by a
Professional Engineer or Land Surveyor licensed in the Province of Ontario
verifying that the lot grading and drainage elements have been completed and
conform to the approved building permit documents. The property has been fully
stabilized with sod or other suitable ground cover. The grading work completed
on the property does not adversely impact the neighboring properties.

“owner” means, in respect of the property on which the construction is to take
place, the registered owner of the land and, except for conditional permits, may
include a lessee, mortgagee in possession and the person acting as the owner’s
authorized agent;

“partial occupancy permit” means; an occupancy permit for the partial occupancy
of a building prior to its completion as set out in the Ontario Building Code
Division C, Part 1, Subsection 1.3.3.

“partial permit” means a permit issued by the chief building official to construct
part of a building;

“permit” means permission or authorization given in writing by the chief building
official to perform work, to change the use of a building or part thereof, or to
occupy a building or part thereof, as regulated by the Act and Building Code;

“permit holder” means the owner to whom the permit has been issued or where a
permit has been transferred, the new owner to whom the permit has been
transferred;

“pre-application review” means the review of forms, documents and drawings
which precedes the acceptance of a permit application to determine if it qualifies
for an electronic submission for a permit;

“pre permit consultation” means the high level review of proposed plans to
identify any applicable Building Code concerns in advance of a building permit
application. Pre Permit Consultation does not confirm Building Code
compliance.

“Registered Code Agency” means a registered code agency as defined in
Subsection 1(1) of the Act;

“revised submission” means additional information filed with the chief building
official which depicts one or more changes to the proposed or as-constructed
design of a building or part of a building for which a permit has already been
issued and for which approval by the chief building official is required;

“sewage system” means a sewage system as defined in Subsection 1.4.1.of
Division A of the Building Code;

“supplementary submission” means a resubmission of information in relation to
building permit documents previously reviewed or issued, that requires
additional review to determine Building Code compliance;

Temporary event structure” means a tent, demountable stage or demountable
support structure that is intended to be erected, assembled or installed for a
limited specified time.
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“zoning preliminary review” means a review of plans and other documents to
determine whether proposed designs comply with applicable zoning by-laws;

“zoning review” means a review of plans and other documents to determine
whether a building permit application complies with the applicable zoning by-
laws;

2.2. Terms not defined in this By-law shall have the meaning ascribed to them
in the Act or the Building Code.

3. CLASSES OF PERMITS

3.1. Classes of permits required for the construction, demolition or change of
use of a building shall be set out in Schedule A to this By-law.

4. REQUIREMENTS FOR PERMIT APPLICATIONS

General Requirements

4.1. Every permit application, certified model application and application for an
alternative solution must meet the requirements of this Section and
Section 6 and shall:

4.1.1. be made by an applicant;

4.1.2. be submitted to the chief building official on forms prescribed by
the Province of Ontario or when no form is prescribed, on a form
prescribed by the chief building official;

4.1.3. be accompanied by the required fees calculated in accordance with
Schedule A;

4.1.4. unless otherwise determined by the chief building official, be in the
form of an electronic submission filed by the applicant;

4.1.5. unless otherwise determined by the chief building official, shall not
be accepted until a pre-application review has been completed to
the satisfaction of the chief building official; and

4.2. To be considered a complete application, every permit application shall be
accompanied by the approval documents issued by the agencies responsible
for the applicable laws listed in the building code, where those agencies
issue approval documents and the law applies to the construction or
demolition being proposed.

4.3. An application for a permit may be refused by the chief building official
where it is not a complete application.

4.4. The chief building official may, as the chief building official deems
appropriate, provide prescribed forms in an electronic format and may
allow for the electronic submission of completed permit application forms.

4.5. Notwithstanding Subsection 4.4, completed forms generated electronically
shall be accepted subject to the endorsement by the applicant.

4.6. When filing an application, the owner and the applicant shall provide an
electronic address(s) for the purpose of receiving communications from the
chief building official regarding the construction, demolition or change of
use associated with a permit application or issued permit. The owner or
authorized agent of the owner shall inform the chief building official
immediately in writing when the electronic address(s) provided change or
become not functional.

Applications for Permits to Construct

4.7. Every application for a permit to construct a building shall:
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4.7.1. identify and describe in detail the work to be done and the existing
and proposed use and occupancy of the building, or part thereof, for
which the building permit application is made;

4.7.2. be accompanied by the plans, specifications, documents, forms and
other information prescribed in Section 5 and Schedule B of this by-
law; and

4.7.3. be accompanied by acceptable proof of corporate identity and
property ownership, unless such proof is determined by the chief
building official to be unnecessary.

Applications for Permits to Demolish

4.8.

Every application for a permit to demolish a building shall:

4.8.1. identify and describe in detail the work to be done and the existing
use and occupancy of the building, or part thereof, for which the
application for a permit to demolish is made, and the proposed use
and occupancy of that part of the building, if any, that will remain
upon completion of the demolition;

4.8.2. be accompanied by the plans, specifications, documents, forms and
other information prescribed in Section 5 and Schedule B of this
By-law; and

4.8.3. be accompanied by proof satisfactory to the chief building official
that arrangements have been made with the proper authorities for
the termination and capping of all the water, sewer, gas, electric,
telephone or other utilities and services.

Applications for Permits to Construct Part of a Building

4.9.

4.10.

4.11.

In addition to the requirements of Subsection 4.7 , every application for a
partial permit shall:

4.9.1. require a permit application for the entire project; and

4.9.2. be accompanied by plans, specifications, documents, forms and
other information covering that part of the work for which
application for a partial permit is made, together with such
information pertaining to the remainder of the work as may be
required by the chief building official.

The chief building official may issue a partial permit when the chief
building official determines it is appropriate to expedite substantial
construction before a permit for the entire building is available and where
the relevant provisions of this By-law and the Act are met.

4.10.1. When determining whether to issue a partial permit, the chief
building official shall have regard for the likelihood of subsequent
approvals being available in a timely fashion such that a project is
not interrupted and exposed to potential damage from the elements
while awaiting subsequent approvals.

The chief building official shall not, by reason of the issuance of a partial
permit pursuant to this By-law, be under any obligation to grant any
additional permits.

Applications for Conditional Permits

4.12.

4.13.

An application for a conditional permit cannot be filed until plans review of
the scope of work is complete.

In addition to the requirements of Subsection 4.7, where a conditional
permit is requested, the applicant shall:

4.13.1. complete an application on a form prescribed by the chief building
official; and
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4.13.2. submit documents and drawings prescribed in Schedule B of this
By-law.

4.14. The chief building official may, at his or her discretion, issue a conditional
permit where unreasonable delays are anticipated in obtaining all necessary
approvals and where the relevant provisions of this By-law and the Act are
met.

Applications for Permits for Change of Use

4.15. Every application for a permit for a change of use shall;

4.15.1. be accompanied by the plans, specifications, documents, forms and
other information prescribed in Section 5 and Schedule B of this
By-law;

Application for a Certified Model
4.16. An applicant may file an application for a certified model.

4.17. Every application for a certified model shall,

4.17.1. be made on an application form prescribed by the chief building
official; and

4.17.2. be accompanied by the plans, specifications, documents, forms and
other information prescribed in Section 5 of this By-law.

4.18. Plans and specifications forming part of each certified model application
shall be deemed to form part of the permit documents of each permit
subsequently issued under the Act.

Abandoned Electronic Submissions and Permit Applications

4.19. Where an electronic submission has not been completed within 20 business
days of creation, or where a corrections task has not been completed within
three months, the electronic submission may be deemed by the chief
building official to have been abandoned and the submission voided.

4.20. Where an application for a permit was accepted and the estimated permit
fees are unpaid for three months after the applicant was advised in writing
of the estimated permit fees, the application may be deemed by the chief
building official to have been abandoned and written notice of the
cancellation thereof shall be given to the applicant.

4.21. Where an application for a permit remains incomplete and inactive for six
months after the applicant has been advised in writing of all the reasons for
refusal, the application may be deemed by the chief building official to have
been abandoned and written notice of the cancellation thereof shall be
given to the applicant.

Revisions to Permits

4.22. After the issuance of a permit under the Act, the applicant shall give notice
to the chief building official in writing of any material change to a plan,
specification, document or other information upon which a permit was
issued, together with the details of such change, which change shall not be
made without the prior written authorization of the chief building official.

4.23. Application for authorization of any substantial change shall constitute a
revised submission or a supplementary submission.

5. PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

5.1. As part of the application for a permit and in addition to the requirements of
Section 4 of this by-law, every applicant shall submit to the chief building
official the following:
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5.1.1.  sufficient plans, specifications, documents, forms and such other
information as may be deemed necessary by the chief building
official to determine whether the proposed construction,
demolition, or change of use conforms to the Act, the Building
Code, and any other applicable law;

5.1.2.  Where asite plan is required to satisfy Section 5.1.1, the site plan
shall reference a current plan of survey certified by a registered
Ontario Land Surveyor and shall include:

5.1.2.1. lot size and dimensions of the property;

5.1.2.2. setbacks from existing and proposed buildings to
property boundaries and to each other;

5.1.2.3. existing and finished ground levels or grades; and

5.1.2.4. existing rights of way, easements and municipal
services; and

5.1.2.5. acopy of a current plan of survey, unless the chief
building official waives this requirement.

5.2. As part of an application for a certified model, every applicant shall submit
to the chief building official sufficient plans, specifications, documents,
forms and such other information as may be deemed necessary by the chief
building official to determine whether the proposed construction conforms
to the Building Code.

5.3. Plans, specifications and other documents submitted by an applicant shall:

5.3.1. be fully coordinated among design disciplines and intended for
construction, demolition or change of use;

5.3.2. be fully dimensioned and drawn to a suitable scale that clearly
depicts the proposed construction, demolition or change of use;

5.3.3. be in the form of an electronic submission; and
5.3.4. contain information and text that is clear and legible.

5.4. Unless otherwise deemed necessary by the chief building official, every
application shall be accompanied by plans, specifications, forms,
documents and other information required to facilitate the administration
and enforcement of the Building Code.

5.5. Upon issuance of the building permit, the owner or authorized agent of the
owner shall ensure that that a hard copy of the permit card and approved
permit plans are available on site at all times. Hard copies of the approved
plans are required to be legible and printed on a minimum sheet size of A3
(27.9 cm by 43.2 cm).

5.6. On completion of the construction of a building, the chief building official
may require the applicant to submit a set of as constructed plans, including
a plan of survey showing the location of the building.

5.7. Plans and specifications submitted in accordance with this By-law or
otherwise required by the Act become the property of the City and will be
disposed of or retained in accordance with relevant legislation or by-law.

6. AUTHORIZATION OF ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS

6.1. Where approval for an alternative solution under the Building Code is being
sought, the applicant shall submit:
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6.1.1. an application on a form prescribed by the chief building official;

6.1.2. supporting documentation demonstrating that the proposed
alternative solution will provide the level of performance required
by the Building Code; and

6.1.3. payment of the required fee prescribed by Schedule A.
7. FEES AND REFUNDS

7.1. The chief building official shall determine the required application fees in
accordance with Schedule A to this By-law.

7.2. The chief building official shall not issue a permit until fees required by this
By-law have been paid in full by the applicant.

7.3. In addition to the fees paid at the time of building permit application, when
an applicant makes supplementary submissions and revised submissions,
the applicant shall pay the prescribed fee which shall be calculated in
accordance with Schedule A.

7.4. In the case of withdrawal or abandonment of an application, or refusal or
revocation of a permit, and upon written request by the applicant, the chief
building official may refund any unearned fees which shall be calculated in
accordance with Section 4 of Schedule A.

7.5. Fees noted in Schedule A, Table 1, shall be increased by the Consumer
Price Index, Ontario All Items, published each year in September, to a
maximum of five (5) percent each year, effective on the first day of January
of each year, commencing on January 1, 2025. Flat rate fees shall be
rounded to the nearest dollar amount. Increments of half dollar and greater
shall be rounded up. All other fees shall be rounded to the nearest cent.

8. TRANSFER OF PERMITS

8.1. Upon change of ownership, permit applications and permits must be
transferred to the new owner with the approval of the chief building official.

8.2. To transfer a permit application or permit, the new owner shall complete
and submit an application form in accordance with the requirements of
Section 4 of this by-law and pay the required fee as prescribed by
Schedule A.

8.3. Upon the transfer of the permit by the chief building official, the new owner
shall be the permit holder for the purpose of this By-law, the Act and the
Building Code.

9. NOTICES FOR INSPECTIONS

9.1. Inspection notices required by the building code and this By-law shall be
made using the City’s online permit inspection request system.

9.2. Inspection notices are required a minimum of two business days prior to the
stages of construction specified therein and shall be given in accordance
with the requirements of Subsection 1.3.5 of Division C of the Building
Code.

9.3. The person to whom the permit has been issued shall notify the chief
building official or a Registered Code Agency where one is appointed, of
each stage of construction for which a notice is prescribed by the Building
Code.

9.4. Notwithstanding Section 10 of this By-law, the person to whom the permit
has been issued shall notify the chief building official of the date of
completion of the building or demolition work no more than two days after
that date.
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9.5. In addition to the notices prescribed in Article 1.3.5.1 of Division C of the
Building Code, the person to whom a permit has been issued shall give the
chief building official notice of the readiness for inspection for the
following stages of construction, where applicable:

9.5.1. commencement of construction of the building

9.5.2. commencement of construction of:
9.5.2.1. masonry fireplaces and masonry chimneys,
9.5.2.2. factory-built fireplaces and allied chimneys,

9.5.2.3. stoves, ranges, space heaters and add-on furnaces using
solid fuels and allied chimneys

9.5.3. substantial completion of interior finishes
10. REGISTERED CODE AGENCIES

10.1. The chief building official is authorized to enter into and sign contracts for
service agreements with Registered Code Agencies and appoint them to
perform specified functions from time to time in order to maintain the time
periods for permits prescribed in Article 1.3.1.3. of Division C of the
Building Code.

10.2. A Registered Code Agency may be appointed to perform one or more of the
specified functions described in Section 15.15 of the Act.

11. FENCING CONSTRUCTION SITES

11.1. Where, in the opinion of the chief building official, a construction or
demolition site presents a hazard to the public, the chief building official
may require the permit holder to erect such fencing to the standards and
specifications that the chief building official deems to be appropriate in the
circumstances.

11.2. When determining if a construction or demolition site presents a hazard to
the public and requires the erection of fencing and the type of fencing
required, the chief building official shall have regard to:

11.2.1. the proximity of the construction site to occupied dwellings;

11.2.2. the proximity of the construction site to lands accessible to the
public, including but not limited to streets, parks, and commercial
and institutional activities;

11.2.3. the hazards presented by the construction activities and materials;
11.2.4. the feasibility and effectiveness of site fencing; and
11.2.5. the duration of the hazard.

11.3. When the chief building official is of the opinion that fencing is required,
the permit holder shall, prior to the issuance of any construction or

demolition permit, erect or cause to be erected fencing to the following
minimum standards:

11.3.1. Minimum of 1800 mm in height

11.3.2. Maximum of 2300 mm in height

11.3.3. Full height screening with a minimum opaqueness of 90%, and

11.3.4. Fencing must be located entirely within the subject property lines
unless otherwise authorized.

11.4. For the purposes of this Section, construction or demolition site shall
include the area of the proposed construction or demolition and any area
where materials or equipment are stored or operated.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

OFFENCES AND PENALTIES

12.1. Any person who contravenes any provision of this by-law is guilty of an
offence and is liable upon conviction to a fine as provided for in the Act.

SEVERABILITY

13.1. Should any section, subsection, clause or provision of this By-law be
declared by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, the same shall
not affect the validity of this By-law as a whole or any part thereof, other
than the part so declared to be invalid.

MISCELLANEOUS
14.1. All Schedules shall be and form part of this By-law.

14.2. A reference to the singular or to the masculine shall be deemed to refer to
the plural or feminine as the context may require.

REPEAL AND TRANSITION

15.1. By-law Number 2023-18 is hereby repealed upon the date that this by-law
comes into force.

15.2. Notwithstanding Sections 15.1 and 16.1 of this by-law, for any complete
application received prior to the effective date of this by-law, the
provisions of By-law Number 2023-18 shall remain in force and effect for
the purpose of that application.

15.3. Applications that are not complete applications as defined in this by-law,
shall be subject to the within by-law irrespective of the date the initial
application was made.

EFFECTIVE DATE

16.1. This by-law shall come into force on the 1 day of January 2025.

READ A FIRST, SECOND, AND THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS
XXM DAY OF MONTH, 2024.

KIMBERLEY KITTERINGHAM FRANK SCARPITTI
CITY CLERK MAYOR
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SCHEDULE A

CLASSES OF PERMITS, FEES AND REFUNDS

1. FEES

11

1.2

All fees shall be paid in full at the time of acceptance of the permit
application.

The fee for the pre-application review of applications shall be $100. This fee
is non-refundable and a credit for this fee will be applied to the total building
permit fee.

2. CALCULATION OF PERMIT FEES

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

2.8

Permit fees shall be calculated on the basis of:
2.1.1 the flat rate where indicated in Column 5 of Table 1 of this Schedule;

2.1.2 the product of the applicable fee multiplier in Column 4 of Table 1 of
this Schedule and the related floor area or other measure specified in
Column 3; or

2.1.3 where a fee is not listed in Table 1, $40 for each $1,000 or part
thereof of the construction value prescribed by the chief building
official.

Except for classes of permits subject to flat rates, fees shall be based on the
appropriate measure of the floor area of the project.

Except where otherwise exempt, in addition to the fees calculated according
to Subsections 2.1 and 2.2 fees shall also be assessed according to the
number of plumbing fixtures and the size of supply piping and drainage
piping as applicable.

Section B of Table 1 of this Schedule applies where the scope of work does
not affect any exterior wall or exterior roof assembly in existing construction.

The base fee charged for the review of a certified model with one elevation
shall be calculated using a fee multiplier equivalent to that applicable to
Single or Semi-Detached Dwellings determined in accordance with
Subsections 2.12 to 2.15 of this Schedule. Where a certified model includes a
secondary suite, the fee listed in Table 1, Section A, line A8 shall apply to
the gross floor area of the dwelling unit and the secondary suite. Optional
items will incur supplemental review fees as follows:

2.5.1 $125 for each elevation

2.5.2 $125 for corner upgrade / rear upgrade
2.5.3 $125 for each alternate floor layout
2.5.4 $125 for walk-out condition

2.5.,5 $125 for look-out condition

Where a revision to a repeat permit includes a change of house model, an
additional fee of $300 plus the fee in Table 1 corresponding to new home
construction for any resulting increase in floor area shall be payable. Where
the floor area is reduced, no refund applies.

Where an application for a new dwelling unit listed under Table 1,
Section A, line A6, A7 and A8 contains a secondary suite, the fee listed in
Table 1, Section A, line A8 shall apply to the gross floor area of dwelling
unit and the secondary suite.

In addition to the fees calculated in accordance with Table 1 paid at the time
of building permit application, fees for supplementary submissions and
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2.9

2.10

211

212

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

revised submissions shall be calculated at $125/hour spent determining
compliance with the Building Code, applicable law and submission
standards. Supplementary submission fees are nonrefundable.

Where supplementary submissions or revised submissions include
certification of applicable law compliance, and in which compliance or
applicability was incorrectly declared at the time of permit application, a fee
of $300 for each applicable law certification shall apply.

Where an application form other than an applicable law checklist is required
to be revised to reflect incorrectly declared information, a fee of $250
applies.

In addition to the fees calculated in accordance with Table 1, each
application for consideration of an alternative solution shall be accompanied
by a non-refundable fee of $3,500 for multiple-unit residential projects and
non-residential projects (per building), $800.00 for low rise residential
(including singles, semis (per unit), townhouse (per unit), decks, porches,
and sheds) and $500 for Engineering Judgements. Where a supplementary
submission is made for an alternative solution, a flat fee of $300.00 will
apply and is due at the time of resubmission.

When calculating fees based on floor areas, floor area is measured to the
outer face of exterior walls and to the centreline of party walls or demising
walls, except when calculating interior partition work. When measuring floor
area for interior partitioning, corridors, lobbies, washrooms, lounges, and
other similar facilities are to be included and classified according to the
major occupancy classification for the floor area with which they are
associated. Where these areas are constructed in a shell-only building, fees
shall be calculated at the applicable partitioned rate in Table 1.

When measuring floor area, no deductions shall be allowed for floor
openings required for such facilities as stairs, elevators, escalators, shafts and
ducts. Interconnected floor spaces and atriums above their lowest level may
be deducted from measured floor area.

Where incorporated with an application for a class of dwelling described in
Rows A6, A7 or A8 of Table 1, no additional fee is required for decks,
fireplaces, unfinished basements, heating or plumbing systems.

Where incorporated with an application for a class of permit described under
Section A and B of Table 1, no additional fee shall be levied for the scope of
work described in Sections D and G of Table 1 that form part of the work
proposed under the application.

For any permit application for a class of permit described under Section B of
Table 1, floor area used for the calculation of fees shall be the lesser of:

2.16.1 the area contained within a single rectangle encompassing all of the
proposed work, or

2.16.2 the actual area of the tenant space;

The occupancy classifications used in this By-law are based on the Building
Code occupancy classifications. For mixed occupancy classifications, the
total payable fee shall be calculated by applying the fee multiplier for each
occupancy prescribed in Table 1 to the floor area measured for each
individual occupancy and taking the sum of the fees calculated for each
occupancy.

For permits for change of use, the fee multiplier for the proposed occupancy
will be applied to the entire floor area subject to the change of use.

Where a change of use permit is denied, the fees paid may be credited to a
building permit which incorporates the construction required to
accommodate the change of use.
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2.20

221

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

2.27

Fees for temporary event structures, including tents, stages and bleachers,
apply to buildings erected for less than 2 weeks. Where the installation of the
temporary event structure exceeds 2 weeks, permit fee multiplier shall be
Row A34 of Table 1 to a maximum fee of $1000.

The permit fee for the remediation, restoration, or demolition of premises
used for the production of illicit substances is $5,000. Administrative fees in
accordance with Section 5 of this Schedule are in addition to this fee.

For phased non-housing projects, in addition to the permit fee for the
complete building, an additional fee of $1000 shall be payable for each phase
not applied for at the time of the initial permit application.

For conditional permits, the conditional permit fee shall be the total permit
fee for the proposed construction plus a non-refundable additional 15% of
that fee.

2.23.1 A minimum additional fee of $3,500 and a maximum additional fee
of $10,000 applies to conditional permits.

2.23.2 Where the conditions of the conditional permit agreement have not
been met and the conditional permit expiration date is required to be
extended, a non-refundable fee equal to the original conditional
permit fee shall apply to each extension.

2.23.3 Where there is an outstanding Order to Comply at the time of
conditional permit extension, the non-refundable renewal fee will be
equal to the original conditional permit fee plus 50%.

2.23.4 In addition to the non-refundable fee, a letter of credit is required for
every conditional permit or phased conditional permit.

Pursuant to Section 10 of this by-law, where an application is made using a
Registered Code Agency appointed under a service agreement with the Chief
Building Official, and those services are fully paid for by the applicant, the
applicable fee shall be reduced by 20% at the time a complete application is
filed with a Plan Review Certificate as defined by the Building Code Act.

As deemed necessary by the Chief Building Official where an outside
consultant is engaged to provide a third party review of a document or
drawing submitted with a permit application, alternative solution proposal or
partial occupancy permit, the consultant’s fees are to be fully paid by the
applicant.

Where a building inspection is requested outside of business hours the visit
to the site will be charged at a rate of $190 per hour with a minimum of 3
hours charged.

Where a building inspection is required to be conducted outside of the
boundaries of the City of Markham, the visit will be charged at a rate of $250
per hour with a minimum of 3 hours charged. Travel and accommodation
expenses will be charged in addition to the hourly rate and applicable where
the location is more than 1 hour driving distance from the City of Markham.

3. MINIMUM FEE

3.1

3.2

3.3

Except where a flat fee applies, the minimum permit fee for any permit
application for work proposed in Group C residential occupancies in Sections
A, B, D, and E of Table 1 shall be $125;

Except where a flat fee applies, the minimum permit fee for any permit
application for work proposed in Group A, B, D, E and F occupancies in
Sections A, B, D, and E of Table 1 shall be $525.

A flat fee of $2125 will be added to fees listed in Table 1, Section E for
private servicing of multiple lots.
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3.4 A flat fee of $1000 will apply to the reinstallation of a previously approved
air supported structure listed in Table 1, Section A, Line A31.

3.5 The flat fees in Section H of Table 1 are in addition to the minimum fees
outlined in this Section.

4. CALCULATION OF REFUNDS
4.1 Pursuant to Section 7 of this By-law, refunds shall be calculated as follows:
Refund = [Permit Fee Paid] — [Total Permit Fees Payable x % Permit Fee Earned]
4.2 The proportion of the total permit fee payable is earned according to the
following schedule:

4.2.1 10% if administrative functions only have been performed

4.2.2 50% if administrative functions, and/or all or part of zoning review,
and/or all or part of the Building Code review have been performed;
and

4.2.3 70% if all administrative functions and reviews have been completed
and the building permit has been issued or is available to be issued.

4.3 No refund is available for:
4.3.1 Flat fees prescribed in Column 5 of Table 1;
4.3.2 minimum fees prescribed in Section 3 of this Schedule;
4.3.3 fees in the amount of $525 or less;

4.3.4 reduced area of work where the scope of work is reduced more than
2 business days after the application is filed;

4.3.5 incorrect work area declaration at the time of application;

4.3.6 where a permit is revoked, except where a permit is issued in error, or
the applicant requests revocation no more than six months after the
permit is issued;

4.3.7 applications or permits where construction or demolition has
commenced;

4.3.8 applications cancelled more than 2 years after the permit application
date; or

4.3.9 administrative fees listed in Section 5 of this Schedule.

4.4 Pursuant to Section 10 of this by-law, 20% of the applicable permit fee paid
shall be refunded where an application was made using a Registered Code
Agency appointed under a service agreement with the Chief Building
Official, those services are fully paid for by the applicant and have been
completed in accordance with the building code, and the Final Certificate as
defined by the Building Code Act has been submitted to the Chief Building
Official.

5. ADMINISTRATIVE FEES

5.1 Once a permit application has been accepted, the non-refundable fee to
transfer the application to a new permit applicant or permit holder or to
change the project address is $300.

5.2 To transfer a permit from one permit holder to another, a non-refundable fee
of $300 shall be payable.

5.3 To add additional contacts to the permit record for the receipt of Building
Inspection correspondence, as requested by the Applicant, a non-refundable
fee of $125 shall be payable per permit record.

5.4 In additionto 5.5, 5.6, 5.7, 5.8, 5.9 and to offset additional administrative
cost, where after being advised by a third party, a Building Code
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5.5

5.6

5.7

5.8

5.9

5.10

investigation is conducted resulting in the issuance of an Order pursuant to
the Act, an additional non-refundable fee of $150 shall in paid.

To offset additional investigative and administrative costs, a non-refundable
fee of $500 shall be paid where any Order to Comply is issued pursuant to
Section 12 or Section 13 of the Act. Every subsequent visit or file review
required to determine compliance with the Order will be charged at $190 per
hour. A minimum of 1 hour will be charged per visit during business hours.
Payment of these fees does not relieve any person or corporation from
complying with the Act, the Building Code or any applicable law.

To offset additional investigative and administrative costs, an additional non-
refundable fee of $1,500 shall be paid where any Stop Work Order is issued
pursuant to Section 14 of the Act. Payment of these fees does not relieve any
person or corporation from complying with the Act, the Building Code or
any applicable law.

To offset additional costs associated with the investigation, inspection,
administration and rectification of unsafe buildings pursuant to Section 15.9
of the Act, a non-refundable fee of $800 shall be paid where any Unsafe
Order is issued, and an additional non-refundable fee of $1,500 shall be paid
where any Order respecting Occupancy is issued. In addition, where the
initial site visit related to the issuance of an Unsafe Order occurs outside of
business hours the visit to the site will be charged at a rate of $190 per hour
with a minimum of 3 hours charged.

