APPENDIX ‘C’: SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED (Summary and Original Correspondence)

NO. I OWNER/ADDRESS

| COMMENTS

COMMENTS REGARDING FUTURE URBAN AREA
(Please refer to original submission for full details of the comments)

1 Grace Chinese Gospel Church Request to permit a place of worship as part of an expanded
5172 Major Mackenzie Drive Future Urban Area.

2 Philip Mihorean (@) Comments relate to the boundary of the Rouge River
10983 McCowan Road Conservation Area and that the area between 18" and

19™ Avenues should have an appropriate land use in
keeping with normal growth patterns and not restricted
to long permits of inactivity.

(b) Recommend that lands east of McCowan Road, north of
Major Mackenzie should be designated for
employment.

3 Sylvia and Jessie Leffering Request to expand the Future Urban Area as it is not realistic
10144 McCowan Road to maintain these properties as future family farms due to
Maria Frocione, size of farm and close proximity to the urban area.

10192 McCowan Road
Frank and Elizabeth Markovits,
10228 McCowan Road
Lorne and Carol Smith,
10292 McCowan Road

4 Yvonne Geverink and Dennis Marengeur Request to expand the Future Urban Area to allow the lands
6080 Major Mackenzie Drive to be designated Commercial and included in the Mount Joy

Secondary Plan.

5 North Markham Landowners Group | (a) Request to review Employment land use designation.
(representing certain landowners north of | (b) Major retail not a distinct type of land use and land
Major Mackenzie Drive) requirement — Markham should designate additional

Commercial lands.

(c) Request to reconcile natural heritage system boundary,
define and distribute securement policies, consider
parkland credits, to discuss implications of MSSP.

(d) Clarify intent of Countryside Agricultural policies.

(e) Request that Conceptual Master Plan apply to the entire
whitebelt. The 5 year timeline is not realistic and should
be limited to required and future infrastructure only.

(f) Recommend that the secondary plan process should be
concurrent with the preparation of the Conceptual
Master Plan.

6 Minotar Holdings Inc., Cor-Lots (a) Request for refinement of the boundary of the Natural

Developments, Cherokee Holdings and
Halvan 5.5 Investments Limited

Heritage System on the Minotar lands.

(b) Recommend that the policy related to the Future Urban
Area boundary be revised to clarify that it applies to the
boundary of the Future Urban Area designation.

(c) Greenway provisions and agricultural policies in the
Draft Official Plan appear to be more restrictive than
the Greenbelt Plan.

(d) Recommend that the principle of ‘balance’ be reflected




(f)
(8)
(h)

(i)

(i)
(k)

(1)
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(n)
(0)
(p)

(a)

(s)
(t)

(u)

(v)

throughout the Plan.

Appears that in a few instances the terminology related
to natural heritage is inconsistent.

Consider adding definitions for ‘Natural Heritage
Network’ and ‘Natural Heritage Enhancement Lands’.
Recommend using consistent terminology that aligns
with Regional and Provincial plans to ensure clarity.
Recommend that the Plan provide specific direction as
to the objectives and content, as well as the process to
be followed prior to adoption by Council of documents
such as (urban design guidelines, tertiary plans, block
plans).

Recommend that the Plan provide more specific
direction for the preparation of an Urban Forest
Management Plan, and Network Edge Management
Guidelines.

Clarify what the status of the preamble sections are at
the beginning of each Chapter.

Recommend providing some direction with respect to
long term planning to support transit on Major
Mackenzie Drive.

Suggest that Section 2.3.3 and/or the definition of
municipal comprehensive review be revised to more
closely reflect the York Region Official Plan.

Suggest that ‘developable lands’ be defined in
conformity with the final definition of the approved
York Region Official Plan.

Clarify the relationship of the Greenway System with
the Regional System.

Clarity relationship between Markham’s small streams
process and the TRCA's.

Recommend that policies provide for the ability to
modify boundary of the Greenway System if the hazard
line is modified, without an amendment to the Plan.
Recommend deleting the requirement for conveyance
of the Natural Environmental Hazards at no cost.
Recommend that the policies on noise studies should
indicate which policy takes precedence with respect to
streetscape design.

Recommend that criteria be established for
identification of land under ecological street.

Suggest providing flexibility should the targets for
affordable and shared housing not be available prior to
the preparation of a secondary plan.

Requirement for an agreement to secure provision of
community services prior to zoning is a significant issue
without an understanding of the implications

Clarify policy to indicate that the City should be given a
first right of refusal for public sites and/or buildings not
required by the School Board for only sites owned by
the School Board.




(w) Clarify the link between Greenway System and Parks
and Open Space System.

(x) Clarify requirement for a streets and blocks plan at the
secondary plan level — how does it relate to the
requirement for block plans and precinct plans.

(y) Requirement to prepare an Energy Plan in support of all
secondary plans is onerous. The City should develop a
City wide Plan instead.

(z) Clarify timing of ‘mobility plans’ in the Future Urban
Area, as well as additional direction on what they
should contain.

(aa) Recommend that potential to change floor space index
in a secondary plan be provided.

(bb) Recommend that polices should make it clear that
criteria can be varied in the secondary plan.

(cc) Suggest that requirement for the preparation of a
Conceptual Master Plan be merged with secondary plan
process for lands east of Woodbine.

McCowan-48 Owners

(includes Colebay Invesments Inc., Highcove
Investments Inc., Firwood Holdings Inc.,
Major McCowan Developments Limited,
Summerlane Realty Corp., Fairgreen Sod
Farms and State Developments)

Defer consideration of the Future Urban Area and policies in
the draft Official Plan until the Region Official Plan and ROPA 3
have been approved by the Ontario Municipal Board.

(Metrus) Glendowner Development Inc.
Member of North Markham Landowners
Group

Lands on the east side of Woodbine
Avenue, north of Elgin Mills

Request to review employment land use designations as
identified in letter submitted by North Markham Landowners
Group (See No. 5).

Berczy Glen Landowners Group
West of Warden Avenue and south of Elgin
Mills Road East

(a) Supportive of the inclusion of these lands as Future Urban
Area and the proposed designation of Future
Neighbourhood Area.

(b) Appears that the cumulative costs of all the studies that are
being required in Chapter 6, including but not limited to the
provision of public art, open space and key natural feature
enhancements, streetscape obligations, open space plans,
architectural  detailing, sustainability = requirements,
financial analysis and many other requirements will result
in the inability to deliver a product that meets or addresses
in a meaningful way the affordability requirements of
Chapter 4 of the Plan.

(c) Additional comments may follow on Chapters 3 and 7.

(d) Request that the City allow the preparation of the various
studies outlined in Section 8.12 Future Urban Area (e.g.
Subwatershed Study, Conceptual Master Plan, Master
Environmental Servicing Plan, Transportation Plan) on a
geographic basis smaller than the entire Future Urban
Area.

(e) Allow flexibility to the landowners in the Future Urban Area
to address Phasing Development and Detailed Planning.

(f) Consider submission and study requirements onerous in
relation to the ultimate goals for high quality




developments, buildings and affordability factors expressed
elsewhere in the Plan.

REQUEST FOR A DIFFERENT LAND USE DESIGNATION

10 Metropia (Markham) GP Corporation Request to change Residential Low Rise to Mixed Use Low Rise.
5112, 5122 and 5248 14™ Avenue
7768, 7778, 7788 and 7798 McCowan

11 Maylar Construction Limited Request to change Residential Low Rise designation to Mixed
Southwest corner of McCowan Road and | Use Mid Rise designation to reflect current Neighbourhood
Wilfred Murison Avenue Commercial designation.

12 | Scardred 7 Company Ltd. (a) Request that a Mixed Use Mid Rise designation be applied
4038 Hwy 7 East to the property.

(b) What criteria is the City using/proposing to use to
determine when a Developer Group Agreement is
appropriate?

(c) Clarify what is meant by a private street (Policy 11.18.5.5)
and what are the standards employed to determine same?

(d) Does the City obtain an easement for public access?

13 | 404/19" Avenue Developments Inc. Request to remove lands from the Greenway designation.

North east of Highway 404 and 19" Avenue | The Province is considering removal of the Greenbelt on these
lands and the owner is requesting that the Official Plan maps
and schedules note this.

14 Lebovic Will provide staff with environmental and planning reports
East and west side of 9" Line, north of 19" showing that this property is not geographically part of the Oak
Avenue Ridges Moraine and should not be designated as Greenway.

15 Chris and Kathy Roidis (a) Request to change Residential Estate to Mixed Use Low

9963 Woodbine Avenue

Rise.

(b) Refine the location of the Greenway designation on the
subject lands based on work undertaken by the owner’s
consultant with respect to confirming the boundaries and
impacts of the hydrologic feature on the site.

AREA AND SITE SPECIFIC POLICY REQUEST

16

York Downs Golf & Country Club
4134 16" Avenue

(a) Request a residential designation for the entire land
holding.

(b) Request that the staked limits of the environmental
features for this property be incorporated into Markham’s
new Official Plan.

(c) Do hedgerows need to be retained?

(d) Is the OP definition going to be revised to reflect the new
DFO definition?

(e) Recommend that definition of vegetation protection zone
refer to key natural heritage and hydrologic features.

(f) Clarify if the minimum vegetation protection zone is
applicable to lands within the built-up urban area.

17

Mahamevna Bhavana Asapuwa Toronto
11175 Kennedy Road

The congregation has future plans for expansion and has
submitted an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment to permit a place of worship.

18

Unionville Montessori School
4488 16" Avenue & 9286 Kennedy Road

Proposing to submit plans in the future for an expansion to the
existing school and want to ensure that they are not prohibited
from being used for private schools and related uses.

19

Kau & Associates L.P (1045064 Ontario
Limited) 71 Cochrane Drive

Request that current permissions on the property related to
COMMERCIAL — Retail Warehouse be maintained in the new
Official Plan and that any new use permissions contemplated




for other commercial sites in the area be added at Markham’s
discretion.

20 Sheridan Nurseries Owner is considering a rezoning of the property. Considering
4077 Highway 7 upgrading and redevelopment of the site.

21 Paul William Young Requesting that the status of current zoning and approvals for
4137 Highway 7 the property are recognized in the Official Plan.

22 Home Depot Holdings Inc. Request that:

3155 Highway 7 (a) Current use permissions including outdoor storage and

50 Kirkham Drive display be maintained for 3155 Hwy 7, 50 Kirk Drive.

1201 Castlemore Avenue (b) Request that mapping for 3155 Highway 7 site be revised to
remove the Greenway designation from the building envelope
and match the existing Hazard Lands designation of the current
Official Plan,

(c) Residential Mid Rise designation does not recognize existing
Home Depot at 1201 Castlemore Avenue as a permitted use.
Request that the site be designated Mixed Use Mid Rise.

23 Mon Sheong Foundation Recognize and carry forward the site specific permissions
35, 67 & 73 Old Kennedy Road and 4550 & | obtained through recent planning approvals (retirement
4576 Steeles Avenue complex with independent living, long term care and assisted

living units for seniors).

24 Markham Suites Nominee Inc. Owners have applied for rezoning for further intensification of
8500 Woodbine Avenue the Hilton property and will be conferring with staff concerning

matters related to height, density and parkland contribution as
they relate to the new Plan and existing Markham Centre
Secondary Plan.

25 Frangian Holdings Limited (a) Concerned with proposed minimum height restrictions and
7089 Yonge Street and 11 and 15 criteria for FSI permissions of Mixed Use High Rise
Grandview Avenue category,

(b) Status of Yonge Steeles Corridor Secondary Plan should be
shown as “to be approved”.

(c) Concerned with the proposed change of Grandview
Avenue from a local road to a minor collector road and the
related increase in right-of-way width.

26 Mandarin Golf and Country Club (a) Recognize existing golf course and practice range.

11207 Kennedy Road

AV Investments Il Inc.
11142 McCowan Road

(b) Requesting that the proposed Greenway System identified
on the property be examined in a more detailed manner
and that the expanded natural heritage system designation
be removed.

(c) Section 3.4.1.5 should be modified to require the
conveyance of hazardous lands at the time of development
approvals so that there is no misunderstanding that these
lands are to be conveyed while functioning as a golf course
or agricultural use.

(d) Suggest that the requirement for a vegetation protection
zone for a stream be measured from the watercourse and
not the floodplain.

(e) Support land use structure proposed by the North
Markham Landowners Group as it relates to the proposed
future urban designation on the subject lands outside of
the proposed urban boundary expansion.

(f) Recommend that the requirement for vegetation
protection zone for a stream be measured from
watercourse and not the floodplain.




27 Primont Homes (Cornell) Inc. (a) Request a floor space index between 1.0 and 2.5,

6881 Hwy 7 (b) Request removal of drainage features reflected on Maps 5, 6
and 10 and Appendix A based on TRCA and DFO
agreement,

(c) Request that references to non-operative portions of the
Plan (Appendices) be removed from the operative policies.
(d) Clarify if the existing 2 storey residential building (Lewis J.
Burkholder House) would continue to be a permitted use
on the site, despite the land use designation and permitted
uses/building types as currently outlined.
28 | CF/OT Buttonville Properties LP (a) Request that Map 3 and Appendices A, E and F be revised
to reflect the property boundary shown on Buttonville
Secondary Plan application. The Buttonville Airport
boundary should also include adjacent lands that comprise
the airport/redevelopment lands.
(b) The owner is also requesting a site specific designation.
29 IBM Canada (a) Concerned with the proposed redesignation of the subject

8200 Warden Avenue lands from Community Amenity to Business Park Office
Priority.

(b) Concerned with the depiction of the Regional Rapid Transit
Corridor through the IBM lands.
30 Loblaws Properties Limited (a) Request confirmation that current permissions will be

Vacant lands at Hwy 404/Major Mackenzie carried forward for the property at 404 and Major

200 Bullock Drive Mackenzie Drive.

9255 Woodbine Avenue (b) Request that existing floor space permissions at 2000

7075 Markham Road Bullock Drive be carried forward.

8601 Warden Avenue (c) Clarify if height and density requirement (Policy 8.3.3.4)

5762 Highway 7 East and mix of uses (8.3.3.1) would apply to proposals for

9301 Hwy 48 expansions or additions to existing buildings.

7200 Markham Road (d) Request that Policy 6.1.8.7 be revised to allow for flexibility
in providing parking similar to 8.3.1.3.

31 Markham Stouffville Hospital Request a meeting to discuss Mixed Use Health Care Campus

Corporation policies and implementation of Cornell Centre Secondary Plan.

32 Lincoln House Inc. Request site specific policies to recognize existing permissions

44-52 Esna Park on the property.

33 Tribute Unionville Ltd. (a) Request a site specific exception to permit a maximum FSI

20 Fred Varley Drive of 1.92.

(b) Request a rationale for the proposed changes to the Special
Policy Area policies. Several policies appear to be
inconsistent with the Toronto Region and Conservation
Authority policy and with the intent of the Provincial Policy
Statement.
34 Village Nissan (Dougson Investments Inc.) Rquest site specific permissions obtained through previous
25 South Unionville Avenue Official Plan Amendment (No. 176) be maintained (e.g.
permission for accessory outdoor storage and vehicle display).
35 Digram Developments Inc. (a) Request that an Urban Residential designation be applied

South side of Major Mackenzie Drive and to the property to reflect the current planning approvals.

east of Donald Cousens Parkway (b) Request that boundary of development parcels of land
which have been registered be recognized as the limit of
development.

36 New Unionville Home Society Request to be included within an intensification area and

4300 Hwy 7

recognize  campus and redevelopment

opportunities.

development




37 Clera Holdings Limited (a) Appendix B incorrectly identifies small stream on lands.

Southwest corner of Woodbine Avenue (b) Request to recognize the decision of the Ontario Municipal
Board with respect to size and location of the natural
wildlife corridor for lands south of Elgin Mills between the
lands owned by Clera Holdings and N30 Investments.

38 | Shops on Steeles Development (a) Request that site specific permissions currently in effect be
Bayview Summit Developments Limited carried forward.

Northeast corner of Don Mills Road and | (b) The property should be identified as an Intensification Area

Steeles Avenue East on Map 3.

(c) Clarify if the City intends to carry forward the site specific
OPA for this property and/or the Thornhill Secondary Plan
into the new Official Plan.

39 Markham Woodside Centre Owners are interested in intensifying the site for higher density
Immediately east of the southeast corner of | mixed use development including office and residential uses
Woodbine Ave and Hwy 7 with retail in a phased manner.

40 | Memorial Gardens Canada Limited Active application for development of a new cemetery within
Dickson Hill Settlement Area and adjacent to Dickson’s Hill Settlement Area - Ensure that

policies in the new Official Plan allow for development of new

cemeteries.

(@) Recommend that policies be modified to recognize
cemeteries as a rural land use in conformity to the Region
of York’s new Official Plan.

(b) Recommend that both privately and publicly owned
cemeteries should be permitted across all designations
with exception (employment lands and environmentally
sensitive lands) and should be subject to same locational
and development criteria in conformity with the Region of
York’s new Official Plan.

(c) Recommend that the policies differentiate between
expansion of an existing cemetery and establishment of a
new cemetery.

41 Lindvest Properties (Cornell) (a) Proposing to focus retail/commercial development in this
Block east of Bur Oak Avenue, south of block and to also provide for the opportunity for a VIVA
Highway 7, west of Donald Cousens transit facility. Development of lands along the Highway 7
Parkway, and adjacent to Highway 407 on frontage for retail commercial purposes may require policy
the south changes to permit stand alone commercial retail facilities

as an additional permitted use.

(b) Clarify if the City intends to amend the secondary Plan
before the inclusion

42 9500 & 9506 Markham Road Site specific policies 11.3.6.6 (b) should be modified to indicate
approval for 219 units.

43 Greensborough School Block Request that the City recognize the current boundary of the
school block and delete any requirement for any additional
studies or requirement to provide a minimum vegetation
protection zone on the school site (11.3.4).

44 E. Manson Investments Limited Request that the City recognize the current permission for a

245 Renfrew Drive private school use on the property.

45 Humbold Greensborough Valley | Request that the boundary of the developable parcels of land
Development Ltd. be recognized as the limit of development and that the existing
East side of Donald Counsens Parkway, | designation and policies of the Greensborough Secondary Plan
north of Castlemore Avenue applicable to these lands be preserved.

46 Sandra Wiles Request that the current limit of development of the Hazard

Land Designation (Greenway- Valleyland designation in the




Draft Official Plan) be recognized and that the requirement for
a minimum vegetative buffer zone and study be deleted.