Where an Unsafe Order or an Order respecting Occupancy has been issued,
every subsequent visit to the site required to determine compliance with the
Order(s) will be charged at $190 per hour. A minimum of 1 hour will be
charged per visit during business hours and a minimum of 3 hours will be
charged per visit occurring outside of business hours. Payment of these fees
does not relieve any person or corporation from complying with the Act, the
Building Code or any applicable law.

Where construction has started prior to the issuance of a building permit and
where an Order to Comply (OTC) and/or a Stop Work Order (SWO) has
been issued, an additional fee equal to 50% of the total permit fee due up to a
maximum of $5,000 will be paid prior to the issuance of the permit. Payment
of these fees does not relieve any person or corporation from complying with
the Act, the Building Code or any applicable law.

Where construction has started prior to the issuance of a building permit and
where an Order to Comply (OTC) and/or a Stop Work Order (SWO) has
been issued, the Owner shall, if ordered to do so by the Chief Building
Official,

5.10.1 provide proof that the construction complies with this By-Law, the
Building Code and any applicable law;

5.10.2 carry out test and investigations by independent agencies, at the cost
of the Owner, to determine if the construction complies with the
Building Code;

5.10.3 carry out test and investigations by independent agencies, at the cost
of the Owner, to determine appropriate remedial measures to ensure
construction complies with the Building Code;

5.10.4 provide to the Chief Building Official, at the cost of the Owner, the
result of any test and investigation ordered by the Chief Building
Official, and

5.10.5 provide documentation to the satisfaction of the Chief Building
Official to establish that all remedial measures to ensure the
construction complies with Building Code have been completed.
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5.11

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

5.20

Where an Order issued under Sections 12(2), 13(1), 13(6), 14(1), 15.9 (4),
15.10.1 (2) or 18(1) of the Building Code Act and has been deemed Inactive,
a maintenance fee of $1,000 shall be charged immediately and $1,000 per
year thereafter until the Order has been deemed complied with by the
Building Standards Department.

Where a requested inspection reveals an infraction which was identified at a
previous inspection and not remedied, an additional fee of $300 shall be
payable prior to subsequent inspections being scheduled.

Where an inspector determines that work for which an inspection has been
requested is not sufficiently complete to allow proper inspection or drawings
in accordance with Section 5.5 of this by-law have not been provided, an
additional fee of $200 shall be payable prior to subsequent inspections being
scheduled.

Where a permit is issued and construction has not seriously commenced
within 12 months, a request may be submitted to defer revocation up to a
maximum of 24 months from the date of permit issuance. Where approved
the non-refundable fee to defer revocation of the permit will be twice the
permit fee paid to a maximum of $3000.

When a permit is suspended or is deemed incomplete; a permit maintenance
fee of $400 for housing permits not covered in 5.16 and 5.17, and $825 for
non-housing permits will be charged yearly.

Where a building permit has been issued for a secondary suite and where an
occupancy permit or a completion certificate has not been issued; a permit
maintenance of $825 will be charged yearly commencing 12 months after the
date of permit issuance.

Where a building permit has been issued for an infill residential dwelling and
where an occupancy permit or a completion certificate has not been issued; a
permit maintenance fee of $2000 will be charged yearly commencing 24
months after the date of permit issuance.

A lot grading certificate is required to be submitted to the Chief Building
Official confirming compliance of an infill residential dwelling project with
the building code and municipal by-laws. The certificate is required to be
submitted and compliance confirmed within 12 months of the issuance of an
occupancy permit or a completion certificate. A maintenance fee of $2000
will be charged yearly commencing 12 months after issuance of an
occupancy permit or completion certificate where the lot grading certificate
has not been submitted to the Chief Building Official.

Where a permit authorizes the installation of a Class 5 sewage system, a
septic maintenance fee of $300 will be charged monthly commencing 6
months after permit issuance.

Except as noted in Section 5.21 of Schedule A, Partial Occupancy Permits
of unfinished buildings issued under Division C, Part 1, Section, 1.3.3 of the
building code will be charged at $150 per dwelling unit listed per certificate
and $1000 each for all other partial occupancy certificates.

5.20.1 The Chief Building Official may impose conditions on partial
occupancy permits;

5.20.2 The Chief Building Official may revoke a partial occupancy permit
if the Permit Holder fails to comply with the conditions imposed by
the Chief Building Official;

5.20.3 The Chief Building Official may revoke a partial occupancy permit
if the Owner fails to comply with any permit relating to the building.
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5.21

5.22

5.23

5.24

5.25

Partial Occupancy Permits of unfinished buildings issued under Division C,
Part 1, Section, 1.3.3.7 of the building code will be charged at $275 per
dwelling unit listed per certificate and $1500 each for all other partial
occupancy certificates.

5.21.1 The Chief Building Official may impose conditions on partial
occupancy permits;

5.21.2 The Chief Building Official may revoke a partial occupancy permit
if the Permit Holder fails to comply with the conditions imposed by
the Chief Building Official;

5.21.3 The Chief Building Official may revoke a partial occupancy permit
if the Owner fails to comply with any permit relating to the building.

Fees for Pre Permit Consultation shall be $800 per discipline for the first
review. Where a supplementary submission is made for a Pre Permit
Consultation, a fee of $300 per discipline will apply and is due at the time of
resubmission.

For review and approval of spatial separation agreements required by
Division B of the Building Code a fee of $500 per lot applies.

For the reproduction of documents, the fee shall be $60 plus 110% of the
cost of reproduction, plus a fee for City staff preparation time at $125/hour.

For the registration of an Order or Conditional Permit Agreement on title the
fee shall be $500.00. The discharge of an Order or Conditional Permit
Agreement from title the fee shall be $500.00

6. ZONING & COMPLIANCE FEES

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

Except as provided in Section 6.2, for written requests for information
concerning a property’s compliance with the Building Code and applicable
law, the non-refundable fee shall be $200.

For written requests for information to support Provincial license
applications unrelated to a current permit or permit application, the non-
refundable fee shall be $500. Where there is a current permit or permit
application, the non-refundable fee shall be $250.

The non-refundable fee shall be $125 for written requests for information
concerning a property’s zoning designation, permitted uses and development
standards.

Fees for Zoning Preliminary Reviews will be as follows:

6.4.1 $300 for low rise residential (including singles, semis (per unit),
townhouse (per unit), decks, porches, sheds, and driveways);

6.4.2 $750 for non-housing interior alterations (including parking
calculation) (per unit);

6.4.3 $1800 for multiple-unit residential projects and non-residential
projects (per building); and

6.4.4 $1200 per proposed lot where the review is in support of a land
division application.

In addition to the Zoning Preliminary Review fees in Section 6.4 paid at the
time of application, fees for supplementary submissions and revised

submissions shall be calculated at $125/hour spent determining compliance
with the zoning by-laws. Supplementary submission fees are nonrefundable.

In addition to the fees listed Section A and B of Table 1 and where a Zoning
Preliminary Review has not been completed, Zoning Review in support of
building permit applications required to determine compliance with by-laws



Page 94 of 231

By-law 2024-XXX
Page 17

passed under the Planning Act and/or the Municipal Act shall be calculated
as per Section H of Table 1.
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TABLE 1 - Calculation of Permit Fees
1] 2 [ 3 I 4 I 5
Class of Permit, Occupancy Classification and Work Description $/m2 Flat Fee
ection A O R ON o ew build additio oe build d ezza es o e ermediate floo

Al | Group A Assembly Transportation Terminals $23.15

A2 Portable classrooms (each) (new or relocated) $707
A3 Outdoor Pool $16.16

A4 All Other Assembly Occupancies $27.82

A5 |Group B: Institutional $30.11

A6 |Group C: Residential Single Detached Dwelling (SDD) $21.03

A7 Infill Residential Dwelling $23.57

A8 Multiple Unit buildings less than 4 storeys high $26.12

A9 Multiple Unit buildings greater than 3 storeys, less than 13 storeys $26.12

A10 Multiple Unit buildings greater than 12 storeys high, less than 66 storeys or 250 m in height $19.40

All Multiple Unit buildings greater than 65 storeys or 250 m in height $19.02

Al12 Repeat of Previously approved Certified Model $17.24

Al13 Hotel / Motel $27.82

Al4 Unfinished Basement / Foundations $7.17

A15 Detached or semi-detached garage/carport $673
Al6 Garage incorporating a dwelling unit (GDU) $1,964
Al7 Repeat of previously approved GDU $1,220
Al18 Accessory utility building (ie. Garden shed, Gazebo) less than 20 m $144
A19 Accessory utility building (ie. Garden shed, Gazebo) 20 m? or greater $927
A20 Single Detached Dwelling Unit (SDD) less than 37 mZin building area $1,927
A21 Deck / Balcony / Covered Porch (each) $144
A22 |Group D: Business and Personal Services Shell Only (including unfinished basement) $17.94

A23 Partitioned / Finished / Mezzanine $23.15

A24 Temporary Real Estate Sales Office $2,728
A25 |Group E: Mercantile Shell Only (including unfinished basement) $15.08

A26 Partitioned / Finished / Mezzanine $19.74

A27 |Group F: Industrial Shell Only (including unfinished basement) $11.66

A28 Partitioned / Finished / Mezzanine $16.14

A29 Gas Station / Canopy, Car Wash $14.90

A30 Repair garage $16.14

A31 Parking Garage (underground, open air) $11.66

A32 Shelf and Rack Storage Systems $11.66

A33 [Group G: Agricultural High-hazard agricultural (G1 ) $11.66

A34 Other agricultural (G2) $10.38

A35 Greenhouse agricultural (G3) $9.36

A36 Agricultural with no human occupants (G4) $8.34

A37 |All Occupancies Permanent Tent / Air supported structure $8.34

A38 Repair / reclad wall or replace roof structure $2.15

A39 Ceiling (new or replacement) $0.58

A40 Mechanical Penthouse $11.66

A4l Temporary Event Structure $299
A42 Shoring (/m of length) $17.94

A43 Underpinning (/m of length) $17.94

Ad4 Design of Hazardous Areas regulated by the Building Code $30.11

A45 Multiple Unit Encapsulated Mass Timber Buildings greater than 3 storeys $30.11

A46 |Designated Structures Communication Tower $428
A47 Crane Runway $637
A48 Exterior Storage Tank $428
A49 Pedestrian Bridge (/m of length) $49.71

A50 Retaining Wall (/m of length) $24.88

A51 Sign regulated by the Building Code $428
Bl |Group A: Assembly Restaurant $11.62

B2 All other assembly occupancies $8.02

B3 |Group B: Institutional $8.02

B4 |Group C: Residential Secondary Suite $21.03

B5 All other Residential occupancies $8.02

B6 Exterior door or door from garage into dwelling $474
B7 Below grade stair $474
B8 Elevator (Housing Permits only) $474
B9 |Group D: Business and Personal Service $8.02

B10 |Group E: Mercantile Restaurant $11.62

B11 All other mercantile occupancies $8.02

B12 |Group F: Industrial $7.31

B13 |All Occupancies Electromagnetic Locking Device ($707 + $142/additional device) $142 $707
B14 Parking Structure Repair $2.15

B15 Balcony Guard Replacement (/m of length) $2.60

B16 Window Replacement or Enlargement (each) $8.96

B17 Special Ventilation Systems (each)

C1 |Group C: Residential Housing Single / Semi-detached dwelling $722
C2 |Group C: Residential Housing Accessory building $241
C3 |All Other Occupancies Complete / Partial / Interior Demolition ($1,500 minimum fee $0.21

D1 |All Occupancies Heating, ventilation, air conditioning $1.40

D2 Fire Alarm System (per storey) $465

D3 Replacement Annunciator/Control Panel only (per storey served) $465

D4 Sprinkler System $1.40

D5 In-rack sprinkler System $1.40

D6 Standpipe System (per riser) $182

D7 Emergency Power $896
D8 Emergency Lighting (per storey) $239

D9 Fireplace / Woodstove $144
D10 Heating plant replacement $233
E1 |Residential Service Connections Service Connection (per lot) $218
E2 |All Occupancies Each fixture $21.29

E3 Each Appliance $21.29

E4 Each Rain Water Hopper $21.29

E5 Conversion from Septic System to sewer $546
E6 Testable backflow preventer ($328 +$109/additional device) $109 $328
E7 Water service (/length in m) $21.29

E8 Building sanitary/storm drain and sanitary/storm sewers (/length in m) $21.29

E9 Replacement or re-lining of water distribution piping (/length in m) $21.29

E10 Each Manhole $62.78

El1 Each Catchbasin $62.78

E12 Each Area Drain $62.78

E13 Each Backwater Valve / Sump Pump / Sewage Ejector $144

F1 New System $2,128
F2 Replacement of Leaching Bed $1,139
F3 Replacement of Septic Tank or Minor Repair of Part of a System $707
F4 Evaluation of System (no alterations required) $284
F5 Review of Clearances Onl $284
G1 Solar domestic hot water systems (serving individual dwellings) ! $144
G2 Solar domestic hot water systems (serving all other buildings) $776
G3 Solar photovoltaic systems (serving individual dwellings) $144
G4 Solar photovoltaic systems (serving all other buildings) $776
G5 Geothermal Systems $468
G6 Wind Turbines (per turbine) $310
G7 Drain water heat recovery unit (serving individual dwellings) $144
H1 Infill Residential dwelling $400
H2 Single, Semi-detached dwelling or Secondary Suite $100
H3 Multiple unit residential buildings less than 4 storeys high (per building) $400
H4 All other new multiple unit residential buildings and new non-residential projects (per building) $950
H5 Non-housing interior alterations ( per unit) $200
H6 Portables $200
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Schedule B

Documents & Drawings Required For A Complete Application (Paper or Digital Media). All digital media
must comply with the Submission Standards approved by the Chief Building Official.
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Row | Class of Permit Documents and Drawings Required
1 All Permits Documents
a. Building Permit Application Form * (not required for
electronic submissions)
b. Applicable Law Checklist *
c. Permit Applicant Authorization Form *
2 Permit to Construct Housing Documents
Detached Houses, Semi- a. Schedule1*
detached Houses, Duplex/ b. Schedule 2 *
Accessory buildings c. Energy Efficiency Design Summary Form *
d. Plumbing Data Housing Form *
e New Buildings e. Approval documents required by an applicable law
e Additions f.  Subsurface Investigation Report
e Alterations g. Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations (per dwelling
e Accessory Buildings unit)

h. Residential Mechanical Ventilation Summary
For infill residential, refer to
Row 3 Drawings

i. SitePlan

Current Land Survey

Municipally Approved Site Grading Plan

Architectural Drawings

Structural Drawings

Roof truss / Pre-engineered floor system shop drawings
HVAC Drawings

On-site Sewage System Drawings (including On-Site
Sewage System Statement of Design)

TosS3—ARTC

3 Permit to Construct Infill Documents

Residential Housing Schedule 1 *

Schedule 2 *

Energy Efficiency Design Summary Form *
Plumbing Data Housing Form *

Owners Lot Grading Undertaking

Approval documents required by an applicable law
Subsurface Investigation Report

Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations (per dwelling
unit)

i. Residential Mechanical Ventilation Summary

e New Buildings
e Additions

Se@ e a0 o

Drawings
j. Site Plan
Current Land Survey
Municipally Approved Site Grading Plan
. Architectural Drawings
Structural Drawings
Roof truss / Pre-engineered floor system shop drawings
HVAC Drawings
On-site Sewage System Drawings (including On-Site
Sewage System Statement of Design)

r. Temporary shoring design where the foundation wall
of the new dwelling / addition is 1.8 m or less from a
property line, or the extent of excavation is within 1.2
m of the property line or where otherwise determined
by the chief building official

2D o33 —RT
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Row

Class of Permit

Documents and Drawings Required

4

Permit to Construct Secondary
Suite

e Alterations
e Additions

Documents

Schedule 1 *

Schedule 2 *

Energy Efficiency Design Summary Form *
Plumbing Data Housing Form *

Approval documents required by an applicable law
Subsurface Investigation Report

Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations (per dwelling
unit)

@+pPoooTw

Drawings

h. Site Plan

i. Current Land Survey

i. Municipally Approved Site Grading Plan

j. Architectural Drawings including fire separation and
fire-resistance rating drawings (plan and section)

k.  Structural Drawings

I.  Roof truss / Pre-engineered floor system shop drawings

m. HVAC Drawings

n. On-site Sewage System Drawings (including On-Site
Sewage System Statement of Design)

Permit to Construct Multi-unit
Residential less than 4 storeys

e New Buildings
e Additions
e Alterations

Documents

Schedule 1 *

Schedule 2 *

Energy Efficiency Design Summary Form *
Plumbing Data Housing Form *

Approval documents required by an applicable law
Subsurface Investigation Report

Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations (per dwelling
unit)

h. Residential Mechanical Ventilation Summary

@~ooooTw

Drawings

i. SitePlan

j. Municipally Approved Site Grading Plan

k.  Architectural Drawings (including block floor plans for

each floor, block roof plans and block elevations for
townhouse blocks)

I.  Fire Separation / Fire-Resistance Rating Drawings
(plan and section, for all multi-unit buildings)
Structural Drawings
Roof truss / Pre-engineered floor system shop drawings
HVAC Drawings
Plumbing Drawings for buildings with stacked
dwelling units
On-site Sewage System Drawings (including On-Site
Sewage System Statement of Design)

T o5 3

“
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Row | Class of Permit Documents and Drawings Required
6 Permit to Construct Documents
Non-Housing — New a. Building and Land Use Declaration Form *
Construction b. Schedule1*
Non-residential buildings, c. Schedule 2 *
Residential Apartment d. Commitment to General Review *
Buildings, Mixed-Use e. Energy Efficiency Form *
Buildings, Triplex/Fourplex f.  Plumbing Data Form *
g. Approval documents required by an applicable law
e New Buildings h. Subsurface Investigation Report
e Additions i. Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations
e Change of Use j. Mechanical equipment and design specifications
k. Construction Site Fire Safety Plan (for mid-rise wood

construction projects)

Partial Occupancy Request and Report for super tall
buildings

Vibration Control Report and Zone of Influence Report
where deep foundations are proposed

n. High Building Checklist

3

Drawings

a. Site Plan

b. Municipally Approved Site Servicing Plan indicating all
services (domestic water, fire protection, sanitary and
storm sewers, laterals servicing buildings) and clearly
indicating the area(s) that are municipally and privately
owned.

¢. Architectural Drawings, including:

i. Building Code Compliance Matrix

ii. Fire Separation / Fire-Resistance Rating Drawings

(plan and section, for all multi-unit buildings)

Structural Drawings

Electrical Drawings

Roof truss / Pre-engineered floor system shop drawings

Mechanical Drawings (HVAC, plumbing, fire protection

systems)

h.  On-site Sewage System Drawings (including On-Site
Sewage System Statement of Design

@ +oa

7 Permit to Construct Documents
Non-Housing — Alterations a. Building and Land Use Declaration Form *
Non-residential buildings, b. Schedule 1*
Residential Apartment ¢. Commitment to General Review *
Buildings, Mixed-Use d. Energy Efficiency Form *
Buildings e. Plumbing Data Form *
f.  Approval documents required by an applicable law
e Alterations g. Heat loss / heat gain / duct calculations
e Tenant Improvements h.  Mechanical equipment and design specifications
Drawings
i. SitePlan
j. KeyPlan
k. Architectural Drawings, including:
i. Building Code Compliance Matrix
ii. Fire Separation / Fire-Resistance Rating Drawings
(plan and section, for all multi-unit buildings)
I.  Structural Drawings
m. Electrical Drawings
n. Mechanical Drawings (HVAC, plumbing, fire protection)
8 Permit to Construct Documents
Private servicing a. Building and Land Use Declaration Form *
b. Commitment to General Review *
¢. Plumbing Data Form *
d. Site Servicing Declaration for low rise residential

developments
e. Approval documents required by an applicable law

Drawings

f.  Municipally Approved Civil Engineering package
including Site Servicing Plan indicating all services
(domestic water, fire protection, sanitary and storm sewers,
laterals servicing buildings) and clearly indicating the
area(s) that are municipally and privately owned.

g. Site Plan including hydrant locations for low rise multi-
unit residential developments
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Row | Class of Permit Documents and Drawings Required
9 Permit to Construct Documents
Temporary Event Structures a. Temporary Event Structure Authorization Form *
Tents, stages, bleachers b. Commitment to General Review *
c. Approval documents required by an applicable law
d. Documentation confirming flame spread rating of tent
material
Drawings
e. Site Plan
f.  Shop Drawings
10 Permit to Demolish Documents
a. Commitment to General Review *
b. Approval documents required by an applicable law
c. Environmental Building Audit
d. Demolition Checklist for infill residential projects
Drawings
e. Site Plan including existing building to be demolished,
construction fencing and gate access locations
f.  Demolition Plan prepared in accordance with
O.Reg. 260/08
g. Temporary shoring design for infill residential projects
where the foundation wall of the new dwelling is 1.8 m or
less from a property line, or the extent of excavation is
within 1.2 m of the property line or where otherwise
determined by the chief building official
11 Conditional Permit Documents
a. Conditional Permit Addendum Form *
b. Deed
c. Development Approval Schedule
Notes:

1. Inaddition to the forms listed in this table, the application may be required to submit any other form deemed
mandatory by the chief building official.

2. Documents marked with an asterisk (*) are available from the chief building official.

3. The chief building official may waive the requirement for any specified documents or drawings where the
scope of work, applicable law or building code does not, in the opinion of the chief building official,
necessitate its submission.
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Report to: Development Services Committee Meeting Date: November 12, 2024

SUBJECT: Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Update — Draft Policy
Framework

PREPARED BY: Philip English

Planner 11, Policy, Ext. 2206

REVIEWED BY: Duran Wedderburn, MCIP, RPP,
Manager, Policy, Ext. 2109

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1) That the report entitled "Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Update — Draft Policy
Framework" dated November 12, 2024, be received;

2) That the Draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan be released for public consultation;

3) That Staff be authorized to schedule a statutory public meeting on the draft
Cornell Centre Secondary Plan, attached as Appendix ‘A’ to this staff report; and
further,

4) That Staff be authorized and directed to do all things necessary to give effect to
this resolution.

PURPOSE:
This report presents the draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan and provides an update on
the status of the project.

BACKGROUND:

Markham's Official Plan (2014) identifies Cornell Centre as one of the Secondary Plan
Areas that requires the adoption of new or updated Secondary Plan policies. Cornell
Centre was originally part of Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 168 — Secondary Plan for
the Cornell Planning District (2008), however, with the exception of Cornell Centre, the
Cornell Planning District is now part of the 2014 OP policy framework which directs that
a new secondary plan be prepared for Cornell Centre.

Staff presented a workplan to Council in June 2024 outlining the work required to update
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan based on previous work undertaken in 2015. Since the
last report to Council, Staff have completed phases 1 and 2 of the work plan which
includes updated mapping, scoped technical analysis, and the preparation of the draft
secondary plan.

OPTIONS/ DISCUSSION:


https://pub-markham.escribemeetings.com/Meeting.aspx?Id=93b85f06-2b00-433f-a4cf-7a3722049039&Agenda=Merged&lang=English&Item=36&Tab=attachments
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Draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan has been prepared

Since the last DSC update report in June of 2024, Staff have been working on a new
updated draft secondary plan for Cornell Centre. This new Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan (see Appendix ‘A”) has been drafted and was circulated to the internal project team
for review and input.

The new draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan updates and incorporates the original draft
policy framework from previous work undertaken in 2015 with the current secondary
plan template which is common to recently completed secondary plans such as the
Markham Road Mount Joy and Milliken Centre Secondary Plans that have been adopted
by Council in the past year.

Cornell Centre Community Structure

The structure of the Cornell Centre community is established in the draft Secondary Plan
and builds upon the existing Greenway System, mix of land uses, public parks system,
open space system, and transportation system, including the Cornell Regional Transit
Terminal. The Secondary Plan Area is comprised of three distinct precincts that serve as
supporting structural elements of the community. Those three distinct precincts are:
Residential Neighbourhoods, Commercial Core, and Employment nodes.

Revisions to land use designations, road and transportation network, and parks,
natural heritage and open space in new Secondary Plan

The policy framework developed in 2015 for Cornell Centre had detailed land use
designations in three distinct categories: Residential, Mixed Use, and Employment.
While these three categories have been maintained in the update, they have been
streamlined, with some mixed-use designations consolidated or eliminated.

The Employment designation has also been consolidated into one designation, Business
Park Employment. This review of land use designations was informed by development
application activity within the study area which has progressed over the past several
years, as well as the current Planning context, and the Planning policy framework at the
provincial and municipal levels.

Additionally, the road and transportation network within the study area has been revised
to reflect approved block plans of subdivision. This was primarily a mapping exercise,
however, policies concerning active transportation as well as public transit have been
strengthened to reflect the current Planning context and policy framework. A pedestrian
mews has been planned that will provide a mid-block pedestrian connection from Bur
Oak Dr. to the Cornell Bus Terminal through multiple development blocks.

Mapping has been updated

A comprehensive mapping review and update has been completed for the Secondary Plan
study area. The new updated maps listed below can be found in Appendix ‘A’ to this
report. The updated mapping uses the same template as recently approved Markham
Secondary Plans. While the study area boundary has remained the same since the work
undertaken in 2015, the road network has evolved and is now nearly complete with new
streets as part of approved Plans of Subdivision. Changes to land use designations,
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additional park sites, revised heights, as well as newly identified natural heritage features
have also been mapped.

Maps included in the updated Cornell Centre Secondary Plan:

SP 1 - Detailed Land Use

SP 2 - Community Structure

SP 3 - Development Blocks

SP 4 - Height

SP 5 - Street Network

SP 6 - Transit and Active Transportation
SP 7 - Greenway System

Heights and Densities

Building heights have been revised to reflect approved and in process development
applications, while respecting the original intent to provide a transition from higher
density areas to lower density areas of the Cornell community. The tallest buildings are
planned for development blocks with frontage on Highway 7 and in close proximity to
the Cornell BRT Station.

Rouge National Park Gateway

Through the Cornell Rouge National Urban Park Gateway Study, the draft Secondary
Plan incorporates the vision to create a highly articulated public realm that functions as a
gateway from Cornell Centre into the Rouge National Urban Park along Hwy 7.

The Cornell Rouge National Urban Park Gateway Study area is located on the eastern
edge of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan area along a portion of Highway 7 and
adjacent lands. It is identified on map SP1 — Detailed Land Use.

Transportation, Water and Stormwater Analysis
The Cornell Centre Secondary Plan project team is on track to complete updates to
Transportation, Water and Stormwater components of the plan by Q1 2025.

The Street Network for the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan is based upon
recommendations from technical work originally initiated as part of this secondary plan
process in 2015 as well as technical assessment completed as part of approved
development applications. The Active Transportation Network is also developed
concurrently with the overall road network through workshops with multidisciplinary
involvement.

In light of recent updates to the population and employment projections (as reflected in
recent approved developments), updates to transportation plans by the Province and York
Region, and the Province’s legislative changes in relation to development, an updated
transportation assessment is being undertaken within the context of these recent changes
to confirm if the previous findings and recommendations need to be refined or
strengthened in the Secondary Plan policies. It is anticipated that this work will be
completed by Q1 2025.
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The Cornell Centre Master Environmental Servicing Plan (MESP) report in support of
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan was originally submitted to the City in September
2017. The MESP examines the existing conditions of the study area’s watermains,
sanitary sewers, and stormwater infrastructure and determined the extent of municipal
servicing improvements and mitigation measures required to accommodate future
contemplated growth. The intent of the MESP was to set a general framework to guide
future development and provide recommendations to support growth.