47 LBS Group Request site specific exemption:
8651 McCowan Road (a) To permit retail uses and any future expansion.
(b) From compliance with height and density policies.
(c) To continue to permit outdoor storage.
48 International Business Consortium (a) Request that Maps 5, 6 and 10 and Appendix A be revised

North of Highway 7 and Stoney Stanton
Road, west of Bur Oak Avenue, north and
south of the future Rose Way Extension

to remove the references to “permanent or intermittent
stream”, flooplain and TRCA regulations under O.Reg
166/06 in the areas subject to Department of Fisheries and
Oceans (DFO). Note that stream is also shown on
Appendices D and E.

(b) Recommend that non-operative portions of the Plan be
removed from the operative policies.

(c) Northern portion of the subject lands are designated
Mixed use Health Care Campus. These lands are surplus to
the needs of the hospital and request that these lands be
designated Mixed Use Mid Rise.

(d) Request that reference to subject lands as Markham
Stouffville Hospital be removed from Appendix C.

(e) Request that the Official Plan allow for the maximum
density and height shown in Precinct Plan, resulting in a
minimum height of 3 storeys and a maximum height of 18
storeys and a minimum/maximum floor space index of 1.5
to 3.5.

(f) Request single storey commercial uses along Avenue 7
frontage.

(g) Clarify relationship between the ongoing Cornell Centre
Precinct Plan process, the approved Cornell Secondary
Plan and the “Cornell Centre Secondary Plan” Section
8.3.6.

REQUEST FOR AN EMPLOYMENT LAND CONVERSION

49 Romandale Farms Limited (a) Do not agree with employment lands fronting onto Elgin
(Member of the North Markham Mills Road.

Landowner’s Group) (b) Support a Community Amenity Area (residential)
e Warden Avenue & Kennedy Road designation as proposed by North Markham’s Landowner

(within proposed urban expansion Group.

boundary) (c) Do not agree with the proposed Greenway System
e West Warden Avenue & Kennedy Road boundary on their lands.

(within proposed urban expansion

boundary)
e East of Warden Avenue, on north side of

Elgin Mills between Warden Avenue &

Kennedy Road (not within urban

expansion boundary)

50 Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Applied for a pre-consultation meeting to permit a mixed use
East of Bur Oak Avenue, south of Highway 7, | community on lands designated for employment (Business Park
west of Donald Cousens Parkway and | and Business Park Office Priority). Proposing to provide for
adjacent to Highway 407 to the south employment land uses at the eastern portion of the subject

lands (immediately adjacent to Donald Counsens Parkway).

51 | Times Group Corporation (a) Consider allowing a mix of residential and commercial uses.

Markham Uptown
Northeast corner of Hwy 7 and Village

(b) Property at the southeast corner of Hwy 7 and Saddlecreek
Drive is currently designated Commercial — Community




Parkway
Leitchcroft — south of Hwy 7, east of
Bayview Avenue

Amenity. The draft Official Plan proposes to designate the
property Business Park Office Priority. Believe that the
conversion in designations amounts to a downgrading of
the permissions on the property and Times Group is
opposed to any designation which serves to remove the
flexibility for future development on the site.

(c) Clarify how affordable housing policies will be
implemented.  Concerned with the requirement for
housing statements which apply only to mid and high rise
development.

(d) Current parkland policies are overly onerous on high
density development and serve as a disincentive to
intensification and compact development.

(e) Retail policies are overly restrictive to retail development
throughout the City, as is the definition of major retail and
how it is/will be applied.

(f) Concern with mid and high rise policies, densities, heights
and development criteria.

(g) Clarify how the draft Official Plan may apply to Markham
Centre and to recent approvals.

52 Catholic Cemeteries Archdiocese Toronto | Object to proposed designation of lands for employment and
Northeast corner of Woodbine Avenue/19" request an Institutional designation to permit the development
Avenue of a cemetery.

53 South side of 14" Avenue East of Excerpt of December 6, 2011 Development Services Committee

Middlefield Road

— Development concept for the south side of 14™ Avenue, east
of Middlefield Road.
Referred to staff for consideration in the context of Markham’s
Official Plan Review.

REQUEST FOR AN EMPLOYMENT LAND REDESIGNATI

ON OR SITE SPECIFIC POLICY

54

Liberty Development and
2145312 Ontario Inc.

1 Steelcase Road

Corporation

Submitted an Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law
Amendment application to permit a mixed-use employment
centre. Request that the Official Plan recognize any approvals
that result from the consideration of the forgoing applications
to amend the Official Plan.

55

John St. Holdings
2851 John Street

The property is currently designated Business Corridor. The
new Official Plan designates these lands as Service
Employment.

(a) Recommend that the Service Employment land use
designation should allow for greater flexibility for a variety
of retail formats.

(b) The requirements for a municipal comprehensive review
when any non-ancillary use or major retail use is proposed
in the Service Employment designation appear unduly
restrictive and onerous.

(c) Clarify if whether or not the gross floor area, not
representing more than 50% of the gross floor area of the
building, can exceed 3000 square metres, or whether this
would be considered ‘major retail’ and therefore,
prohibited.

56

Woodbine Road Development
7390-7400 Woodbine Avenue

The property is currently designated Business Corridor Area
which allows some retail as a complementary land use
particularly along an arterial road. The draft Official Plan
designates the lands as Service Employment.




(a) Concern with restrictions on retail permissions placed on
the property.

(b) Recommend that the Service Employment land use
designation should allow for greater flexibility for a variety
of retail formats.

(c) Concern with implications of the new “flood vulnerable
area” designation which appears to apply to a portion of
the property.

(d) The requirements for a municipal comprehensive review
when any non-ancillary use or major retail use is proposed
in the Service Employment designation appear unduly
restrictive and onerous.

(e) Clarify if whether or not the gross floor area, not
representing more than 50% of the gross floor area of the
building, can exceed 3000 square metres, or whether this
would be considered ‘major retail’ and therefore,
prohibited.

57 Majorwood Developments (a) Proposed roadway places limits on lands and request
Certain lands located between Highway 404 direction from the City on how to proceed.
and Markland Street immediately north of | (b) Request that the range of uses currently permitted in the
the Loblaws property fronting on Major Official Plan and zoning be maintained.
Mackenzie Drive (c) Recommend that restaurants be permitted as of right in
Service Employment.

(d) The proposed major retail limit of 1,000 square metres per
use and 3,000 square meter collective limit seem overly
restrictive.

(e) Proposed Service Employment designation is acceptable
provided the standards proposed for restaurants,
individual retail units, collective building areas and
proportionate limits are deleted from site specific
designation.

58 Belfield Investments Inc. Property is within the Parkway Belt West Plan.
8050 Woodbine Avenue Plan proposes a Business Park designation for this property.

The owner is requesting that staff consider a split employment

designation of Business Park and Service Employment along the

Woodbine frontage.

59 | Aldo Vetesse (Vetmar) Lands are designated General Employment and the owner is
11050 Woodbine Avenue requesting a Business Park designation.

60 Kingsett Capital Lands are designated General Employment and the owner is
115, 145, 161, 207, 227, 247, 267 and 297 | requesting a Business Park designation.
Idema Road
41,57, 67,77, 87 and 96 Steelcase Road

GENERAL COMMENTS
61 Building Industry and Land Development | (a) Request that the BILD York Chapter be consulted in the

Association (BILD)

preparation of the Natural Heritage Network Edge
Management Guidelines identified in Chapter 3.

(b) Request to be actively engaged in Affordable Housing
Strategy and implementation.

(c) Request clarification of affordable housing requirements
identified in Policy 4.1.3.6 d) as it relates to requirement to
provide a Housing Statement.

(d) BILD York Chapter would like to be notified of the new
Parks and Open Space Classification.




(e)

(f)

(h)

(i)

()
(k)

()
(m)

In keeping with the intensification policies of Section 2.4 —
recommend that open space be considered as part of the
parkland dedication process.

Request to be consulted on the preparation of Urban
Design Guidelines, Streetscape Manual, Parks and Open
Space Guidelines, Build Form, Height and Massing
Guidelines and Sustainable Development Guidelines and
incentive programs.

Clearly identify what is being proposed with respect to
views and vistas (6.1.5), from the point of origin to its ends
and illustrate this protection zone as a view cone.

Policy 6.1.5.5 indicates that all new development and
redevelopment is to contribute to a distinctive skyline
through architectural treatments and screening of rooftop
elements. Clarify what is meant by “distinctive”.
Recommend that policy 6.2.2.5 as it relates to achieve 10
percent greater water conservation than the Ontario
Building Code for all new buildings include the words
“where practical and feasible”.

Request to be consulted on the preparation of Dark-Sky
Guidelines, Bird Friendly Guidelines.

Not appropriate to phase development growth in major
mixed-use neighbourhoods and intensification areas in
order to ensure a balance of travel demand and
transportation capacity.

Request to be consulted on the preparation of a new
Comprehensive Zoning By-law.

Seek assurance that utilization of Section 37 agreements
for additional height and density permissions is conducted
in a fair and equitable manor with all applicants.

Support the continuance of alternative parkland rate of 1.2
ha per 1,000 people. Recommend that the City consider
further reducing this parkland dedication rate, either by
adjusting the formula, or by applying the legislative options
in Section 42.6 of the Planning Act relating to sustainability
criteria as being an option for reducing parkland dedication
requirements for an application.

Encourage Markham to conduct a detailed parkland needs
study to understand its cash-in-lieu needs for the future
and banking sufficient funds in this regard. Markham
should consider collecting cash-in-lieu of parkland at
Section 51 values today, as opposed to Section 42 values, in
order to obtain sufficient cash-in-lieu to acquire adequate
future parkland.

Recommend that additional GO stations be identified in
Map 2 to accommodate the projected growth and
intensification.

62

A & W Food Service of Canada Inc,
McDonald’s Restaurants of Canada Ltd., the
TDL Group Corp. (operators and licensors of
Tim Hortons Restaurants), and Wendy’s
Restaurant of Canada Inc.,, and Ontario
Restaurant Hotel and Motel Associations

Concern that drive-through service facility would only be
permitted on select arterial roads, which uses such as retail
stores, restaurants and other commercial land uses are
permitted on any arterial or collector road.

Recommend that drive-through service facility should be
permitted on collector roads.




(ORHMA)

(c) Recommend design objectives related to location of drive-
through service facility, parking areas and stacking lanes be
addressed in Markham’s Drive-Through Facilities Design
Guidelines.

63

Canadian Fuels Association

(a) Concern with the prohibition of drive-through service
facilities to be located on Regional Rapid Transit Corridor as
shown on Map 2 — Centres and Corridors and Transit
Network (8.13.3.1 a)

(b) Concern with the restrictions around location of a vehicle
stacking lane.

64

Ontario Trucking Association

Provided a copy of Local Truck Routes: A Guide for Municipal
Official for staff’s consideration in developing policy as it relates
to freight movement needs.

65

Fraser McTavish

(a) Concern with the loss of farmland.
(b) Should help remaining farmers.

66

Jeanne Ker-Hornell

Implement stronger rules to preserve heritage communities.

67

Joyce Raymer

Concern with development occurring in the Markham Road and
Markham Main Street area.

68

Larry Fung

Concern with traffic particularly along 16" Avenue, Major
Mackenzie Drive and Highway 7.

69

Maria Flores

(a) Maintain the village character and design in Cornell.

(b) Ensure that new mixed-use development within
neighbourhood residential areas are directed to frontage
along Bur Oak, do not exceed low to mid-rise development
heights and are designed and buffered to be sensitive to
adjacent/existing low rise residential homes located on
parallel streets that may back onto the new development.
Recommend that Official Plan and Secondary Plan provide
clear direction on these matters.

70

Norman Kevilovski

(a) Policy 3.8.1 (j) should make reference to protect and
maintain the historic and rural residential character of the
hamlets from “obnoxious uses” such as landscaping and
paving businesses.

(b) Consider permitting additional uses in the hamlets of
Locust Hill and Cedar Grove should also be permitted in the
Hamlet of Almira.

71

Richard Mason

A swimming pool and aquatic facility should be provided for at
the Thornhill Community Centre.

72

Terry Goodwin

(a) Protect existing communities by providing for a proper
interface between new intensification and existing
communities.

(b) Need to address issue of gridlock.

73

Hong Ge

Include reference to seniors as it relates to affordable housing
options and street networks.

74

Steve Hanson

Consider including policies that would allow the establishment
of a Heritage Committee of Adjustment to ensure more
efficient and informed decision-making of applications within
Heritage Areas.

75

Sandra Wiles

Clarify if the setbacks to previously approved boundaries (e.g.
plans that are registered and zoned) be challenged to provide a
vegetation protection zone if a property where to redevelop.

76

Linvest Properties (Cornell) Limited

Clarify if there will be amendments to the secondary plans prior
to their inclusion in the Official Plan as Part Il.




Carroll, Judy
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“rom: Ken Lee

ant: October 22, 2012 12:32 AM , ,
ro: Carroll, Judy S R»7 /
Cc: Moretti, Carolina

Written Submission from GCGC for Markham Official Plan Public Meeting

Subject:

Attachments: GCGC letter to Town and Region.pdf; PGC letter to Region Jjune 2010 rev pdf;
APPEAL_LETTER_YORK_ROPA 3 FINAL OCT 15 10.pdf; Ack and receipt from Region Oct
20 10 .pdf

Hi Ms. Carroll,

I'recerved the Notice of Public Meeting for Markham's New Official Plan and | would iike to submit the following comments
on behalf of our church, the Grace Chinese Gospel Church. Please regard this as our official written submission for the
Markham Official Plan process. We would like to request that the proposed new urban boundary be extended east to
McCowan and include our property at 5172 Major Mackenzie Drive East for future church building. Thanks.

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

in the last twenty years, the Grace Chinese Gospel Church (GCGC) has been serving the community of Toronto in
running nursery school. summer camp, after school proagrams, £Q programs, youth and senior programs at North York
location. We also get the financial support from the federal, provincial and municipal governments to serve the
community. We started the Peoples Gospel Church (PGC) in 2005 serving the community of Markham. In 2007, we
acquired a tract of land at 5172 Major Mackenzie Drive (at the north-west corner of Major Mackenzie and McCowan
‘venue) as the permanent building site for PGC to expand our service to the growing community.

I'he subject property is immediately east of the proposed expanded 'Urban Area’ along Major Mackenzie Drive East,
which follows the western edge of the valley corridor associated with Robinson Creek. We have worked closely with
Councillor Moretti and got her support in helping us build a church at the property. Our members had sent letters to and
met with Markham City Councillors and urged them to include our land into the new urban boundary of the Markham

Official Plan. :

We were disappointed that the amendment to the Regional Official Plan (ROPA 3) had not included our land in the urban
boundary. We have submitted an appeal to the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) and requested to include our land inside
the urban boundary. We were also disappointed that our property is not included in proposed urban boundary in Map 3 -
Land Use, and Map 11 - Urban Area and Built-Up Area, of the Draft Markham Official Plan. We understand the City of
Markham Planning Department proposed the urban boundary based on land budget. However, we hope that the City
could also consider the public opinion and the needs of the Markham community. We sincerely ask the Markham Council
to include our land in the urban area expansion of the new official plan so that we could build a church at the site to serve

the community.

For you reference, | have attached the letters we sent to Markham Planning Director, York Region Planning Department,
and the OMB Appeal and acknowledgement.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Ken Lee
Chairman, PGC Building Committee
ice Chinese Gospel Church



Gatzios Planning + Devélopmenf Consultants Inc.

File No: 65MA-1011
April 11, 2010

Ms. Valerie Shuttleworth, Director of Planning & Urban Design
Development Services Commission

Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario

L3R YW3

and to:

Ms. Barbara Jeffrey, Manager Land Use Policy & Environment
Planning and Development Services Department

Region of York

17250 Yonge Street

Newmarket, Ontario

L3Y 621

Regarding: GRACE CHINESE GOSPEL CHURCH OF NORTH YORK PROPERTY
PROPOSED NEW ‘PEOPLES GOSPEL CHURCH' CHURCH FACILITY
5172 MAJOR MACKENZIE DRIVE EAST, WEST OF McCOWAN ROAD
(NORTH SIDE OF MAJOR MACKENZIE DRIVE EAST)
TOWN OF MARKHAM

Dear Ms. Shuttleworth and Ms. Jeffrey:

I'am writing on behalf of the landowner, the Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North
York (the “Church”) as planning consultant for their property at the above-noted
address in the Town of Markham.

The Church's intention is to obtain the appropriate land use designation/s to permit a
new church facility on this property. To this end, our request to both the Town and the
Region at this point in time is to include this property in an Urban Areq expansion for
specifically Institutional land uses.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is approximately 13 acres with frontage on the north side of Major Mackenzie,
west of McCowan Road, and contains environmental features associated with
Robinson Creek which sits at the property's western edge. An Airphoto location map is
attached for reference.

7270 Woodbine Avenﬁe, Suiter 302 i gatziosplanning.« om
Markham Ontario 17054759191
L3R 4B9 f905.4/75.8346



The designation in the Town of Markham's current Official Plan is ‘Agriculture Al', and
as you know the property sits immediately north of the current urban boundary situated
on Major Mackenzie Drive.

Attached is a recently published ‘Figure 3 - Council Attachment 1" to the March 25,
2010 Regional Staff Report entitled “PRELIMINARY URBAN EXPANSION AREAS IN THE
TOWN OF EAST GWILLIMBURY, CITY OF VAUGHAN AND TOWN OF MARKHAM™. We note
that the subject property is immediately east of the proposed expanded ‘Urban Area’
along Major Mackenzie Drive East, which at this fime follows the western edge of the
valley corridor associated with Robinson Creek.

CHURCH HISTORY AND THE NEED FOR A NEW CHURCH FACILITY

The Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York is a member of the Associated Gospel
Churches (AGC) representing over 140 churches, congregations and ministries in
Canada. The Church has twenty years of history partnering with municipal, provincial
and federal governments in providing services to the community, in addition to the
fundamental refigious services, such as nursery schools, ESL classes, student enrichment
and youth leadership programs, summer camp, coordination and partnering with Hong
Fook Mental Health Centre, seniors home visiting programs, EQ parenting courses, efc.

In 2005, the Church started the Peoples Gospel Church (PGC) in Markham to meet the
wide range of needs in this growing community, and currently rents space in the Bur
Oak Secondary School (near Major Mackenzie Drive and McCowan Road). In the last
five years, the number of Markham residents accessing the Church and its services has
quickly grown and the rented school space can no longer support the growing needs
of this rapidly expanding church community.

In early 2007, the Church purchased the subject property with the hopes that they
would be able o obtain the appropriate permissions to construct a new church and

related uses facility.
BASIS OF INCLUSION REQUEST

It is our request of the Town and the Region to consider the inclusion of this parcel of
land in any Urban Area expansion undertaken in the Town of Markham specifically for
the purposes of Institutional land uses, in order to permit a church and related facilities
and services on the developable portion of this property.