Since that time, there has been an increase in the projected population for the study area
and as such further analysis work needs to be undertaken to evaluate impacts on the
servicing infrastructure. The Cornell Centre Landowners Group have agreed to update the
MESP water and wastewater models that will identify any necessary infrastructure
improvements with additional information forthcoming from the City’s flow monitoring
program which began in Q2 2024. Terms of Reference have been conveyed to the lead
consultant to ensure needs and study outputs are understood. Final report completion is
targeted for Q3 2025. However, since the Cornell Centre Landowners Group has
committed to the analysis and funding of any capital sanitary sewer upgrades, there is no
requirement to await the final technical analysis before completion of the Secondary
Plan.

Updated Natural Heritage Study

The draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan protects a network of natural heritage features
in the Greenway System. A natural heritage report (see Appendix ‘B”) has been prepared
by staff which provides an assessment of potential natural heritage features and
recommendations to guide the preparation of Secondary Plan policies. The draft
Secondary Plan protects all of the existing ‘Environmental Protection Area’ lands in the
2015 draft Secondary Plan policy framework and includes several new potential natural
heritage features based on natural heritage criteria in the 2014 Official Plan. As
development applications come forward, it is anticipated that Environmental Impact
Studies will confirm the ultimate management of these new natural features.

Phase 3 of study to begin Q4 2024

With the completion of the new draft secondary plan, the project will move into Phase 3
— Public consultation and engagement. At the outset of Phase 3, a Your VVoice Markham
(YVM) webpage will be launched to provide the public and stakeholders with project
materials, updates, and key dates and as a tool to gather feedback. Links to the new draft
secondary plan document and mapping will also be available on the YVM page.

Work plan is on track for a Council adopted Secondary Plan by Early Q3 2025
The work plan to complete the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan consists of four (4) phases
with Phase 1 and 2 having now been completed:

Phase 1: Review of 2015 draft policy framework and technical studies
(completed)
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Phase 2: Preparation of draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan for stakeholder and
public consultation (completed)
e Complete draft Secondary Plan (early Q4 2024)

Phase 3: Public consultation and engagement
e Community Information Meeting (targeting Q1 2025)
e Statutory Public Meeting (targeting late Q1/early Q2 2025)

Phase 4: Approval of Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
e Present final Secondary Plan to Markham Council for adoption
targeted for early Q3 2025

Next Steps

Subject to Council direction, staff plan to move forward with Phase 3 of the study and
host a Community Information Meeting in early Q1 2025, and Statutory Public Meeting
in late Q1 or early Q2 of 2025 and advance this project to completion based on the
Council endorsed work plan.

FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
This report has no financial implications.

HUMAN RESOURCES CONSIDERATIONS
N/A

ALIGNMENT WITH STRATEGIC PRIORITIES:
The recommendations in this report support Goal 3 — Safe, Sustainable and Complete
Community in Building Markham’s Future Together, 2020-2023.

BUSINESS UNITS CONSULTED AND AFFECTED:

Staff from Planning and Urban Design, Sustainability & Asset Management, Legal, and
Engineering were consulted in preparing this report. Operations and Environmental
Services will be engaged throughout the development of the revised draft secondary plan.

RECOMMENDED BY:

Giulio Cescato, MCIP, RPP
Director, Planning & Urban Design

Arvin Prasad, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner, Development Services

ATTACHMENTS:
Appendix ‘A’ - Draft Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Appendix ‘B’ - Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Natural Heritage Review
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CITY OF MARKHAM

OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. XXX

To amend the City of Markham Official Plan 2014, as amended, and to incorporate the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan
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CITY OF MARKHAM
OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT NO. XXX
To amend the City of Markham Official Plan 2014, as amended, to incorporate the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan.
This Official Plan Amendment was adopted by the Corporation of the City of Markham, by By-Law No.

- in accordance with the Planning Act, R.S.0., 1990 c.P.13, as amended, on the day of
, 2025.

City Clerk Mayor
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MARKHAM

BY-LAW NO.

Being a By-Law to adopt Amendment No. XX to the City of Markham Official Plan 2014, as amended.

THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MARKHAM, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
PROVISIONS OF THE PLANNING ACT, R.S.0., 1990, HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

1. THAT Amendment No. XX to the City of Markham Official Plan 2014, as amended, attached
hereto, is hereby adopted.

2. THAT this by-law shall come into force and take effect on the date of the final passing thereof.

READ A FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD TIME AND PASSED THIS DAY OF , 2025.

City Clerk Mayor
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PART | - INTRODUCTION

(This is not an operative part of Official Plan Amendment No. XXX)
GENERAL

PART | — INTRODUCTION, is included for information purposes and is not an operative part of
this Official Plan Amendment.

PART Il — THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT indicates specific amendments to the Official Plan
being effected by Official Plan Amendment XXX and is an operative part of this Official Plan
Amendment.

PART Il - THE SECONDARY PLAN, including Schedules “A” through “F” attached thereto,
constitutes Amendment No. to the

LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF THE AMENDMENT AREA

This amendment applies to the Cornell Centre lands north and south of Highway 7 in the Cornell
community. Cornell Centre is bounded by 9% Line in the west, and the provincial Greenbelt lands
east of Reesor Road in the east, as shown on Schedule “A” attached to the Secondary Plan
Amendment. The total area of the lands within Cornell Centre is approximately 240 hectares.

PURPOSE OF THE AMENDMENT

The purpose of this Plan is to incorporate updated policies for Cornell Centre into the Official
Plan.

BASIS OF THE AMENDMENT

Provincial Policy Context

Provincial policies and legislation directly influencing the planning of the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan include the Planning Act, Provincial Policy Statement 2024 (PPS), and the
Greenbelt Plan 2017. The Planning Act defines municipal authority in land use planning matters,
working in concert with other Provincial legislation such as the Environmental Assessment Act.
The Provincial Policy Statement 2024, issued under the Planning Act, provides principles and
policy direction on matters of provincial interest relating to land use planning and development.
These matters include building strong communities with an emphasis on efficient development
and land use patterns, wise use and management of resources and protecting public health and
safety. The Planning Act requires that any decisions relating to planning matters shall be
consistent with policy statements under the Act.
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The Growth Plan provides a framework for implementing the Province’s vision for building
strong, prosperous communities within the Greater Golden Horseshoe. The Growth Plan
provides guidance on a wide range of issues related to growth management, including land use
planning, urban form, transportation, infrastructure planning, housing and natural heritage and
resource protection. The Growth Plan is premised on the principles of building compact, vibrant
and complete communities, developing a strong and competitive economy, protection and wise
use of natural resources and optimizing the use of existing and new infrastructure to support
growth in a compact, efficient form.

Municipal Planning Context

Cornell Centre is currently subject to Official Plan Amendment No. 168 to the Official Plan
(Revised 1987) as amended, which constitutes the Secondary Plan for the larger Cornell
Community. Markham’s Official Plan 2014 identifies Cornell Centre as an intensification area
and key development area along the Highway 7 regional rapid transit corridor. As a centre along
a regional rapid transit corridor, it is intended to be a focal point for community, institutional,
recreational and retail activities, providing for a mix of uses at transit-supportive densities. It is
also planned to function as a regional employment node, building on the health care campus
and capitalizing on access to major road and planned rapid transit infrastructure.

This vision for Cornell Centre remains consistent with the vision outlined in OPA 168. This
amendment updates the policies for Cornell Centre by:

o refining the residential land use designations as follows:

o introducing townhouse permissions at the periphery of Cornell Centre to
expand the range of housing types, but protecting for higher density residential
uses within the Highway 7 corridor

o providing for low rise residential uses south of Highway 7 in accordance with
previous Council decisions

o allowing for flexibility in built form for high density housing

e confirming a Commercial Core where retail and service activities will be focused;

e identifying a second employment node/focus in the vicinity of the community facilities
and health care campus in the form of a mixed use area, building on proximity to the
hospital and the nearby confirmed location of the regional transit terminal; and

e refining the local road network.

e Refining the Greenway System boundaries

The York Region Official Plan 2022 implements the Growth Plan, ensuring that the requirements
for the development of compact, complete, communities are addressed. Growth within York
Region’s built-up area is directed to strategic areas in the Region’s urban structure, which
comprises a network of centers and corridors with connections to rapid transit. These areas are
strategically located throughout the Region and based on an intensification framework that
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focuses the highest densities and mix of uses in Regional Centers and Corridors. Local Centers
and Corridors play a supporting role to Regional Centers and Corridors within the Region’s

intensification framework, and are subject to the policies of Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the York
Region Official Plan.
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PART Il - AMENDMENT TO PART | OF THE OFFICIAL PLAN 2014

(This is an operative part of Official Plan Amendment No. XXX)

THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT
(This section to be completed)

IMPLEMENTATION
The provisions of the Official Plan as amended from time to time, regarding the implementation
of that Plan, shall apply to this Amendment.

INTERPRETATION
The provisions of the Official Plan as amended from time to time, regarding the interpretation of
that Plan, shall apply to this Amendment.
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PART IIl - AMENDMENT TO PART Il OF THE OFFICIAL PLAN 2014, AS AMENDED
(This is an operative part of Official Plan Amendment No. XXX)
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PART Illl - THE SECONDARY PLAN AMENDMENT

1. INTRODUCTION

The following text and maps constitute the Secondary Plan for the Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Area within the Cornell District, as established and adopted by Amendment No. XXX to the
Markham Official Plan 2014, as amended. This Secondary Plan, contained in Part Il - Secondary
Plans of the Official Plan, must be read in conjunction with Part | of the Official Plan.

Sections 2.0 through 10.0 and the Maps to this Secondary Plan constitute the operative portions
of the Secondary Plan. Section 1.0 and the appendices are provided for information purposes
and are not operative parts of the Secondary Plan. In addition, the preamble in each section
and subsection shall assist in understanding the policies of the Secondary Plan. Terms in
italicized text are defined in Section 11.2 of the Official Plan.

For the purposes of this Plan, unless otherwise stated, Part | of the City of Markham Official Plan
2014, as amended, is referred to as “the Official Plan”, and the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan is
referred to as “Secondary Plan”.

2. GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND PRINCIPLES FOR A HEALTHY AND RESILIENT COMMUNITY

Sustainable growth contributes to healthy and resilient communities. There is increasing
evidence of the strong linkages between public health and community planning, design and
human well-being.

A healthy community is a complete community and one that is planned and designed to meet
the needs of residents of all ages and abilities, and to improve the quality of life by designing
neighbourhoods that promote pedestrian and cycling activity. A healthy community offers a
variety of housing types including affordable and shared housing; provides access to community
facilities such as schools and parks; facilitates connections to the Parks and Greenway systems
to create opportunities for passive uses, active recreational activities, and urban agriculture; and
provides access to a mix of uses and live/work opportunities to reduce the number of vehicular
trips.

A healthy community is transit, pedestrian and cycling oriented to promote daily physical
activity and active lifestyle choices. Increasing the number of trips taken through active
transportation and transit reduces the number of car trips, lowers emissions and creates
healthier communities.

A healthy community is a resilient community that reduces carbon emissions through design,
providing opportunities for green infrastructure and innovative design solutions to make
efficient use of energy, water and waste systems, and to minimize negative impacts from a
changing climate.
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2.1 Guiding Principles

2.1.1

2.1.2

Guiding principles for the development of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area as a healthy
and resilient community are identified in this section. These principles were developed through
a collaborative process with stakeholders in accordance with provincial plans, the York Region
Official Plan 2022 and Markham'’s Official Plan 2014.

The guiding principles are generally organized under the broad City-wide goals and strategic
objectives identified in Chapter 2 of the Official Plan, with some modifications and additions to
the goals to reflect the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan context.

Protecting and Enhancing the Natural Environment

a) To provide a connected network of natural features and corridors that support the overall
function and biodiversity of the Greenway System.

b) To protect, restore and enhance natural heritage features and hydrologic features and their
functions.

c) To protect, improve or restore surface and ground water resources including vulnerable
surface and ground water.

d) To design the community with regard for natural heritage and to enhance tree canopy.

Building Compact and Complete, Transit-Supportive Communities

a) To plan for a sustainable community promoting a compact development form at transit-
supportive densities with a mix of residential, institutional, and employment uses.

b) To provide live-work and affordable housing opportunities, and community infrastructure
that will respond to the needs of residents and employees.

c) To provide for the daily needs of residents through the organization of residential
neighbourhoods, mixed use neighbourhoods, and an interconnected system of parks and open
space, all integrated with a transportation network that includes transit and active
transportation.

d) To identify housing mix that provides for a range of housing types and tenure, including
opportunities for affordable and shared housing.

e) To identify an interconnected parks and greenway system as one of the main organizing
elements of the community including parks and open spaces, and multi-use trails, multi-use
paths and pathways.
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d) To recognize, protect and conserve, and incorporate cultural heritage resources into existing
and new development opportunities within the community.

e) To create a sense of community identity through establishment of a high-quality public realm,
placemaking and a high standard of urban design (i.e. distinctive built form, streetscapes, parks
and open space, landmarks and views, public art, etc.), to be accessible by all, regardless of age
or physical ability.

2.1.3 Increasing Mobility Options

a) To identify a comprehensive transportation system that emphasizes walking, cycling and
transit as increasingly viable and attractive alternatives to the automobile.

b) To plan for a grid pattern of streets and blocks that provides for a hierarchy of street types
with appropriate and integrated facilities that provide increased opportunities for walking and
cycling.

2.1.4 Maintaining a Vibrant and Competitive Economy

a) To plan for employment opportunities that serve the community that are accessible by transit
and active transportation, including opportunity to work from home.

2.1.5 Adopting Green Infrastructure and Development Standards

a) To identify best management practices and approaches to stormwater management systems,
water and wastewater systems, and the transportation network to reduce reliance of travel by
automobiles, maximize water and energy conservation and improve resilience at the community
level.

b) To identify best management practices for green buildings to reduce demands on energy,
water and waste systems.

c) To encourage sustainable community and building design and demonstrate the use of green
infrastructure technologies, best practices in sustainable building and open space designs,
through the use of energy efficient materials, systems, and landscaping, with an emphasis on air
and water quality, energy and water efficiency and conservation, and waste management
practices.

2.1.6 Implementation

To identify general phasing and sequencing for development of the Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan.
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3. COMMUNITY STRUCTURE

Community Structure describes the various elements or building blocks that make up a
complete community consistent with the guiding principles as noted in Section 2.1 of this
Secondary Plan. The community structure includes the identification of structural land use
categories, a high level transportation system, a parks and greenway system and community
infrastructure and service facility requirements. It is the result of intensive integrated analysis
based on findings from technical studies, as well as consideration of existing land uses and
public input.

3.1 General Provisions

The structure of the Cornell Centre community is established in this Secondary Plan and builds upon
the existing Greenway System, mix of land uses, public parks system, open space system, and
transportation system, including the Cornell BRT Station, in the Secondary Plan Area. The Secondary
Plan Area is comprised of three distinct precincts that serve as supporting structural elements of the
community. Each of the structural components are shown on Map SP2 - Community Structure.

It is the policy of Council that:

3.1.1 The Secondary Plan provides for a distribution of appropriate land use designations to ensure the
development of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area as a compact, complete and transit-
supportive community. The structural elements of the Cornell Centre community includes a
protected Greenway System, Residential Neighbourhood Areas, Mixed Use Neighourhood Areas,
an integrated Parks and Greenway System, Community Infrastructure and Service Facilities and a
comprehensive Transportation System. A portion of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan is located
within a Protected Major Transit Station Area (PMTSA), which is defined as the area within an
approximate 500 to 800 metre radius of a transit station or stop, representing a 10 minute walk
and has a target of 200 people and jobs per hectare. The PMTSA boundary of Cornell BRT Station
is shown in Map xx.

3.1.2 Greenway System

a) The Greenway System comprised of key natural heritage features, key hydrologic features
and their functions, are key structural elements of the Secondary Plan Area. The Greenway
System provides for the protection of natural heritage features, and opportunities for trail
linkages, natural view sheds and passive recreational uses.

b) In addition, the Greenway System, together with a network of open spaces and multi-use
trails and pathways form an interconnected parks and greenspace system for the Cornell
Centre community.

3.1.3 Precincts



Page 123 of 231

a) Residential Neighbourhoods at transit-supportive densities north and south of Highway 7,
with the highest densities located along the Highway 7 rapid transit corridor.

b) Commercial Core, consisting of:

e a mixed use ‘main street’ along Bur Oak Avenue north of Highway 7, connecting the
retail centre with the health care/community centre campus; and

e a secondary ‘main street’ identified along Rustle Woods Avenue connecting Bur Oak
Avenue with the VIVA transit terminal south of the community facilities and health care
campus; The Commercial Core is intended to be the primary location for retail and
service uses within Cornell Centre, delivered in a mixed use, multi-storey form. The
mixed use, multi-storey form is intended to create a public realm that will encourage
walking and cycling.

¢) Employment nodes, centred on:

e the community facilities and health care campus associated with the Markham
Stouffville hospital; and
e the business park lands in the area of Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway

3.1.4 Residential Neighbourhood Area

Residential blocks are generally located (add description) and offer housing options that allow
for a diverse mix of household sizes, lifestyles, and incomes. Residential blocks provide for a
concentration of compact housing forms within walking distance to transit, retail and
community facilities and may include townhouses, mid-rise buildings and high-rise buildings.

3.1.5 Mixed-Use Neighbourhood Area

3.1.6 Lands within the Mixed-Use Neighbourhood Area are intended to provide for an appropriate
mix of residential and non-residential uses and are generally located in proximity to the Cornell
BRT Station and Markham-Stoufville Hospital campus. Mixed use blocks provide the opportunity
for ground floor retail and other non-residential uses within mid-rise and high-rise building
forms.Mixed Use — Employment Priority

The Mixed Use - Employment Priority lands will provide opportunities for a range of light
industrial and manufacturing uses that can co-exist alongside street-related retail and services
uses, as well as commercial, and related office uses.

3.1.7 Parks System
a) The Parks System will incorporate a hierarchy of public parks to meet the diverse recreational

and leisure needs of residents, workers, and visitors in the Secondary Plan Area, and enhance
connectivity between neighbourhoods and adjacent communities.
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b) New public parks will be located within the Secondary Plan Area, providing for a variety of
active and passive recreational uses within reasonable walking distance of all residents.

c) New public parks shall be shaped and sized as shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use to ensure
they can provide for active programming and uses.

d) Community and neighbourhood parks shall provide views and physical connections to the
adjacent Greenwaysystem, where appropriate.

3.1.8 Transportation System

a) A Road Network, Transit and Active Transportation System consisting of arterial, collector
and local roads, will accommodate the majority of cycling, vehicular, and transit service
traffic within the community as well as serve as links to the neighbouring areas as shown on
Map SP5 Street Network and Map SP XX Active Transportation.

b) A grid of new local roads will provide increased connectivity within the community and
provide connections to the surrounding community. The internal street system will be
designed to accommodate a range of transportation functions with priority given to transit,
pedestrian, and bicycle movements.

c) A parking strategy will address preferred design requirements for parking facilities such as
surface and landscape treatments and screening of parking areas through landscaping or
architectural elements.

d) A mid-block pedestrian mews between Rustle Woods Avenue and Arthur Bonner Avenue
providing an east/west pedestrian linkage from Bur Oak Avenue to the Cornell BRT Station

e) Convenient and secure bicycle parking and storage will be addressed to facilitate active
transportation measures.

4. ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS

This section addresses the Greenway System, the Urban Forest System, water resources, stormwater
management and environmental hazards.

4.1 Greenway System
The Greenway System located in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan protects natural heritage
and hydrologic features in a connected natural heritage system. The objective of the Greenway
System is to protect areas of significant ecological value and to provide opportunities to improve
biodiversity and connectivity of natural features and ecological function. The Cornell Centre
Greenway System includes the Cedar Grove Provincially Significant Wetland Complex, significant
woodland features, wetlands as well as areas undergoing ecological restoration. The Cornell
Centre Greenway System is uniquely located next to the Rouge National Urban Park and this
Secondary Plan seeks to provide for connectivity between the Cornell Centre Greenway System
and the significant restoration efforts that are expected to occur within the Rouge National
Urban Park. The Greenway System has been identified based on the findings of the Cornell
Centre Master Environmental Servicing Plans as well as a natural heritage review conducted by
the City of Markham. A number of natural features require further site-specific studies to
confirm their significance and direction for their protection, restoration and enhancement.
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It is the policy of Council:

To identify, protect and enhance the Greenway System in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Area in a manner consistent with Section 3.1 of the Official Plan and the policies of this
Secondary Plan.

That further to Section 3.1 of the Official Plan, the components of the Greenway System within
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area include the following as generally shown on Map SP7 —
Greenway System:

a) Natural Heritage Network lands; and,
b) certain naturalized stormwater management facilities;

That further to Sections 3.1.2.1 and 3.1.2.10 of the Official Plan, the components of the Natural
Heritage Network within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan include the following:
a) natural heritage and hydrologic features, and more specifically:
i. wetlands and provincially significant wetlands;
ii. fish habitat
iii. valleylands
iv. woodlands and significant woodlands
v. significant wildlife habitat
vi. permanent streams and intermittent streams
b) vegetation protection zones associated with features identified in a) above; and,
c) hazardous lands and hazardous sites

Where these features are mapped, they are as generally as shown on Map SP7 — Greenway
System.

That vegetation protection zones shall be required in accordance with Section 3.1.2.22 through
3.1.2.27 of the Official Plan.

That the boundaries of the Greenway System and the Natural Heritage Network within the
Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area, including the delineation of natural heritage and hydrologic
features and their associated vegetation protection zones, as shown in Map SP7 — Greenway
System reflect the most accurate information available and may be refined or modified in
accordance with Section 3.1.1.3 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan.

That any conveyance and/or securement of lands within the Greenway System shall be in
accordance with Section 3.1.2.4 through 3.1.2.7, 3.1.2.22.b), 3.1.3.4 and 3.4.1.7 of the Official
Plan.

To minimize and mitigate the impact of required infrastructure in accordance with Section
3.1.2.9 of the Official Plan.
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Site Specific Policies

Several natural features have been identified on Map SP7 — Greenway System within the

Secondary Plan Area which require further technical study to assess their ecological

characteristics and significance and establish recommendations for their protection, restoration

or enhancement in accordance with policies of the Secondary Plan and Official Plan. Five natural

features have been identified by the City for further review including:

e Natural Feature A: a candidate woodland feature

e Natural Feature B: a candidate significant woodland and wetland feature

e Natural Feature C: a candidate woodland feature

e Natural Feature D: a candidate wetland feature

e Natural Feature E: candidate wetland features and valleyland located along a watercourse
tributary of the Little Rouge Creek.

e Natural Feature F: a candidate wetland feature

4.1.8 That no development, redevelopment or site alteration shall be permitted within natural
heritage features A, B, C, D, E and F as generally shown on Map SP7 — Greenway System and
their minimum vegetation protection zones, until an Environmental Impact Study has been
prepared to determine the importance, function and means of protection and/or maintenance
of the natural feature.

4.1.9 For natural heritage features identified in Section 4.1.8, where it is determined through an
Environmental Impact Study that in-situ protection and maintenance of the natural heritage
feature is not necessary, compensation for removal of the natural heritage feature shall be
required in order to achieve an overall net ecological gain to the Greenway System.
Compensation for removal of woodland features shall be determined in accordance with Section
3.2.1 of the Official Plan. Compensation for removal of wetland features shall be determined in
accordance with applicable technical guidelines of the City and the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority. An agreement may be required for the development and
implementation of the compensation plan.

Where natural heritage features are removed as a result of this policy, an amendment to this
Plan shall not be required to remove the lands from the ‘Greenway’ designation. The lands shall
be deemed to be designated in a manner consistent with adjoining lands.

Ecological Linkage Enhancement

The Cornell Centre South Master Environmental Servicing Plan has recommended the protection
of lands along the north side of Highway 407 to provide for an ecological corridor to connect
natural features to the Little Rouge Creek and the Rouge National Urban Park. The objective of
the linkage is to protect and maintain the connectivity between natural heritage features using a
systems-based approach. The exact width and limits of the ecological corridor is intended to be
confirmed through the development approvals process, and protected as part of the Greenway
System.
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To identify and protect the necessary lands for an ecological corridor along the north side of the
Highway 407 as generally described in the Cornell Centre South Master Environmental Servicing
Plan and as identified on Map SP7 — Greenway System.

That the width of the ecological linkage shall generally be 50 metres measured from the
Highway 407 right-of-way. The limits and exact alignment of the ecological corridor shall be
confirmed through an update to the Master Environmental Servicing Plan or an Environmental
Impact Study at the time of a development application. Reductions to the width of the
ecological corridor may be considered in strategic locations subject to technical justification and
mitigation provided in an approved Environmental Impact Study.

That permitted uses within the ecological corridor are identified in section 8.6 of this Secondary
Plan. Trails, public recreational uses and infrastructure uses may be permitted within the

ecological corridor subject to an Environmental Impact Study prepared to the satisfaction of the
City that demonstrates how ecological connectivity functions will be protected and maintained.

To protect existing native vegetation, trees and natural heritage features located within the
ecological corridor wherever feasible.

To encourage the conveyance of lands within the ecological corridor into public ownership for
their long term protection and stewardship.

To work with York Region to review opportunities to assess road ecology and any wildlife
conflicts along Donald Cousens Parkway and Reesor Road including mitigation measures such as
signage.

Urban Forest System

The Urban Forest System includes all wooded areas, individual trees and the soils that sustain
them on public and private property. The urban forest provides a number of environmental and
health benefits which contribute to the quality of life for residents and workers in the Cornell
Centre Secondary Plan Area. The City will work with development proponents and other
stakeholders to increase tree canopy coverage.

It is the policy of Council:

To protect, expand and integrate the urban forest in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Areain a
manner consistent with Section 3.2 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan.

That prior to approval of an application for development, redevelopment, or site alteration, the
proponent shall retain a certified Arborist to prepare an Arborist Report and Tree Inventory and
Preservation Plan in accordance with the City’s Arborist Report and Tree Inventory &
Preservation Plan Terms of Reference.
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4.2.3 That where trees cannot be retained in situ, compensation will be provided in accordance with
Section 3.2.1.c) of the Official Plan.

4.3 Water Resources and Stormwater Management
Water resources are important for the maintenance of drinking water supplies and the
conservation of wetlands, watercourses and aquatic habitat. Appropriately designed stormwater
management facilities, where required, shall be designed in accordance with applicable City of
Markham, Conservation Authority and the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks
guidelines.

It is the policy of Council:

4.3.1 That development, redevelopment and site alteration be designed with the goal of protecting,
restoring or improving ground and surface water quality and quantity in the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan in a manner consistent with Section 3.3 of the Official Plan and the policies of
this Plan.

4.3.2 That applications for development approval within Highly Vulnerable Aquifers shall be subject to
Section 3.3.2.4 of the Official Plan.

4.3.3 That applications for development approval within Significant Groundwater Recharge Areas be
required to maintain pre-development recharge to the greatest extent feasible through
stormwater management best management practices, infiltration at the source, and by having
regard to the recommendations of the Master Environmental Servicing Plan.

4.3.4 That stormwater management facilities shall be located and designed in a manner consistent
with Section 3.3 of the Official Plan and Section 7.2 of this Plan.

4.3.5 That development proponents shall be responsible for ensuring that stormwater management
facilities are designed and constructed in compliance with the Federal Species at Risk Act,
Provincial Endangered Species Act and any other applicable provincial and federal legislation,
and address applicable Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks and City of Markham
requirements.

4.4 Environmental Hazards

Environmental hazards referred to in this section include natural hazards such as floodplain
lands and erosion sites, as well as human environmental hazards resulting from soil
contamination and air and noise pollution which can pose a threat to public health and safety.

It is the policy of Council:
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4.4.1 That development, redevelopment and site alteration should be designed to protect the health
and safety of the public and reduce property damage in the Cornell Centre Secondary Planin a
manner consistent with Section 3.4 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan.