We note from the March 25, 2010 Region of York staff report that the Town of Markham
is expected to require an additional 682 ha of Community Lands in order 1o
accommodate projected growth to the year 2031, and that FIGURE 3 from that staff



report illustrates the location that is currently being contemplated for this community
growth in the Town.

We understand that the amount of land area being estimated for ‘Community Lands’
includes not only residential land uses, but also associated land uses such as Institutional
lands to be used for churches and associated facilities, and that it is intended that
when the appropriate Official Plan Amendment/s to the Town Official Plan are brought
forward, the Community Lands will be detailed with a variety of land use designations,
potentially including churches, institutional or places of worship, among others,

As you can appreciate, given the demand for residential development in the current
Urban Area in the Town of Markham, and given that new places of worship are not at
this time pre-identified or pre-zoned, it is often difficult for Church organizations to
actually locate, obtain and indeed afford a parcel otherwise destined for residential
development in order to accommodate a new church and related facilities.

Inclusion of this property in an Urban Area expansion would afford the opportunity for a
new church and associated facilities to be established on this site, subject of course to
the additional reports, applications and planning approvals that would be necessary in
order to proceed to development. Given the location of the site on an arterial road,
beside the Robinson Creek which would form a natural edge and setting to the
Institutional uses, adjacent to the potential new residential development that may take
place west of the valleylands, and also of course immediately north of the current
urban development in Markham, this site could represent an excellent location for a
new church and related facilities.

We are hopeful that the Region and the Town will consider this request for inclusion for a
new Institutional facility, and will facilitate the development by including these lands in
any future Urban Area expansion. The Church is aware that they may file their own
OPA's to the Town and to the Region in order to pursue the appropriate land use
designations independent of the current growth management exercise currently
underway, however it is our hope that working with the Region and the Town through
these current municipal processes would be the most advantageous for the Church,
the Town and the Region.

We would be pleased to discuss any aspect of this submission with you, and will be
contacting each of your offices shortly to set up a meeting to investigate opportunities
for inclusion of this site in an urban land use designation.

In the meantime, would you kindly ensure that we are provided with notification of any
Regional or Town meetings, reports or consultations regarding potential urban area
expansions or places of waorship or related matters. ‘



Thank you very much for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

e

Maria Gatzios, MCIP RPP

Copy to: - Mr. Ken Lee & Mr. K.K. Choong, GCG Church of North York
- Ward 4 Councillor Carolina Moretti



Request for Inclusion in Urban Area

The subject property is immediately east of the proposed expanded ‘Urban Area’
along Major Mackenzie Drive East, which follows the western edge of the valley corridor
associated with Robinson Creek.

It is the intention of the Church to obtain the appropriaté land use designation/s to
permit a new church facility on this property. To this end, our request to the Town and

the Region is to include this property in an Urban Area expansion for specifically
Institutional Land Uses.

As you can appreciate, given the demand for residential development in the current
Urban Area in the Town of Markham, and given that new places of worship are not at
this time pre-identified or pre-zoned, it is often difficult for Church organizations tc
actually locate, obtain and indeed afford a parcel otherwise destined for residential
development in order to accommodate a new church and related facilities.

Inclusion of this property in an Urban Area expansion would afford the opportunity for a
new church and associated facilities to be established on this site, subject of course to
the additional reports, applications and planning approvals that would be necessary in
order to proceed to development.

We are hopeful that the Region and the Town will consider this request for inclusion for a
new Institutional facility, and will facilitate the development by including these lands in
any future Urban Area expansion.

We would be pleased to discuss any aspect of this submission with you. Thank you very
much for your attention to this mattfer.

Sincerely,

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

N

Jeff Greene, MGip rpPP

Copy fo: Mr. Ken Lee & Mr. K.K. Choong, GCG Church of North York



D05.2009.003.1.003

APPENDIX 3

Received June 16, 2010
Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

File No: 65MA-1011
June 14, 2010

Ms. Barbara Jeffrey, Manager Land Use Policy & Environment
Planning and Development Services Department

Region of York

17250 Yonge Street

Newmarket, Ontario

L3Y 421

Regarding: YORK REGION ROPA 3 - MARKHAM URBAN BOUNDARY EXPANSION
GRACE CHINESE GOSPEL CHURCH OF NORTH YORK PROPERTY
PROPOSED NEW ‘PEOPLES GOSPEL CHURCH' CHURCH FACILITY
5172 MAJOR MACKENZIE DRIVE EAST, WEST OF McCOWAN ROAD
(NORTH SIDE OF MAJOR MACKENZIE DRIVE EAST)
TOWN OF MARKHAM

Dear Ms. Jeffrey:

As you may be aware, we are the planning consultant for the Grace Chinese 'Gospel
Church of North York {the “Church”}, the owners of the above captioned lands in the

Town of Markham.

Further to our letter dated April 11, 2010, we have reviewed the draft amendment to
the Regional Official Plan (ROPA 3) re the proposed Town of Markham urban boundary
expansion and offer the following comments.

The Region’s staff report dated June 16, 2010 states that Markham Council adopted the
recommended growth alternative to 2031 on May 11, 2010. However, we understand
that the size and location of the Town's proposed urban boundary expansion was only
adopted by Markham Council as a strategy direction to staff, and did not establish
actually confirm a specific urban expansion location or details.

We understand from Markham staff that the Town's Official Plan Review process is
ongoing and it is their intention to identify the urban expansion area after additional
public consultation and when their new Official Plan is finalized and adopted. Based on
this, it is our opinion that the exact size and location of ROPA 3 should await the Town's
Official Plan process.

7270 Woodbine Averue, Suite 307 gatziosplarning.com
Markham Oniario 1905475919
L3R 489 f905.475 8346



APPENDIX 4
AREA SUBJECT TO APPEAL
ON FIGURES 1| TO 9 OF ROPA NO. 3
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g.lon Planning and Development Services Department
] Long Range and Strategic Planning Branch

October 20, 2010

Re:  Appeal of Regional Official Plan Amendment 3: Town of Markham Urban Expansion
Submission Number: D05.2009.003.1.014
Richard R. Arblaster Barrister & Solicitor (on behalf of Grace Chinese Gospel Church of
North York)

Dear Mr. Richard Arblaster:

We have received your appeal letter dated October 15, 2010 regarding Amendment 3 to the York
Region Official Plan — December 2009, for an urban expansion in the Town of Markham. Also
received were a cheque in the amount of $125 for the OMB fees and a cheque in the amount of $455 to
cover the Region of York processing fees. Your receipt for the Region of York processing fees is
attached.

The last date for appeal of this Amendment is October 18, 2010, after which the record will be
forwarded to the Ontario Municipgl Board as required by the Planning Act.

Should you have any questions, please call Barbara Jeffrey, Manager of Land Use Policy and
Environment (905-830-4444 x1526; barbara jeffrev(@york.ca) or Trish Elliott, Planner, (905-830-4444

x 1528; trish.elliott@york.ca) .

B wllen

John B. Waller, MCIP, RPP
Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning

The Regional Municipality of York, 17250 Yonge Street, Newmarket, Ontarfo L3Y 6Z1
Tel: (905) 895-1231, {-877-464-YORK (1-877-464-9675), Fax: (905) 895-3203
Internet: www.york.ca



APPENDIX |
SUBJECT LANDS

431.26'

gSION

SUBJECT LANDS

12.850 Acras

McCOWAN ROAD




Enclosed is a bank draft in the amount of $125.00 in payment of the appeal fee
prescribed by O. Reg. 888, payable to the Minister of Finance of Ontario, and a cheque in
the amount of $455.00 in payment of the Regions ‘record preparation’ fee. The latter
payment is made under protest as it is not considered to be an authorized charge under the
Planning Act.

Yours Very Truly,

Richard R. Arblaster

Copy to: Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York
‘ Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.



In early 2007, the Church purchased the subject lands with the hopes that they would
be able to obtain the appropriate permissions to consfruct a new church and related uses
facility.

During the course of the process leading up to the adoption of ROPA 3 the Church,
through its planning consultant, made representations to the Region which called for the
inclusion of the subject lands within the urban boundary. A copy of the written
representations, dated April 11, 2010 and June 16, 2010 are attached as Appendices 2 and 3,
respectively.

Within the block bounded by Major Mackenzie Drive on the south, Kennedy Road
on the west, Elgin Mills Drive on the north, and McCowan Road on the east, ROPA 3
proposes to expand the urban boundary to include all of the area west of the portion of the
block within the Provincial Greenbelt. This excludes the subject property.

The Church considers the proposed urban boundary expansion as proposed in ROPA
3 not large enough to accommodate the projected population and employment growth to
2031. We note that the Region's Land Budget (March 2010) determined that the Town of
Markham requires an urban boundary expansion of 1,010 hectares, which formed the basis
for the size of the ROPA 3 proposed expansion. The Church believes that 1,010 hectares is
too small to accommodate growth to 2031. Sufficient area must be designated now to
accommodate residential and employment growth and associated uses, including places of
worship. Otherwise, the intent and objectives of good land use planning will be thwarted
and there will be repeated need to readdress questions which can and should be resolved by
currently establishing a new urban boundary that will reliably provide for the needed
development which will arise in the next twenty years.

In reviewing ROPA 3 it is noted Figures 1 to 9 make amendments to Maps 1 to 6,
8. 11, and 12 of the new Regional Official Plan, as modified and approved by the Minister
of Municipal Affairs and Housing on September 7, 2010. The within appeal applies to that
portion of these Figures between McCowan Road, east and south of the Greenbelt boundary.
This area is outlined and hatched in red on the attached Appendix 4. This area is properly
designated to be within the expanded urban area and all figures should be modified
accordingly.

The Church also considers that notwithstanding the ultimately approved size of the
proposed urban boundary expansion, the location of the urban boundary expansion in the
Town of Markham as proposed by ROPA 3 is inappropriate and that, for the reasons set out
herein and other such reasons that may be provided, the urban expansion area should
‘nclude the northwest corner of Major Mackenzie Drive East and McCowan Road, which
includes the Church property.



Suite 200

7100 Woaodbine Avenue
Markham, Ontario
L3R 542

Tel: 416-410-8298

BARRISTER & SOLICITOR Fax: 416-410-8298

OF THE ONTARIO BAR and also 1 Solicitor (non-practising) of England & Wales Email: rick@arblasteriaw.com
Web: www.arblasteriaw. com

 RICHARD R: ARBEASTER

DELIVERED
October 15, 2010

The Regional Municipality of York
17250 Yonge Street

4" Floor

Newmarket, ON

L3Y 671

Attention: Denis Kelly, Regional Clerk

Re: Regional Municipality of York Official Plan Amendment No. 3
Appeal under Section 17 (24) of the Planning Act

Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York

I am the lawyer for Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York, the owner of 12.85
+/- acres of land in the Town of Markham located on the north side of Major Mackenzie
Drive East, approximately 550 feet west of McCowan Road, municipally known as 5172
Major Mackenzie Drive East (the ‘subject lands’). The boundaries of the subject lands are
shown outlined in black on the attached Appendix 1.

The purpose of this letter is to lodge Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York’s
appeal to Regional Official Plan Amendment No. 3 (ROPA 3).

The Grace Chinese Gospel Church of North York (the “Church’) is a member of the
Associated Gospel Churches (AGC). representing over 140 churches, congregations and
ministries in Canada. The Church has twenty years of history partnering with municipal,
provincial and federal governments in providing services to the community, in addition to
the fundamental religious services, such as nursery schools, ESL classes, student enrichment
and youth leadership programs, summer camp, coordination and partnering with Hong Fook
Mental Health Centre, seniors home visiting programs, and EQ parenting courses.

In 2005, the Church started the Peoples Gospel Church (PGC) in Markham (o meet
the wide range of needs in this growing community, and currently rents space in the Bur
Oak Secondary School (near Major Mackenzie Drive and McCowan Road). In the last five
years, the number of Markham residents accessing the Church and its services has quickly
grown and the rented school space can no longer support the growing needs of this rapidly
expanding church community.

RICHARD R. ARBLASTER
Suite 200, 7100 Woodbine Avenue, Markham, Ontario, L3R 5.J2



RECEIVED
DEC 10 201

CITY OF MARKHA
e LERKS DEPT AM

The Council
Town of Markham

RE: Proposed Official Plan

For the past 55 years I have been involved in Markham Real Estate and have
directly assisted in the development of Sherwood Park (the first sewered
community of Markham) under Waldon Developments Ltd., and Markville
Shopping Centre. Our company, (Mihorean & Dahl-Jensen) was the
Exclusive Agent for The Toronto Industrial of the Person Laidlaw
properties, sold 90% of the Agricultural Lands to Denison Mines
(Romandale Farms), 90% of the Stollery farms (Angus Glen Golf Course)
and was the exclusive agent for R. Person Realty -1 acre Estate Lots.

I have observed many interesting real estate developments in Markham,
some good and some not so good.

I believe it was a mistake to zone the lands from Steeles Avenue north on the
west side of Highway 48 to residential even though the Planners, Barnhardt
& Associates, had recommended an industrial use.

I am enclosing a topographical map indication what I think should be done
to maintain an industrial balance, which is needed for a good tax base and

providing a good, well located industrial base and an industrial base which
continue the industrial area north of Markham to the Stouffville Townline.

A high class industrial area would be an asset to a good residential area to
the west of the industrial area. The industrial would give a buffer area to the
proposed International Airport as presently envisaged. The residential area
and industrial area would compliment each other and keep the traffic from
gridlock through Markham.

Rouge Valley Parkland should, of course, be reserved from both the
industrial and residential areas, but should be confined to high water marks
on stream areas. Small Parkettes would be adequate since the National Park
will take care of other uses.



No landowners should be required to deed more than 5% of his holdings for
parkland purposes. It may be prudent to amalgamate several small acreages
to make a better and larger park.

I do not think it wise to use any Markham Lands for overnight camping.
Markham Fair Grounds tried this about several years ago and found they had
to have several days of cleanup of the liquid bottles and cans and general
refuse. Markham Fair also found they had to replace about 1,000 feet of my
fencing which the campers had torn down and used for firewood.

We hope that some of these ideas are appropriate and might be considered in
the discussions for the Official Plan.

Thank you;

Philip Mihorean, ACCI
10983 McCowan Road
Markham, Ontario

P.S.  The ultimate question 1s: “Who is going to pay for the downgraded
land?” The price has already been established (by The Clty of Markham)
at $150,000.00 to $500,000.00 per acre.
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April 7, 2011

RECEIVED
NOV -5 2019

CiTy OF M
ARK
OLERKS pepy ™

Ms. Kitty Bovington
Clerks Office
Town of Markham

RE: Official Plan Review

[ have been a resident of Markham for all of my adult years and for the last 55 years have
resided at 10983 McCowan Road ~ Lot 27 Concession 7, Markham.

I have been a Realtor for 55 years and an Accredited Appraiser, (AACI) for 25 years and
have been instrumental in bringing many well known individuals and businesses to

Markham. - *A partial list is below.

I and several of my neighbours are concerned about the Official Plan Review and would
like to be kept informed of any changes or proposals which could affect land value.

The indicated plan for the Rouge River Conservation Area appears to be over zealous and
extends westerly far beyond the high water mark of Hurricane Hazel limits.

A designation of over five acres of our land would seem unreasonable as the Lewis
Brothers have farmed this area with grain crops for over forty years.

We believe that the area between 18" Avenue and 19" Avenue should have an
appropriate land use in keeping with normal growth patterns and not restricted to long
periods of inactivity. The area encompasses only about five or six township lots. Farm

use in this area is now non-existent.

All of which is Respectfully Submitted

\\P lip F. Mih¢rean

*Markville Shopping Mall (JDS Developments)

Sherwood Park 300 Lot Subdivision (Wal-Don Investments)

Laidlaw Industrial Subdivision

Denison Mines (Industrial - Steeles Avenue & Woodbine)

Romandale Farms (800+- acres)

Cachet Country Club (Richard Person)

Box Grove & Rouge Valley Subdivision (Richard Person)

Angus Glen Farms & Golf Club (Stollery) (800 Acres)

Varley Village Subdivision (Sciberras - John Grant) . ‘)
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January 30, 2013 RECEIVED ‘
The Corporation of the City of Markham JAN 30 2013
101 Town Centre Boulevard \ |
Markham, ON o eavenER
L3R 9W3

2012 Official Plan Consultation
The following four property owners

Sylvia and Jessie Leffering, 10144 McCowan Road
Maria Frocione, 10192 McCowan Road

Frank and Elizabeth Markovits, 10228 McCowan Road
Lorne and Carol Smith, 10292 McCowan Road

respectfully request that their properties be incorporated into the new urban boundary as
proposed in the new City of Markham Official Plan documents currently under
discussion.

The current proposal uses the Robinson Creek as the boundary and the four above
properties are adjacent to the same boundary. These four properties are currently in
active agriculture but not sustainable for ongoing farming. It becomes increasingly
difficult to move any large farm equipment along McCowan Road or Major Mackenzie
Drive. It makes little sense to leave these small parcels of land within the greenbelt with
an uneconomical and unsustainable use.

We also support the Peoples Gospel Church in their request for inclusion within the new
urban boundary of the plan.

The inclusion of these properties in the new urban boundary would provide an
opportunity to open a road between Kennedy and McCowan Roads to facilitate the flow
of traffic between these major arteries as is common in all recent development areas.

We respectfully request that the urban boundary be adjusted eastward to McCowan Road
to include these four properties.

ferincg FRIAS ~Foe bt
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Frank Markovits
10228 McCowan Road
Markham, Ontario
L3P 313

TO: THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF MARKHAM

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Wednesday, November 21, 2012

To the Council and Town Planners for The City of Markham,

On March 12, 2010, we as a block of 4 family farm property owners at the north west side of McCowan
Road, north of Major MacKenzie— namely Frank Markovits, Lorne Smith, Sylvia and Jessie Leffering, and
Maria Frocione — wrote to you to express our concern that the City of Markham is planning
development of lands immediately adjacent to our properties, yet has excluded our lands from the
development plan. Our letter requested that you include our lands in the development area.

The newly proposed Markham Growth Plan still excludes our properties from the development area,
despite the fact that we are immediately adjacent to currently developed city lands. Your plan includes
tremendous population and business growth, and high traffic rapid transit along Major MacKenzie,
which has already had a detrimental effect on our family properties. We all raised our families in these
homes when it was a rural, farming area, but the Town decided to change that, not us. Also, we have
noted that your plan includes the development of land north west of us - land that is currently much
farther from urban development.