4.4.2 That the limits of hazardous lands and hazardous sites in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area
be delineated to the satisfaction of the City and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

4.4.3 That applications for development approval for sensitive land uses adjacent to an arterial road in
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan shall be accompanied by a Noise and Vibration Study
prepared in accordance with the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
guidelines and York Region noise policies including required mitigation measures prepared to
the satisfaction of the City and York Region.

4.4.4 To require environmental site assessments and a record of site condition prepared by a qualified
person in accordance with the Environmental Protection Act and its regulations, for any lands to
be conveyed to the City.

5. HEALTHY NEIGHBOURHOODS AND COMMUNITIES

5.1 Housing
Cornell Centre is being planned and designed as a healthy and compact community, with
neighbourhoods that contain a variety of housing types, a range of parks and required community
facilities such as schools, and where cultural heritage resources are integrated as appropriate.

Range of Housing Types

Providing for a range of housing types and tenures, and affordable housing options will contribute to
the livability of Cornell Centre and the quality of life for residents. Providing for mid and high rise
housing forms within and in close proximity to the Protected Major Transit Station Area (PMTSA) will
improve access to services, jobs and amenities beyond Cornell Centre.

Ensuring there is an adequate supply of affordable housing opportunities for those low and moderate
income households experiencing affordability challenges, and shared housing opportunities for
seniors or those persons with special needs is integral to the economic and social well-being of the
Cornell Centre Community.

It is the policy of Council:
Range of Housing Types
5.1 To promote an appropriate and adequate range of housing choices by type, tenure and affordability

level, to accommodate the needs of Cornell Centre residents and workers in a manner consistent
with Section 4.1 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan, and more specifically by:
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a) encouraging the construction of multiple units, including stacked townhouses and townhouses,
and apartment units with a mix of unit sizes including larger units with multiple bedrooms and
smaller units;

b) encouraging the construction of rental, affordable and shared housing units with a full range of
unit types and sizes, particularly in locations served by transit; and

c) providing for the establishment of secondary suites .

Compact Community

That the tallest buildings shall generally be focused within the Cornell BRT Station PMTSA, and along
Highway 7, and planned in accordance with Section 6.1 of this Secondary Plan.

That employment uses will be directed to the Cornell BRT Station MTSA, and lands within the Mixed
Use and Employment designations.

That the Secondary Plan Area is planned to achieve a minimum of:
a) xx people, 15,868 units, and 6,000 (tbc) jobs;
b) 200 people and jobs per hectare within the Cornell BRT Protected MTSA as shown in xx —

Community Structure.

To monitor development and the achievement of the density targets identified in Section 5.1.3 of
this Plan through development approvals.

Affordable and Shared Housing

5.15

5.1.6

To provide for affordable and shared housing opportunities within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Area according to Section 4.1.3 of the Official Plan, and more specifically by:

a) targeting 35 percent of the new housing units within the Cornell BRT Station PMTSA be
affordable to low to moderate income households;

b) targeting 25 percent of the new housing units outside the Cornell BRT Station PMTSA be
affordable to low to moderate income households;

c) encouraging the provision of purpose built rental housing with a range of unit sizes, including
larger units with multiple bedrooms and smaller units;

d) encouraging a portion of the targeted affordable housing units to be designed as shared
housing units with supports to accommodate persons with special needs; and

e) supporting the equitable distribution of affordable and shared housing within permitted
building forms, particularly in locations well-served by transit, including along Highway 7, and
within the Cornell BRT Station PMTSA.

To work with York Region, the non-profit sector, the development industry, community partners,
and senior levels of government to provide affordable, purpose-built rental and shared housing
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through the applicable legislative framework, agreements and/or partnerships, and available tools.
Affordable housing may also be achieved through inclusionary zoning where applicable.

5.1.7 To require proposed development applications to demonstrate support for the implementation of
affordable housing in accordance with Section 4.1.3 of the Official Plan and the City of Markham’s
Affordable and Rental Housing Strategy.

5.1.8 Thatin accordance with Sections 4.1.2.8 and 4.1.3.6 c) and d) of the Official Plan, in order to monitor
and encourage the implementation of a diverse and affordable housing stock in the Secondary Plan
Area, housing impact statements will be required to be submitted in support of development
applications in the ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise’, and ‘Mixed Use High Rise’ designations, which will identify:

a) the number of proposed new housing units by type, size and tenure;

b) the estimated rents and/or initial sales prices of the proposed new housing units by type; and

c) the relationship of the proposed new housing units to York Region’s annual maximum
affordable housing thresholds for Markham.

5.2 Community Infrastructure and Services
Community infrastructure and services should be located and designed to act as “community hubs”
and focal points within Cornell Centre. These “community hubs” may consist of facilities and services
provided by the City or York Region such as public schools, parks, open spaces, urban gardening
opportunities, libraries and/or community centres, and/or facilities and services provided by the
private sector such as day care centres and places of worship.

Optimal locations for public schools, parks, and open spaces are identified conceptually within the
Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area to inform future development approvals. It is recognized that
community infrastructure and services in adjacent communities, will also serve the Cornell Centre
Community.

General Policies

5.2.1 To plan and coordinate the provision of community infrastructure and services for the Cornell
Centre Secondary Plan Area, including public community infrastructure provided by Markham and
York Region, and other community infrastructure provided by the private sector, in a manner
consistent with Section 4.2 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Secondary Plan to, among
other things:

a) support the development and implementation of Markham’s Integrated Leisure Master Plan,
as amended from time to time;

b) ensure the delivery of community infrastructure and services is balanced to meet the needs
of existing and future residents of the Cornell Centre community; and

c) encourage new approaches to the delivery of community infrastructure and services that
promote shared use or multi-functional facilities and services in order to achieve capital and
operating cost efficiencies.
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5.2.2 To identify optimal locations within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area for public schools,
parks, and places of worship as shown conceptually on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use. (TBC)

5.2.3 To secure public community infrastructure through development approvals. In accordance with
Section 4.2.2.2 of the Official Plan, a community infrastructure impact statement may be required
to be submitted in support of development applications to identify how required public
community infrastructure may be delivered.

Public Schools

5.2.4 That the location of the public school sites shown on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use have been
selected to reflect the role of school sites in defining community and neighbourhood structure,
the parks system, patterns of land use, and integration with the planned active transportation
network to encourage active travel for the school community.

5.2.5 That the location, size and configuration of each public school site shown on Map SP1 — Detailed
Land Use shall be determined in consultation with the School Board within the context of the
community design principles outlined in this Secondary Plan.

5.2.6 That where a public school site adjoins public parkland, the school site shall be of a size,
configuration, and design that facilitates potential joint use by the City and the respective School
Board.

5.2.7 To encourage innovative approaches in the design of public schools including vertical schools and
schools integrated into the base of multi-storey buildings.

5.2.8 That public school sites be confirmed and secured through the development approval process.

5.2.9 That a public school site may be relocated in consultation with the School Board, and without
amendment to this Secondary Plan, provided the alternate site is consistent with the community
structure objectives of this Secondary Plan and the long term needs of the School Board.

5.2.10 That in the event a public school site shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use is no longer required
by a School Board, other educational institutions, or the City in accordance with Section 4.2.3.2
of the Official Plan, the uses in the underlying land use designation in this secondary plan shall
apply.

5.2.11 That public school sites may be zoned to permit appropriate alternate uses with a ‘Hold’ provision,
in addition to a public school and accessory uses in the event the site is not required by a School
Board or other educational institutions, and Council has not considered any alternative use in
accordance with Section 4.2.3.2 of the Official Plan. Appropriate alternate uses may be identified
through plans of subdivision.
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Removal of the ‘Hold’ provision for the alternate uses on the site shall be addressed in the
conditions of approval of an appropriate plan of subdivision and/or site plan control agreement
secured through the development approval process.

5.3 Parks System
Markham is committed to ensuring that a sufficient supply of programmable parks is available to
its residents. Within the Cornell Centre Community, a well-designed and connected system of
parks will provide opportunities for diverse recreational and leisure activities.

It is the policy of Council:

5.3.1 To plan and develop a system of parks that is integrated throughout the Cornell Centre Plan Area
in a manner consistent with Section 4.3 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Secondary Plan.

5.3.2 That the Parks System within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area, as shown on Map SP1 —
Detailed Land Use, and further described in Section 8.5 of this Plan, includes the following
hierarchy of parks:

a) Active Parks, generally 1 to 6 hectares in size;

b) Urban Squares, generally 0.5 to 5 hectares in size;

c) Parkettes, generally 0.5 to 1.5 hectares in size; and,

d) Urban Parkettes, generally 0.2 to 0.5 hectares in size, to serve park users generally within a 5-
minute walking distance (approximately 400 metres).

5.3.3 To acquire public parkland in the form of City Parks within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area
through the development approval process in accordance with applicable legislation to secure
public park sites through the development approval process, including the establishment, where
appropriate, of an area specific parkland agreement.

5.3.4 That parks be distributed generally in accordance with the following principles:

a) Achieving minimum walking distances for residents in accordance with Section 4.3.2.2 of the
Official Plan;

b) Co-locating parks and public school sites where possible;

c) Providing connections from Parks to adjacent open spaces, the Greenway System, streets,
utility corridors, and pedestrian and cycling trails; and

d) Locating parks to take advantage of topography and views where appropriate.

5.3.5 To encourage planning for parks in the Secondary Plan Area with regard to the City of Markham’s
Age-Friendly Guidelines.

5.3.6 That a park site identified on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use may be relocated without amendment
to this Secondary Plan provided the alternate site is consistent with the community structure
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objectives of this Secondary Plan. In the event a park site is relocated, the uses in the abutting
designations shall be permitted subject to a zoning bylaw amendment. Removal of identified park
sites shall require an amendment to this Secondary Plan.

5.4 Greenway System
Greenway System lands may include natural heritage lands, vegetation protection zones,
transportation and utility corridors, stormwater management facilities, lands required for
pedestrian and cycling routes, and other open space lands encumbered by easements or use
restrictions.

5.5 Cultural Heritage Resources
Several properties within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area are designated on the City’s
Register of Property of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. The City’s objective is to conserve,
enhance and restore significant cultural heritage resources including built heritage resources,
archaeological resources or cultural heritage landscapes that are valued for the important
contribution they make to understanding the history of a place, event or a people, according to
the policies of Section 4.5 of the Official Plan.

5.5.1 That conservation of cultural heritage resources within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area
shall be consistent with Section 4.5 of the Official Plan, and the policies of this Secondary Plan.

5.5.2 That the cultural heritage resources contained in the City’s Register of Property of Cultural
Heritage Value or Interest within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area are identified in
Appendix 1 — Cultural Heritage Resources.

5.5.3 That the retention and/or relocation of cultural heritage resources be considered in accordance
with Section 4.5 of the Official Plan.

5.5.4 To ensure that development of a significant cultural heritage resource itself, or development on
adjacent lands is designed, sited or regulated so as to protect and mitigate any negative visual
and physical impact on the heritage attributes of the resource, according to Section 4.5.3.11 of
the Official Plan, including considerations such as scale, massing, height, building orientation and
location relative to the resource. The strategy for integrating cultural heritage resources where
required shall be outlined in an application for development, redevelopment or site alteration.

5.5.5 To impose the following conditions of approval on development or site alteration containing a
cultural heritage resource in addition to those provided in Section 4.5 of the Official Plan, where
it has been determined appropriate subject to the policies in Section 4.5 of the Official Plan to
retain a cultural heritage resource:

a) securement of satisfactory financial and/or other guarantees to restore a cultural heritage
resource or reconstruct any cultural heritage resources damaged or demolished as a result of
new development;
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b) obtaining a form of development approval for the cultural heritage resource including the
implementation of a restoration plan for the heritage building;

c) requiring provisions in offers of purchase and sale which give notice of the cultural heritage
resource on the property; and

d) requiring the commemoration of the cultural heritage resource through the provision and
installation of an interpretive plaque, in a publicly visible location on the property (i.e.,
Markham Remembered Plaque).

5.6 Archaeological Resources
First Nations and Métis archaeological resources contribute to Markham’s unique local identity.
This Secondary Plan recognizes the importance of conserving archaeological resources and the
potential opportunity for incorporating appropriate archaeological discoveries in place making
within the Secondary Plan Area.

It is the policy of Council:

5.6.1 That the conservation of archaeological resources within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area
will be promoted in a manner consistent with Section 4.6 of the Official Plan and the policies of
this Secondary Plan.

5.6.2 That prior to approval of an application for development, redevelopment or site alteration, on
lands containing archaeological resources or areas of archaeological potential, the proponent
shall retain a provincially licensed archaeologist to undertake an archaeological assessment and
complete other requirements outlined in Section 4.6.2.2 of the Official Plan to the satisfaction of
the City and the Province.

5.6.3 To prohibit grading or other site alteration, including installation of infrastructure, on any site
within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area prior to the issuance of a letter of acceptance of
an archaeological assessment from the Province, if one was required.

5.6.4 To only permit development and site alteration on lands containing archaeological resources or
areas of archaeological potential if the significant archaeological resources have been conserved
by preservation on site, or by removal and documentation. Where significant archaeological
resources must be preserved on site, only development and site alteration which maintain the
heritage integrity of the site may be permitted.

6. URBAN DESIGN AND SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT

The physical layout and design of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area will be defined by the
pattern and design of a network of streets and blocks, open spaces and other elements of the
public realm. In addition to ensuring a sustainable pattern of development through the
appropriate integration of land use, transportation and infrastructure, this Secondary Plan
anticipates the application of innovative sustainable development practices and technologies in
site planning and building design.
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6.1 General Provisions
It is intended that the Cornell Centre Community be designed as a pedestrian, cycling, transit and
age friendly compact community with sustainable building and site design elements, and

innovative techniques for stormwater management.

The emphasis will be defining the urban form and character of the Cornell Centre community

through:

e compact neighbourhoods with pedestrian-friendly and age-friendly streets;

e compatible built form and high-quality building design and construction;

e vibrant people places with a clearly identifiable and well-designed public realm; and
e sustainable development.

To achieve sustainable development, policy direction is provided with respect to conservation of
environmental resources, energy efficiency and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and
supporting climate change adaptation. Sustainable building and site design within the Cornell
Centre Secondary Plan Area will focus on water efficiency, energy conservation and renewable
energy generation, ecological protection and enhancement, food production and active
transportation at the site scale.

It is the policy of Council:

6.1.1 To shape the urban form of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area in a manner consistent with
Sections 6.1 and 10.1.2.2 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan.

Public Realm
6.1.2 To design and organize the public realm in accordance with Section 6.1.2 of the Official Plan.

6.1.3 To provide connections and linkages to destinations throughout the Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Area comprising public boulevard, the parks and Greenway system, and multi-use pathways
to form an active transportation network as shown on Map SPXX - Transit and Active
Transportation Network that is accessible to people of all ages and abilities.

6.1.4 To coordinate street planting with utility locations to minimize disruption and ensure adequate
space and growing conditions for trees, in accordance with the City of Markham’s Tree
Preservation By-law and City of Markham’s Streetscape Manual.

6.1.5 To contribute to a net increase in the City of Markham'’s tree canopy to support achieving the 30%
target in the City’s Trees for Tomorrow Program.
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6.1.6 To design sidewalks that are barrier-free in accordance with the City of Markham’s Accessibility
Guidelines.

Streets and Blocks

6.1.7 To design and arrange streets and blocks in accordance with Section 6.1.3 of the Official Plan and
Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use of this Secondary Plan.

Streetscapes

6.1.8 To design and arrange streetscapes in accordance with Section 6.1.4 of the Official Plan and Map
SP5 - Street Network of this Secondary Plan.

6.1.9 To support cycling infrastructure by providing bicycle parking post and ring facilities at major
activity nodes and within the landscape and utility zone of the boulevard.

6.1.10 To encourage year-round activity along the boulevard with boulevard spaces that are adaptable
to seasonal conditions (i.e., seasonal patios).

6.1.11 To ensure wider boulevards encompass streetscape elements that enhance the pedestrian
experience.

6.1.12 To provide sidewalks of a width no less than 2 metres.

6.1.13 To ensure adequate soil volume that will sustain the growth of canopy trees along street
boulevards.

6.1.14 To include streetscape elements that enhance the pedestrian experience and contribute to year-
round use.

Landmarks and Views

6.1.15 To plan for and arrange streets and blocks, parks and open spaces, buildings and public art to
create view corridors and focal points to enhance a sense of place, and in accordance with section
6.1.5 of the Official Plan.

6.1.16 To recognize the following intersections as landmark gateways into and within the Cornell Centre
Community:
a) Highway 7 and 9" Line
b) Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway
¢) Highway 7 and Reesor Road

6.1.17 To ensure that buildings and public realm features at the intersections identified in Section 6.1.16
make a significant architectural contribution to the character and identity of the Secondary Plan
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Area, while respecting the immediate context and creating a distinct built form, appearance or
landmark feature, in accordance with the City’s Gateway Masterplan.

6.1.18 To promote the creation of EcoMobility Hubs of activity at the intersections identified in Section
6.1.16, inclusive of an appropriate mix of uses, public art, wayfinding elements, open spaces, and
other placemaking features.

Open Space

6.1.19 To design and develop open space in accordance with Sections 4.3 and 6.1.6 of the Official Plan
and Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use of this Secondary Plan.

6.1.20 To design the Neighbourhood Park and public school campus (insert location) as a shared facility,
providing a seamless layout and landscaping.

6.1.21 (insert any additional open space policy)
Public Art

6.1.22 To plan for and encourage the provision of public art in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area in
accordance with Section 6.1.7 of the Official Plan.

Built Form and Site Development

6.1.23 To design and plan the built form in the Secondary Plan Area in accordance with Section 6.1.8 of
the Official Plan.

6.1.24 To encourage designing and planning the built form and associated site works in the Secondary
Plan Area with regard for the City of Markham’s Age-Friendly Guidelines.

6.1.25 To establish appropriate height peaks and transitions throughout the Secondary Plan Area,
including:

a) primary height and density peaks within the Cornell BRT Station PMTSA and along Highway
7;

b) secondary height and density peaks along the length of Bur Oak Avenue; and,

c¢) downward transitions between the primary and secondary height peaks to residential areas
adjacent to the Secondary Plan Area.

6.1.26 To provide all buildings within the Secondary Plan Area with an appropriate degree of street-wall
continuity and enclosure to the street while maximizing views into parks and open spaces.

6.1.27 To generally establish a consistent building frontage set back from the property line of a minimum
of 3.0 metres and maximum of 5.0 metres for the building podium, or base, in order to provide
for a zone of transition between public and private realms while also providing spillover space for
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commercial activity, or a buffer for residential units at grade, and also enabling the inclusion of
awnings, canopies, and signage without encroachment into the right-of-way.

6.1.28 To orient all buildings to frame and provide uses at grade that animate the public realm around
parks and open spaces.

6.1.29 To ensure minimal shadow and wind impacts on public and private streets, parks and open spaces,
and community facilities.

6.1.30 To generally incorporate upper-storey stepbacks between podiums and towers of no less than 3
metres to ensure a strong delineation between the pedestrian-scaled base of a building and its
taller elements while also mitigating on wind impacts at ground level.

6.1.31 To generally maintain a maximum residential tower floor plate gross floor area as outlined in the
Comprehensive Zoning By-Law for intensification areas.

6.1.32 To generally maintain a minimum tower separation distance of 30 metres, offsetting the
location of towers, where possible.

6.1.33 To generally maintain a minimum tower setback of 15 metres from adjacent property lines to
ensure adjacent properties’ redevelopment potential is not impeded.

Buildings Abutting Cultural Heritage Resources

6.1.33 To design buildings abutting any cultural heritage resource to complement and enhance the
retained resources through the following design considerations:

a) Provide a built form that is complementary in scale to adjacent cultural heritage resources;

b) Consider materials that are sympathetic to adjacent cultural heritage resources;

c) Ensure setbacks are complementary to adjacent cultural heritage resources;

d) Provide building massing that is appropriate within its context and does not negatively impact
adjacent cultural heritage resources;

e) Where appropriate, incorporate design features that complement the architectural style and
character of adjacent cultural heritage features but are distinct from them; and

f) Ensure new buildings have a consistent approach to design detail in all building elements.

6.2 Sustainable Developments;

6.2.1 To achieve sustainable development, policy direction is provided with respect to conservation of
environmental resources, energy efficiency and the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and
supporting climate change mitigation and adaptation. Sustainable subdivision and site plan
design within the Secondary Plan Area will achieve a minimum score in accordance with the
Sustainability Metrics Program.
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6.2.2 To support the sustainable development of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area in a manner
consistent with Section 6.2 of the Official Plan and the policies of this Plan, through the
integration of land use, transportation and infrastructure planning at the community level and
the application of innovative sustainable development practices and technologies in site
planning and building design.

6.2.3 To consider the application of innovative sustainable design practices and technologies as
appropriate, in site planning and building design through the development approval process and
in particular, through the application and compliance with a sustainable development checklist,
as part of the site plan control and/or plan of subdivision application process, as generally set
out in Section 6.2.3.1 of the Official Plan.

6.3 Municipal Energy Planics:

6.2.1 To design and plan for an energy efficient Cornell Centre Community that contributes to the
achievement of the goals and objectives in the City of Markham Municipal Energy Plan towards
net zero greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions development by:

a) encouraging the design of net zero ready buildings that also exceed Ontario Building Code
standards;

b) encouraging the incorporation of solar photovoltaic infrastructure on building rooftops;

c) designing all residential and non-residential buildings to be electric vehicle ready; and

d) providing publicly accessible electric vehicle charging infrastructure as part of public and
private developments where feasible.

7. TRANSPORTATION, SERVICES AND UTILITIES

7.1 Transportation System
The transportation system servicing the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area includes public roads,
private roads, and pedestrian, bicycle and transit routes and facilities. It is intended that this
integrated transportation system will facilitate growth and development in the Secondary Plan
Area by improving the existing road and transit network, connections to destinations within the
Secondary Plan Area and adjacent communities, and by providing a convenient range of travel
choices.

It is the policy of Council:

7.1.1 General Policies

7.1.1.1 To planand design a transportation system to service the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area that
balances the needs of all road network users including pedestrians, cyclists, transit and motorists,

and the integration of land uses, in a manner consistent with Section 7.1 of the Official Plan, and
the policies of this Secondary Plan.
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7.1.1.2 That the transportation system servicing the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area includes the
planned road network of arterial roads, major collector and minor collector roads as shown on
Map SP5 — Street Network and the planned transit network and active transportation network of
transit, cycling, and pedestrian routes and facilities as shown on Map SPXX — Transit and Active
Transportation Network.

7.1.1.3 That the location of collector roads and transit, cycling and pedestrian routes and facilities will be
confirmed through more detailed studies submitted in support of development approvals for the
Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area. The final location of trails/pathways, roads, and related
facilities may be revised without amendment to this Secondary Plan, provided the intent of the
Official Plan and this Secondary Plan is maintained.

7.1.1.4 To require through the development approval process, where appropriate and at no public cost,
and in accordance with the Planning Act, the conveyance of lands within the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan Area needed to achieve the road network shown on Map SP5 — Street Network
and the active transportation network shown on Map SPxx — Transit and Active Transportation
Network in accordance with Section 7.1.3.4 of the Official Plan. Determination of final right-of
way requirements shall be made through the completion of the Functional Traffic Design Study,
Transportation Impact Assessment and/or any applicable environmental assessment as initiated
through the development approval process. Notwithstanding the planned rights-of-way for
arterial and collector roads, should it be determined through the development approval process
that greater right-of-way widths are required, the additional lands shall be conveyed to the City
and/or the Region at no public cost, without an amendment to this Secondary Plan.

7.1.2 Road Network

The road network within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area is largely influenced by existing
arterial and collector roads as well as proposed collector roads that are expected to carry the
majority of pedestrian, cycling, vehicular, and transit service traffic within the community, and
will serve as links to neighbouring areas. The collector road network establishes a mainly grid
pattern within the Secondary Plan Area that creates a well-defined street and block hierarchy of
continuous collector roads in both east-west and north-south directions, providing alternate
routes to Highway 7 as well as increasing opportunities for connections between active
transportation facilities and transit services.

It is the policy of Council:
7.1.2.1 That the designated arterial roads surrounding the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area as shown
on Map SP5 — Street Network be planned to achieve the requirements of the York Region Official

Plan, as may be amended from time to time.

7.1.2.2 That the designated collector roads within the road network of the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Area as shown on Map SP5 - Steet Network be planned to generally achieve the following:

a) Major collector roads shall generally have a mid-block right-of-way width of up to 30.5 metres .
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b) Minor Collector roads shall generally have a mid-block right-of-way width of 23.0 metres;

c) Separated cycling facilities (e.g., cycle track, protected bike lane or buffered bike lane) shall
generally be provided on each side of the collector roads. . Design requirements shall have
regard for the City’s Design Guidelines for Separated Cycling Facilities, Multi-use Paths & Trails;

d) Aligned travel lanes through the collector road intersections;

e) Restrict driveway access from developments adjacent to Regional Roads or major collector
roads to maximize the efficiency of the street system through techniques such as suitable local
street access, shared driveways and interconnected properties; and

f)  Plan and implement, including land takings necessary for, continuous collector streets in both
east-west and north-south directions, in all new urban developments.

G) Where a collector road intersects another collector road, it shall be recognized that a number of
traffic control alternatives may be considered, including stop-controls, traffic signals and/or
roundabouts. The intersection right-of-way shall be confirmed through the completion of the functional
traffic design study and transportation impact assessment and/or any applicable environmental
assessment.

7.1.2.3 That the local roads within the road network of the Cornell Centre Plan Area be planned to
achieve the following:

a) a primary road network providing frontage for development lots and blocks;

b) design requirements, in a manner consistent with the urban design policies in Section 6.0
of this Plan, to be determined through the approval of functional traffic design studies and
transportation impact assessments; and

c) aligned travel lanes through the collector road intersections.

Where possible local roads shall be organized to form a modified grid network intersecting with
the designated collector roads in order to maximize connectivity throughout the Cornell Centre
Plan Area.

7.1.3 Transit and Active Transportation Network
Within the Cornell Centre community, interconnectivity between the transit network and cycling
and walking facilities is essential to the establishment of a well-integrated active transportation
network. Providing opportunities for convenient and continuous active transportation makes it
easier for people to decrease their dependence on the automobile. Conveniently located and
adequately spaced transit stops are also crucial to establishing an integrated transit network to
service the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area and promote ridership.

It is the policy of Council:

7.1.3.1 To work with Metrolinx, York Region, other applicable transit providers and development
proponents, to plan, enhance or facilitate transit services in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Area as shown on Map SP6 — Transit and Active Transportation Network. This will be a continuous
process with:
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a) Ongoing coordination with York Region Transit and York Region to align transit plans with
growth in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area; and,

b) Ongoing coordination with Metrolinx, to identify growth in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan
Area, including accounting for appropriate population and employment growth in future
Metrolinx ridership forecasting analysis and service planning.

7.1.3.2 To facilitate the development of a transit-supportive urban structure, in cooperation with York

Region and development proponents, by:

a) Planning for a local road pattern and related pedestrian routes that accommodate direct
pedestrian access to transit routes and stops;

b) ensuring all areas within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area are adequately served by
public transit;

c) incorporating transit stops in road design requirements, where appropriate;

d) ,and

e) promoting public transit ridership through site planning and building design, building scale,
distribution of development densities, land use mix and location.

7.1.3.3 That the active transportation network shown on Map SP6 — Transit and Active Transportation
Network be planned to achieve the following:
a) Aninterconnected system of paths linking pedestrians and cyclists within the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan Area with other pathway systems in the City;
b) An active transportation network that seamlessly connects destinations and communities,
including the:
i)  Cornell BRT Station;
ii)  Markham Stouffville Hospital Campus;
iii)  Greenway System;
iv)  Parks System;
V) Future public school sites;
vi) Future potential trail systems adjacent to the Secondary Plan Area;
vii)  xx neighbourhood to the west;
viii)  Box Grove neighbourhood to the south; and

c) An active transportation network that is designed with regard for the urban design policies,
applicable engineering standards and guidelines, and determined through further studies
such as functional traffic design studies and transportation impact assessments and detailed
designs; and

d) Separated and protected cycling facilities, where they can be prioritized.

7.1.4 Vehicle Parking Rate

It is the policy of Council:
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To reduce minimum parking rate standards reflective and supportive of the planned
improvements in sustainable mode choices in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area, and in
particular within Major Transit Station Area(s).

That related requirements shall be defined in the implementing zoning by-law for the secondary
plan area, and may be further informed by the Citywide Parking Strategy Study, or other City
initiated parking studies.

To require as part of a development application, a Transportation Demand Management and
Traffic Management plan, in accordance with Section 7.1.6.1 in this Plan, that is also reflective of
the vehicle parking rate.

Ecomobility Hubs

Ecomobility hubs are multi-modal one-stop hubs to facilitate smart and easy access to mobility
services such as bike and/or scooter sharing stations, ride sharing (microtransit) or car sharing.
Strategic implementation of ecomobility hubs will provide additional sustainable mobility
options to access the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan area and surrounding communities from
the hub locations.

It is the policy of Council:

To facilitate the planning and implementation of ecomobility hubs with the purpose of providing

additional sustainable mobility options to access the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area and

surrounding communities by:

a) Coordinating with and engaging York Region on the integration of an ecomobility hub in the
transit station for Cornell BRT Station;

b) Planning for implementation of smaller scale ecomobility hubs at key intersections within an
unused street right-of-way, within a municipally owned park or open space, or as part of
private developments.

Transportation Demand Management

Transportation demand management measures seek to modify travel behaviour or demand in
order to make more efficient use of available transportation capacity. These objectives can be
achieved by encouraging residents and workers within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area
to make more trips by walking, cycling, transit and carpooling, and other sustainable modes of
transportation.

It is the policy of Council:

That a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management plan be prepared by development
proponents in the Secondary Plan Area, to reduce the number of trips, length of trips, and reliance
on single occupancy vehicles and promote a shift from automobile use to other modes of
transportation.
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7.1.6.2 That the Transportation Demand Management plan be adaptive and reflective of the planned
and committed transportation infrastructure and programs in the Secondary Plan Area. Further,
the Transportation Demand Management plan may be enhanced in the interim until such
transportation improvements are in place.

7.2 Services and Utilities
7.2.1 Municipal Water, Wastewater and Stormwater Management

Municipal infrastructure provides for the safe and effective delivery of potable water and the
conveyance of wastewater and stormwater.

It is the policy of Council:

7.2.1.1 To ensure that new developments in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area are serviced with
municipal water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure in accordance with the provisions of
Section 7.0 of the Official Plan, and that such infrastructure are designed to City standards and
guidelines. Additionally, water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure to support new
developments shall be designed in a manner consistent with the recommendations of the
Municipal Servicing Study Report and Cornell Centre Master Environmental Servicing Plan.

7.2.1.2 That the design of the trunk water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure should generally
be based on the recommendations in the Municipal Servicing Strategy prepared in support of the
Secondary Plan, and the latest City and York Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan. The
design of the local water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure is to be confirmed through
more detailed studies and development approvals.

7.2.1.3 That the assignment of sanitary capacity allocation for development in the Secondary Plan Area
will be determined by the City, in consultation with York Region, as part of the review of a
development application, and in accordance with the Cornell Centre Master Environmental
Servicing Plan and the development phasing plan where required.

7.2.1.4 That satisfactory arrangements between Developers’ Groups, the City and York Region, where
applicable, shall be established to ensure timely delivery of the key components of the water and
wastewater infrastructure for the Secondary Plan Area as a condition of development approvals
in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area.

7.2.2 Municipal Servicing Study

It is the policy of Council:

7.2.2.1 That development applications be prepared in accordance with the recommendations of the
Cornell Centre Master Environmental Servicing Plan Study prepared for the Secondary Plan Area.
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7.2.2.2 That should the provision of infrastructure services be required to facilitate development that
exceeds the land use provisions established in the Secondary Plan, development approval shall
be contingent on the City’s review and acceptance of the following servicing requirements for the
Secondary Plan Area:

a) required servicing studies to address the servicing requirements for the additional development.
The servicing studies shall address, to the City’s satisfaction, the requirements for the following:
i) sanitary sewers;
ii)  watermains;
iii)  stormwater management design including low impact development measures as
per City guidelines.

7.2.3 Functional Servicing Report
It is the policy of Council:

7.2.3.1 That a functional servicing report, where required by the City, shall be submitted in support of a
development application for review and acceptance by the City and Region, prior to approval of
the development.

7.2.3.2 Thatthe functional servicing report reflect the recommendations of the Municipal Servicing Study
report and support the detailed design of the water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure
required to service the development.

7.2.3.3 That the functional servicing report framework address, but not be limited to, site grading, sewers
and watermain works, erosion and sedimentation controls, road cross-sections and utility
requirements. Engineering drawings shall be prepared in accordance with the function servicing
report and shall be submitted for review and approval by the City and Region. All municipal
services shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the policies, guidelines, and
standards of the City, and where applicable, affected agencies.

7.2.3.4 That each development application be responsible for hydrogeological assessment, as well as
establishing acceptable groundwater discharge measures, as determined by the City, in support
of the functional servicing report.

7.2.4 Stormwater Management Report
It is the policy of Council:

7.2.4.1 That as a condition of development approvals and based on the findings and recommendations of
the accepted Municipal Servicing Study Report, Master Environmental Servicing Plan and/or
functional servicing report, a stormwater management report shall be prepared in accordance
with Section 3.3 of the Official Plan and Section 4.4 of this Secondary Plan, and submitted for
review and acceptance by the City in consultation with the Toronto and Region Conservation
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Authority (TRCA). The report shall provide detailed information regarding the provision of water
quality and quantity management facilities, water balance, low impact development facilities,
hydraulic grade lines, detailed major and minor systems, and erosion and siltation control
measures for the plan of subdivision or other development proposal.

7.2.5 Utility and Telecommunication Services

Utilities provide essential services to Cornell Centre such as natural gas, electricity and/or
renewable energy, street lighting and telecommunications and shall be planned and coordinated
within the Secondary Plan Area to the greatest extent possible.

It is the policy of Council:

7.2.5.1 To require that, to the greatest extent possible, utilities shall be planned and constructed in a
coordinated manner. Utility and telecommunication services shall be planned to be located
underground and shall be grouped wherever possible. Where required, above ground utility
fixtures shall be located and designed in accordance with City policies and have regard to the
urban design policies in Section 6.0 of this Secondary Plan.

7.2.5.2 That utility and telecommunication services shall be permitted in all land use designations subject
to the requirements of the Master Environmental Servicing Plan prepared in support of the of the
Secondary Plan and detailed engineering designs to be approved by the City. Any proposed
services located within the Greenway System lands shown on Map SP7 — Greenway System shall
be minimized and shall coincide with required road rights-of-way wherever possible. If a single
loaded road is approved to adjoin lands designated as ‘Greenway’, services should be confined to
the edge of the road right-of-way farthest from the ‘Greenway’ designation, wherever possible.

7.2.5.3 That utility providers shall, as a condition of development approvals, confirm that existing,
upgraded or new services will be available to support proposed development.

7.2.5.4 To encourage all development applicants to undertake a subsurface utilities investigation within
the City’s road right-of-way to identify and map existing underground services so that future
services can be accommodated.

8. LAND USE

8.1 General Provisions
The land use designations shown on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use establish the general pattern
for development in the Secondary Plan Area. The policies for these designations, as set out in
Sections 8.1 through 8.7 of the Secondary Plan, provide comprehensive guidance for
development, and must be read in conjunction with other applicable provisions of this Secondary
Plan as well as Chapter 8 and other applicable provisions of the Official Plan.

It is the policy of Council:



Page 148 of 231

8.1.1 That the general pattern of land use for the Secondary Plan Area is established in schedules that
amend the Official Plan and refined on Maps SP1 through SP7 in this Secondary Plan.

8.1.2 That further to the provisions of Chapter 8 of the Official Plan, the following land use
designations, overlays, and symbols are established and applied to the lands within the
Secondary Plan, as shown on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use:

o ‘Residential Mid Rise’
‘Residential High Rise’

‘Mixed Use Cornell Centre
‘Mixed Use Health Care Campus’
‘Business Park Employment’
‘Greenway’

8.1.3 That the pattern of land use shown on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use and the proposed specific
land uses or facilities identified in Section 8.1.2 will be implemented through required
development approvals in accordance with the applicable policies of the Secondary Plan, the
Official Plan, and addressing City standards and guidelines.

8.1.4 That in considering an application for development approval, the City shall ensure that
development has adequate transportation, water and wastewater infrastructure, and community
infrastructure such as public schools, parks, and open spaces, and has regard for the Urban Design
and Sustainable Development policies outlined in Section 6.0 of this Secondary Plan and Chapter
6 of the Official Plan.

8.1.5 That the locations of park sites, open spaces, public school sites and sites of other community
facilities and infrastructure shown on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use have been identified to support
the development of a complete community and ensure all residents have access to park spaces
for active and passive recreation.

8.1.6 That development proponents are encouraged to enter into one or more developers’ group
agreement(s), where appropriate, within the Secondary Plan Area, to ensure the equitable
distribution of costs for community and infrastructure facilities in accordance with Section 10.2
of this Secondary Plan.

8.1.7 To provide for the following uses in all designations, except the ‘Greenway’ and ‘Public Parks’
designations:

a) publicly owned and operated community facility, including a library, community centre and
recreation centre, provided the facility is located on an arterial or major collector road;

b) fire, police and emergency service facility;

c) electrical, gas and oil transmission/distribution facilities;
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d) publicly owned parking facility;

e) publicly owned parkland and public recreation use;

f) municipal district heating and/or cooling system;

g) automatic vacuum collection;

h) municipal transportation facility; and

i)  municipal service including an underground service, and utility, operation and maintenance
facility.

Residential Designations

The ‘Residential’ designations are intended to provide compatibility with the pattern and
character of surrounding development and contribute to the development of complete
communities. Lands designated ‘Residential’ are also intended to accommodate community
infrastructure and services such as public schools, places of worship, open spaces, and affordable
and shared housing, all with access to a transportation network that encourages walking, cycling
and transit use.

Lands designated ‘Residential’ are further categorized into ‘Residential Mid Rise’, and ‘Residential
High Rise’ as shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use. This Secondary Plan establishes provisions
relating to the residential development contemplated in each designation in addition to those in
Sections 8.2.4 and 8.2.5 of the Official Plan.

Residential Mid Rise

The ‘Residential Mid Rise’ designation applies to certain lands within Cornell Centre, north and
south of Highway 7 as identified on Map SP1 - Detailed Land Use. The designation is intended to
accommodate medium density residential development, supporting the adjacent retail and
employment uses and the planned regional transit service along Highway 7.

The ‘Residential Mid Rise’ lands north and south of Highway 7 will be connected through a
network of streets and pedestrian connections. The residential neighbourhoods will also provide
for a linked network of parks, public and private open spaces and green corridors and
connectivity to the active transportation network.

The intent is to create walkable communities with inviting pedestrian connections to parkland,
the Highway 7 and Bur Oak Avenue commercial areas and to the employment lands to the east.

It is the policy of Council:

General Policies

That lands within the Secondary Plan Area designated ‘Residential Mid Rise’ shall be subject to
the relevant provisions of Sections 8.1, 8.2.1 and 8.2.4 of the Official Plan, except as otherwise

provided for in Sections 8.2.1.2 and 8.2.1.3 in this Plan.

Uses
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8.2.1.2 In addition to the uses permitted in Section 8.1.7 of this Secondary Plan, the following uses may
be permitted on lands designated ‘Residential Mid Rise’:

Lands within this designation may be zoned to permit:

a)
b)
c)
d)

dwelling units including home occupation;

convenience retail and personal services uses on the ground floor of buildings;
day care centres; and

public schools

Building Types

8.2.1.3 To provide for the following building types on lands designated ‘Residential Mid Rise’:

8.2.1.4

8.2.15

8.2.2

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Townhouses

small multiplex buildings containing 3 to 6 units

stacked townhouses

apartment buildings

buildings associated with day care centres and public schools

Height and Density

a)

b)

Minimum and maximum heights in each development block within the designation shall be

as shown on Map SP4 - Height, subject to the following:

e The maximum height of buildings adjoining lands designated ‘Residential
Neighbourhood’ shall be 4 storeys.

The minimum floor space index of development in each development block within the

designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

Development Criteria

All development is subject to the following policies:

a)

Notwithstanding the designation boundaries south of Highway 7 between Bur Oak Avenue
and Donald Cousens Parkway shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use, the limits of
development adjacent to any wetlands in the designation will be established by the City and
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority in accordance with the policies of this Plan.

Vehicular access for townhouses fronting on a public street shall be from a lane.
Coach houses are provided for in accordance with Section xx

Residential High Rise
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The ‘Residential High Rise’ designation applies to certain lands along Highway 7, specifically on
the north side of Highway 7, east and west of Bur Oak Avenue, and in certain locations on the
south side of Highway 7, east of Bur Oak Avenue as identified on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use.
The designation is intended to accommodate high density residential and mixed-use
development supporting the retail and employment uses and planned regional transit service
along Highway 7. Development will also provide for a linked network of parks, and public and
private open spaces and Greenway linkages

Uses

a) dwelling units including home occupation

b) convenience retail and personal service uses on the ground floor of buildings
c) day care centre, subject to the provisions of Section xx

d) public schools

Building Types
a) apartment buildings
b) buildings associated with day care centres and public schools.

Height and Density
a) Minimum and maximum heights in each development block within the designation shall be
as shown on Map SP4 - Height, subject to the following:

e Where an apartment building or non-residential building is proposed in a form that
includes a defined podium and tower, the minimum height of the podium shall be 4
storeys, and the maximum height of the building will be as shown on Map SP4 - Height.

e For apartment buildings and non-residential buildings that are not proposed in a podium
and tower form, the minimum height for buildings fronting Highway 7, shall be 8 storeys
or as shown on Map SP4 - Height.

b) The minimum floor space index of development in each development block within the
designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

Development Criteria
All development is subject to the criteria outlined in Section xx and the urban design policies in
Section xx. In addition, the following policies apply:

a) Density, height, building types and other elements of development, including but not limited
to, depth of any underground structures, shall be established based on the findings of the
Master Environmental Servicing Plan and other technical studies required by the City and
other agencies having jurisdiction, prior to the approval of development applications.

Mixed Use Designations

The ‘Mixed Use’ designations in this Secondary Plan are intended to provide for a full range of
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uses to meet the needs of the local population. The intent is that new employment, retail,
restaurant and service uses in this designation will be integrated with community and residential
uses in a mixed-use setting in a manner that is transit- supportive and pedestrian-oriented. The
availability of community infrastructure will be assessed through the review of a development
application to ensure a full range of community services and facilities are available or will be
provided to serve residents in these areas.

Mixed use development is provided for in the ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise - Retail Priority’, ‘Mixed Use
High Rise’, and ‘Mixed Use Employment Priority’ designations as shown on Map SP1- Detailed
Land Use. Additional specific provisions relating to the development contemplated in each
designation is established in this Secondary Plan.
Buildings should generally be placed on a site to have continuous street frontage with a
consistent setback in order to provide for continuity in built form along public streets.
Development shall address and animate the public streets, particularly the Highway 7, 9th Line,
Bur Oak Avenue and Rustle Woods frontages, including the provision of primary entrances and
facades on these streets.
Building placement and the articulation of the building facade will be provided in accordance
with the urban design policies of this Plan, as further articulated in the Community Design Plan.
Where the ground floor of a multi-storey building is required to accommodate non- residential
uses, the following policies apply:
e Any residential uses or accessory residential uses on the ground floor of mixed use buildings
shall generally not exceed 45%, of the ground floor gross floor area.

Where buildings fronting Highway 7, 9th Line, Bur Oak Avenue or Rustle Woods Avenue are
located at intersections, ground floor uses shall wrap around the edge of intersecting streets.
Pedestrian connections will be provided to adjacent neighbourhoods.

Structured parking and/or underground parking shall be encouraged in place of surface parking.
Surface parking shall not be permitted within 40 metres of Highway 7, 9th Line, Bur Oak Avenue
or Rustle Woods Avenue except behind buildings facing these streets with access restricted to
interior streets or lanes.

Loading and parking facilities shall be screened from public view and buffered so as to reduce
impacts on residential uses.

On-street parking shall be provided within private road right-of-ways on which buildings front.

Community Amenity Area — Mixed Use Bur Oak Corridor

The ‘Community Amenity Area - Mixed Use Bur Oak Corridor’ is located on both sides of Bur Oak
Avenue connecting the Highway 7 Centre with the Community Facilities and Health Care
Campus and the secondary main street along Rustle Woods Avenue.

The ‘Community Amenity Area - Mixed Use Bur Oak Corridor’ designation will provide a
community retail focus in the form of a main street. The main street is intended to be
characterized by animated multi-storey, mixed-use buildings.

Lands at the intersection of Bur Oak Avenue and Highway 7 within this designation are intended
to have the greatest densities and heights in Cornell Centre.
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8.3.1.1 General Policies

8.3.1.2

8.3.1.3

8.3.1.4

That lands within the Secondary Plan Area designated ‘Community Amenity Area — Mixed Use
Bur Oak Corridor’ shall:

a)
b)

c)

be subject to the relevant provisions of Sections 8.1, 8.3.1 and 8.3.3 of the Official Plan,
except as otherwise provided for in Sections 8.3.1.2 and 8.3.1.3 of this Secondary Plan; and,
encourage fine-grained retail and service uses at grade, particularly fronting onto Bur Oak
Avenue and,

include a range of residential types and tenures that ensure the availability of affordable
housing.

Uses

To provide for the following uses on lands designated ‘Community Amenity Area — Mixed Use
Bur Oak Corridor’:

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
8)
h)
i)

commercial fitness centre

commercial school

day care centre, subject to the provisions of Section xx

dwelling unit including a home occupation

financial institution

office

restaurant

retail

service, with the exception of motor vehicle service stations and commercial storage facility

Building Types

To provide for the following building types on lands designated ‘Community Amenity Area —
Mixed Use Bur Oak’:

a)
b)

c)

apartment building

stacked townhouse, except along the Highway 7, Bur Oak Avenue and Rustle Woods Avenue
frontages

multi-storey non-residential or mixed-use building, and

Height and Density

Minimum and maximum heights in each development block within the designation shall be as
shown on Map SP4 - Height, subject to the following:
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e  Where an apartment building or non-residential building is proposed in a form that
includes a defined podium and tower, the minimum height of the podium shall be 4
storeys, and the maximum height of the building will be as shown on Map SP3 - Height.

e For apartment buildings and non-residential buildings that are not proposed in a podium
and tower form, the minimum height for buildings fronting Highway 7 shall be 8 storeys
as shown on SP4 - Height.

b) The minimum floor space index of development in each development block within the
designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

8.3.1.5 Development Criteria
In addition to the criteria outlined in Section xx and the urban design policies in
Section xx, the following policies apply:

a) The ground floor of buildings fronting Bur Oak Avenue shall accommodate
secondary retail, personal service, office and other non-residential uses
compatible with the primary residential or office use. Residential uses may be
provided on the ground floor on a temporary basis, where feasible, but only
within the space designed for non-residential uses.

b) Retail uses shall generally be limited to individual retail premises with a gross
floor area not exceeding 1,000 square metres. The implementing zoning by-
law may further restrict the number of retail premises that may be permitted
to have the maximum permitted gross floor area or the proportion of the
gross floor area that may be devoted to retail premises of the maximum size.

8.3.2 Mixed Use Cornell Centre

The ‘Mixed Use Cornell Centre’ designation is located on both sides of Bur Oak Avenue, along portions
of the frontage of Hwy 7, as well as south of the community facilities and health care campus, and
includes the location of the Cornell BRT regional transit terminal. This designation will provide for a
community retail focus in the form of a main street along Bur Oak Avenue as well as a concentration of
office and high density residential uses in proximity to the health care campus, building on the campus
as a major employment node in Cornell Centre. It is also intended that a secondary main street be
developed along Rustle Woods Avenue, providing an animated pedestrian-friendly connection between
the primary Bur Oak Avenue main street and the regional transit terminal.

8.3.3.1 General
a) The development standards and criteria contained in this section reflect the intended
development of lands within the ‘Community Amenity Area - Mixed Use 9th Line’
designation in a mixed use multi-storey form. Section xx also applies to non-residential
development within this designation.

8.3.3.2 Uses
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To provide for the following uses on lands designated ‘Mixed Use Cornell Centre’:

a) banquet hall, within a hotel or trade and convention centre

b) commercial fitness centre

¢) commercial school

d) commercial parking garage

e) community college or university

f) day care centre, subject to the provisions of Section 6.7.6

g) dwelling unit including a home occupation

h) financial institution

i) hotel

j) office

k) place of entertainment

I) place of worship, subject to the provisions of Section 6.7.5

m) private club

n) public school and private school provided these are located on an arterial or major collector
road

o) restaurant

p) retail

g) service, with the exception of motor vehicle service stations and commercial storage

r) trade and convention centre.

8.3.3.3 Building Types

The following building types are provided for:

a) apartment building

b) stacked townhouse, except along the Highway 7, Bur Oak Avenue, and Rustle Woods
Avenue frontages

c) multi-storey non-residential or mixed use building, and

d) single storey community facilities building.

8.3.3.4 Height and Density

a) Minimum and maximum heights in each development block within the designation shall be
as shown on Map SP4 - Height, subject to the following:
e Heights within 30 metres of the 9th Line streetline shall not exceed 5 storeys.

b) The minimum floor space index of development in each development block within the
designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

8.3.3.5 Development Criteria
All development is subject to the criteria outlined in Section 6.3.3 and the urban design policies
in Section 7.0. The following additional policies apply:
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a) The ground floor of buildings fronting Rustle Woods Avenue shall accommodate secondary
retail, personal service, office and other non-residential uses compatible with the primary
residential or office use, in accordance with Section xx.

b) Dwelling units are not permitted on the north side of Rustle Woods Avenue.

c) Retail uses shall generally be limited to individual retail premises with a gross floor area not
exceeding 1,000 square metres. The implementing zoning by-law may further restrict the
number of retail premises that may be permitted to have the maximum permitted gross
floor area or the proportion of the gross floor area that may be devoted to retail premises of
the maximum size.

8.3.4 Mixed Use Health Care Campus

The ‘Mixed Use Health Care Campus’ designation includes the Markham Stouffville Hospital
lands and the adjacent Cornell Community Centre lands. It is intended that this area be
developed as a community facilities and health care campus with a range of uses and activities
related to health and wellness. It is also recognized as a significant employment node in east
Markham with potential for additional long term development.

8.3.4.1 Uses

To provide for the following uses on lands designated ‘Mixed Use Health Care Campus’:

a) hospital and related facilities

b) health and wellness facilities

c¢) medical offices and clinics

d) treatment centres

e) residential health care facilities affiliated with the principal hospital activity

f) retirement home facilities

g) ancillary uses to the primary community facility and health care uses including laboratories,
retail, restaurants and personal services.

8.3.4.2 Building Types

The following building types are provided for:

a) single storey and multi-storey single use or mixed use buildings.

8.3.4.3 Height and Density

a) Minimum and maximum heights shall be as shown on Map SP4 - Height, subject to the
following:
e any building restrictions or requirements on lands affected by the heliport as identified
in the study required in Section xx
e The maximum height for development within approximately 30 metres of the 9th Line
streetline, or adjoining lands designated ‘Residential Neighbourhood’ shall be five (5)
storeys.
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e Height increases in the order of 10 storeys may be considered for limited components of
hospital buildings located within the interior of the lands within the ‘Community
Amenity Area - Mixed Use Health Care Campus’ designation south of Church Street;
consideration for such height increases shall be given only within the context of an
application for a zoning amendment to permit a height increase and the approval of a
comprehensive block plan.

The minimum and/or maximum floor space index of development in each development
block within the designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks, subject
to the following:

e The maximum Floor Space Index for all development on the lands south of Church
Street shall generally not exceed 0.75 FSI. Individual buildings within the development
block south of Church Street may achieve more or less than the maximum Floor Space
Index, provided the maximum Floor Space Index is not exceeded over the entire
development block south of Church Street.

e The transfer of density from the lands required for the future widening of Church Street
and 9th Line, and the dedication of the 9th Line Greenway, may be permitted as part of
a comprehensive block plan approval for the campus lands south of Church Street,
provided the maximum floor space index is not exceeded, to the satisfaction of the City.

8.3.4.4 Development Criteria
In addition to the development criteria of Section 6.3.3 and the urban design
policies of Section 7.0, the following policies apply:

a)

The existing heliport on the Hospital property is certified for day and night
use and is subject to regulations established by Transport Canada in
“Heliport & Helideck Standards and Recommended Practices” (TP2586E).
These regulations include restrictions on the height of natural and man-
future made features and mobile objects within the required flight/landing
paths. Noise impacts are also a potential factor affecting the suitability of
lands in the vicinity of the heliport for certain uses.

In order to establish possible land use and building restrictions or
requirements on lands affected by the heliport and possible zoning and site
plan requirements for which the City may be responsible, the City shall
require that a study be completed by the Hospital and/or development
proponents, prior to the approval of development on any potentially
impacted lands demonstrating compliance with federal standards for heliport
and noise impacts. This study shall be completed by qualified professionals to
the satisfaction of the City and shall include appropriate consultation with
applicable departments and agencies.

Development within the ‘Community Amenity Area - Mixed Use Health Care
Campus’ will be integrated with the surrounding Cornell community
through a network of internal and external pedestrian routes including the
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provision of a pedestrian route through the campus linking the pedestrian
routes in the north Cornell community with the pedestrian routes in the
south Cornell community.

c) Inconsidering an application to amend the Secondary Plan to allow for
opportunities for intensification of the lands within the ‘Community
Amenity Area - Mixed Use Health Care Campus’ with additional
complementary uses beyond the maximum density permitted, regard will
had for the following:

e Identification of appropriate locations for intensification adjacent to
public transit routes along arterial and major collector roads;

e The capacity of the transportation network to accommodate the intensification;

e Maintaining the integrity of the structure of Cornell Centre,
particularly with respect to the viability of the Commercial Core area
along Bur Oak Avenue, Rustle Woods Avenue and south of Highway 7;

e Provision of appropriate transition in height and massing to
adjacent ‘Residential Neighbourhood’ and ‘Residential Mid Rise’
lands;

e |Integration of the health care campus with the surrounding community
to the extent possible through the introduction of public open space
and new roads; and

e Providing for a phased and orderly pattern of intensification to
ensure that existing services continue to be available as new
development proceeds.