We are disappointed that we have not received a response to our pleas from you, and we have received
no explanation of how you believe that our lands will realistically continue as viable farm properties
within an already developed urban area. We are concerned that we are being neglected because we are
retired, small land owners. No one from Markham Council or City planning offices has given us a
realistic explanation of your reasoned arguments for proposing that farming will continue on our
properties. We know that it is not realistic to maintain these properties as future family farms (urban
encroachment combined with inability to make a living on such small farms are initial concerns), and the
lack of feedback from you leads us to conclude that you also know that sustainable farming is not viable
on our small properties at the corner of a busy urban area.

We would be very pleased to hear from your office about how the City Growth Plan will affect our
properties and livelihoods. We look forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Tnde il

Frank Markovits



Sent via Registered mail November 13, 2012

RECEIVED
NOV 20 2012

CITY oF MARK
HA
CLERKsS DEPT. M

November 13, 2012

Kitty Bavington, Clerks Department
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

To Kitty Bavington:

RE: Concerns with Official Plan - 6080 Major Mackenzie Drive E, Markham, Ontario, Con 8 PT LT21

I am a resident of the City of Markham and have owned and lived at 6080 Major Mackenzie Drive E, Con
8 PT LT21 since August 1994. | attended the November 6, 2012 public meeting and gained knowledge of
the new Official Plan for the City of Markham. After studying the new Official Plan and how it affects me
and my family, | have the following concerns.

Over the years the surrounding land use has changed dramatically and thus my property is now
surrounded by Commercial land use. | am opposed to the proposed Official Plan land use map
designation of “Countryside” allocated to my property in the new Official Plan. | would therefore
recommend that the city consider changing my land use designation from Countryside to Commercial. A
commercial use is far more harmonious when considering the immediate land uses.

| also oppose the proposed Mount Joy Secondary Plans as indicated in the proposed Official Plan. | feel .
that my property should be included in the proposed Mount Joy Secondary Plan and recognized as a :
commercial designation. | am also very concerned with the current and future disturbance based on the
size of the commercial development that will soon unfold across the street from my home. g

Can you kindly inform me of any appeal options that are available to me and the steps that would be
required?

| would be very happy to meet with you to further discuss my concerns.

Sincerely,

Yvonne Geverink and Dennis Marengeur (Spouse)
6080 Major Mackenzie Drive E
Markham, Ontario L3P 3J3
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November 9, 2012 WWwW.mgp.ca
City of Markham MGP File:  07-1717
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
DEVEL

L3R 9W3 OPMENT SERVICES
Attention: Marg Wouters, MCIP, RPP, NOV 12 2012

Senior Manager, Policy and Research R E C E l V E D

Dear Ms. Wouters,

RE: North Markham Landowners Group
Preliminary Comments on the City of Markham Draft Official Plan - Part 1

Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of the North Markham Landowners Group (NMLGQG), is
pleased to submit comments on the September 2012 draft Markham Official Plan. NMLG is a
group of developers and landowners that own or control approximately 712 hectares (17 percent)
of land in north Markham, generally referred to as the Whitebelt. The attached map, North
Markham Landowners Group: Participating Landowners, identifies the participants in NMLG,

and the locations of their properties.

The City of Markham’s draft Official Plan - Part 1 is the culmination of extensive study and
thoughtful decision-making by the City. The significant effort by City Staff is clearly evident in

the quality of the draft document now before the public for review.

Most importantly, it was time for an Official Plan of this quality and substance. A lot has
happened since the last Markham Official Plan was developed in 1987, and subsequently
consolidated in 2005. Foundational legislation, including the Provincial Policy Statement
{2005), the Greenbelt Act, 2005, the Greenbelt Plan (2005), the Places to Grow Act, 2005, and
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006, have permeated all aspects of, and have
required fundamental changes to, land use planning in Ontario. Development of a new City of
Markham Official Plan is fully warranted.

At this time. we have five comments on the draft Official Plan. and request the opportunity to

discuss these with you and City Staff. Additional comments may be provided after we have had
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TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group — Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

s

the opportunity to discuss the draft Official Plan in detail with our clients.

l. Field studies of the natural heritage system, completed on behalf of NMLG, do not
fully support the proposed Markham Greenway System in North Markham.

Consultants for NMLG (Savanta Inc.. R.J. Burnside) have completed almost 5 years of field
studies and analyses of the natural heritage systems and the hydrogeology in North Markham.

_Thelr work demqnstrates that there is justification for a locally significant natural heritage

system extendmg beyond the Oak Ridges Moraine and the provincial Greenbelt boundaries.

Their work also points to a locally significant natural heritage system that is smaller than that

proposed in the Drafi Official Plan Section 3 and on Map 4: Greemvay System. Further, the

-~ Core. Lmkage»EnhancementS shown on NMLG lands are not supported based on science and

field observations.

Draft Policies 3.1.2.5 through 3.1.2.9 address securing lands comprising the Natural Heritage
Network, with mention of securement at no cost to Markham, or through the Markham
Environmental Land Securement Fund. Policy 3.1.2.5 specifically identifies that conveyance of

lands within the Natural Heritage Network shall not be considered as contributing to parkland

dedication requirements.

As part of the review process for a new Official Plan, NMLG request that the City define and

distribute detailed securement policies and practices for considerations by landowners.

With respect to Policy 3.1.2.5, there may be opportunities where the lands conveyed should
legitimately receive credit toward to parkland dedication requirements. In recent meetings with

the City on other projects, municipal officials have mentioned the possibility of parkland credits.

The new Official Plan will bring the Markham Small Streams Classification System and
Management Protocol (MSSP) into force for planning approvals. NMLG believe that the
aspirations of the MSSP are inconsistent and incompatible with the scale of growth, the unit and
population and job densities required by the York Region Official Plan and this draft Official

Plan, and the drive for a compact form of development for the future urban areas in North

Markham.

With the need to respect provincial, regional and locally si gniticant natural heritage systems, and
the legislated requirement to achieve densities of 70 persons and jobs per hectare, and 20
residential units per hectare in new community areas. the capacity to also protect small stream

catures is limited if not negligible. It is doubttul that development in new community areas

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 2 of 7



TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group ~ Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

could achieve the required densities and yet still have the small stream features remain viable on

those lands.

We request the opportunity to discuss the findings of the NMLG field observations and the
impacts of density in North Markham with your staf¥.

2. The intent of establishing Countryside Area requires clarification.

It is acknowledged that significant development will occur in North Markham by 2031. What
must not be overlooked though is that North Markham will continue to develop beyond 2031.
Reference to York Region's land budget analysis and master plan updates, including the traffic

zone forecasts, lead to the conclusion that the Markham Whitebelt will be fully developed by
2051.

The draft Official Plan seeks to protect lands in North Markham beyond the settlement area
boundary (when adjusted for the ROPA 3 Urban Area boundary expansion), outside of the Oak

Ridges Moraine, the provincial Greenbelt, and hamlets for agricultural activities.

NMLG would support the continued use of those lands for agricultural purposes until such time
as the lands would be required to accommodate future employment and residential growth. This
position is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (2005) which seeks to protect prime
agriculture for long term uses (PPS Policy 2.3.1) while also recognizing the need to
accommodate growth and to permit the conversion of prime agricultural lands to urban uses (PPS
Policies 1.1.3.9 and 2.3.5.1).

NMLG would oppose the designation Countryside Areu if the intent of draft Official Plan
Section 5.2.1 Countryside Agriculture, and any other associated Official Plan policies and maps,
is to protect these lands for agricultural activities in perpetuity. Growth is going to happen in
Markham, and it won’t all happen through intensification, especially growth beyond 2031.

The Ministry of Infrastructure has recently released Places to Grow: Proposed Amendment 2 to
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006. The proposed amendment to the
Growth Plan revises Schedule 3 and provides growth forecasts for 2036 and 2041 Schedule 3
identifies higher growth for the Greater Toronto and Hamilton (GTAH) area overall, including
significant additional growth in population and jobs for York Region. Some of that regional
growth will naturally flow to Markham, and through the review and planning approvals process,

the need for and scale of additional growth in North Markham will become apparent.

MALONE GIVERN PARSUNS LTD. ) Page 3of 7



TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group — Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

Based on comments received by the City in 2009/2010 during their Growth Management
Strategy initiative, NMLG predicts that the Markham farm community would similarly oppose a
permanent agricultural designation on their lands. During those sessions, the farm community
articulated the realities of agriculture in the GTAH area and near urban settings, and the limited

future for agriculture in Markham outside of the provincial Greenbelt.

NMLG requests the City clarify the intent of the policies and mapping, including Map 9, related
to Countryside Agriculture, and the Countryside Area as shown in the draft Official Plan.

3. The draft Official Plan introduces an additional layer of planning approval for
future urban areas which would result in a significant delay in development in

North Markham.

Draft Official Plan Section 8.12 Future Urban Area introduces a requirement for the completion
and approval of a Conceptual Master Plan prior to granting any development approvals. NMLG
supports development ot a Conceptual Master Plan for critical infrastructure (water, waste water,
arterial and collector roads, stormwater management) in North Markham. The Conceptual
Master Plan should not be limited to the Future Urban Area, as delineated on Map 1, but should
encompass the entirety of the Whitebelt, in recognition that growth will continue after 2031, and
that future growth patterns should be aligned with, and not constrain, critical infrastructure that
may be required pre- and post-2031.  This would be consistent with York Region’s

transportation and water-waste water master plans that plan beyond 2031.

We acknowledge that the Planning Act would not permit lands to be designated beyond 2031,
but the Region and the City can at least plan for infrastructure beyond that date.

Beyond conceptual planning for this infrastructure, NMLG is concerned that the other studies
and approach to planning as defined in Section 8.12 will result in significant costs and delays in
bringing employment and residential lands to market. We consider the 5 year timeline for
development of a Conceptual Master Plan and the secondary plans, as mentioned in the
Development Services staff report of September 25, 2012 (page 18), to be unrealistically

optimistic. We consider a 7 year to 8 year timeline to be more probable.

In his presentation to Development Services Committee on May 8, 2012, Mr. Paul Bottomley,
York Region, Long Range Strategic Planning, identified that there is as little as a 5-6 year supply
of ground-related housing in Southern York Region, and that it could take 5-8 years to complete
all planning approvals for new lands identitied as Urban Area in ROPAs 1. 2 and 3. This points

to the possibility that there could be period in which no new ground-related housing is available

MALONE CIVEN PARSONS 11D, Page 4 of 7



TO: Marg Wouters - November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group — Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

in Markham. An analysis by Malone Given Parsons for NMLG supports the Region’s comments
and identities a 1-2 year gap in the availability of ground-related housing associated with each
secondary plan process. In our opinion, with the introduction of development of a Conceptual
Master Plan, as defined by draft Official Plan Section 8.12, there is the potential for an even

longer period of time when no new ground-related housing would be available in Markham.

NMLG requests that the development of a Conceptual Master Plan encompass all of the North
Markham area and be limited to required and future critical infrastructure only. Further, in the
interests of ensuring the availability of ground-related housing, we request that development of

secondary plans proceed concurrently with development of the Conceptual Master Plan for North

Markham.

4. The new Markham Official Plan must address comprehensive planning for retail

and especially Major Retail.

The draft Official Plan, in Section 8.3, seeks to integrate retail into Mixed Use areas and to
promote the creation of complete communities. NMLG, in general, supports the intent and
policies of Section 8.3 Mixed Use. However, we are concerned that the draft Official Plan does

not properly address Major Retail as a distinct type of use and land requirement.

The York Region January 2009 and March 2010 Land Budget reports identified that 120 hectares
of lands would be required for new Major Retail in Markham to satisfy the expected population
growth to 2031. The Land Budget reports direct 75 hectares of Major Retail to the Future Urban
Area, and 45 hectares to the current Urban Area. In the context of the Land Budget reports,
Major Retail is defined as a 500,000 square foot indoor shopping centre or a 600,000 square foot
power centre (a conglomeration of large format retailers). Each Major Retail facility on this
scale requires a nominal 20-25 hectare parcel of land. NMLG supports the Region’s definition
of Major Retail and its estimate of lands required to accommodate it through 2031. Major Retail
is a distinct retail activity that often acts as a regional retail hub, attracting shoppers from across

the Region.

Draft Official Plan policy 8.4.1.2 states that future large scale retail development will be directed
to Mixed Use areas. Major Retail, on the scale defined by York Region, is not compatible with,

nor can it be reasonably integrated with, Mixed Use areas.

The draft Markham Official Plan defines Major Retail as big box stores, retail warehouses and
shopping centres with individual premises exceeding 1.000 square metres of gross floor area

and/or combined gross floor area of retail exceeding 3,000 square metres. This definition is not

FMALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 5 of 7



TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group - Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

representative of true Major Retail. 1t needs to be revised to be consistent with York Region’s

Lund Budget report.

New Major Retail, at the scale of indoor shopping centres and power centres, will be needed in
Markham. The new Official Plan must acknowledge and support this need with Official Plan

policies that comprehensive plan for Major Retail.

5. The vision for and viability of employment lands in North Markham requires

fundamental review.
NMLG acknowledge that employment lands are required in North Markham.

Draft Official Plan Section 8.5 Employment Lands identifies four land use designations for
employment areas. The designations represent very traditional forms of employment and
business parks. However, the traditional business park as it now exists is land consumptive,
makes poor use of infrastructure, and is not transit-supportive. We question whether it would be
economically feasible to develop employment lands in North Markham on the bases described in

the draft Official Plan.

NMLG believes the draft Official Plan provides the opportunity for Staff and the municipality to

re-consider the fundamental nature of business parks in Markham, and especially North

Markham, including by addressing:

e What kind of employment Markham really wants to attract,

e How to get more use out of those lands for more hours of the day,

e Expanded permissions within employment areas,

e The relationship of the employment lands to adjacent retail and residential areas,

e How to efficiently provide transit service to these lands.

NMLG would welcome the opportunity to work with Staff to explore options and to create a new

vision and new standards for employment lands in North Markham.

PAALONE OIVEN PARSONS 11D, Page 6 of 7



TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group — Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

The above represent the comments NMLG has, at this point in the review process, with the
September 2012 draft Markham Official Plan — Part 1. Additional comments may be submitted

at a later date.

Please contact me at 905.513.0170 to arrange a meeting to discuss these NMLG comments.

Y ours very rr{ly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

a MCIP, RPP
Preésident
ddivenfwmep,.ca

Attachment: Map North Markham Landowners Group: Participating Landowners

cc: North Markham Landowners Group
Tom Hilditch, Savanta Inc.
Joanne Thompson, RJ Burnside
Nancy Mather, Stonybrook Consulting
David Richardson, MMM Group
Jeft King, MMM Group

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 7 of 7
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Barnisters & Seheiters
(«\ ; d , “‘“’ Bay Adefade Centre
333 Bay Street, Surte 3460
IOO m‘{nb Toranto, Ontario M5H 257
Telephone: 4169792211

Facsimile: 416.579.1234
goodmans.ca

Direct Line: 416,597 4183
clyonsidgoodmans.ca

February 13,2013
Our File No.: 06.3883

City Clerk

City of Markham
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Blvd,
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Ms. Kitty Bavington

Dcar Sirs/Mesdames:

Re:  Comments with respect to City of Markham New Draft Official Plan on behalf of
Minotar Holdings Inc./Cor-lots Developments/Cherokee Holdings/Halvan 5.5
Investments Limited (Minotar)

We act for Minotar. the owner of lands in the City of Markham which consist of four separate
parcels with a total arca of approximately 122 hectares (302 acres) north of Major Mackenzic
Drive. The majority of the lands are located between Kennedy Road and McCowan Road, with
two smaller properties being located on the east side of McCowan Road.

A representative of Minotar was present at the public meeting on November 6, 2012. In
addition, a meeting was held with City planning staff in January 2013. Based on the information
from these meetings and a detailed review of the new draft Official Plan (September 2013
version) we have identified a number of matters of concern.

There arc three related issues specific to the Minotar lands as follows:

1. Refinement of the boundaries of the Natural Heritage System in the Greenbelt Plan

Portions of the Minotar lands are located in the Protected Countryside designation of the
Greenbelt Plan (see Attachment 1), These lands are also identified as Natural Heritage
System. Policy 3.2.2.6 of the Greenbelt Plan provides that:

“When official plans are brought into conformity with this Plan, the
boundaries of the Natural Heritage Systen may be refined, with greater

o



Q-

O Page 2

Goodmans

precision. in a manner that is consistent with this Plan and the system

shown on Map 4.7

In addition, the approved York Region Official Plan (YROP) states in Policy 2.1.23:

“That. when local municipal official plans are brought into conformity
with the Greenbell Plan, the boundaries of the Natural [eritage System
may be refined with greater precision, consisient with the provisions of
the Greenbelt Plan and the system shown on Schedule 4 of the Greenbelt
Plan. Such refinements may be reflected in this Plan through on-going

consolidations without an amendment.”

[t is our understanding that such a refinement would be considered in consultation with
the City. the Province and the Region with the guidance of the Greenbelt Plan.
However, despite this policy direction. the City has not undertaken the necessary review
as a basis for the refinement of the boundaries for any portion of the lands in the

Greenbelt Natural Heritage System,

Minotar has retained the necessary experts and undertaken the background work required
as a basis for consideration of the refinement of the boundary of the System on their
lands. This work includes evaluation of the wetlands by Provincial staff. Minotar is
prepared to work with City staff with respect to this issue and requests that City stalf
initiate the process for refinement of the boundary of the Natural Ilcritage System on the
Minotar lands as part of the finalization of the new Official Plan.

2. Future Urban Area Boundary

The YROP in Section 8.4.3 b. states that “the boundaries of thc Urban Arca identificd on
Map 1, are fixed where they are identified by a municipal street, rail line, parcel fabric as
it exists on the day of adoption of this Plan, lot and/or concession blocks, or other clearly
identifiable physical features.” The City’s Official Plan has a similar policy in Section
10.1.13 which applies to all land use designations. Minotar requests that the policy be
revised to clarify that it applies to the boundary of the Future Urban Area designation.

3. Application of the Greenbelt Plan to Land Uses

Section 5.3 of the Greenbelt Plan provides that
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“With the exception of the lot creation policies .. . official plans and
zoning by-laws shall not, however, contain provisions which are more
restrictive than the policies of section 3.1 and 4.3.2 as they apply 10
agricultural uses and mineral aggregare resources respectively. ™

The Greenway provisions of the Markham Draft Official Plan contain policies which are
more restrictive than section 3.1 of the Greenbelt Plan and therefore the policies arc not
in compliance with the Greenbelt Plan. The agricultural policies of the draft Plan should
also be reviewed to ensure that they are not more restrictive than the Greenbelt Plan.

General issues are as f{ollows, with more specific matters outlined in the table attached as

Attachment 2-to this letter:

. Consistent Terminology

There are quite a few instances of inconsistent terminology in the Plan, particularly with
respect to natural heritage. [For instance, in the Vision Statement in Section 2.1.
agricultural functions/countryside areas are described as complementing natural hcrifage
areas while in Section 3.0, “protected agricultural lands™ are described as part of the
Greenway System. Turther, the Plan describes the Greenway System in a number of
different ways in part, it appears, because the title is being applied to different features
which adds to the confusion as one must try and determine if it is the concept of a
Greenway System which is being discussed or the specific land use designation. For
instance, in the Vision Statement in Section 2.1 the Greenway System is described as:

A Greenway System of linked natural heritage and hydrologic features, identificd
through a comprehensive Environmental Policy Review, cstablishes limits and priorities
for the protection of Markham’s significant environmental fcatures.”

However, later in Section 3.0, the Greenway System is described in a different manner

as:

“The Greenway System includes Natural Heritage Areas, enhancement lands and
protected agricultural lands, which enhance human health and well-being by providing
for the protection of natural heritage and hydrologic featurcs. improvements to air and
soil quality. and the protection of flora and fauna habitat. The Greenway polictes further
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support ecological linkages that connect and integrate the natural landscape of Markham

across five warersheds.”
Further. in Section 8.6. the Greenway designation is described as:

“The *Greenway” designation applies to the Greenway System lands shown on Map 1-
Markham Structure that contains natural heritage and hydrologic features and their
vegeltation protection zones and lands within the “Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan
Area’ and “Greenbelt Plan Areas’ shown on Map 7- Provincial and Federal Policy Areas.
These lands are intended to protect valleylands and stream corridors, sensitive
groundwater features, landforms, woodlands, wetlands and agricultural lands while
supporting agricultural activities, protection of wildlife habitat. passivc recreation uses,
natural heritage enhancement opportunities and nature appreciation. The Greenway
System also protects cultural heritage resources associated with valleylands and
watercourse corridors through the application of the Rouge Watcrshed Protection Arca.”

ven scemingly minor differences in terminology can cause confusion in interpretation
and detract from the clarity of the policies. Some additional specific examples are

provided in the attached table.

It is recommended that revisions be made to the Plan to clarify the intent by using morc
consistent wording, changing the terminology to diffcrentiate between the various matters
to which the term “Greenway ™ has been applicd. or other approaches which will make it

clear to the reader the intent of the Plan.

. Need for Balance

Section 2.0, A Framework for Sustainable Growth. correctly identifies the importance of
balance in planning for the future when it states in the introductory section that the land
use framework “is based on a shared understanding that the essence of sustainability 1s
balance™. Ilowever, nowhere else is this important principle clearly recognized in the
Plan. In particular in the actual Vision Statement in Section 2.1 and/or the Goals and
Objectives in Section 2.2, Further. there arc a number of instances where directions are
referenced which do not appear. without more explanation than is provided, to reflect the
principle of “balance™. In particular, in Section 2.1 which states that the vision “places
highest priority on maximizing protection of natural heritage and agricultural lands. and
directing as much growth as feasible to the existing urban area through intensification”
and Section 3.0 which identifics an “Environment First approach to land use planning™.
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. Relationship to the New Region of York Official Plan

The Region of York Official Plan (YROP) policies were the subject of extensive
mediation and the {inal policies rcllect detailed consideration of issues which are relevant
to the City of Markham. In some cases these dircctions have been incorporated into the
City’s draft Plan, however. in other cases a different approach has been identified. The
differences in approach will cause on-going difficulty with interpretation and clarity. For
instance with respect to natural heritage and hydrologic features:

The YROP indicates that the Regional Greenlands System includes key natural
heritage features and key hydrologic features and functions and defines those
terms. Provincial Plans such as the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan also
reference the protection of key features. The proposed Markham Plan indicates in
Section 3.1 that the Greenway System will comprise “natural heritage and
hydrologic features and their functions™. Similarly, Scction 8.6.1.1 also indicatcs
that the lands designated *Greenway’ “identify and protect the Greenway System
comprised of natural heritage and hydrologic features and their functions™ — The
YROP defines the terms “key natural heritage feature” and *key hydrologic
feature” and the Markham Plan includes the same definitions. However, no
definition is provided of the terms “natural heritage feature” or “hydrologic
teature” which makes it difficult to understand what the City’s intent is with
respect to the difference between such features and the key features being
protected by the Regional and Provincial plans. No definition is provided for
‘Natural Heritage Network’ or ‘Natural Heritage Network Enhancement Lands'.

. Dependence on Secondary Documents for Development Control

"The Official Plan provides general direction, but leaves detailed direction to a range of
sccondary documents. Some of these documents such as secondary plans and zoning by-
laws are statutory documents under the Planning Act which will require public review
before adoption and allow the right of appeal. However, many other documents such as
urban design guidelines, tertiary plans and block plans are not statutory documents and
are not subject to formal public review or appeal. For such documents, the Plan should,
at a minimum, provide specific direction as (o the objectives and content, as well as the
process which should be followed prior to adoption by Council of such documents. In
most cases, direction is provided which provides some context for understanding what is
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involved with these documents (e.g. block plans, precinct plans). However, in some
cases significant additional direction should be provided. In particular, the policy
framework with respect to an Urban Forest Management Plan in Section 3.2 is very
limited. This is of concern given the extensive definition of the Urban Forest System
which includes not just woodlands and individual trees, but also shrubs, under storey and
soils. The Urban Forest Management Plan is a document which will affect all
landowners in the City, and the Official Plan should provide more specific direction on
not only what it is intended to deal with, but also how it is intended to be implemented.
In addition, Section 3.1.210 requires Network Edge Management Guidelines and
additional direction should be provided on the objectives of these guidelines.

. Preamble Sections

Section 10.1.2 states that “preamble sections at the beginning of each Chapter or policy
section shall assist in understanding the policies of this Plan.” It is not clear from this
statement whether these preamble sections are part of the Plan or for information
purposes only. The status of these sections should be clarified. In addition, regardless
of their status, they should either be deleted or the wording should precisely reflect the
policies in the Plan. In particular, where reference is made to terms which are
specifically set out in policy or definitions, the wording in the preamble should be the
same as in the policy or definition to avoid confusion and misinterpretation.

More detailed comments on Markham’s draft Official Plan arc attached. We continue to review
the draft and may have additional comments. We would be pleased to discuss these matters with
City staff and ask that a further meeting be scheduled to do so.

Yours very truly,

Goodmans LLP

CAL:sl

Cc M. Wouters
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ATTACHMENT 2

City of Markham New Draft Official Plan

Minotar Submission Detailed Issues February 2013

i

Section and Summary

Discussion

»lel:mnmg Markham’s Future (th an operative part of the Official Plan)

1.1 The Markham Context

“Suction 1.2 provides first reference to-
“intensification” and “complete community”
which are defined terms. Indicates that in
1990 Markham cmbarked on a more sustainable
model of development.... The focus of this Plan
is to continue in this direction, with the goal of
achieving a more urban, sustainable, complete
City. A complete communify provides for all the
daily needs of its residents....". T'his statement
references recreation and open space. but not
natural heritage. Given the focus on natural
heritage protection, it would appear that this
should be included.

|

4

Conclusion

Despite the fact

that Scction 1 is
not an operative
part of the Plan, it
sets the context
and should be

consistent with the

directions in the
rest of the Plan.

1.3 The Regulatory Context

Section 1.3.3 Federal Airport Zoning
Regulations are described as preventing the use
of lands adjacent to or in the vicinity of an
airport site “from being used or developed in a
manner that is incompatible with the safe
operation of an airport or aircraft, including the
restriction on certain land uses and limits on
building hcights....Once plans and runway
designs are finalized for the proposed Pickering
Airport Site, it is anticipated that the extent of the
lands in Markham covered by the Regulation
will be reduced. Markham will work with the
Federal government to determine whether
regulations on all or a portion of these lands can
be lifted, as planning for the Rouge National
Park proceeds.” This direction should be
included in the operative part of the Plan.

The direction
provided with
respect to the
Regulations
should be a policy
in the operative
part of the Plan.

I
!
1
!
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" 1.5 The Organization of this

Plan

This section provides some guidance on
mterpretation of the Plan (¢.g. Chapter 1 is not an
operative part of the Plan). lowever, there are a
number of other matters of interpretation which
are not fully explained until Section 10.0,
Interpretation. It would be helpful to repeat
some of these matters in Section 1.5. In

particular, the role of the preamble sections at the

beginning of cach Chapter or policy section.

| 2. A Framework for Sustainable Growth

i , o
2.0 Introductory paragraph

2.2 Goals and Objectives

I oo - . vyl
- Key is statement “essence ol sustainability is

balance™

i the Plan additional
direction should be

“As noted in the

To clarify the
interpretation of

added to Section

~

1.5.

general comments
the principle of
“balance™ should
be reflected
throughout the
Plan not just in
this paragraph.

2.1 Managmg Sustainable
Growth - The Vision to
2031

Four Themes

e Protecting Natural
EEnvironment and
Agricultural Lands

e Building Complete
Communities

® Increasing Mobility
Options

e Maintaining a Vibrant
and Competitive
Fconomy

e It is concerning that the reference to
“balance™ is not included in the actual vision
except implicitly (growth presents challenges

and opportunities). Contrary to the concept of

“balance”, the vision “places highest priority
on maximizing protection of natural heritage
and agricultural lands, and dir'ccting as much
growth as feasible to the existing urban area
through intensification”

o First reference to a target of 35% of the
City’s land arca, encompassing waterways,
woodlands and wetlands, and a linked and
connected system of natural heritage and
hydrologic features™ untouched by future
urban development

" Protecting Natural I nvironment -Docs not re )ut

.
|

e The Vision
should reflect
the concept of
“balance™

e Justification
for target of
35% should be
provided.

As noted in the
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Relate to cach of the four
. thentes and implementation

the 35% target. but calls for protection of
“waterways, woodlands and wetlands™ and
agricultural lands.  Does not restrict protection

1o key features.

general comments.
greater clarity 1s
required as to
what fcatures need
to be protected

2.3 Markham Structure

e Reflects YROP growth

: forccast.

t e Maps | and 2 reflect the
oeneral structure. Show
[future Urban Area
similar to YROP outside
Greenway System.

e Greenway System
expanded from YROP

e Greenway system is to comprise natural
heritage features (e.g. valleylands, wetlands,
woodlands and enhancement areas). Slightly
different wording than previously. including
reference to enhancement arcas. No
reference to fcatures outside system.

e Despite identification of Major Mackenzic as
major transit corridor, Structurc does not
include any “Mixed Use Neighbourhood
Areas” along it which are intended to be a
focus of “higher density mixed use
residential development™, except at Mount
Joy. The Neighbourhood designation which
is applicable is for primarily ground related
housing forms. Although, later policies do
provide for potential of mixed use
development through the Sccondary Plan
process.

e Section 2.3.3 states that expansions o the
urban area on Map 11 “shall only be initiated
by York Region, in consultation with
Markham, as part of a municipal
comprehensive review in conformity with
Policy 2.2.8” of the Growth Plan and the
York Region Official Plan policies.
Definition does not seem to fit with this
statement as it says that it means “an official
plan review or an official plan amendment,
initiated by Markham, in consultation with
the Region....”

e Asnotedin

gencral
comments,
there is a need
for a
consistent
definition of
what 1s in
Greenway
System and
what clse 1s
being
protected.

e Some direction
with respect to
long term
planning to
support transit
on Major
Mackenzie
should be
provided.

e Section 2.3.3

and/or
definition of
municipal
comp. review.
needs to be
reviewed and
also should
morc closely
reflect the
YROP
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definition.

2.5 Centres and Corrnidors

Section 2.5.2, Regional Corridors/Key

areas which are defined as intensification arcas
along Yonge Street and Avenue 7. In addition.
there 1s direction with respect to Local Centres
and Corridors. Given that Major Mackenzie.
Steeles, Warden and Ninth Line are Major
Regional Transit Corridors, some direction with
respect to intensification along these routes to
support transit should also be provided.

2.6 Future Urban Area

l‘Dcvelopable lands” is not a defined term and
should be to allow accurate determination of
whether the proposed density targets are being
met. The YROP includes a definition of
“developable arca” which should be used as a
basis for such a definition.

Development Areas focuses on key development

Policy direction
with respect to
intensification
along all Major
Regional Transit
Corridors
including Major
Mackenzie to
support transit
should be
provided.

““Developable
lands™ should be
defined in

{ conformity with
the final definition
approved in the
YROP,

3.0 Environmental Syste;ﬁs

3.0 Introductory paragraph As noted n the genéfaﬁ comments, there is a Consistent
need for consistency in terminology. terminology is
required.

Related Maps |, 3,4, 5. 6
and 7

e Mapb6 I~'Iydrological~ Features.

‘T'wo different sets of wetland boundaries are
shown, neither of which corresponds to the
boundarics established through a detailed
analysis carried out on behalf of Minotar. In
addition, the Valleylands & Watercourse

' the west branch of Robinson creek in the south
west area of the Minotar property.

| * Appendix B Small Streams

Corridors show a very broad arca associated with

* As discussed
in the site
specific
comiments, the
Minotar
designations
should reflect
the results of a
Greenbelt
conformity
exercise,

Also ¢ hanges

|
i
!
!
]
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3.1 Greenway System

e [he relationship between the statement that
the Greenway System is 33% of the land basc |

A large number of ‘small streams’ are shown
scattered over the property. many of which do

not exist.

and the carlier identification of a target of
35% should be clarified.

e The statement “connccts to and assists with
the implementations of the Region’s
Greenlands System and support other agency
natural heritage programs” is unclear as
comparing the map to the Regional System it
appears to include the Regional System and
expand on it. [t would be clearer if the City
identified what was in the Regional System
and what is in addition to the System.
Section 2.1.4 of the Regional Plan scems to
indicate that local municipalitics need to
establish more specifically the system in their

plans

e Splitting the land use policics from the
Environmental Systems policies leads to
confusion. For example, when Plan indicates
that development, redevelopment and site
alteration are to be directed away from non-
agricultural lands the reader does not know at
this point what the permitted uses are.

e The various layers to the environmental

policies, makes it very confusing and the fact

that it's not a pure systems approach makes it
also very complex. For instance the Plan
allow refinements to the boundaries and
location of features without an amendment to
the Plan (Section 3.1.1.3), but major
modifications to the boundaries of the

Greenway Components require an

amendment. It would appear more

reasonable to permit minor changes to the

Components without an amendment. In

addition, the Plan requires vegetation

are required to
Map 6 and
Appendix B as
noted.

e 33% refercnce

should be
clarified and
an explanation
provided with
respect to how
it rclates to the
35% target
Relationship to
Regional
System should
be clarified
[aving
policies for the
Greenway
System in this
section and in
the land usc
policies is
confusing and
duplicative. It
would be
clearer to have
all the policies
in onc location
with a
reference to
the other
section.

Layers of
policy
confusing. as
is relationship
of the
Greenway
System to ;
parks and open |
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protection zones where development is
allowed adjacent to features. The Plan also
discourages removal of natural features not
identificd as key features.

Section 3.1.1.3 (2"d para) recognizes that
scale of mapping etc may result in
refinements, but ends by stating that there
cannot be a net loss  if baseline is coarse,
how can no net loss be determined?
Relationship to the parks and open space
system 1s also not clear. In most cases it is
kept separate but Section 3.1.1.5 says “to
incorporate the protection and enhancement
ol the Greenway System as a component of
the parks and open space system in
accordance with Section 4.3.2 and a rcquired
secondary plan”. It raises the potential for
the use of the parkland dedication provisions
for the acquisition of the system, but that is
contrary to a later policy for the natural
heritage system component (Section 3.1.2.5).

spacce system
No net loss
concept is
misleading and
not viable as
currently
proposcd.

3.1.2 Natural Heritage
Network

Core element of the
Greenway system

Definitions of features generally follow
Region’s (including referencing Lake Simcoe
shoreline where it is not applicable).
However, there are some minor discrepancies
which should be resolved (c¢.g. vegetation
protection zones are defined as being around
natural heritage and hydrologic features -
identified as defined terms but they are not
defined - whereas the Region’s Plan says key
natural heritage and hydrologic fcatures.)

It is not clear that System includes more than
the listed features ~ should be made clear that
it includes linkages as well.

Section 3.1.2.3 allows integration of
naturalized stormwater management (swm)
facilities ““associated with valleylands and
watercourse corridors where it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of Markham
and the Toronto Region Conservation

It is very
confusing to
have the
Region’s
policies and
the City’s
simtlar but not
the same.
Region’s
policies should
be referenced
or repeated. It
will otherwise
cause
difficulties in
interpretation.
Necd to
specify the
System i1s morc
than features

|

i
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exist for new. .. facilities outside valley

corridors, to further enhance the function of

the Natural Heritage Network.” There are
several issues with this policy:

o As noted in the gencral comments,
the policy should align with the
Region's policy and should list the
exceptions in one location in the Plan;

o The City is the approval authority.
Therefore, policy should state “to the
satisfaction of the City of Markham
in consultation with the Toronto
Region Conscrvation Authority™ and.

| o ‘Reasonable is the preferred

terminology rather than *fcasible’
alternatives™ with respect to
interpretation.

e Section 3.1.2.10 requires Network Edge
Management Guidelines. Additional
direction is required with respect to the
objectives of these guidelines. For instance,
will the City allow grading within the
Network?

e Section 3.1.2.11 provides direction on
location of public infrastructure. It is
difficult to predict all the circumstances
which will occur with respect to public
infrastructure. The Regional Plan provides
general approach (Section 2.1.10) which is
preferable given the uncertainty.

e The discussion of key natural and hydrologic
features, woodlands and wetlands should
reflect the Regional policies given the
detailed review that those policies have
undergone.

e Similarly, policies for endangered species ete
should be separated out and follow Region’s

i policies

e Section 3.1.2.21 gives equal status to
wetlands identified by the Conservation

_ Authority and the Ministry of Natural

Conclusion

1o Policy3.1.23

should be
modified as
discussed.
Definitions in
the text should
not be repeated
unless it 1s
word {or word
as 1t causcs
interpretation
1SSUcs.
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U

Network Enhancement

| [.ands
{

Resources. The Ministry has the authority to
identify wetlands, a similar authority has not
been provided to the Conservation Authority.

e Valleylands and watercourse corridors — this
Section would appear to be an introductory
section and not a policy. Howcver, it states
that the Plan will ensure long term protection
of valleylands and watercourse corridors
through the “policies contained in this section
and the management documents produced by
the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority”. Given that the Authority’s
documents are not specificd and are not
appealable. the reference should be deleted.

e The introductory paragraphs usc slightly
different wording than the policics. In
particular, the discussion of {catures defines
the terms but then repeats a gencral
description in the introductory paragraph. It
should be one or the other to ensure there is
no confusion on how the terms are used.

e Section 3.1.2.15 seems to place restrictions
on works within valleylands, watercourse
corridors and VPZ. This doesn’t seem to
match Section 3.3.3.7

e Section 3.1.2.18 b) prohibits works within
woodlands (locally significant) and
vegetation protection zones, with certain
exceptions. This was the subject of
considerable review through the YROP and
should be consistent with the Region’s
approach.

e Section 3.1.2.19 Woodland Compensation
Plan - This was the subject of considerable
discusston through the YROP and should be
consistent with the Region’s approach.