Provisions for ‘First Phase’ of Development in Commercial Core

a) Lands within the ‘Mixed Use Cornell Centre’ designation are within the Cornell Centre
Commercial Core identified on Map SP2 — Community Structure. It is anticipated that the
lands within these designations may be developed in phases. With the exception of
residential development, which is subject to the policies in Sections xx, the following policies
apply to the ‘first phase’ of development.

b) The ‘first phase’ of development shall be defined by the first site plan approval(s) granted to
any or all lands within the designations.

c) The height and density provisions of xx shall not apply to non- residential development.
Where non-residential buildings fronting Highway 7, Bur Oak Avenue and/or Rustle Woods
Avenue do not achieve the minimum heights required in Section xx respectively, the
maximum height shall be two storeys. The maximum height for non-residential buildings
elsewhere within the designations shall also be two storeys.

d) Development is permitted where it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the City that:
e an appropriate mix of uses is being provided
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e the proposed development addresses and animates the Highway 7, Bur Oak Avenue
and/or Rustle Woods Avenue frontage, including the provision of primary entrances and
facades on these streets

¢ Dbuildings are located in a manner that does not preclude the effective redevelopment of
the lands in mixed use and multi-storey form within smaller development blocks,
particularly the delivery of a more refined public street network, as shown conceptually on
Map SP3 — Development Blocks, and specifically:

- the future east-west collector road between Bur Oak Avenue and the north- south road
east of the woodland feature in the ‘Mixed Use Cornell Centre’ designation

e pedestrian connections are provided to adjacent neighbourhoods and to Highway 7, Bur
Oak Avenue and/or Rustle Woods Avenue, and

e parking and service areas are generally located at the rear of proposed buildings and
appropriately screened from Highway 7, Bur Oak Avenue, and/or Rustle Woods Avenue and
other public streets.

e) Prior to approval of the “first phase’ of development, a comprehensive block plan shall be
submitted to establish a framework for the long term redevelopment of the site in an
intensified multi-storey form. The plan shall provide detailed guidance regarding the
pattern, nature and phasing of development to address, among other things, the following:

e an appropriate mix of uses;

e distribution of height and density targets identified in each designation;

e protection and enhancement of natural heritage and hydrologic features;

e the proposed layout of streets, lanes and development blocks, including provision for
required public streets;

e the proposed system of movement on streets including pedestrian, cycling and transit
routes and transit;

e the locations of required parks and open space and other community infrastructure;
e the location of publicly accessible walkways and vehicular access driveways, including
mid-block connectors and potential surface parking areas;

e transition between areas of different intensities and uses; and

¢ relationships between buildings, streets and open spaces.

f) Development proposals to add or reduce the gross floor area approved within the “first
phase’ of development, other than by a minor amount, shall be subject to the height and
density policies in Section xx”

Employment Designations

It is the intent of this Secondary Plan to provide for the development of an employment node
that accommodates a range of compatible business and economic activities including
manufacturing, research and development in connection with manufacturing, warehousing,
goods movement, associated retail and office, and ancillary facilities. It is also an objective of
this Plan to provide limited opportunities, at appropriate locations, for complementary and
supportive retail and service uses serving the employment uses.
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It is intended that the development in the business park shall reflect the quality and design of
similar successful business areas in the City and provide a regional employment focus within
eastern Markham capitalizing on its location at the intersection of local, regional and provincial
road and transit networks, and proximity to a possible future airport at the Pickering Airport
Site.

General

a) Employment lands within the Secondary Plan Area are designated ‘Business Park
Employment’ as shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use.

Specific policies applicable to this designation area are outlined below:

b) An application for development involving the conversion of employment land shall only be
dealt with in the context of a comprehensive growth management or Official Plan review
process.

¢) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Secondary Plan, the development of the
‘Business Park Employment’ lands west of Donald Cousens Parkway and south of Highway 7
are projected to provide 5,200 jobs at ultimate build out. In order to achieve these
employment projections, minimum Floor Space Index (FSI) requirements are assigned to
these designations south of Highway 7 and west of Donald Cousens Parkway as identified in
Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

The implementing zoning by-law(s) for development on these lands shall include minimum
densities and minimum heights for these lands in order to provide for the appropriate gross
floor area necessary to achieve the projected employment, at ultimate build out,
recognizing that these employment lands will be developed in phases over time.

Density, height, building types and other elements of development, including but not limited
to depth of any underground structures, shall be established based on the findings of the
Master Environmental Servicing Plan and other technical studies required by the City and
other agencies having jurisdiction, prior to approval of development.

Business Park Employment

The ‘Business Park Area - Business Park Employment’ designation applies to the majority of the
employment lands located in the eastern portion of Cornell Centre, north and south of Highway
7 and on both sides of Donald Cousens Parkway. The ‘Business Park Employment’ designation is
primarily intended to accommodate business and economic activities including manufacturing,
research and development in connection with manufacturing, warehousing, goods movement,
associated retail and office, and ancillary facilities.

The employment opportunities in this designation are intended to be the most diverse within
Cornell Centre, while capitalizing on the planned regional rapid transit route on Highway 7, the
active transportation network and the proximity and connectivity with Highway 407.
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Uses and Building Types
a) Permitted uses within the ‘Business Park Employment’ designation shall include those uses
identified in Section 8.5.2.2 of the Official Plan as amended.

Height and Density

a) Minimum and/or maximum heights in each development block within the designation shall
be as shown on Map SP4 - Height.

b) The minimum floor space index of development in each development block within the
designation shall be as shown on Map SP3 — Development Blocks.

Development Criteria
In addition to the urban design policies in Section xx, the following policies apply:

a) Development blocks west of Donald Cousens Parkway shall provide for the approximate
minimum block depths identified in Official Plan Amendment 224, in accordance with
Section 6.4.1 c).

b) Surface parking shall not be permitted within 40 metres of Highway 7, except behind
buildings facing Highway 7 with access restricted to interior streets or lanes.

c) Vehicle access to a development adjoining Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway shall
generally not be permitted from these streets, but shall be restricted to interior streets or
lanes.

d) Loading access to a development adjoining Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway shall
not be permitted from these streets, but shall be restricted to interior streets or lanes.

e) Vehicle access to a development adjoining Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway shall
generally not be permitted from these streets, but shall be restricted to interior streets,
lanes or Reesor Road.

g) Loading access to a development adjoining Highway 7 and Donald Cousens Parkway shall
not be permitted from these streets, but shall be restricted to interior streets, lanes or
Reesor Road.

Greenway Designation

The ‘Greenway’ designation shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use contains the Natural
Heritage Network. These lands are intended to protect natural heritage and hydrologic features
while supporting natural heritage enhancement opportunities, protection of wildlife habitat,
passive recreation uses and nature appreciation.

General Policies
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That lands within the Secondary Plan Area designated ‘Greenway’ as shown on Map SP1 —
Detailed Land Use and Map SP7 - Greenway System shall be subject to the general provisions of
Section 3.1 and 8.6 of the Official Plan except as otherwise provided for in Section 4.1 of the
Secondary Plan, and the land use policies of Section 8.6.2 of this Plan.

Uses

To provide for the following uses on lands designated ‘Greenway’ as shown on Map SP1 -
Detailed Land Use:

a) archaeological activity;

b) ecological restoration activity;

c) forest, wildlife habitat and fisheries management and conservation;

d) watershed management, conservation and flood and erosion control projects;

e) trails and nature-based public recreational activities including associated recreational
infrastructure;

f) transportation, servicing or utility infrastructure in accordance with Sections 3.1.2.9 and
7.1.1.7 of the Official Plan, which receives environmental approval under provincial or
federal authority, subject to the requirements of the Greenbelt Plan where applicable; and

g) communications/telecommunications infrastructure, subject to the requirements of the
Greenbelt Plan where applicable.

Public Park

The ‘Public Park’ designation shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use comprises lands that
contain existing and proposed public parks in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area. These
lands are intended to provide residents with suitably sized and useable spaces for a diverse
range of active and passive recreational and leisure activities.

General Policies

That lands within the Secondary Plan Area designated ‘Public Park’ as shown on Map SP1 -
Detailed Land Use shall be subject to the general provisions of Sections 4.3.2 and 4.3.5 of the
Official Plan, except as otherwise provided for in Sections 8.7.2 of this Secondary Plan.

Uses
To provide for the following uses on lands designated ‘Public Park’ as shown on Map SP1 -
Detailed Land Use:

a) field sports and recreational amenities;

b) playgrounds;

c¢) multifunctional space for social gatherings;
d) publicart; and,

e) passive and public recreational activities.
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To identify and locate the following neighbourhood parks on lands designated ‘Public Park’ as
shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use and classified in Section 4.3.2.2 of the Official Plan:

a) TBC
b) TBC
c) TBC
d) TBC

Institutional

The ‘Institutional’ designation applies to lands in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area as
identified on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use. The intent is to provide for community facilities and
infrastructure that are needed to create a complete Cornell Centre Community.

General Policies

a) That lands within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area that are designated ‘Institutional’
shall be subject to the relevant provisions of Sections 5.1.6 of the Official Plan, except as
otherwise provided for in Sections 8.8.2 to 8.8.4 in this Plan.

b) That the location of the public school sites shown on Map SP1- Detailed Land Use have been
selected to reflect the role of school sites within the community and neighbourhood
structure, and patterns of land use.

Uses

To provide for only the following uses on lands designated ‘Institutional’ as shown on Map SP1 -
Detailed Land Use:

a) Public schools;

b) Places of worship;

c) Community infrastructure facilities; and

d) Residential uses if the residential uses are integrated with a public school in a multi-storey
mixed use building

Building Types
To provide only for buildings associated with places of worship, public schools, and community
infrastructure facilities on lands designated ‘Institutional’.

Height and Density

Heights and densities are provided to support the achievement of the vision for the Cornell
Centre Secondary Plan Area as a transit supportive and complete community. The tallest

buildings and primary peaks height peaks are directed to lands within close proximity to the
Cornell BRT Station. Building heights will transition downward...(TBC) Heights will transition
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further downward towards the residential areas...(TBC) A variety of building heights are
encouraged to enhance the character of the Secondary Plan Area. The densities in the
Secondary Plan are intended to guide the pattern of development and support a range of built
forms.

To provide for the following height and density on all land use designations, except the
‘Greenway’, ‘Public Parks’, and ‘Institutional’ designations:

a) a minimum building height of 3 storeys;

b) a maximum building height in accordance with Map SP4 — Height;

c) adensity that has regard for the floor space index (“FSI”) as shown on xx

That densities exceeding the FSls as shown on xx may be considered without an amendment to

the Secondary Plan, subject to the following matters being addressed to the satisfaction of the

City:

a) transportation assessment/study to confirm the additional densities can be supported by
the existing and/or planned transportation capacity of the Secondary Plan;

b) servicing study to demonstrate that the additional densities can be supported by existing
and/or planned servicing capacity as outlined in Section xx of the Secondary Plan;

c) the community design principles for the Secondary Plan Area as outlined in Section xx of the
Secondary Plan; and,

d) housing impact statement to monitor and encourage the implementation of a diverse and
affordable housing stock, including provisions for purpose built rental and/or affordable
housing.

Additional heights up to 5 storeys above the maximum heights shown on Map SP4- Heights may
be considered without an amendment to this plan on lands designated “TBC” in the Cornell
Centre Major Transit Station Area, subject to a zoning by-law amendment, where the following
matters are addressed to the satisfaction on the City:

a) transportation assessment/study to confirm the additional heights can be supported by the
existing and/or planned transportation capacity of the Secondary Plan;

b) servicing study to demonstrate that the additional heights can be supported by existing
and/or planned servicing capacity as outlined in Section xx of the Secondary Plan;

c) the community design principles for the Secondary Plan Area as outlined in Section xx of the
Secondary Plan; and,

d) ahousing impact statement to monitor and encourage the implementation of a diverse and
affordable housing stock, including provisions for purpose built rental and/or affordable
housing.

That density as identified in Section 8.9 of the Secondary Plan and as shown on Appendix xx -
Height, will be calculated based on floor space index.

That where affordable housing units, as defined in the 2014 Official Plan, are integrated within a
mixed use or residential development the gross floor area of the affordable housing units is
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exempted from the calculation of height as shown on Map SP4 — Height and density as shown
on xx — Density .

9. AREA SITE SPECIFIC POLICIES

Area and site specific policies are intended to build on the policy framework of the Secondary
Plan, and provide further direction for specific sites.

It is the policy of Council:

9.1 That the following applies to lands located within the Rouge National Urban Park Gateway Study

Area as identified on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use:

c) That development of these lands have consideration for the Cornell Rouge National Urban
Park Gateway Study Final Report endorsed by Markham Council in 2020, which contains a
framework for the creation of a pedestrian and active transportation focused gateway
connecting Cornell Centre and the Rouge National Urban Park

¢) That opportunities to improve the pedestrian environment in the Gateway Area such as
landscaping, planters, seating, enhanced urban design, architectural design, and interactive
public art be considered through the development of these lands

c) That Parks Canada, who is planning to construct a welcome area, trail systems and other
visitor facilities within and adjacent to the Gateway Area, be consulted as these lands are
developed

10. IMPLEMENTATION

10.1 General Policies
It is the policy of Council:

10.1.1 That the Secondary Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the provisions of the Planning
Act, and other provincial legislation, the provisions of Chapter 10 of the Official Plan and the
provisions of this Plan.

10.1.2 That a holding provision may be placed on lands, where appropriate, to identify conditions that
must be met before the ultimate use of land is permitted in accordance with Section 36 of the
Planning Act and section 10.2.3 of the Official Plan.

10.2 Developers’ Group Agreement(s)

Developers’ Group Agreements have supported the orderly development of secondary plan
areas across the City. As a result, the policies in this Secondary Plan strongly encourage the
development of a Developers’ Group Agreement(s).
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It is the policy of Council:

10.2.1 That the location of proposed public infrastructure such as roads, stormwater management
facilities or the provision of other community facilities identified in the Secondary Plan have been
incorporated without regard to property ownership. In order to ensure that all affected property
owners contribute equitably towards the provision of community and infrastructure facilities to
support the development of complete communities such as public parks, open space,
modifications to natural features, roads and road improvements, internal and external municipal
services, and stormwater management facilities, developers are encouraged to enter into
Developers’ Group Agreement(s) or other agreements in accordance with Section 10.8.3 of the
Official Plan.

10.2.2 That Developers’ Group Agreement(s) should support the equitable distribution of the costs,
including lands, of the aforementioned community and common public facilities and associated
studies where such costs are not dealt with under the Development Charges Act, 1997.

10.3 Development Phasing Plan
It is the policy of Council:

10.3.1 That full buildout of the Secondary Plan will be achieved over the long-term and development
shall be coordinated with the provision of infrastructure and community facilities to support
complete and healthy communities, including:

a) transit;

b) road network capacity;

c) pedestrian and cycling facilities;

d) water and waste water services;

e) stormwater management facilities;

f)  public schools and other community infrastructure;
g) the acquisition of public parkland;

h) streetscape improvements; and

i) utilities.

10.3.2 That development will be coordinated with the delivery of infrastructure in accordance with the
York Region 10-year capital plan, Water and Wastewater Master Plan and Transportation
Master Plan.

10.3.3 That initial development within the Secondary Plan Area shall not preclude the achievement of a
complete community, and the community structure as shown on Map SP2 — Community

Structure.

10.3.4 If a property is proposed to be developed in phases, a development phasing plan shall be
submitted prior to any development approval. The development phasing plan shall also address:

a) the planned distribution of housing by height and density;
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b) timing of delivery of key internal and external water and wastewater distribution systems,
and stormwater management facilities; and
c) timing of construction and operation of major utility facilities.

The development phasing plan shall be prepared by development proponents, in consultation
with the City and York Region, in a manner consistent with the required supporting studies, and
applicable Provincial, Regional, City and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority policies.

That the City shall ensure through plans of subdivision, development agreements, and holding
provisions in the zoning by-law, that development occurs sequentially.

Parkland Dedication and Master Parkland Agreement

The location of park sites shown on Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use have been identified to
support complete communities and ensure equitable access to public parks for active and
passive recreation. For this reason, the City strongly encourages that development proponents
enter into a Master Parkland Agreement with the City prior to any development approvals
within the Secondary Plan Area.

It is the policy of Council:

That developers shall be encouraged to enter into a Master Parkland Agreement with the City
prior to any development approvals within the Secondary Plan Area. The Master Parkland
Agreement shall identify the minimum size and general location of parks that shall be provided
in accordance with Map SP1 — Detailed Land Use.

That parkland dedication shall be provided in accordance with the Master Parkland Agreement.

That as a condition of development approval of any lands within the Secondary Plan Area that
are subject to a Master Parkland Agreement, the developer shall provide confirmation from the
developers’ group(s) that the developer has satisfied all of their parkland obligations with
respect to the Master Parkland Agreement.

Parkland Dedication and Master Parkland Agreement

The City, in cooperation with the Cornell Landowners Group will undertake a study to determine
the amount and location of park land to be provided within the Highway 7 corridor pursuant to
the 2007 Cornell Master Parks Agreement, and to confirm the parks and open space provided
for in the Cornell Master Park Agreement.

INTERPRETATION

General Policies

It is the policy of Council:
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11.1.1 That the provisions of Section 11.1 and any other section of the Official Plan regarding the
interpretation of that Plan shall apply in regard to this Secondary Plan, however in the event of a
discrepancy between this Plan and the policies and/or designations of Part | of the Official Plan,
the policies of this Plan shall prevail.

11.1.2 That this Secondary Plan be read in its entirety and all policies must be considered, including the
applicable policies of the Official Plan.

11.1.3 That this Secondary Plan includes goals, objectives, principles and policies that are intended to
guide development within the Secondary Plan Area. Some flexibility in interpretation is
permitted, at the discretion of Council, provided that the intent of the goals, objectives,
principles and policies are maintained.

11.1.4 That the detailed pattern of land use and the transportation network for the Secondary Plan
Area as outlined on Maps SP1 — Detailed Land Use, SP5 — Street Network, and SP6 — Transit and
Active Transportation Network may be subject to minor adjustments during the plan of
subdivision and/or site plan approval processes, taking into account such matters as the
preservation of natural vegetation or heritage resources, stormwater management
requirements, detailed land use relationships, and street patterns.

11.1.5 That references to “acceptance” or “accepted” by the City of required studies undertaken in
support of a development application shall mean acceptance to the satisfaction of Markham
staff and external agencies, where applicable.

APPENDICES

MAP SP1 - Detailed Land Use

MAP SP2 — Community Structure

MAP SP3 — Development Blocks

MAP SP4 — Heights

MAP SP5 - Refined Road Network

MAP SP6 - Transit and Active Transportation

MAP SP7 — Greenway System
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1.0 Introduction and Purpose

The following report has been prepared to support the natural heritage component of the Cornell
Centre Secondary Plan Update. The Secondary Plan Update is identified in policy direction in
the 2014 Markham Official Plan and is being undertaken to bring the Secondary Plan into
conformity with current provincial planning direction, the recently approved 2022 York Region
Official Plan and Markham’s 2014 Official Plan. The review will be providing updated direction
to reflect prior development approvals in Cornell Centre, in-process development applications
undergoing review and future development anticipated in response to growth and provincial
direction for density targets to support higher order transit.

Given that much of the Greenway System in Cornell has been established through previous
studies and development approvals in accordance with direction in the Cornell Secondary Plan,
the completion of a comprehensive natural heritage study is not required. The natural heritage
component of the update is being scoped to ensure that natural heritage elements identified in
the 2014 Markham Official Plan and that are not currently identified in the Secondary Plan are
mapped and addressed with appropriate policy direction recognizing the established planning
direction for Cornell.

The focus of the natural heritage review will ensure that the Natural Heritage Network elements
of the Greenway System, including woodlands wetlands and valleylands, are comprehensively
mapped taking into account criteria in the Markham Official Plan and previous environmental
studies that informed the planning direction for Cornell. Existing naturalized stormwater
management facilities are already mapped as Other Greenway System Lands in the 2014
Markham Official Plan and newly constructed stormwater management facilities will be added to
the Greenway System through this Secondary Plan update.

The mapping update has been limited to a review of desktop materials, such as online
databases, previously completed environmental studies, aerial imagery, site visits to verify
natural feature presence and interpretation of vegetation cover and mapped feature limits based
on the background review. It does not replace the need for detailed field inventories or
environmental impact studies to be undertaken by development proponents to confirm the
status or significance of features or the required mitigation to be implemented as part of future
development approval processes.
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2.0 Background

Cornell is a master planned community in the east end of Markham designed on New Urbanism
principles. The land use planning for Cornell began in the late 1980s and construction of the
residential subdivisions began in the mid-1990s. Today, the residential neighbourhoods in
Cornell are largely built-out.

Cornell Centre is generally located at the south end of the Cornell community along Highway 7
between 9™ Line and Reesor Road. It is intended to serve as a mixed-use district with a mix of
residential, retail, office and public uses at transit-supportive densities within a Regional Rapid
Transit Corridor. Significant portions of Cornell Centre remain undeveloped and an updated
Secondary Plan is intended to guide development approvals.

2.1 Land Use Planning Background

The Secondary Plan for Cornell was first approved in the mid-1990s and has been updated in
2008 through Official Plan Amendment 168 to the 1987 Markham Official Plan. A portion of the
Cornell Secondary Plan was incorporated into the 2014 Markham Official Plan while the Cornell
Centre lands remain subject to the 1987 Official Plan, as amended. Figure 1 below illustrates
the boundary for the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study Area in relation to the larger Cornell
District that was originally established through the Cornell Secondary Plan.
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Figure 1. Map of Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area

2.1.1 Official Plan Amendment 20 (OPA 20)

The Greenway System for Cornell was initially established in 1994 with the adoption of the
Secondary Plan for the Cornell Community through Official Plan Amendment 20. Natural
heritage features were identified and designated as part of a linked greenway system of parks,
open space and protected features. OPA 20 identified three conceptual greenlands corridors to
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provide continuity of the open space system and opportunities for recreational and naturalized
links to be provided to the proposed Rouge Park, the protection of significant features and
restoration of linkages between features. At the time, five significant woodlands were
designated. The designation of the greenway system and natural features in Cornell was based
on a City-wide Natural Features Study completed in 1993. The City-wide Study informed both
the Secondary Plan policy framework for Cornell as well as the broader policy direction for
natural heritage for the Markham Official Plan.

2.1.2 Official Plan Amendment 168 (OPA 168)

The Cornell Secondary Plan (OPA 20) was updated and replaced in 2008 through the adoption
of OPA 168. At the time, updates to the Cornell Secondary Plan policy framework included
adding new lands to the urban service area for employment uses and removing the Rouge Park
North Lands in the Greenbelt as these lands had been brought into the provincial Greenbelt
through the Greenbelt Act in 2005. The concept of a connected system of parks, open spaces,
linkages and other complementary elements of the open space system was retained from OPA
20 in the policies along with the continued designation of significant woodlands in an
Environmental Protection Area (EPA) designation with requirements that development
proponents undertake environmental impact studies to confirm boundaries and measures to
avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to the EPA designation. The open space and greenway
designations were shown schematically in the Secondary Plan (see Figure 2 below). The
designations were intended to be confirmed through detailed studies and plans including
through preparation of an Environmental Management Study.
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2.1.3 City of Markham Official Plan (2014)

Cornell Centre

The Markham Official Plan identifies Cornell Centre as a key development area requiring an
updated Secondary Plan. The land use designations in the Markham Official Plan shall be used
to inform the updated Cornell Centre Secondary Plan. Until an updated Secondary Plan is
approved, the provisions of Official Plan Amendment 168 shall continue to apply to the Cornell
Centre lands.

Within Cornell Centre, the Markham Official Plan has identified several natural features for
protection. These include: a woodland and open spaces within the Lindwide plan of subdivision;
the Cornell Tributary C and stormwater management facility located east of Donald Cousens
Parkway; and the woodland located at the southeast corner of Rustle Woods Avenue and
William Forster Road. All of these Greenway lands are either in City ownership or will be
conveyed as a condition of development approval. The current Greenway land use designation
and natural heritage features mapping in the Markham Official Plan are provided in Figures 3
and 4.
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Figure 4. Map 5 — Natural Heritage Features and Landforms — Markham Official Plan, 2014

Balance of the Cornell Lands (Outside of Cornell Centre)

The balance of the Cornell lands are subject to the Markham Official Plan 2014. Official Plan

Amendment 168, as it relates to these lands, has been repealed and is no longer in force and
effect. These lands do not form part of the study area for this Secondary Plan update and will
not be further described in this Study.

2.2  Existing Studies — Master Environmental Servicing Plans (MESPS)

Two MESPs for Cornell Centre North and Cornell Centre South were prepared by the Cornell
Landowners Group to provide comprehensive environmental and servicing strategies for Cornell
Centre. The MESPs built on initial servicing studies that supported the original planning
approval for the Cornell Community. The MESPs characterized existing natural heritage, flora
and fauna as well as hydrologic and hydrogeologic conditions, flood hazards, and stormwater
drainage for Cornell Centre. The MESPs included impact assessments of proposed
development and recommendations to address impacts, including identification of development
limits and significant environmental features to be protected and managed in the implementation
of the Secondary Plan. Management recommendations addressed historic watercourses
draining the Cornell Community and summarized approvals that were implemented to mitigate
fish habitat and manage stormwater in an integrated manner. Figure 5 below identifies the
boundaries of the two Cornell Centre MESPs.
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Figure 5. Boundary of MESPs

Note: For Cornell Centre South, natural heritage investigations did not include lands east of
Donald Cousens Pkwy.

2.2.1 Natural Heritage

Cornell Centre (North) Master Environmental Servicing Plan (2017)

The Cornell Centre (North) MESP was prepared in support of certain lands in Cornell Centre.
The MESP provides information on the natural heritage features identified for protection, and
only provides limited vegetation analysis for cultural woodlands and hedgerows. At the time, the
MESP identified that each individual landowner was expected to identify and address
hedgerows and cultural woodlands through their draft plan approval process. Within the MESP
study area limits, one significant woodland (Woodland W4) was assessed as a Dry-Fresh Sugar
Maple Deciduous Forest, FOD5-1. This woodland including a 10m buffer is owned by the City of
Markham.

Cornell Centre South Master Environmental Servicing Plan (2018)

The Cornell Centre South MESP was prepared in support of the Lindwide Plan of Subdivision
and provides information on natural heritage features including significant woodland and
wetlands. Through the planning review process, the City has provided draft plan approval
including the approval of development limits that protect woodlands, wetlands and restoration
lands and requires their conveyance into City ownership.

Notwithstanding the MESP study area boundaries identified in Figure 5, the natural
environmental investigations did not include any lands east of Donald Cousens Parkway.
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The Cornell Centre South MESP proposes that an east-west ecological linkage along the north
side of Highway 407 be established (Figure 6). This ecological linkage would connect the Cedar
Grove Provincially Significant Wetland Complex and a large Sugar Maple Forest to the valley
systems of the Little Rouge Creek and the Rouge National Urban Park. A width of 50 metres is
identified to support movement for generalist wildlife species. The first segment of this
ecological linkage — from the Cedar Grove wetlands to Donald Cousens Parkway — has been
protected and will be conveyed into City ownership.
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Figure 6. Ecological linkage opportunity excerpt from the Cornell South MESP

2.2.2 Stormwater Management

Cornell Centre is planned to be serviced by four stormwater management facilities located along
the north side of Highway 407. Recommendations were included in the Cornell Centre MESPs
that a separate future stormwater servicing study be prepared for the employment lands east of
Reesor Road as the lands were not included in the stormwater catchments studied in the
Cornell MESPs. It was recommended that stormwater management requirements be
determined through a future functional servicing report for these lands.

2.3  Summary of the Status of Natural Heritage Features in the Study Area
Large portions of Cornell Centre are either developed or have planning approvals in place.
Based on a review of the site conditions, City staff have identified seven natural heritage
features within the study area identified below in Figure 7.
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Study Area

Natural Features

Figure 7. Locations of Natural Heritage Network Features in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan

Study Area

Natural features 1 through 4 are located on lands that have site-specific planning approvals.
These natural features have either been protected and conveyed into City ownership or have
been approved for removal and compensation.

Natural features A through F are located on vacant lands designated for development within the
existing Cornell Secondary Plan (OPA 168). These natural features do not have site-specific
planning approvals and only limited assessment of these features were completed within the
Cornell Centre MESPs.

A summary of the status of each natural feature is provided below in Table 1.