(red star) to north of the Minotar lands. Therc 1s

: no justification for this designation.

Map 4 shows a Core Area 'nhancement Arca
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3.1.4 Rouge Watershed

Protection Area

3.1.5 Oak Rldgcs Moraine

(, onservation Plan and
© Greenbelt Plan

Boundary is preliminary and will continue to be
refined through the development approval. The
Plan arbitrarily moves the boundary to be co-
incident with the Greenbelt boundary. This 1s

not appropriate

Section 3. 3.1.5.14 should be refined in accordance
with Regional policy 2.1.23 to read as follows:

The lands identified as *Greenbelt Protected
Countryside” on Map 7 Provincial and Federal
Policy Arcas are subject to additional Natural

| leritage System policies contained in the
Greenbelt Plan and refinements to the boundary
of the Natural Heritage System shal-enly-be

considered-threugh-a-provineialreview process

have been or will be considered through a review

of the City's Plan to bring it into conformity with -

the Greenbelt Plan, consistent with the
provisions of the Greenbelt Plan and the system
shown on Schedule 4 of the Greenbelt Plan. Such
refinements may be reflected in this Plan through
on-going consolidations without an amendment.

Conclusion

Addition of
boundary of
Rouge Watcrshed
is not appropriatc

Refine wmdmg of
Section 3.1.5.14 10
reflect the
Greenbelt Plan and
the Regional Plan
policices.

3.2 Urban Forest System

e The definition of “urban forest” diffcrs from
the description of the Urban Forest System in
the introductory section of Section 3.2 which
is confusing and leads to difficulties in
interpretation.

e In particular, Scction 3.2 does not include
hedgerows, but the definition does. This is an
issue because it would appear to require the
protection of hedgerows even though they are
not defined as woodlands, and thus would
not be protected as part of the Greenway
System. The protection of hedgerows in
newly developing arcas can be problematic
because of issues such as grading.

o Further, the definition in both cases 1S

o Definition of
urban forest
should be the
same in the
introduction to
Section 3.2 as
in the
definition
section.

o [ shrubs,
under storcy
and soils are to
be included in
the delinttion {

preater clanty
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is required on
what exactly is
to be protected
and why.
Greater policy
direction
required on
what 1s
involved in
Urban FForest
System and the
Urban Forest
Management
Plan.

extensive. There arc a number of concerns
with both the definitions, including the
inclusion of shrubs as it is unclear what
shrubs would be included and what is the
intent of the protection. Similar issues would | e
apply to under storey and soils.

e As mentioned in the general comments, the
policies are very general, lcaving Urban
FForest Management Plan to set targets ctc.
with a couple of exceptions. More direction
should be provided in the Plan as to the intent
of the Urban Forest Management Plan.

e Specifically, Section 3.2.1 refers to *protect,
expand and integrate the urban forest™. but it
is not clear what this means in terms of the

extent of protection.

}
i
i
{
|
t
i
}

|

3.3 Waler ?‘systcm ‘
‘Section 3.3.1.4
should indicate
that the
subwatershed

Scction 3.3.1.4 indicates that subwatershed plan_s~
arc required prior to development in the Future
Urban Lands. [t should be made clear that such
plans will be prepared “in consultation” with the
TRCA.

3.1 Watershed Planning

[P5]

plans will be
prepared in
consultation with

the TRCA.
13.3.2 Ground and Surface | Identifics small drainage features and indicates | Relationship
Water Resources they have to be evaluated in accordance with between

' 3.3.3 Stormwater
Management

| Markham's small streams classification system
and management protocol. However, TRCA
also requires these features be assessed using
their headwater classification. The Plan should
clarity the relationship between these two
approaches.

{
|
}[

Markham's small
strcams process
and the TRCA’s
should be
clarified.

e Scction 3.3.3 does not seem to match Section
3.1.2.15. The two sections should be

reconciled.

|
i

i

e Section 3.33
and 3.1.2.15
should be
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e Direction in Section 3.3.3.7 on SWM facility reconciled.
locations goes into a lot of detail and beyond | e Section 3.3.3.7
previous policies. The previous policies should be cross
which refer to the location of SWM facilities referenced to
should be cross referenced to this section. other policics
! related to
! SWM
I ] ) ] . lacilities.
3.4 Environmental Hazards
3 4 | Natural Environmental | ¢ Refcrences Appendix A -TRCA regulatory e Reference to
Hazards framework for flooding. It should be noted Appendix A
that the regulations may change and should provide
reference should be made on the map or in for potential
the text to the need to review the actual tor change
regulations. ¢ Policies should
e Hazardous lands arc designated Greenway. providce for
However in some cases the hazard areas can ability to
be changed (.. cnlargement of culvert) so modify
that making if such areas are designated as boundary of
“Greenway” such a change will require the Greenway
Official Plan Amendment. The Plan should system if the
reference the ability to modify the boundary hazard linc is
if the hazard line changes without modified,
amendment to the Plan. without an
e The Requirement for conveyance al no cost amendment 10
is not within the jurisdiction of the the Plan.
municipality. e Requirement
for conveyance
at no cost
should be
[ B .y deleted.
3.4.2 Other ['nvironmental e Noise studics required for sensitive land uscs | The policies on
Hazards adjacent to arterial roads which can requirc noise studies
buffering. However, there is no direction on should indicatc
implications for streetscape and what policy which policy
direction will take precedence. takes
e Section 3.4.2.8 requires Noise Lxposure precedence
Forecast and Airport Zoning Regs 10 be with respect to
“used as a basis for land usc planning and streetscape
development control on the aftected lands™. design.
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As noted above in the discussion of Section

1.3.3 Federal Airport Zoning Regulations,

which 1s not an operative part of the Official

Plan, the policy should be included in the

operative part of the Plan and this would be

an appropriate location.

e The policy

direction in
Scction 1.3.3
should be
added to

L

3.5 Environmental
Reporting

e There is a lack of clarity in the iniroductory
statement in particular, the reference to *‘tree

preservation”.

e Section 3.5.1 requires a Master
Environmental Servicing Plan to the
satisfaction of Markham. TRCA and other

agencies. The City is the approval agency.

The MESP should be to the satistaction of
Markham in consultation with TRCA and
other agencies.

e Correct wording is provided for
subwatcershed studies (have regard for) but

this conflicts with the introductory paragraph
where 1t says MIESP has to comply with the

subwatershed study. The introductory
paragraph should be changed.

* A “management plan for land subject to
ecological stress or in a degraded state” is
required to address the rehab and
enhancement of the Natural [leritage

Network lands. The policy should establish
what criteria will be used to establish that the

land is subject to stress.

Introductory
statement
should be
clarified with
respect to tree
preservation.
e  MISP should
be prepared to
satisfaction of
the City ¥in
consultation
with TRCA
and other
agencies”

e Introductory
paragraph
should be
clarified with
respect to
status of
subwatershed
studies.

¢ C(Criteria should

be established

for ‘
identification
of land under
ccological
stress.

. Housing
|

:’ Zi)ﬁéaltﬁ; Neigh bnu'rhoods»a nd Communitics

| 4. 1.3 Affordable and Shared | This provides very general direction about

| working with the Region to come up with

|
|

taffordable and shared housing strategies and

Revise Section

4136¢c)to

- provide flexibility

Scction 3.4.2.8

!

i
!

]

targets. However, Section <1 3.6 ¢ requires that ; should the targets !
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4.2 Community
¢ Infrastructure

. #S-LLUE)BEZI;ay—s—th‘CZR)T will prepare a

secondary plans “demonstrate how the affordable
and shared housing targets will be met”. This
assumes that the targets will be developed prior
{0 the preparation of the secondary plan and
flexibility should be provided should that not be

b the case.

for affordable and
shared housing not
be available prior
to the preparation
of a secondary
plan.

Community Infrastructure Strategy. The
policy direction indicates the City will
develop new approaches to delivery
including flexible zoning standards.
However, without having established what
these directions will be, the City are requiring
a community infrastructure plan for all new
secondary plans including a financial strategy
and further an agreement to secure the
provision of community services and
facilities to the satisfaction of the City.
Region and other community service
providers “prior to the enactment of
implementing zoning by-laws tor
development”. Such a strategy would appear
to-cover soft services (e.g. library.
community centres, parks. cultural facilities,
social services. health services, police, fire
and emergency services). This creates
significant uncertainty and potential tfinancial
issues. As such it is inappropriate to
establish such a test without the completion
of the Strategy.

{ zoning is a

chuir&nenl for
an agreement to
secure provision of
community
services prior to

significant issue
without an
understanding ol
the implications.
Community
Infrastructure
Strategy should be
adopted before
approval of this
policy.

423 Public Schools

Section 4.2.3.1 b) promotes smaller school
site sizes and multi storey school buildings
but only in mixed use neighbourhoods and
intensification arcas. This should be general
policy.

Section 4.2.3.2 provides that the City should
be given a first right of rcfusal for “public
school sites and/or buildings™ not required by
the School Board. It should be clarificd that

¢  Smaller schools

e Clartfication is

this applies only to sites owned by the School |

I

site sizes and
multi storey
schools should
be a general
policy.

necessary.
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reserved.

' 4.3 Parks and Open Space System

4.3.1 General Policies e The link to the Greenway System is clearly
stated in Section 4.3.1.2 “to plan and
implement an interconnected system of parks
and open spaces that, together with the
Greenway System, streets, utility corridors,
pedestrian and bicycle trails. contributes to
the connectivity of Markham’s
communities....” This relationship nceds to
be clarified in the Greenway System policies.
However later the clarity of the relationship
becomes confused because connectivity in
Section 4.3.1.4 references ravines and/or
valleylands and greenways. These features
would/should potentially be part of the
Greenway System. Also the policies
reference integration of “significant natural
areas, woodlots and greenways into the
overall park and open space system, such that
these arcas are protected and enhanced in
perpetuity.” which further confuses the issue.

Plan needs to
clanfy link
between Greenway
system and Parks
and Open Space
System. Scction
4.3.1.2 provides
clear direction.
However, the other
related policies in
the Plan need to be
clarified.

4.3.2 Parks and Open Space | The parks hierarchy provides a range of sizes and
Classification sufficient flexibility to allow the appropriate
approach to be determined through the secondary
plan. However, it 1s also suggested that there be
additional criteria which may include per capita
ratios, size, use, amenities, walking distance,
location and programs. This creates uncertainty
with respect to approach and it should be
clarified that these factors will be taken into
consideration as part of the sccondary plan

process.

Section4.3.2.3
should be revised
to clarify that the
identified factors
will be considered

as part of the
preparation of
sccondary plans or
other detailed
plans.

4.3.5 Parks and Open Spééc e Recognizes need to acquire land beyond the
Acquisition, Design and Planning Act and DC Act.

. Improvement

I . e U

‘ Policj? should

l
i

i
i

confirm that

conveyance at no
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4.4 Arts and Culture

6.1 Urban Design’

6.0 Urban Design and

Sustai

at new arts and

Section 4.4.1.3 indicates th
culture programs, scrvices and facilities shall be
integrated with new community development

and “coordinated with the delivery of other
community infrastructure including the parks and
open space system, as outlined in this Plan™. It
would appear that arts and culture will be part of
the Community Infrastructure Strategy and
potentially the required provision of community
services as established in Scction 4.2,

nable l)evclopméntﬁ

6.1.1 General Policies

6.1 3*%55(1{(18 locks

Section 6.1.1.5 indicates that the City intends to
develop comprehensive urban design guidelines
including a streetscape manual, built [orm, height
and massing guidelines and parks and open space
guidelines. Unlike many of the more detailed
implementation documents that are proposed,
this section together with the related policies
provide significant direction as to the approach
the City will be taking. However, onc of the
directions of these guidelines is to achieve urban
forest enhancements in accordance with Section ,
3.2 which is of concern given the lack of t
direction in that scction.

res “a streets and blocks

“Section 6.1.3.5 requi
plan, as a component of a required secondary
plan.... to demonstrate how the planning and

layout of streets. lanes and blocks will be in

1
1

cost will not be
required.

See comments on
Section 4.2

See comments on
Section 3.2.

Section 6.1.3.5
should be clarified
with respect to the

requirement for a
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#

accordance with the policies of Section 6.1.3 of
this Plan.” This appears to require a tertiary
plan at the secondary plan level. It is unclear
how this relates to the provisions which also
require block plans and precinct plans.
Clarification of the process to ensure there is not

duplication is required.

streets and blocks
plan at the
secondary plan
level.

6.1.6 Parks and Open Spaces

* Section 6.1.6.2 again blurs relationship
between parks and open space and the
greenway system. It identifies the Greenway
System as part of the parks and open spacc
system. It further indicates that development
adjacent to parks should “*support and
cnhance natural arcas™..

e Indicates that parks and open space

| guidelines will be developed to guide

ﬁ development of an interconnected parks and
open space system particularly in new
ncighbourhoods, but provides no other
details.

* A parks and open space plan is also required
as part of a secondary plan to demonstrate
how design and layout meets the guidelines
which have yet to be developed.

e Clarity
required as to
relationship
between parks

and open space
system and the

Greenway
System

* Establishment
of parks and
open space
planisa

normal part of

the secondary
plan process,
but lack of
guidelines
creates

uncertainty.

Development

6.1.8 Built Form and Site

This policy reiterates the propggg{{g develop
built form, height and massing guidelines but do
not provide any significant additional details

Uncertainty

because ol lack of

guidelines.

6.2 Sustainable
Development

N

e The City proposes to develop general
sustainable development guidelines related to
a range of criteria for community design (e.g.
roofs, community gardens, bioswales, waste
management) as well as building design.
There are two policies dealing with this
(Sections 6.2.2.2 and 6.2.3.1) which is
confusing as one is for community design

and the other for buildings. It is not clear it’ |

e There should
be one policy
related to the
sustainable
development
guidelines.

e  Community

Fnergy Plan is

additional

[S—— i
e e H



Page 17

City of Markham New Draft Official Plan

Minotar Submission Detailed Issues February 2013

Section and Summary

Discussion

Conclusion

there will be one set of guidelines or two.
Additional clarity is required.

The City also requires in Section 6.2.2.3
preparation of a Community Energy Plan in
support of all secondary plans

requirement
for sccondary
plans which
are already
onerous. The
City should
develop a City
wide P’lan
instead.

New Communities

the System as well as transitions between the i

compatibility of new development with the
Greenway System and protection of features in

built arca and the greenway. However the
policics actually seem to repeat many other
policies, not clear why this is necessary.

Policy references

other policics. Itis
unclear why itis

Nnecessary.

7.0 Transportation, Services

and Utilities

7.1.4 Transportation
Demand Management and
Active Transportation

Requires “mobility plans” in the Future Urban
Areas. The Official Plan should specify at which
point in the development process these arc
required and provide additional direction on what
such plans should contain based on the Regional
Plan.

Timing of
“mobility plans™ in
the Future Urban
Arcas should be
specified, as well
as additional
direction on what
they should
contain.

!

8.0 Land Use

lntrod’m#tﬁ'd;‘y Paragraph

ey

The Introduction indicates that the dés‘iAgAiiations
relate to the transit and road nctwork, although
clearly not the case in the Future Urban Arca
along Major Mackenzie, recognizing that that

' may change through Sccondary Plan.

Dircction should |

be provided in the
Plan that the land
usc designations in
the Future Urban
Area adjacent to

|
J
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8.2 Residential

should be
reviewed as part of
Secondary Plan.

'823.82.4and 8.2.5

Rise and High-Rise

8.3 Mixed Use

L

Residential Low-Rise, Mid-

The policies provide the [1cxikrhiif>ig(;ﬁalwgé
height in secondary plans. However, it is not
' clear however whether similar flexibility is
provided with respect to FSI.

a sccondary plan should be added.

8.6 Greenway

18.6.1 General Policies

§

i . . S
[ Specific criteria (¢.g. height. 'SY. GFA) are
provided for Low Rise, Mid Rise and High Rise
- development. The potential to vary the criteria in |

Potential to ¢l lﬁng[
FSI'in a secondary
plan should be
provided.

“Mid Rise” |
instead of
“Low Risc™

e All policies
should make it
clear that
criteria can be
varied in a
secondary

e 7l'1ﬁrodyu'ct£)'r'y pafdgraph lalké arbout'whai 1s iﬁ N 0‘)U§C 5dmc

8.6.1. However, slightly different

the Greenway System and so does Section

terminology in
introduction as

terminology is used in the two sections which
is confusing. Further, the descriptions are
different from the descriptions in Section 3
(e.g. cultural heritage resources) which adds
to the confusion.

The list of permitted uses includes
agricultural uses outside of natural heritage
and hydrologic features not key features. It is
questionable whether the City can be more
restrictive than the Regional Plan with
respect to agriculture. Consideration should
be give to using the same wording as the
YROP to avoid conflicts (Section 2.1.10).

Section 8.6.1.2 permits transportation and

8.6.1 and
reconcile
wording with
Section 3.

e Ensure that
wording
related to
agricultural
uses reflects
Regional Plan

o A clarification
1s required of
the meaning of |
;‘F‘,'Jf",i","’,I“P,“ﬁ‘nm‘
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servicing infrastructure “which receives
environmental approval under provincial or
federal requirements’.

[t is not clear why the majority of the uses
permitted in Scction 8.6.1.3 such as home
occupation or home business would not be
permitted in all arcas, not just the Oak Ridges
Moraine and Greenbelt areas, same for bed
and breakfast, farm vacation home and
unserviced parks.

8.6.1.5 Building Types

8.6.1.8 l)cvclophﬂ"éﬁl’w
Criteria

812 Tuture Urban Arca

Introductory Paragraph

The preamble to (his section should indicate that
all the building types are only permitted subject

to conditions.

approval under
provincial or
federal
authority”
Expand
permitted uses
in Scetion
8.6.1.2to0
reflect uses
such as home
occupation
permitted in
the ORM/
Greenbelt

buildings to
conditions

Policics which affect development in the
Greenbelt should reflect wording in Regional
Plan in particular impacts on “key natural
features” not just “natural features’ as found in

8.6.1.8 a) 1.

Fstablishes background study requirements
including Conceptual Master Plan ( with a
major consultation component),
subwatershed plan (which is to form the basis
for the Master Plan) and MIESP. A Master
Plan is an additional layer of study which is
costly and time consuming and frequently

| unnecessary (e.g North Oakville). fUis

| 'Section 8.6.1.8

should reflect
wording in
Regional Plan
Section 2.1.20 and
the Greenbelt
Plan.

le Conceptual
Master Plan
requirement
should be
merged with
secondary plan
process [or
lands east of
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f Woodbine.

'8.12.1 General Policies | o

preferable to incorporate this level of

conceptual planning as part of the sccondary | Review
plan process as is proposed for the lands west

ol Woodbine.
The deseription of the MESP requirements is
a bit confusing at the end should be

reviewed. o

Establishes the planning process in more
detail but essentially repeats the introductory
paragraph direction. As noted it would be
preferable to incorporate the Conceptual
Master Plan as part of the secondary plan
process for the lands east of Woodbine and
north of Major Mackenvie.

The policies direct the identification of mixed
use centres and corridors in the Master Plan.
but sce these areas as distributed throughout
the area (Section 8.12.1.3. Given the
number of transit corridors through this area,
it is suggested that direction be provided that
such areas be located on transit corridors.

9. Implementation

9.1 Arca Planning

Scction 9.1.1, Secondary Plans

Indicates that the secondary plan prevails
over Official Plan policies. except it is
confusing because they are also to conform
to Official Plan. This direction should be
clarified. .

Policies should clarify that Sccondary Plan
can change requirements such as height and
FSI

Establishes for the first time how secondary
plans will be phased and uses “the
completion of 75 per cent of the land area in
cach phase before a subsequent phase is
registered™. This should be revised to reflect

I
! requirements.
f

¢ Conceptual

i

|

wording to
clarify MIESP

Master Plan
requirement
should be
merged with
secondary plan
process for ‘[
lands east of {
|
|

Woodbine.
o  Mixed usce
centres and
corridors
should be
directed to
locate on
transit

T e e e ]

T

corridors.

relationship of
Sec. Plans to
OP -- Sce. Plan
takes
precedence

o Clanfy that
Secondary
Plan can
change
requirements
such as height
and FS1

/

|
!

e Phasing policy |
should reflect }
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o wording in YROP to ensurc con formity. YROP
Ilowever. Section 9.1.1.8 also requires roads wording with
and services including schools in place — this respect to 75%
could be a concern as it depends on funding criteria
for facilitics being available and the funding | e Criteria for use
of schools is outside the control ol the City. of Block Plans

and Precinct
Plans should
Section 9.1.2 Precinct Plans and Section 9.1.3 be added

Block Plans

It would be desirable to provide criteria as to

" when these types of plans might be required 1n
the Future Urban Arca so that such additional
process 1s not required unnccessarily. particularly
given the lack of ability for appeal.

9.2 Zoning Bylaws e Section 9.2.3 Holding Provision By-law ~a | e The

number of criteria identified are beyond the appropriatenes
typical ambit of s. 36 of the Planning Act, s and legality
including protection of the natural of the criteria
environment, tree preservation, fulfillment of should be
financial obligations including for reviewed
community services and facilities and e Temporary
approval of Block Plans (which are they not uses should be
subject to appeal). allowed cven if

e Section 9.2.6 Temporary Use Zoning By-law they do not
— The policy requires that it conform to the conform to
Official Plan. Often such uscs do not Official Plan

conform to the Plan and such a requirement
unnecessarily limits the use of this type of
___planning toal.

9.3 Division of Land | Requires plans of subdivision and condominium Conditions of
to not only comply with the Plan and adjacent approval which are
- plans of subdivision but also with comprehensive ogtside the ambit
sustainable development guidelines for new ?\lctth:h:::ﬁgn;:g
communities referred to in 6.2.2 (which are not deleted

yet in place). to protect natural and cultural

i

*heritage resources and archacological resources
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9.4 Site Plan Control

i

and to make provision for adequélc transit and
community facilities. Also indicate that approval '
of development conditional on provision of park }
and public school facilities and other services.

Entire City a site plan control area

|

|
{

Conditions of

e Conditions of approval are set out in 9.4.6 approval which are
outside the ambit
of the Planning
Act should be

; deleted
| |
19.6 Submission of A e Requirements for complete application Certain
Development Application include presumption of requirements which requirements
are both vague and not appropriate such as should be deleted
“Natural Heritage Restoration™ and a
“Woodland Compensation Plan” o i
9.8 Acquisition and o Provides direction for Road Widening, e Land
Security Parkland Dedication, Agreements and Cash- dedication
in-lieu of Parking requircments

* Note: Calculation of density for parkland which are

excludes not the Greenway system but key beyond the
| natural heritage and hydrologic features. Planning Act
) ‘ should be
deleted
( e Consideration
‘ should be
j given to
, excluding the
: Greenway
g system from
| the parkland

Section 10.1 Interpreting
this Plan

| Section 10.1.2 sets out the operative parts of the

| Plan but should be clearer with specific sections
| referenced similar to Section 1.5, Similarly
| Section 1.5 should discuss the status of the

preamble sections.

Clarify Sections
10.1.2 and 1.5
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f D —
' Sectton 10.2 Definttions

In addition, to the issues with specific definitions
mentioned above, there are a number of
definitions which ditfer somewhat from the
definitions in the YROP. In some cases the
rationale is clear (e.g. adjacent lands) and the
definition is more specific to the City. However,
in other cases, the rcason for the difference is not
clear and the changes should be reviewed with
respect to conformity.  The following definitions

should be reviewed:

e Affordable housing

e Agriculturc-related uscs

e Alternative energy systems

¢ Archeological Resources

e Built heritage resources

e Cultural heritage landscape

e Cultural heritage resources

e Cultural or regenerating woodland

¢ FEndangered specics

e Iish habitat

e Floor space index

e Major retail

e Normal farm practices

e Protected heritage property
e Provincially rare species

e Secondary suite

e Sensitive land uses

e Vegetation protection zone

e Wetlands

e Woodland

In other cascs definitions have been included
which are not in the YROP but which differ from
definitions in Provincial Plans which may result
in issues of conformity. The following
definitions should be reviewed:

The definitions
should be further
reviewed as noted.
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e Adverse effects in relation to the
definition in the Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan(OMCP) for “adverse
effect”;

e Complete communities in relation to the
definttion in the Growth Plan;

o [:cological features in relation to the
ORMCP;

e [cological function in relation to the
ORMCP;

e Natural heritage system in relation to
Section 3.2.1 of the Greenbelt Plan;

e Prime agricultural area/land in relation to
the definitions of agricultural arca and
agricultural land in the Provincial Policy
Statement;

In addition the definition of convenience retail
and personal service are restricted to the ground
floor of residential buildings. Such uses could
also be located on the ground floor of office or

The definition seems unduly restrictive.

Definitions for *Natural Heritage Network’ and
‘Natural Heritage Network Enhancement Area’
should be provided.

other employment buildings or institutional uses.

MG ET2740



SUITE 3100, 390 BAY STREET, TORONTO, ON, CANADA MSH 1W2 | TF: 1-888-223-0448 | T:416-868-3100 | F: 415.868-

LAWYERS
Stephen J. D'dgostino
416-868-3126
sdagostino@thomsonrogers.com
SENT BY EMAIL ONLY
September 25, 2012

Mayor & Members of Council
Development Services Committee
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:

'Septem ber 25 Development Services Committee

Item 5 & 10, City of Markham Draft Official Plan
Our File No. 050917

We wrote to you yesterday on behalf of the McCowan-48 Owners who include Colebay
Investments Inc., Highcove Investments Inc., Firwood Holdings Inc., Major McCowan
Developments Limited, Summerlane Realty Corp., Fairgreen Sod Farms and State
Developments requesting that Council defer consideration of the Future Urban Area and
Future Urban Area polices in the new draft Official Plan until such time as the Regional
Official Plan and ROPA 3 have been approved by the Ontario Municipal Board. A copy of
our letter is attached for your convenience.

We have prepared a map showing the location of the McCowan-48 Owners lands for
Council’s ation. A copy of that map is also attached.

Yours¥ery truly, .
StepHen J. D'Agostino

Stepflen Joseph D'dgostine Law Prafesstonal Corporation

12U



El ‘kwékﬂdfnﬂinc 1L EHs s

Ulator McCowan Uﬂvelcﬂmenn Ing,
20T Hw

Stata Developments : 42.0Ha
21.7Ha [ i ; S

Summerlane Realty

"" b Pkwy* Extensiont

"B,
g

4



Metrus 30 Floral Parkway, Suite 300, Concord, Ontario LK 4R1
Tel: (905) 669-5571

Fax: (905) 669-2134

November 12, 2012 ' DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

NOV 15 2012

RECEIVED

City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

ATTN:  Marg Wouters. Senior Manager Policy & Research

Dear Madam:

RE: CITY OF MARKHAM DRAFT OFFICIAL PLAN
GLENDOWER DEVELOPMENT INC.

Glendower Development Inc. is a member of the North Markham Landowners Group (NMLG)
with approximately 200 acres located on the east side of Woodbine Avenue, north of Elgin Mills.

Several of the comments/concerns with respect to the draft official plan have already been
conveyed by Don Given (Malone Given Parsons) by written submission on behalf of the group.
Please note, Glendower Development Inc. has specific interest in section 8.5 of the draft OP
(entitled “Employment Lands”). These concerns are stated in detail on page 6 of the letter
submitted by MGP (attached for your reference).

Further to the above, Glendower Development Inc. reserves it right to provide the City of
Markham further comments and concerns it may have with respect to the draft OP.

Yours truly;

Warren Melbourne
Project Manager

WM

ATTS
Glendower/MarkhamDraﬁOP/Ceretter




’I‘ MALONE GIVEN
® PARSONS LTD.

140 Rentrew Lrive, Sulte 201
Markhom, Onfario L3R 683
T8l 905-513-0170

Fox: 905-513-0177

November 9, 2012 WwWw.mgp.ca

City of Markham MGP File:  07-1717

Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Marg Wouters, MCIP, RPP,
Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters,

RE: North Markham Landowners Group
Preliminary Comments on the City of Markham Draft Official Plan - Part 1

Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of the North Markham Landowners Group (NMLG), is
pleased to submit comments on the September 2012 draft Markham Official Plan. NMLG is a
group of developers and landowners that own or control approximately 712 hectares (17 percent)
of land in north Markham, generally referred to as the Whitebelt. The attached map, North
Markham Landowners Group: Participating Landowners, identifies the participants in NMLG,

and the locations of their properties.

The City of Markham's draft Official Plan - Part 1 is the culmination of extensive study and
thoughtful decision-making by the City. The significant effort by City Staff is clearly evident in
the quality of the draft document now before the public for review.

Most importantly, it was time for an Official Plan of this quality and substance. A lot has
happened since the last Markham Official Plan was developed in 1987, and subsequently
consolidated in 2005. Foundational legislation, including the Provincial Policy Statement
(2005), the Greenbelt Act, 2003, the Greenbelt Plan (2005), the Places to Grow Act, 2005, and
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006, have permeated all aspects of, and have
required fundamental changes to, land use planning in Ontario. Development of a new City of

Markham Official Plan is fully warranted.

At this time, we have five comments on the draft Official Plan, and request the opportunity to
discuss these with vou and City Staff. Additional comments may be provided after we have had



TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: Nonth Markham Landowneﬂrs Group - Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

the opportunity to discuss the draft Official Plan in detail with our clients.

1. Field studies of the natural heritage system, completed on behalf of NMLG, do not
fully support the proposed Markham Greenway System in North Markham.,

Consultants for NMLG (Savanta Inc., R.J. Bumnside) have completed almost § years of ficld
studies and analyses of the natural heritage systems and the hydrogeology in North Markham.
Their work demonstrates that there is justification for a locally significant natural heritage
system extending beyond the Oak Ridges Moraine and the provincial Greenbelt boundaries.

Their work also points to a locally significant natural heritage system that is smaller than that
proposed in the Draft Official Plan Section 3 and on Map 4: Greemway System. Further, the
Core Linkage Enhancements shown on NMLG lands are not supported based on science and

field observations.

Draft Policies 3.1.2.5 through 3.1.2.9 address securing lands comprising the Natural Heritage
Network, with mention of securement at no cost to Markham, or through the Markham
Environmental Land Securement Fund. Policy 3.1.2.5 specifically identifies that conveyance of
lands within the Natural Heritage Network shall not be considered as contributing to parkland

dedication requirements.

As part of the review process for a new Official Plan, NMLG request that the City define and
distribute detailed securement policies and practices for considerations by landowners.

With respect to Policy 3.1.2.5, there may be opportunities where the lands conveyed should
legitimately receive credit toward to parkland dedication requirements. In recent meetings with
the City on other projects, municipal officials have mentioned the possibility of parkland credits.

The new Official Plan will bring the Markham Small Streams Classification System and
Management Protocol (MSSP) into force for planning approvals. NMLG believe that the
aspirations of the MSSP are inconsistent and incompatible with the scale of growth, the unit and
population and job densities required by the York Region Official Plan and this draft Official
Plan, and the drive for a compact form of development for the future urban areas in North

Markham.

With the need to respect provincial, regional and locally significant natural heritage systems, and
the legislated requirement to achieve densities of 70 persons and Jjobs per hectare, and 20
residential units per hectare in new community areas, the capacity to also protect small stream
features is limited if not negligible. it is doubtful that development in new commurnity areas

FAMLONME GO FARSE 0y | ). Page 2 of 7



TO: Marg Wouters November 7. 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group - Preliminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

could achteve the required densities and yet still have the small stream features remain viable on

those lands.

We request the opportunity to discuss the findings of the NMLG field observations and the
impacts of density in North Markham with your staff.

2. The intent of establishing Countryside Area requires clarification.

It is acknowledged that significant development will occur in North Markham by 2031. What
must not be overlooked though is that North Markham will continue to develop beyond 2031.
Reference to York Region’s land budget analysis and master plan updates, including the traffic
zone forecasts. lead to the conclusion that the Markham Whitebelt will be fully developed by

2051.

The draft Official Plan seeks to protect lands in North Markhani beyond the settlement area
boundary (when adjusted for the ROPA 3 Urban Area boundary expansion), outside of the Qak
Ridges Moraine, the provincial Greenbelt, and hamlets for agricultural activities.

NMLG would support the continued use of those lands for agricultural purposes until such time
as the lands would be required to accommodate future employment and residential growth. This
position is consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement (2005) which seeks to protect prime
agriculture for iong term uses (PPS Policy 2.3.]) while also recognizing the need to
accommodate growth and to permit the conversion of prime agricultural lands to urban uses (PPS

Policies 1.1.3.9 and 2.3.5.1).

NMLG would oppose the designation Countryside Area if the intent of draft Official Plan
Section 5.2.1 Countryside Agriculture, and any other associated Official Plan policies and maps,
is to protect these lands for agricultural activities in perpetuity. Growth is going to happen in
Markham, and it won't all happen through intensification, especially growth beyond 2031.

The Ministry of Infrastructure has recently released Pluces to Grow: Proposed Amendment 2 to
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006. The proposed amendment to the
Growth Plan revises Schedule 3 and provides growth forecasts for 2036 and 2041. Schedule 3
identifies higher growth for the Greater Toronto and Hamilton (GTAH) area overall, including
significant additional growth in population and jobs for York Region. Some of that regional
growth will naturally flow to Markham, and through the review and planning approvals process,
the need for and scale of additional growth in North Markham will become apparent.

Page 3 of 7
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TO: Marg Woulters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Groupr— Fretminary Commenlsﬁgnwlhe Draft Markham Officiat Plan

Based on comments received by the City in 20092010 during their Growth Management
Strategy initiative, NMLG predicts that the Markham farm community would similarly oppose a
permanent agricultural designation on their lands. During those sessions, the farm community
articulated the realities of agriculture in the GTAH area and near urban settings, and the limited

future for agriculture in Markham outside of the provincial Greenbelt.

NMLG requests the City clarify the intent of the policics and mapping, including Map 9, related
to Countryside Agriculture, and the Countryside Areu as shown in the draft Official Plan.

3. The draft Official Plan introduces an additional layer of planning approval for
future urban areas which would result in 2 significant delay in development in

North Markham.

Draft Official Plan Section 8.12 Future Urban Area introduces a requirement for the completion
and approval of a Conceptual Master Plan prior to granting any development approvals. NMLG
supports development of a Conceptual Master Plan for critical infrastructure (water, waste water,
arterial and collector roads. stormwater management) in North Markham. The Conceptual
Master Plan should not be limited to the Future Urban Area, as delineated on Map 1, but should
encompass the entirety of the Whitebelt, in recognition that growth will continue after 2031, and
that future growth patterns should be aligned with, and not constrain, critical infrastructure that
may be required pre- and post-203]1.  This would be consistent with York Region’s
transportation and water-waste water master plans that plan beyond 2031.

We acknowledge that the Planning Act would not permit lands to be designated beyond 2031,
but the Region and the City can at least plan for infrastructure beyond that date,

Beyond conceptual planning for this infrastructure, NMLG is concerned that the other studies
and approach to planning as defined in Section 8.12 will result in significant costs and delays in
bringing employment and residential lands to market. We consider the 5 year timeline for
development of a Conceptual Master Plan and the secondary plans, as mentioned in the
Development Services staff report of September 25, 2012 {(page 18), to be unrealistically
optimistic. We consider a 7 year to 8 year timeline to be more probable.

In his presentation to Development Services Committee on May 8, 2012, Mr. Paul Bottomley,
York Region, Long Range Strategic Planning, identified that there is as little as a 5-6 ycar supply
ot ground-related housing in Southern York Region, and that it could take 5-8 years to complete
all planning approvals for new lands identified as Urban Area in ROPAs I. 2 and 3. This points

to the possibility that there could be period in which no new ground-related housing is available
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TO: Marg Woulers November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group - Prefiminary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

in Markham. An analysis by Malone Given Parsons for NMLG supports the Region’s comments
and identifies a 1-2 year gap in the availability of ground-related housing associated with each
secondary plan process. [n our opinion, with the introduction of development of a Conceptual
Master Plan, as defined by draft Official Plan Section 8.12, there is the potential for an even
longer period of time when no new ground-related housing would be available in Markham.