Table 1. Summary of the Status of Natural Heritage Features

Natural Description Status
Feature
1 Significant Woodlands and Wetlands Protected and to be conveyed into
City ownership
2 Woodlands Approved for development.
Woodland to be removed and
compensated
3 Significant Woodlands Protected and owned by City
4 Valleyland, naturalized stormwater Protected and owned by City
management facility and conveyance
channel
A Candidate woodland. To be determined in Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan update
13
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- ldentified as a cultural woodland in the
Cornell Centre North MESP
B Candidate woodland and wetland To be determined in Cornell Centre
- ldentified as a cultural woodland in the | Secondary Plan update
Cornell Centre North MESP
C Candidate woodland To be determined in Cornell Centre
- Not assessed in Cornell Centre Secondary Plan update
MESPs
D Candidate wetland To be determined in Cornell Centre
- Not assessed in Cornell Centre Secondary Plan update
MESPs
E Candidate wetland and valleyland To be determined in Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan update
F Candidate wetland To be determined in Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan update

2.4  Natural Hazards in the Study Area

The City of Markham seeks to ensure the protection of public health and safety from natural
hazards such as flooding and valley erosion. The Markham Official Plan 2014 directs
development and site alteration away from hazardous lands and supports the regulatory
interests of the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) in managing natural
hazards.

Portions of the study area are regulated by the TRCA due to the presence of watercourse,
wetlands and associated flooding and erosion hazards. Through a review of TRCA'’s online
mapping tool, the following natural hazards have been identified:

e Unevaluated wetlands located northwest of Bur Oak Ave and Highway 7 East. These
wetlands have been approved for removal and compensation.

e Floodplain, meanderbelt and Provincially Significant Wetlands within the Lindwide Plan
of Subdivision (PLAN 22 154617). The development limits within this subdivision have
been approved by the City and the TRCA.

¢ Floodplain and meanderbelt associated with Tributary C, generally located between
Donald Cousens Parkway and Reesor Road. It is noted that this is a stormwater
conveyance channel and pond facility that was constructed and conveyed into City
ownership.

o Wetlands, meanderbelt and floodplain associated with a tributary of the Little Rouge
Creek generally located east of Reesor Road and straddling the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan boundary.

The Cornell Centre MESP has completed floodplain mapping for the majority of the Cornell
Centre lands, however it is anticipated that detailed, site-specific studies may be required to
address potential slope stability, meanderbelt and wetland matters. The lands east of Reesor
Road are not addressed in the MESP and will also require site-specific technical studies.
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Regulation Criteria 2023
(small scale) iy

Crest of Slope

Meander Belt

MNRF Locally

Waetlands - Area of Significant Wetlands

Interference

TRCAELC and
Unevaluated Wetlands

Floodplain Spill Screening
Area

Flood Hazard (Engineered)

Regulated Area 2023

Regulated Area 2023 (small
scale)

Figure 8. TRCA Regulation Mapping Online Tool, Accessed September 2024

While it is anticipated that natural hazards have been adequately addressed through the
identification of a Greenway System and associated Secondary Plan policies, it is noted that the
regulation mapping shown on Figure 8 is a screening tool and that the regulated area of the
TRCA is determined based on the text of O. Reg. 41/21. Additional features may be
encountered and require additional study to address TRCA'’s regulatory interests.

Based on TRCA'’s staff review, further study may be required for the lands known municipally as
8600 Reesor Road and 7482 Highway 7 East to confirm regulated features, beyond those
identified on TRCA'’s online mapping tool. Pre-consultation with the TRCA is recommended.
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3.0 Natural Feature Study Locations

This Study provides a preliminary screening of available information for natural features Ato F
as identified in Figure 7. The natural features listed below were identified for initial screening
and review within the study area through an interpretation of aerial photography, ground-truthing
site visits, and relevant policy analysis, as stated above, to determine if these natural features
should be included in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Update.

3.1  Site A - 7485 Highway 7 East (Cornell Centre South)

Site A is located at 7485 Highway 7 East in what has been identified in the MESP as Cornell
Centre South. The current land use designation in the 2014 Official Plan is “Business Park
Employment” with “Highway Commercial” (HC2) Zoning. An approximately 0.46 ha woodland
has been identified on site.

Surrounding land uses include residential, agriculture, transportation, and greenway, including
Rouge National Urban Park to the east.

The site has a history of disturbance and vegetation removal for agricultural support purposes.

//
/

—

,{nﬁ" o I Rouge
— ' gy YL National
- - ' Urban Park

" Residential

~ Agriculture R o

R e N

Figure 9. Approximation of Woodland limits at 7485 Hwy 7 East showing the woodland polygon
to be approximately 0.46ha of closed canopy trees.

3.2  Site B — 8724 Reesor Road (Cornell Centre North)

Site B is located at 8724 Reesor Road in what has been identified in the MESP as Cornell
Centre North. The current land use designation in the 2014 Official Plan is “Business Park
Employment” and “Service Employment” (at the northernmost tip of the site) with “Agriculture”
(A1) Zoning. An approximately 0.56 ha woodland and an approximately 0.18 ha wetland have
been identified on site.
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Surrounding land uses include residential, agriculture, transportation, open space, and
greenway, including Rouge National Urban Park to the east.

The site has a history of disturbance and vegetation removal for residential and agricultural
purposes.

B W el VOV SST ———T I (——

| Hedgerows and standalone trees excluded from woodland.

‘ Wetland limits determined by contours, historical photos,

| Rouge

Land site visits. Niaficnal
-!Hury;.( ‘*m-

Wetland

Headwater
Drainage
Feature

Woodland

Agriculture

Figure 10. Approximate size and location of the woodland (south) and wetland (north) features
identified at 8724 Reesor Road

3.3 Site C -6881-6921 Highway 7 East

Site C is located on both 6881 and 6921 Highway 7 East. The current land use designation in
the 2014 Official Plan is “Residential Mid Rise” across the entirety of both properties. The
property at 6881 Highway 7 East is zoned Rural Residential 2 (RR2) and the property at 6921
Highway 7 East is zoned Commercial Amenity 3 (CA3*494H). An approximately 0.56 ha
woodland has been identified across both sites, with the majority of it on the 6881 Highway 7
East property.

Surrounding land uses include residential, parks, transportation, industrial, stormwater
management, open space, and greenway. Storm drainage flows from the development to the
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north, under Highway 7, to a drainage swale immediately east of the woodland, continuing
through a concrete pipe south and connecting to a storm pipe below Kalvinster Drive.

The site has a history of disturbance largely related to residential and agricultural purposes.

Vacant Residential

s

.y

Standalone private residential trees excluded from woodland s
B e EaBElTLGN W A\ Y ‘,_.d-ﬂ

Figure 11. Approximate size and location of the woodland feature on Site C

3.4  Site D — 8724 Reesor Road — SW Corner of Property

Site D is located at 8724 Reesor Road in what has been identified in the MESP as Cornell
Centre North. The current land use designation in the 2014 Official Plan is “Business Park
Employment” with “Agriculture” (A1) Zoning. An approximately 0.15 ha wetland has been
identified on site. This appears to be the result of surface drainage contribution from the
northeast of the site. It appears likely that the excess drainage then spills over to the roadside
swale flowing southwest on the eastern side of Donald Cousens Parkway which then merges
with the Cornell Tributary “C” approximately 255m downstream from where the wetland meets
with the swale.

Surrounding land uses include residential, agriculture, transportation, open space, and
greenway, including Rouge National Urban Park to the east.
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The site has a history of disturbance and vegetation removal for residential, industrial and
agricultural purposes. It appears to have been planted with water-tolerant trees in approximately
2012.
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Figure 12. Approximate size and location of the wetland feature at Site D is on the left with its
drainage path to Tributary “C” shown on the right

3.5 Site E — 8539 Reesor Road

Site E, known as 8539 Reesor Road, is a complex of wetlands that have formed along a
tributary of Little Rouge Creek in the Rouge National Urban Park. The tributary begins as a
headwater drainage feature north of Highway 7, east of Site B. Only a small portion of the
largest wetland component appears to fall within the Cornell Secondary Plan Area. This can be
seen on Figure 13 on the property of 8539 Reesor Road. All of the wetlands mapped in this
figure have also been mapped by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF).
Wetland vegetation is evident in aerial photography and generally follows the floodplain. A
portion of the tributary that drains southerly to the Little Rouge and its associated floodplain also
fall within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area. The limits of the floodplain define the
valleyland limits in this reach of the watercourse.

The current land use designation in the 2014 Official Plan is “Business Park Employment” and
“Greenway” with “Agriculture” (A1) Zoning. A large portion of the feature, east of secondary plan
boundary, falls within the Protected Countryside of Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area.

Surrounding land uses include residential, agriculture, transportation, open space, and
greenway.

The site has a history of disturbance, primarily for agricultural purposes.
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Valleyland
(defined here as
r' ﬂoodplam limit)

Figure 13. Approximate size and location of the wetland complex at Site E. Also shown is the
headwater drainage feature, watercourse, floodplain, and valleyland.

3.6  Site F - 8207 Reesor Road (north of Highway 407)

Site F, known as 8207 Reesor Road, just north of Highway 407, is a small (0.11ha) wetland that
appears to be associated with the Tributary C floodplain. The wetland has also been identified in
provincial MNRF wetland mapping.

The current land use designation in the 2014 Official Plan is “Business Park Employment” with
“Agriculture” (A1) Zoning.

Surrounding land uses include residential, stormwater management, agriculture, transportation,
open space, and greenway.

The site has a history of disturbance and alteration, primarily for agricultural and transportation
(Highway 407) purposes.
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Figure 14. Approximate size and location of the wetland feature found at Site F
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4.0 Relevant Policy and Regulatory Framework

4.1  Provincial Policy Statement, 2020

Section 2.0 of Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement (PPS, 2020), titled Wise Use and
Management of Resources provides provincial planning direction related to the long-term
protection of natural heritage systems, features and areas, including:

e Significant Wetlands

e Significant Woodlands

¢ Significant Valleylands

¢ Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH)

e Significant Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs)
e Coastal Wetlands

The Planning Act requires that all decisions affecting planning matters to be consistent with
policy statements issued under the Act, including the PPS. The PPS provides direction to
identify natural heritage systems and protect natural heritage features and areas for the long
term. Protection standards for natural heritage features and areas are provided in the PPS.
Development and site alteration is not permitted in significant wetlands. In other features,
development and site alteration is not permitted unless it can be demonstrated that there will be
no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions. The PPS policy
direction is further implemented through policy in municipal official plans.

Development or site alteration within or adjacent to fish habitat and/or habitat of endangered or
threatened species, is only permitted in accordance with Provincial and Federal requirements,
i.e., the Fisheries Act and the Endangered Species Act.

The Province provides guidelines for municipalities to aid in the identification and determination
of significant natural heritage features and habitats, including the Natural Heritage Reference
Manual (OMNR, 2010), Significant Wildlife Technical Guide (OMNR, 2000) and associated
Significant Wildlife Habitat Criteria Schedules (MNRF, 2015).

The PPS policies and relevant provincial guidelines were reviewed and utilized where relevant
to confirm criteria for the purposes of the mapping review and update of the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan.

4.2  Provincial Planning Statement, 2024

In 2023, the Province initiated consultation on a draft proposed Provincial Planning Statement
that will replace the PPS, 2020 and A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe. An updated version of the proposed Provincial Planning Statement was released in
2024 based on feedback received. The 2024 Provincial Planning Statement carries forward the
current policy framework for natural heritage with substantively the same policies, definitions
and standards for the identification and protection of natural heritage features and areas as the
2020 Provincial Policy Statement. The policies are considered minimum standards and
municipalities are permitted to establish higher levels of protection in their official plans to
address local priorities and objectives. The new PPS, released on August 20, 2024 and
proposed to come into effect on October 20, 2024, has been considered in the review to
determine if any revisions to the mapping review and refinement for Cornell Centre is required.
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4.3  Provincial Greenbelt Plan, 2017

Ontario’s provincial Greenbelt was introduced in 2005 as an overarching plan to support land
use planning in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. It includes lands within the Growth Plan, the
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, and the Niagara Escarpment Plan. The plan identifies
where urbanization should not occur so that it may provide protection to important agricultural
lands and environmentally sensitive lands. The lands in the Greenbelt are some of the most
ecologically and hydrologically significant environments in Canada. The Greenbelt Plan also
supports several other provincial and federal level initiatives, including the Rouge National
Urban Park and Management Plan.

Lands governed by the Greenbelt Plan include the Niagara Escarpment Plan Area, the Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area and the Parkway Belt West Plan Area, lands
designated Protected Countryside within the Greenbelt and Urban River Valley lands
connecting the Greenbelt to the Great Lakes. The Protected Countryside is made up of an
Agricultural System and a Natural System, and a series of settlement areas, known as
town/villages and hamlets. The Urban River Valley policies apply to publicly owned lands that
were not in the Greenbelt at the time the Plan was approved in 2005. These lands assist in
recognizing the importance of protecting connections to Lake Ontario and other areas in
southern Ontario.

It is the role of municipalities in Ontario to support and implement the requirements of Provincial
Plans. Section 3.1.5 of Markham’s Official Plan identifies the policies of Council to protect and
manage lands within the Greenbelt Plan Area. Portions of Cornell Centre abut the Greenbelt
Protected Countryside north of Donald Cousins Parkway and east of Reesor Road. In this
location, development within the Protected Countryside is subject to a Natural Heritage System
overlay and protection standards and criteria for key natural heritage and key hydrologic
features.

4.4  Conservation Authorities Act: Ontario Regulation 41/24

The Conservation Authorities Act was created in 1946 in response to Provincial concerns
around erosion and drought, recognizing that these and other natural resource initiatives are
best managed on a watershed basis. On April 1, 2024, amendments to the Conservation
Authorities Act came into force, ultimately revoking the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority’s (TRCA) previously in-force Ontario Regulation 166/06 and replacing it with a new
province-wide regulation (Ontario Regulation 41/24) that is now in effect.

Pursuant to the recent amendments, permits from the TRCA are now approved and issued
under Section 28.1 of the Conservation Authorities Act. The new regulation addresses certain
matters related to permits, with other matters being addressed under Section 28.1. Section
28(1) of the CA Act sets out the activities (e.g., development, interference in any with a wetland
or a watercourse, etc.) that are prohibited within regulated areas without first obtaining a permit
from a conservation authority. This approach is consistent with the previous legislation and
regulation.

TRCA updated their regulation mapping in 2024 to align with the new regulation. Under Section
2(3) of Ontario Regulation 41/24, the distance conservation authorities now regulate around all
wetlands is 30 metres. TRCA’s regulation mapping update incorporated this change, resulting in
a reduction in the 120-metre regulated area around Provincially Significant Wetlands and all
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wetlands on the Oak Ridges Moraine as was previously set out in TRCA’s Ontario Regulation
166/06.

Regulated areas and features are present within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Area and
are subject to Ontario Regulation 41/24. TRCA regulated areas mapping was utilized to inform
the natural heritage mapping review for Cornell Centre.

4.5  York Region Official Plan, 2022

The York Region Official Plan, 2022, lays a foundation for the direction of growth and
development for municipal implementation. The York Region Official Plan (YROP) was adopted
in June 2022 and approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing in November 2022.
Effective July 1, 2024, the York Region Official Plan is now deemed to be an Official Plan of the
City of Markham for all lands within the City. Chapter 3.0, A Sustainable Natural Environment,
provides direction on planning for natural systems, the Regional Greenlands System, water
resource system, natural features, and natural hazards.

The Regional Greenlands System consists of cores, corridors and linkages, including Natural
Core Area and Natural Linkage Area designations in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation
Plan; the Natural Heritage System of the Greenbelt Plan; the Natural Heritage System of the
Growth Plan; and approved local natural heritage systems, key natural heritage features and
key hydrologic features. Key natural heritage features and key hydrologic features of the
Regional Greenlands System, relevant to the review of natural heritage features mapping within
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study Area include:

¢ Habitat of endangered and threatened species
e Wetlands

¢ Significant woodlands

¢ Significant wildlife habitat

e Permanent and intermittent streams

e Seepage areas and springs

YROP Map 2 Regional Greenlands System, Map 4 Key Hydrologic Features and Map 5
Woodlands identify key natural heritage and key hydrologic features mapped in the Regional
Plan within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study Area. Criteria for the identification and
significance of key features are provided in Section 3.4 and the Definitions of the YROP. Criteria
for key natural heritage and key hydrologic features included in the YROP and relevant to
reviewing mapping updates for the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Update are addressed in
Appendix C of the report.

Additional policies in the YROP provided below area also relevant to the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan Update including:

3.2.2 That within Urban Areas and Town and Villages as identified on Map 1, refinements to the
boundaries of the Regional Greenlands System may occur through approved planning
applications supported by appropriate technical studies including subwatershed studies, master
environmental servicing plans and environmental impact studies in accordance with the
applicable Provincial plans and policies of the Plan. These refinements will be incorporated into
the Plan through periodic updates by York Region and will not require an amendment to the
Plan.
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3.2.5 That notwithstanding policy 3.2.3, within the Regional Greenlands System, some uses
may be permitted subject to meeting requirements of the applicable Provincial plans such as:

a. Legally existing or permitted land uses, that conform with in-force local official plans,
zoning by-laws and Ministerial Zoning Orders, at the time the Plan is approved, may be
permitted to continue to the extent provided for in local official plans, zoning by-laws and
Ministerial Zoning Orders;

3.4.7 That key natural heritage features and key hydrologic features shall be precisely
delineated on a site-by-site basis using procedures established by the Province or other
authorities, where applicable. Such delineation shall occur through the approval of Planning Act
applications supported by appropriate technical studies such as master environmental servicing
plans or environmental impact study(ies). Where such delineation refines boundaries shown on
related maps within the Plan, updates to these maps can occur without an amendment to the
Plan.

As noted in the background section of the report, planning direction for development within
designated land uses in Cornell Centre is provided in the 2014 Markham Official Plan and
Cornell Secondary Plan on the basis of previous studies that supported the adoption of the
Secondary Plan as well as studies, including Master Environmental Servicing Plans, that
supported subsequent site-specific planning approvals.

4.6  City of Markham Official Plan, 2014

The City of Markham 2014 Official Plan was adopted by Markham Council on December 10,
2013, and approved by York Region Council on June 12, 2014. Portions are currently under
appeal (site specific) but the Greenway System policies are now in force City-wide. It is a policy
of the City of Markham to identify, protect and enhance the Greenway System. Components of
the Greenway System include Natural Heritage Network lands including the following key
natural heritage features and key hydrologic features:

e wetlands;
¢ habitat of threatened and endangered species;
¢ significant portions of the habitat of:
i. special concern species in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Area and
Greenbelt Plan Area; and
ii. provincially rare species in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area;
o fish habitat;
e Life Science Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest;
¢ significant valleylands;
¢ significant woodlands;
o significant wildlife habitat;
e sand barrens, savannahs and tallgrass prairies;
e permanent streams and intermittent streams; and
e seepage areas and springs.

Definitions and criteria for identifying the individual features and components of the Greenway
System are provided in the Markham Official Plan. Where mapping data is available, individual
features and areas are mapped in the Official Plan and in Secondary Plans based on the

policies, criteria and definitions of the Plan. As the Greenway System policies apply City-wide,
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not all components of the Greenway System are present in all areas of the City. Also, as noted
previously, the Greenway System within Cornell has largely been established through the
Secondary Plans, previous studies and prior development approvals. The mapping update will
be scoped to ensure that features expected to be present in Cornell are included in the update.
Relevant criteria for the updating of mapping of the Natural Heritage Network components of the
Greenway System for Cornell Centre are provided in Section 7.0 and Appendix C.
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5.0 Methodology

Background research and field visits for the natural heritage review were undertaken by City of
Markham Natural Heritage staff in Spring and Summer of 2024. Mapped datasets and aerial
imagery were reviewed to identify natural heritage features not currently included on mapping in
the 2014 Markham Official Plan or Cornell Secondary Plan for field verification and review
utilizing mapping criteria identified in Appendix C — Criteria for Mapping Greenway System
Natural Heritage Network Features. In total, seven features were identified for further review,
including three woodlands and three wetlands and a wetland complex bordering Cornell Centre
to the east of the boundary with the Rouge National Urban Park. Given the constraint of private
property access, roadside site visits were undertaken to observe leaf-off and leaf-on conditions
for accessible sites (A, B, C, D). The natural features were then analyzed using desktop
resources, including provincial wetland mapping datasets, aerial imagery, and Google Earth
images. Details of the research methods are provided in greater detail below.

5.1 Desktop Analysis

5.1.1 Aerial Imagery

Aerial imagery was interpreted from GoogleEarth, YorkMaps, the City of Markham’s GeoLogic
Map Viewer, the Provincial MNRF Land Information Ontario (LIO) Application (“Make a Map”),
and the TRCA'’s online regulated area viewer.

GoogleEarth provided roadside images of the features and allowed for analysis and
interpretation of the natural features on site from aerial and roadside view perspectives. The
roadside view aided the identification of on-site plant species.

YorkMaps provided historical context and land use of the sites, with images dating back to
1954. This aided in determining the potential origin of features, historical impacts, and whether
any regeneration occurred at the sites.

GeolLogic Map Viewer data included 2023 aerial imagery, spatial mapping data layers including
Ecological Land Classification (ELC) land cover, parcel fabric and planning policy designations
applying to features identified in aerial imagery. ELC mapping provided comprehensive
Community Series vegetation cover information for the City of Markham recently updated by the
City of Markham. ELC mapping was utilized to inform the interpretation of vegetation cover.

5.1.2 Feature Delineation
Natural features were delineated using a combination of field observations and aerial imagery,
as noted above.

Woodland features were delineated to the outer dripline of the woodlands based on field
observations and aerial imagery of naturally treed areas with closed canopies, excluding
hedgerows.

Wetland features were delineated using a combination of Ministry of Natural Resources and
Forestry wetland data, field observations, contour lines, and historical and present-day aerial
images.

5.2 Vegetation
Vegetation was analyzed through a combination of aerial imagery and roadside site visits, in
both leaf-off and leaf-on conditions, in 2024. Observations were made by walking the roadside
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of each accessible edge of the features, identifying and noting native and invasive species and
site characteristics, and taking photographs. Photographs were analyzed a second time in the
office to confirm observed species and conditions.

5.3 Criteria for Identifying Natural Heritage Network Features

The Greenway System’s Natural Heritage Network features are identified and mapped in the
City of Markham Official Plan map schedules and appendices based on policy, definitions and
criteria provided in the Official Plan. Relevant criteria for mapping natural heritage and water
resource system features in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan are summarized in Appendix C
as the basis for determining whether features that are not currently mapped in the Official Plan
or Secondary Plan should be included and identified in the Secondary Plan along with the
findings of the natural heritage review and methodology undertaken to support the Secondary
Plan Update. The 2014 City of Markham Official Plan and 2022 York Regional Official Plan
criteria were reviewed to ensure the recommended mapping criteria in Appendix B did not
conflict and that relevant mapping standards were referenced. Recommendations for
identification and classification of Natural Heritage Network features are provided in Section 7.0
of the report.
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6.0 Existing Site Conditions

6.1  Site A— 7485 Highway 7 East
Community Description

Feature Type

Page 202 of 231

Notable Observations
April 2024 & May 2024 Site Visits

Woodland

Anthropogenic

Rouge National Urban Park

29

Cultural Woodland

1. Hydro Corridor

2. Residence and
landscape features

3. Herbaceous understory
and portions of maintained
lawn

4. Bounded by Highway 7
East and Reesor Road

5. Agricultural Field

1. Agriculture

2. Provincially significant
Wetland

3. Woodland

4. Watercourse

5. Valleyland

Top canopy: Primarily
comprised of black locust with
scattered maples and willows.
Mid canopy: cedars, junipers,
willows, dogwoods, and
scattered fruit trees, likely
apple.

Ground cover: farm grasses,
reed canary grass, goldenrod,
dame’s rocket.

1. Two hydro poles exist on the
northern portion of the woodlot.
This continues along Highway
7 East at 7469 Highway 7
East. Ground disturbance from
installation.

2. Residence is on site to the
east. Evidence of log piling to
the east of woodlot and a berm
running north-south through
the woodlot. Old vehicle
storage uses by the residence
abuts the woodlot in the
southwest.

3. Potential trail through
woodlot, portions of maintained
and overgrown lawn
throughout the property.

4. Active transportation routes
to the north and east.

5. Large agricultural field abuts
the woodland to the south.

The Rouge National Urban
Park is immediately adjacent
the site, across Reesor Road,
to the east.
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Site B — 8724 Reesor Road
Feature Type

6.2

Community Description
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Notable Observations
April 2024 & May 2024 Site Visits

Woodland

Black Walnut Lowland
Deciduous Forest

Top canopy: spruce, maple,
prominent black walnut.
Mid canopy: buckthorn,
raspberry, red osier dogwood
and willow.
Ground cover: farm grasses,
day lily, wild grape, Virginia
creeper
e Several snags observed
e Overgrown trail through
woodlot; access blocked
with cement barrier

Wetland

Mixed swamp

Standing water observed north
of the main woodlot on both site
visits; thin buffer with grasses
and shrubs, scattered
deciduous trees; wetland
species difficult to determine
without access.

Cultural successional
meadow/savannah

Cultural meadow

Sumac, agricultural grasses,
scattered young trees

Anthropogenic

1. Residential
2. Agriculture
3. Transportation

Surrounding land uses include
residential, agriculture, and
transportation.

Rouge National Urban Park

1. Agriculture

2. Provincially Significant
Wetland

3. Woodland

4. Watercourse

5. Valleyland

The Rouge National Urban Park
is immediately adjacent the site,
across Reesor Road, to the
east.

6.3 Site C — 6881-6921 Highway 7 East
Feature Type Community
Description
Woodland Black Walnut

Deciduous Forest

30

Notable Observations
June 2024 Site Visit

Top Canopy: Dominant black walnut with maple, red

boundary
Mid-Canopy:

oak, white pine species along northern property

Willow, Manitoba maple, poplar, spruce Virginia

creeper

Ground cover: goldenrod, grasses, Virginia creeper,
clover, honey suckle, wild grape, buttercup, vetch
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Anthropogenic

1. Vacant
Residential

2. Stormwater
Management

3. Residential
Community

4. Transportation
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1. Storm drainage flows from the development to the
north, under Highway 7, to a drainage swale
immediately east of the woodland, continuing through
a concrete pipe south and connecting to a storm pipe
below Kalvinster Drive. It is characterized with native
cattails and shrubs.

6.4  Site D — 8724 Reesor Road — SW Corner of Property

Feature Type Community Notable Observations
Description June 2024 Site Visit
Wetland Deciduous MNRF wetland mapping and aerial interpretation of
Swamp contours and historic photos indicate wetland

conditions on site. Trees appear to have been planted
and consist mostly of silver maples, poplars, and black
walnuts. Silver maple is a swamp wetland indicator
species. Understory vegetation includes reed canary
grass.

Anthropogenic

1. Agriculture

2. Stormwater
Management —
swale

3. Hedgerow

4. Commercial
5. Transportation
6. Residential
Community

1. Agricultural field to the northeast

2. Feature appears to drain to a roadside swale along
the east side of Donald Cousins Parkway that
eventually drains to Cornell Trib. “C”.

3. Remnant historical hedgerow to the west includes
willows and maples. A separate hedgerow bounds the
southern portion of the property.

4. A garden centre and greenhouse operates on the
property to the south (8636)

5. Donald Cousens Parkway runs on the western
portion of the wetland

6. Residential communities exist west of Donald
Cousens Parkway

Rouge National
Urban Park

1. Agriculture
2. Provincially
significant
Wetland

3. Woodland

4. Watercourse
5. Valleyland

The RNUP is approximately 210m east, across Reesor
Road.

6.5 Site E — East of Reesor Road - North and South of Highway 7

Feature Type

Wetland Complex

31

Community
Description
Meadow Marsh

Notable Observations

The portion of the wetland complex within the
secondary plan area appears to be a meadow marsh
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Headwater Drainage

Feature

Watercourse

Valleyland

Woodland

Anthropogenic

Headwaters of
tributary flowing
through
agricultural field

Tributary draining
to Little Rouge
Creek

Valleyland of
tributary draining
to Little Rouge
Creek. Identified
by floodplain
limits.

Fresh Moist
Mixed Forest

Residential

Page 205 of 231

based on aerial photography and ELC data. The site
was not accessible for a roadside site visit.

The headwater drainage feature in Site E makes up
the headwaters of the watercourse found south of
Highway 7 that flows through the wetland complex
before draining to Little Rouge Creek. The surrounding
landscape is agricultural.

A defined watercourse begins south of Highway 7,
flowing through the wetland complex and agricultural
field, crossing Highway 407 through a culvert before
meeting up with Tributary C and draining to Little
Rouge Creek.

The Valleyland of the tributary draining to Little Rouge
Creek. Features in the valley include wetland and
agriculture field as well as woodland to the east. The
limits are defined by the floodplain.

This woodland was observed in aerial imagery and is
ecologically connected on the eastern side of the
wetland complex and valleyland system of Site E. It is
outside of the Cornell Secondary Plan boundary.

A single-family dwelling exists at 8539 Reesor Road.

6.6  Site F — East of Reesor Road — North of Highway 407

Feature Type

Wetland

32

Community
Description
Marsh

Notable Observations

Identified in MNRF wetland mapping. Aerial imagery

indicates reed canary grass and willow shrubs. A floodplain
associated with Tributary C surrounds the wetland.
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7.0 Recommendations and Next Steps

7.1 Identification of Natural Heritage Features within Cornell Centre

The Markham Official Plan identifies all natural heritage features based on the best available
information. Mapping of natural heritage features are generally updated through Official Plan
Reviews and Secondary Plan studies as more detailed information becomes available. Itis
expected that further refinements to natural feature boundaries will occur through the
development approval process as environmental impact studies are reviewed by the City.

Based on the results of this study, it is recommended that the following natural heritage features
be identified and managed within the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan based on the
classifications identified below in Table 2 and mapping criteria in Appendix C.

Table 2. Recommended Greenway System Classification of Natural Heritage Features within
the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study Area.

Site # Natural Feature Greenway System Classification
Description
1 Significant Woodlands Greenway
and Wetlands - Natural Heritage Network
o Woodlands
o Wetlands
2 Woodlands: approved Not in Greenway System
for removal
3 Significant Woodlands Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o Woodlands
4 Naturalized stormwater | Greenway
management facility and - Natural Heritage Network
conveyance channel o Valleylands
- Other Greenway System Lands including
naturalized stormwater management
facilities
A Woodland Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o Woodlands
B Woodland and Wetland | Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o Woodlands
o Wetlands
C Woodland Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o Woodlands
D Wetland Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o  Wetlands
E Wetland and Valleyland | Greenway
- Natural Heritage Network
o Valleylands
33
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o Wetlands

F Wetland Greenway

- Natural Heritage Network
o Wetlands

* Refer to Figures 15 and 16 for maps of natural features

7.2  Site-specific Secondary Plan Policy Considerations for Natural Heritage Features
Based on the identified natural heritage features in section 7.1, this section provides a
discussion on the recommended Secondary Plan policy considerations.

7.2.1 Considerations for Sites 1, 3 and 4
Sites #1, 3 and 4 are owned by the City of Markham. The City will be responsible for their
ongoing protection and maintenance. No site-specific policies are recommended.

7.2.2 Considerations for Site 2

Site #2 is a woodland approved for removal and compensation. This woodland will not be
mapped as part of the Greenway System. The details of the compensation will be finalized
through the draft plan of subdivision process. No site-specific policies are recommended.

7.2.3 Considerations for Site A — 7485 Highway 7 East

Site A is a small, isolated woodland feature that is approximately 0.46 hectares in size. The
canopy is largely comprised of Black Locust trees and the understory has minimal regeneration.
The woodland appears to be altered by historical anthropogenic activities. While it is separated
by Reesor Road, Site A is somewhat connected through agricultural fields to significant natural
corridors in the Rouge National Urban Park and the Little Rouge Creek. The woodland does not
appear to meet the size threshold for significance as it is less than 0.5 hectares.

The woodland is recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway System with site-specific
policies to require further study. It is recommended that an Environmental Impact Study be
prepared at the time of a development application. The Environmental Impact Study will
characterize natural heritage features and ecological function, evaluate feature significance and
complete an impact assessment.

It is the intent of the City to protect all woodlands. However, if this woodland is found not to be
significant, then the City may consider removal in limited circumstances where section 3.1.2.17
of the Official Plan is met.

7.2.4 Considerations for Site B — 8724 Reesor Road

Site B contains approximately 0.7 hectares of woodland and wetland features. It consists of a
lowland deciduous forest and a mixed swamp community. The woodland appears to be larger
than 0.5 hectares and abuts a wetland feature, and therefore is considered a candidate
significant woodland.

The woodland and wetland features are recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway
System with site-specific policies to require further study. It is recommended that an
Environmental Impact Study be prepared at the time of a development application. The
Environmental Impact Study will characterize natural heritage features and ecological function,
evaluate feature significance and complete an impact assessment.

It is the intent of the City to protect all wetlands and woodlands as follows:
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¢ If the woodland is confirmed to be a significant woodland, then the woodland and
wetland features are recommended to be protected in-situ.
¢ If the woodland is confirmed to not be a significant woodland, then the City may consider
removal of the woodland and wetland in limited circumstances where sections 3.1.2.17
and 3.1.2.20 of the Official Plan are met.
o The wetland feature is regulated by the TRCA and the management of the
wetland shall also be subject to TRCA regulatory and policy interests.

7.2.5 Considerations for Site C — 6881-6921 Highway 7 East

Site C is a small, isolated woodland feature that is approximately 0.56 hectares in size. The
canopy is dominated by black walnut. The woodland does not appear to meet the threshold for
significance based on its size and adjacent natural features.

The woodland feature is recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway System with site-
specific policies to require further study. The portion of the woodland on 6921 Highway 7 East is
already zoned for development and would not be mapped as part of the Greenway System. It is
recommended that an Environmental Impact Study be prepared at the time of a development
application. The Environmental Impact Study will characterize natural heritage features and
ecological function, evaluate feature significance and complete an impact assessment.

It is the intent of the City to protect all woodlands. However, if this woodland is found not to be
significant, then the City may consider removal in limited circumstances where section 3.1.2.17
of the Official Plan is met.

7.2.6 Considerations for Site D — 8724 Reesor Road — Southwest Corner of Property
Site D is a small, isolated wetland that is approximately 0.15 hectares in size. Based on its size
and distance to other wetlands, this wetland feature does not appear to meet the threshold for
significance. Confirmation of significance will occur through the development approvals process
and in accordance with provincial guidelines.

The wetland feature is recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway System with site-
specific policies to require further study. It is recommended that an Environmental Impact Study
be prepared at the time of a development application. The Environmental Impact Study will
characterize natural heritage features and ecological function, evaluate feature significance and
complete an impact assessment.

It is the intent of the City to protect all wetlands. However, if this wetland is found not to be
significant, then the City may consider removal in limited circumstances where section 3.1.2.20
of the Official Plan is met. The wetland feature is regulated by the TRCA and the management
of the wetland shall also be subject to TRCA regulatory and policy interests.

7.2.7 Considerations for Site E — East of Reesor Road, North and South of Highway 7
Site E is a riparian wetland that is approximately 3.92 hectares in size. The wetlands are
primarily located within the Greenbelt Plan area with a small portion of the wetlands extending
into the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan area. As such, the wetlands are considered a key
natural heritage feature of the Greenbelt Plan and City of Markham Official Plan.

The wetland feature is recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway System with site-
specific policies to require further study. It is recommended that an Environmental Impact Study
be prepared at the time of a development application. The Environmental Impact Study will
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characterize natural heritage features and ecological function, evaluate feature significance and
complete an impact assessment.

It is the intent of the City to protect all wetlands. In accordance with section 3.4.14 of the York
Region Official Plan, the entire wetland feature shall be protected with a 30-metre vegetation
protection zone.

7.2.8 Considerations for Site F — East of Reesor Road, North of Highway 407

Site F is a small, isolated wetland that is approximately 0.11 hectares in size. Based on its size
and distance to other wetlands, this wetland feature does not appear to meet the threshold for
significance. Confirmation of significance will occur through the development approvals process
and in accordance with provincial guidelines. Site F is located within the recommended
Ecological Linkage.

The wetland feature is recommended to be mapped as part of the Greenway System with site-
specific policies to require further study. It is recommended that an Environmental Impact Study
be prepared at the time of a development application. The Environmental Impact Study will
characterize natural heritage features and ecological function, evaluate feature significance and
complete an impact assessment.

As further described in Section 7.3, the exact width and location of an Ecological Linkage along
the north side of the Highway 407 right-of-way will need to be confirmed through subsequent
environmental studies. The retention of existing vegetation communities within the confirmed
Ecological Linkage shall be encouraged.

It is the intent of the City to protect all wetlands. However, if this wetland is found not to be
significant, then the City may consider removal in limited circumstances where section 3.1.2.20
of the Official Plan is met. The wetland feature is regulated by the TRCA and the management
of the wetland shall also be subject to TRCA regulatory and policy interests.

7.3  Secondary Plan Policy Considerations for Ecological Linkage

Policies and mapping should be included in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan to identify and
require the establishment of an ecological linkage along the north side of Highway 407 to
connect the Greenway System features in Cornell Centre to the Little Rouge Creek and Rouge
National Urban Park in accordance with recommendations in the Cornell Centre South Master
Environmental Servicing Plan. The Cornell Centre Secondary Plan should identify the
approximate alignment of the linkage in the Schedules. Figure 15 provides the recommended
location of the Ecological Linkage Enhancement Area for the linkage. It is recommended that
the following considerations be addressed in the Secondary Plan policies:

- The width of the ecological linkage shall generally be 50 metres from the right-of-way of
Highway 407. Minor reductions to the width of the ecological linkage may be considered
subject to technical justification and mitigation in an Environmental Impact Study

- The protection or establishment of native vegetation and trees shall be promoted within
the ecological linkage

- Existing natural heritage features, natural hazards and associated setbacks and buffers
shall be incorporated into the landscape design of the ecological linkage

- Potentially compatible uses such as multi-use trails and stormwater management
infrastructure may be permitted subject to an environmental impact study that
demonstrates that the connectivity function is not negatively impacted
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- At the time of a major roadway expansion or rehabilitation, a review of any necessary
wildlife crossings such as signage or warnings should be completed.

Legend

.
b. -o> Ecological Linkage Enhancement Area

Figure 15. Ecological Linkage Area recommended to provide ecological linkage from Cornell
Centre to the Rouge National Urban Park

7.4  Mapping of Natural Heritage Features within Cornell Centre

This study has identified existing Natural Heritage Network features within the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan Study Area and made recommendations for the addition of eight Natural
Heritage Network features to be mapped in the Secondary Plan. These features are outlined
below in Figures 16 and 17 and this report will be used to inform the Environmental System
section of the Secondary Plan.
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Woodlands
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Exisiing Woodlands to e remowed fiom the Natural Herlage Network

Figure 16. Woodlands in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study Area to remain, to be added
and to be removed

Wetlands, Valleylands and Streams
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Figure 17. Wetlands, Valleylands and Streams in the Cornell Centre Secondary Plan Study
Area to remain, to be added and to be removed
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Appendix A — Site Photos

Site A

Leaf-off
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Site B

Leaf-on .
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Site C
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East Side

West Side

Stormwater Management Pond
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Site D
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Treed Wetland SW Corner of 8724 Reesor Road — Facing
South

Treed Wetland SW Corner of 8724 Reesor Road — Facing
North
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Site E
Wetland North Side of Highway 7 and Wetland North Side of Highway 7 Wetland and Watercourse
Upstream Reach of Watercourse Feature East of Reesor Road Continuation South Side of
Highway 7 east of Reesor
Road
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Site F

Roadside view sourced from GoogleEarth.
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Appendix B — External Mapping Resources

Ministry of Natural Resources Wetland Mapping
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Toronto and Region Conservation Authority Regulation Mapping 2023

' i‘\\\\\

Legond
TRCA Regulation 2023 :

Regulation Criteria 2023 (small scale)

Wetlands - Area of Interference

Watlands

MNRF Provincially Significant Wetlands
MNRF Locally Significant Wetlands

TRCA ELC and Unevaluated Wetlands

[

Shoreline Hazard
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Appendix C — Criteria for Mapping Greenway System Natural Heritage Network Features

. L Criteria for Mapping in
jelEl e Definition - Cr_lterla_for_ : Cornell Centre Secondary
Network Component Identification/Significance*
Plan Update
Wetlands City of Markham Official All wetlands that have been evaluated | Wetlands identified in TRCA
Plan using standard provincial procedures Regulated Areas mapping
and wetlands that have yet to be (wetlands layer) and MNRF
Wetlands: means lands that evaluated. Both evaluated and Provincial Land Information
are seasonally or permanently | unevaluated wetlands identified in Ontario (LIO) wetland
covered by shallow water or Ministry of Natural Resources and datasets are recommended to
have the water table close to Forestry and Toronto and Region be mapped in the Cornell
or at the surface. In either Conservation Authority datasets are Centre Secondary Plan.
case the presence of abundant | included in the City of Markham Official
water has caused the Plan.
formation of hydric soils and
has favoured the dominance of | The wetlands shown in the Official Plan
either hydrophytic plants or on Map 6 — Hydrologic Features are
water tolerant plants. The four | mapped using the best available
major types of wetlands are information based on existing data
swamps, marshes, bogs and sources from the City of Markham,
fens. Periodically soaked or Region of York, Ministry of Natural
wetlands being used for Resources and Forestry and Toronto
agricultural purposes, which and Region Conservation Authority
no longer exhibit wetland and are subiject to refinement through
characteristics, are not an environmental impact study or
considered to be wetlands for | equivalent study. Data sources include
the purposes of this definition. | TRCA Regulated Areas mapping
(wetlands layer) and MNRF Provincial
Provincially significant Land Information Ontario (LIO) wetland
wetlands: means an area datasets. Not all wetlands in the City
identified as provincially are shown on Map 6 — Hydrologic
significant by the Ministry of Features.
Natural Resources and
Forestry using evaluation Criteria for identifying significant
procedures established by the | wetlands are established by the
Province. The Ontario Wetland
8
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

Province, as amended from
time to time.

Evaluation System, Southern Manual,
4th Edition, (MNRF, 2022) is the official
provincial document utilized to
evaluate wetlands in Southern Ontario
to confirm their status and significance.

Currently, there is no minimum size
threshold for mapping wetlands in the
Markham Official Plan.

fHabitat of threatened
and endangered
species

Provincial Policy Statement,
2020

Habitat of endangered
species and threatened
species: means habitat within
the meaning of Section 2 of
the Endangered Species Act,
2007.

City of Markham Official
Plan

Habitat of endangered and
threatened species means:

a) with respect to a species
listed on the Species at
Risk in Ontario List as
endangered or threatened
species for which a
regulation made under
Clause 55(1)(a) of the

Criteria for the identification of the
habitat of endangered species and
threatened species is determined in
accordance with the habitat regulations
of the Endangered Species Act (2007).

Habitat of endangered and threatened
species is not mapped in the City of
Markham Official Plan or broader level
Secondary Plans.

When required, habitat mapping is
completed at the time of a
development application through an
environmental impact study in
accordance with recommended field
inventory protocols when preliminary
screening has indicated that an
endangered or threatened species or
their habitat exist or are likely to exist in
a location and would be potentially
impacted by the proposal or activity.

If required, habitat mapping
will be completed at the time
of a development application
through an environmental
impact study in accordance
with recommended field
inventory protocols when
preliminary screening
indicates that endangered or
threatened species or their
habitat exist or are likely to
exist in a location and would
be potentially impacted by the
proposal or activity.
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

Endangered Species Act,
2007, is in force, the area
prescribed by the
regulation as the habitat of
the species; or

b) with respect to any other
species listed on the
Species at Risk in Ontario
List as an endangered or
threatened species, an
area on which the species
depends, directly or
indirectly, to carry on its life
processes, including life
processes such as
reproduction, rearing,
hibernation, migration or
feeding, as approved by
the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry;
and

places in the areas described
in a) or b), whichever is
applicable, that are used by
members of the species as
dens, nests, hibernacula or
other residences.

Significant portions of
the habitat of:
i.  special concern
species in the

N/A - does not apply to Cornell
Centre.

N/A

N/A

10
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. o Criteria for Mapping in
Natural Heritage o Criteria for
Network Component Sl Identification/Significance* S| SRTIE SEEemeE)
Plan Update
Oak Ridges
Moraine
Conservation
Area and
Greenbelt Plan
Area; and
ii. provincially rare
species in the
Oak Ridges
Moraine
Conservation
Plan Area
Fish habitat N/A — Fisheries Act N/A N/A
authorizations were previously
obtained for development
within and adjacent to
watercourses in the Cornell
Secondary Plan Area.
Life Science Areas of N/A - does not apply to Cornell | N/A N/A
Natural and Scientific | Centre.
Interest
Valleylands City of Markham Official All valley and stream corridors having N/A
Plan well or ill-defined valley morphology
(e.g., landform feature with flowing or The watercourses and
Valleylands means a natural standing water, valley slopes, valleylands associated with
area occurring in a valley or floodplains, etc.) are mapped to the Tributaries A, Band C
other landform depression that | greater limit of 1) the interpreted top of | originally draining Cornell
has water flowing through or bank or, where detailed mapping is Centre have either been
standing for some period of available, defined long term stable top | removed through prior
the year. For the purposes of of bank, 2) the outermost limit of the approvals or reconfigured and
this Plan they include well or floodplain, or 3) other overlapping channelized as components
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

ill-defined depressional
features associated with a
river or stream, whether or not
they contain a watercourse in
which a flow of water regularly
or continuously occurs.

natural heritage feature, where field
data is available.

Significant valleylands include
valleylands which are ecologically
important in terms of features,
functions, representation or amount,
and contribute to the quality and
diversity of an identifiable geographic
area or natural heritage system as
determined using
guidelines/procedures developed by
the Province.

Criteria recommended in the Ontario
Ministry of Natural Resources’ Natural
Heritage Reference Manual for Natural
Heritage Policies of the Provincial
Policy Statement, 2005. Second
Edition may be utilized to determine
the significance of valley landform
features such as the presence of
surface and groundwater features and
functions, rare communities or species,
endangered or threatened species,
and degree of naturalness of the
valley.

of the stormwater system
serving the Secondary Plan.

The watercourses and
associated valleys in Cornell
Centre are identified on Maps
3,4, 5and 6 in the 2014 City
of Markham Official Plan as
“Greenway”, “Natural Heritage
Network”, “Permanent and
Intermittent Streams”,
“Valleylands” and “Other
Greenway System Lands
including certain naturalized
stormwater management
facilities”.

It is proposed that the existing
mapped valleyland and
watercourse designations be
retained in the Cornell
Secondary Plan with revisions
to reflect their approved limits.

Woodlands City of Markham Official The woodlands identified in the Official | All woodlands greater than
Plan Plan on Map 5 — Natural Heritage 0.2 hectares in size and
Features and Landforms are mapped meeting either of the following
Woodland means an area of using the best available information criteria are recommended to
land of at least 0.2 hectares based on existing data sources from be mapped in the Cornell
and includes at least: the City of Markham, York Region and | Centre Secondary Plan:
12
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

a) 1,000 trees of any size,
per hectare;

b) 750 trees measuring
over 5 centimetres
diameter at breast
height, per hectare;

c) 500 trees measuring
over 12 centimetres
diameter at breast
height, per hectare; or,

d) 250 trees measuring
over 20 centimetres
diameter at breast
height, per hectare,

but does not include a
cultivated fruit or nut orchard,
a plantation established and
used for the purpose of
producing Christmas trees or
nursery stock. For the
purposes of defining a
woodland, treed areas
separated by more than 20
metres will be considered a
separate woodland. When
determining a woodland,
continuous agricultural
hedgerows and woodland
fingers or narrow woodland
patches will be considered part
of the woodland if they have a

Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority and are subject to
confirmation as significant woodlands
or woodlands in the field.

Significant woodlands are defined in
the York Region Official Plan and
mean woodlands that meet any one of
the following criteria:

a) is 0.5 hectares or larger and:

i. directly supports globally
or provincially rare
plants, animals or
communities as assigned
by the Natural Heritage
Information Centre; or

ii. directly supports
threatened or
endangered species;

iii. is within 30 metres of a
provincially significant
wetland or wetland,
waterbody, permanent
stream or intermittent
stream;

b) is 2 hectares or larger and:

i. is located outside the
urban area and is within
100 metres of a Life
Science Area of Natural
and Scientific Interest, a
wetland, significant

a) woodlands currently
designated for
protection in the City
of Markham Official
Plan and Cornell
Secondary Plan; and

b) woodlands not
currently identified in
the City of Markham
Official Plan or Cornell
Secondary Plan that
require further
evaluation through an
environmental impact
study.

Woodlands will be identified
utilizing existing woodland
mapping datasets or
delineated through air photo
interpretation and confirmed
with site visits.

13
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

minimum average width of at
least 40 metres and narrower
sections have a length to width
ratio of 3:1 or less.
Undeveloped clearings with
woodland patches are
generally included within a
woodland if the total area of
each clearing is no greater
than 0.2 hectares. In areas
covered by Provincial Plan
policies, woodland includes
treed areas as further
described by the Ministry of
Natural Resources. For the
purposes of determining
densities for woodlands
outside of the Provincial Plan
areas, the following species
are excluded: staghorn sumac,
European buckthorn, common
lilac.

valleyland, or fish habitat;
or

ii. is located within the
Regional Greenlands
System;

C) is 4 hectares or larger;

d) on the Oak Ridges Moraine the
woodland will be evaluated for
significance based on the
requirements of the Oak Ridges
Moraine Conservation Plan and
associated technical papers;

e) on land in the Greenbelt Natural
Heritage System, the woodland
will be evaluated for
significance based on the
requirements of the Greenbelt
Plan and associated technical
papers.

Policy 3.1.2.17 That development,
redevelopment and site alteration may
be considered in woodlands, that are
not significant woodlands, where all of
the requirements below have been
addressed through an environmental
impact study as described in Section
3.5 to the satisfaction of the City in
consultation with agencies as
appropriate:

a) habitat of endangered or
threatened species has been

14
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

addressed in accordance with
provincial and federal
requirements;

b) they have minimal function and
are not functionally connected
to other natural heritage and
hydrologic features in the
Greenway System;

c) they are difficult to restore
and/or manage in an urban
setting; and

d) they have been in existence for
generally less than 25 years.

Wildlife habitat

Provincial Policy Statement,
2020

Wildlife habitat means areas
where plants, animals and
other organisms live, and find
adequate amounts of food,
water, shelter and space
needed to sustain their
populations. Specific wildlife
habitats of concern may
include areas where species
concentrate at a vulnerable
point in their annual or life
cycle; and areas which are
important to migratory or
nonmigratory species.

City of Markham Official Plan

Wildlife habitat is not comprehensively
mapped in the City of Markham Official

Plan or broader level Secondary Plans.

Significant wildlife habitat is identified
in accordance with the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry’s
Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical
Guide and associated Criteria
Schedules for Ecoregions 6E and 7E.

If required, wildlife habitat mapping is
completed at the time of a
development application through an
environmental impact study in
accordance with recommended field
inventory protocols when preliminary

If required, wildlife habitat
mapping will be completed at
the time of a development
application through an
environmental impact study in
accordance with
recommended field inventory
protocols when preliminary
screening indicates that
wildlife species or their habitat
exist or are likely to exist in a
location and be potentially
impacted by the proposal or
activity.

15
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Natural Heritage
Network Component

Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary
Plan Update

screening has indicated that wildlife
species or their habitat exist or are
likely to exist in a location and be
potentially impacted by the proposal or
activity.

Significant wildlife habitat means
areas where plants, animals and other
organisms live, and find adequate
amounts of food, water, shelter and
space needed to sustain their
populations. Specific wildlife habitats of
concern may include areas where
species concentrate at a vulnerable
point in their annual or life cycle; and
areas that are important to migratory or
non-migratory species. Significant
wildlife habitat includes those areas
that are ecologically important in terms
of features, functions, representation or
amount, and contribute to the quality
and diversity of an identifiable
geographic area or natural heritage
system.

Sand barrens,
savannahs and
tallgrass prairies

N/A - does not apply to Cornell

Centre.

N/A

N/A

Permanent streams

City of Markham Official

Permanent and intermittent streams

Available permanent and

and intermittent Plan are mapped in the City of Markham intermittent stream datasets
streams Official Plan using the best available will be used and updated, as
information based on data sources needed, to reflect approved
16
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Definition
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Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
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Permanent Stream means a
stream which continually flows
in an average year.

Intermittent stream means a
stream-related watercourse
that contains water or is dry at
times of the year that are more
or less predictable, generally
flowing during wet seasons of
the year but not the entire
year, and where the water
table is above the stream
bottom during parts of the
year.

from the Ministry of Natural Resources
and Forestry, Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority (TRCA) and
City of Markham.

Data sources include the Ontario
Hydro Network (OHN) — Watercourse
dataset available from Land
Information Ontario, the City of
Markham Small Streams Study and
TRCA regulated areas mapping data.

Field studies conducted to confirm the
presence and status of permanent
streams, intermittent streams and
headwater drainage features are
required to follow relevant provincial
and conservation authority protocols
and guidelines including the TRCA'’s
Evaluation, Classification and
Management of Headwater Drainage
Features Guidelines and MNRF’s
Ontario Stream Assessment Protocol.

limits for the Cornell Centre
Secondary Plan.

It is recommended that
additional investigation of
headwater drainage features
be undertaken in locations
that do not have site specific
planning approvals at the time
of a development application
to confirm if headwater
drainage features are present
and determine their
recommended protection as
may be required in
accordance with the City of
Markham Official Plan and
policy direction in the
Secondary Plan.

Seepage areas and

City of Markham Official

City of Markham Official Plan

The characterization of

springs Plan groundwater conditions in
Seepage areas and springs are not Cornell Centre, including
Seepage areas and springs comprehensively mapped in the City of | seepage areas and springs,
are sites of emergence of Markham Official Plan or broader level | are described in the Cornell
groundwater where the water | Secondary Plans. Centre Master Environmental
table is present at the ground Servicing Plans. Available
surface. Seepage areas are Seepage areas and springs are information will be referenced
areas where groundwater identified in accordance with to identify areas of potential or
17
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Definition

Criteria for
Identification/Significance*

Criteria for Mapping in
Cornell Centre Secondary

Plan Update
emerges from the ground over | recommended mapping and field known emergence of
a diffuse area. Springs are inventory protocols and may include groundwater.

points of natural, concentrated
discharge of groundwater. For
the purpose of this definition,
seepage areas and springs
include altered features but not
features created and
maintained by artificial means
(City of Markham 2014 Official
Plan).

Seepage areas and springs
means sites of emergence of
groundwater where the water
table is present at the ground
surface (Greenbelt Plan,
2017).

use of topographic surveys, visual field
investigations, assessment of
vegetation, observation of surface
water and groundwater conditions and
modelling to identify sites of
emergence of groundwater where the
water table is present at the ground
surface.

Identification of seepage areas and
springs may be undertaken as part of
subwatershed scale studies, master
environmental servicing plans, or site
specific environmental impact studies.

It is recommended that
additional investigation of the
potential for seepage areas
and springs in locations that
do not have site specific
planning approvals be
undertaken at the time of a
development application to
confirm if seepage areas and
springs are present and
determine their recommended
protection as may be required
in accordance with the City of
Markham Official Plan and
policy direction in the
Secondary Plan.

* Criteria for mapping Natural Heritage Network components outside the Greenbelt Plan and Oak Ridges Moraine

Conservation Plan (ORMCP) and in locations within the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP where municipal criteria apply.
Within the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP, reference should be made to the relevant provincial plan policies, technical
papers and criteria issued by the Province for those Plans.
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