NMLG requests that the development of a Conceptual Master Plan encompass all of the North
Markham area and be limited to required and future critical infrastructure only. Further, in the
interests of ensuring the availability of ground-related housing, we request that development of
secondary plans proceed concurrently with development of the Conceptual Master Plan for North

Markham.

4. The new Markham Official Plan must address comprehensive planning for retail

and especially Major Retail.

The draft Official Plan, in Section 8.3, seeks to integrate retail into Mixed Use areas and to
promote the creation of complete communities. NMLG, in general, supports the intent and
policies of Section 8.3 Mixed Use. However, we are concerned that the draft Official Plan does

not properly address Major Retail as a distinct type of usc and land requirement.

The York Region January 2009 and March 2010 Land Budget reports identified that 120 hectares
of lands would be required for new Major Retail in Markham to satisfy the expected population -
growth to 2031. The Land Budget reports direct 75 hectares of Major Retail to the Future Urban
Area, and 45 hectares to the current Urban Area. In the context of the Land Budget reports,
Major Retail is defined as a 500,000 square foot indoor shopping centre or a 600,000 square foot
power centre (a conglomeration of large format retailers). Each Major Retail facility on this
scale requires a nominal 20-25 hectare parcel of land. NMLG supports the Region’s definition
of Major Retail and its estimate of lands required to accommodate it through 2031. Major Retail
is a distinct retail activity that often acts as a regional retail hub, attracting shoppers from across

the Region.

Draft Official Plan policy 8.4.1.2 states that future large scale retail development will be directed
to Mixed Use areas. Major Retail, on the scale defined by York Region, is not compatible with,

nor can it be reasonably integrated with. Mixed Use areas.

The draft Markham Official Plan defines Major Retail as big box stores, retail warehouses and
shopping centres with individual premises exceeding 1,000 square metres of gross floor area

and/or combined gross floor area of retail exceeding 3.000 square metres. This definition is not

PAALONE GIVEN DAZSGNS ¢ 103 Page Sof 7



O Marg Woulers November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landownars G@up f_Preihmmary Com’ments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

representative of true Major Retail, |t needs to be revised to be consistent with York Region's

Land Budget report.

New Major Retail, at the scale of indoor shopping centres and power centres, will be needed in
Markham. The new Official Plan must acknowledge and support this need with Official Plan

policies that comprehensive plan for Major Retail.

5. The vision for and viability of employment lands in North Markham requires

fundamental review.
NMLG acknowledge that employment lands are required in North Markham.

Draft Official Plan Secrion & 5 Employment Lands identifies four land use designations for
employment areas. The designations represent very traditional forms of employment and
business parks. However, the traditional business park as it now exists is land consumptive,
makes poor usc of infrastructure, and is not transit-supportive. We question whether it would be
economically feasible to develop employment lands in North Markham on the bases described in

the draft Official Plan.

NMLG believes the draft Official Plan provides the opportunity for Staff and the municipality to
re-consider the fundamental nature of business parks in Markham, and especially North

Markham, including by addressing:

*  What kind of employment Markham really wants to attract,

* How to get more use out of those lands for more hours of the day,

* Expanded permissions within employment areas,

* Therelationship of the employment lands to adjacent retail and residential areas,

* How to efficiently provide transit service to these lands.

NMLG would welcome the opportunity to work with Staffto explore options and to create a new
vision and new standards for employment lands in North Markham.
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TO: Marg Wouters November 7, 2012
RE: North Markham Landowners Group - Prelim:nary Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

The above represent the comments NMLG has, at this point in the review process, with the
September 2012 draft Markham Official Plan — Part I. Additional comments may be submitted

at a later date.

Please contact me at 905.513.0170 to arrange a meeting to discuss these NMLG comments.

Yours yery/tﬁﬂy, .

MA‘_L/ONE" GIVEN PARSONS LTD.
Lo s T

Depald F. Given MCIP, RPP
President

ddivenemep..ca

Attachment: Map North Markham Landowners Group: Participating Landowners

ce: North Markham Landowners Group
Tom Hilditch, Savanta Inc.
Joanne Thompson, RJ Burnside
Nancy Mather, Stonvbrook Consulting
David Richardson, MMM Group
Jeff King, MMM Group
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Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

File No: 85MA-1116
January 21, 2013

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Attention: Mr. Jim Baird
Commissioner of Development Services

Regarding: COMMENTS ON MARKHAM'S NEW OFFICIAL PLAN
SEPTEMBER 2012 DRAFT OF PART 1
ON BEHALF OF THE BERCZY GLEN LANDOWNERS GROUP

CONCESSION 4 BLOCK
WEST OF WARDEN AVENUE AND SOUTH OF ELGIN MILLS ROAD EAST

Dear Mr. Baird:

We write as planning consultants on behalf of the Berczy Glen Landowners Group (the
‘BGLG’) regarding their lands in Markham.

The BGLG Lands

The BGLG lands are located in the Region of York's ROPA 3 Urban Area Expansion,
specifically west of Warden Avenue, south of Elgin Mills Road East, east of the Hydro
Corridor and north of existing residential development along the north side of Major
Mackenzie Drive East. In total, the BGLG planning area is approximately 250 hectares,
with landowner participation at this time in the BGLG representing approximately 210
hectares. A tributary of the Berczy Creek traverses the areq.

The BGL Group agrees with and has been supportive of the Region of York's inclusion of
this area in the ROPA 3 Urban Area Expansion. The BGL Group has retained a team of
consultants and solicitors, including ourselves, to: a) ensure that their lands are included
in the final approved ROPA 3 Urban Area Expansion, and b} undertake the planning,
engineering and associated work necessary to apply for and achieve planning
permissions to permit residential community urban development on their lands.

The BGL Group has retained the services of Mr. Mac Cosburn as its coordinator, Mr. Nick
Poulos to provide transportation consulting services, and also McGill Development
Services to provide municipal servicing input to this planning process.

7270 Woodbine Avenus. Suite 307 gatzosplanning
Markharr, Onfaris br05.4759191
I.3R 4B FO05.4758344
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Our comments to the September 2012 draft of PART 1 of the new Official Plan as it
applies to the subject property are as follows.

Current Official Plan designation

The land use designation applying to these lands on Schedule A - Land Use in the
current in-effect Official Plan is ‘Agriculture A1'. Schedule D - Urban Service Area shows
that these lands are outside of the ‘Urban Service Area’ of the City of Markham.

In summary, the current Official Plan permits only Agricultural uses, and prohibits any
form of urban development on the BGLG lands.

Proposed new Official Plan designations

The proposed Region of York Official Plan ROPA #3, adopted but as yet unapproved,
proposes to include these lands, as well as others, in the ‘Urban Area’ of the Region,
thereby permitting urban land uses.

In conjunction with the proposed new Region of York Official Plan ROPA #3, the draft
new Markham Official Plan includes these lands in the ‘Neighbourhood Area’ on Map |
— Markham Structure, and shows them as ‘Future Urban Area’. The lands associated
with the Berczy Creek are shown as ‘Greenway System’.

Appendix A to this letter, being Map 3 - Land Use shows that these lands are ‘Future
Neighbourhood Area’, and ‘Greenway’' for the lands associated with the tributary of
Berczy Creek that transverses the area.

Maps 4, 5, 6, 7 and Map ¢ illustrate the proposed environmental designations
specifically associated with the valleylands associated with the Berczy Creek that
traverses the area, specifically ‘Greenway System’, ‘Greenbelt Natural Heritage System’
and/or ‘Greenbelt Protected Countryside’.

Map 10 - Road Network shows that Warden Avenue alongside the BGLG lands is a
‘Region of York Arterial Road’, as is Major Mackenzie Drive East located to'the south of
the lands. Elgin Mills Road is shown as a ‘Major Collector Road up to 30.5m row width'.

Map 11 - Urban Area and Built-Up Area illustrates the BGLG lands as outside of the
‘Urban Area’ but within the ‘Future Urban Area’.

In summary, the proposed designations in the draft new Markham Official Plan for the
BGLG lands indicate that the developable portions of the lands are proposed for future
community / residential and associated uses. The non-developable portions of the
BGLG lands associated with the Berczy Creek are proposed for various environmental



designations. The BGLG landowners are generally satisfied and supportive of the
proposed designations for these lands.

Comments to the proposed Part 1 of the new Official Plan

The BGLG landowners are in full support of the City's Official Plan inclusion of these
lands as ‘Future Urban Area’, and just as importantly of the proposed designation of
‘Future Neighbourhood Aredq’ signalling that the future land uses are to be community /

residential in nature.

At this time, we have the following specific comments to some of the proposed policies
in the draft Part 1 of the Official Plan. Additional comments on these and other portions
of the proposed Part 1 may be provided shortly.

Chapter 3 - Environment

The BGLG landowners are currently retaining the services of an environmental
consultant and may provide comments to the policies in this Chapter shortly.

Chapter 4 - Hedalthy Neighbourhoods & Communities, and Chapter 6 — Urban Design
and Systainable Development

It appears that the cumulative costs of all the studies that are being required in Chapter
6, including but not limited to the provision of public art, open space and key natural
feature enhancements, streetscape obligations, open space plans, architectural
detailing, sustainability requirements, financial analysis and many other requirements will
result in the inability to deliver a product that meets or addresses in a meaningful way
the affordability requirements under Chapter 4 of the Plan.

The obligations for studies, justifications and dedications or contributions in total and in
many individual instances exceed statutory requirements. While some clauses of
Chapters 4 and 6 use the word “"encourage” for some of the requirements noted
above, we know from experience that this results in most of these requirements forming
part of the subdivision or site plan approval process as mandatory items.

We urge the City to reconsider the detail and scope of all of the requirements for
development permissions in total from all Chapters of the proposed new Official Plan,
and carefully balance the requirements that the City has for the end product in terms
of quality of development, design and materials and also affordability of the end

product.

Chapter 7 - Transportation, Services and Utilities

We may be providing additional comments to the policies in this Chapter shortly.

{ad



Chapter 8 — Land Use

We note that the policies for the Future Urban Area is section 8.12 require various studies
in support of development in the Future Urban Areaq, including a Subwatershed Study, a
Conceptual Master Plan, a Master Environmental Servicing Plan, a Transportation Plan,
and various others. It is unclear of any or all of these studies will be required to address
the entire Future Urban Area in its totality, or if they may be prepared on a concession
block or other smaller geographic basis. We urge the City to allow the preparation of
as many studies as possible on a geographic basis smaller than the entire Future Urban
Area, which may be very problematic to orchestrate and coordinate given the large
geographic extent, the various land uses, and the very large number of landowners in
the Future Urban Area with divergent timing and other interests.

We also note that policy 8.12.1.3 j) addresses Phasing of Development and Detailed

Planning, and once again urge the City to allow flexibility to the landowners in the
Future Urban Area instead of imposing a rigorous phasing schedule to specific lands.

Chapter 9 —Iimplementation

Our comments to Chapters 4 and é as found above also apply in many ways to the
requirements found in Chapter 9, especially the list of requirements for Secondary Plans
as found in section 9.1. Again, we urge the City to consider the increasingly onerous
submission and study requirements in relation to the ultimate goals for high quality
developments, buildings and affordability factors expressed elsewhere in the Plan.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the BGLG Landowners Group are generally supportive of the policy
direction for their lands, and are pleased with the proposed designations in the draft
new Official Plan, however urge Council to consider the cumulative and ultimate
processes, costs, requirements and product of the development process as mandated
in this proposed Official Plan.

We trust the above submission will be considered by staff and Council, and we may be
submitting additional comments shortly. Kindly advise if a meeting with staff is required
to review these matters, we would be pleased to attend at staff's earliest convenience.



Sincerely,

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

Maria Gatzios, mcie rep
Enclosures.

Copy to: BGLG landowners
Mr. Mac Cosburn, BGLG Manager
Mr. Don Hindson, Cattanach Hindson Sutton VanVeldhuizen LLP
Ms. Lyn Townsend, Townsend and Associates, Solicitor
Mr. Nick Poulos, Poulos & Chung Limited
Mr. Doug McGill, McGill Development Services
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AIRD & BERLIS 1ip Al b

Barristers and Solicitors

OFFICE OF T

HE
Jane Pepino DEVELOPMESPgﬂﬁ
Direct: 416.865.7727

E-mail: jpepino@airdberlis.com

DEC 3 2012

November 30, 2012

RECEIVED

SIONE
CITyY o MARKHA“;CES R

BY REGULAR MAIL

Mr. Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP

Commissioner of Development and Planning
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON

L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird:

Re: Metropia (Markham) GP Corporation Comments on the September 2012
Draft Official Plan

We are writing this letter on behalf of Metropia (Markham) GP Corporation (Metropia). As
you know, Metropia has submitted an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) and Zoning Bylaw
(ZBLA) application for their property at 5112, 5122 and 5248 14" Avenue and 7768, 7778,
7788 and 7798 McCowan Rd (City File Number: OP/OZ 12 117316). MMM Group and
Aird & Berlis have reviewed the Draft Official Plan issued September 2012 on behalf of
Metropia in relation to these land holdings and offer the following comments.

We are supportive of the strategic growth priorities as identified in Section 1, including
emphasizing intensification within the built up areas and the provision for a diverse mix of
housing and sustainable community design and investment. However, we note that the
draft Official Plan proposes to redesignate the Metropia lands Residential Low Rise, which
permits lower scale buildings such as low rise, semi-detached and townhouses to a
maximum of 3 storeys, and Mixed Use Low Rise, which recognizes the potential to
transition an area from its existing use to allow for a range of uses, including residential
and commercial. The Mixed Use Low Rise designation is found in locations that optimize
opportunities for access to transit, both existing and planned, and when developed will
help achieve a complete community in the existing neighbourhood. Buildings on lands
designated Mixed Use Low Rise shall have a minimum building height of 2 storeys and a
maximum building height of 3 storeys, implemented by a maximum overall density of 1.5

FSI.

The proposed development contains two integrated components, the first being a 12
storey mixed use building consisting of 175 units and retail uses at grade. The second is
3-storey muitiple unit stacked townhouses containing a total of 375 units or 5 units per
townhouse complex. Parking will be located underground for both components. The

overall density is 2.05 FSI.

Based on the draft Official Plan in our submission the relevant designation to
accommodate the proposed development would fall into the Mixed Use Mid Rise

[ . S Y IR -
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November 30, 2012

Page 2

designation, which permits a maximum of 12 storeys and a FS| of 2.0 to 2.5. This
designation is more appropriate for the Metropia lands for the following reasons:

The proposed development is compatible with surrounding land uses. There is
limited direct interface with existing residential land uses except to the community
to the west as other surrounding land uses include institutional to the east,
commercial to the south and potential future residential to the north. There is no
unacceptable land use impact to the west as the 12 storey building has been
located at the southeast portion of the site allowing for significant separation and
transition and reduced shadow impacts. Further, the stacked townhouses will
employ a significant setback from 7.5 m to 10.5 m from the existing residential
uses, which will allow for appropriate landscape screening to be provided:

The site is located within the existing urban area and helps achieve the City's
growth strategy by delivering sustainable development that provides a mix of
housing types and residential and commercial land uses;

The proposed development is located at a site that is suitable for intensification of
lands that are currently underutilized and that are within an area that has limited
opportunity for such intensification due to the built out nature of the
neighbourhood:;

The proposed development displays good urban and architectural design. The
massing of the mixed use building has been designed to narrow from floors 9-12,
which will mitigate the perceived height and mass of the building from the street.
Furthermore, the design has been arranged to provide safe movement and
circulation of pedestrians and vehicles and offers connections to nearby open
space, a mid-block walkway from the existing residential neighbourhood to the
west offering a pedestrian connection to the site and to nearby transit. Enhanced
landscape elements have been incorporated into the streetscape desugn and
commumty amenity spaces have been integrated within;

The proposed development is located and designed in a manner that is consistent
with reducing auto dependence and takes advantage of the existing and planned
transportation infrastructure;

The site is adjacent to two regional arterial roads that provide excellent road
access, and is already supplied with public transit and direct connections to the
Provincial Highway System; and,

The proposed development is technically feasible as demonstrated in a number of
technical reports that were submitted in association with the OPA and ZBLA
applications for the Metropia lands.

Further, the Metropia lands meet the development criteria for new mixed use development
as outlined in Section 8.3.1.3 of the draft Official Plan:

Comprehensive Block Plan: The development application provided a conceptual

AIRD & BERLIS i1p
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November 30, 2012
Page 3

master plan demonstrating how the lands to the north can be developed in a
reasonable manner and how servicing could occur;

* Placement of buildings and relationship to street: The proposed development
concept includes appropriate setbacks from the street and existing residential
neighbourhood and have a good interface with the street and internal road

network:

* Enhanced Pedestrian Safety and Comfort: The mixed use building located on
the subject property in order to achieve the highest density and height at the
corner intersection, and transitioning down as the built form approaches the
existing neighbourhood to the west: thus minimizing shadow and sun impacts and
respecting the angular plane requirements:

* Vehicular access: The internal road system has been designed to enhance the
pedestrian experience through the provision of streetscaping elements, walkways
and various connections to the arterial road network, transit and commercial

amenities.

* Location of parking: Parking has been located entirely underground, with the
exception of 8 spaces located at the back of the mixed use building for ease of
access to the retail facilities; and loading and garage areas have been
appropriately screened: and

* Landscape buffers: The provision of a significant side yard setback, allows for
enhanced landscape buffers between the multi-unit stacked townhouses and the
neighbourhood to the west.

The draft Official Plan was prepared in part to implement the City’s Growth Management
Strategy. It is also important to note that while the Metropia lands may not have been
explicitly identified in Map 1 — Markham Structure of the draft Official Plan as a growth
hub, it is our opinion that the redevelopment of this site will not take away from the City's
intensification hierarchy for all the reasons list above.

In conclusion, we would request that the draft Official Plan and associated schedules be
modified to apply a Mixed Use Mid Rise designation to the Metropia lands.

We request that you consider these comments in your update of the draft Official Plan.

We would be pleased to meet with you to discuss further and would appreciate being
notified of any meetings relevant to this process.

Bairisters and Soliotors,



November 30, 2012
Page 4

Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

Jane Pep‘fﬂm/%

JP/PM
ccC. Ryan Millar
Kristy Shortall

r;
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
MAYLAR CONSTRUCTION LIMITED oy 01 20

¢/o MICHAEL LARKIN
9488 McCowan Road, Markham, Ont., L3P BJQ EC ElVE D
Tel. 905-294-0535 Fax 905-294=

November |, 2012

Ms. Margaret Wouters

Senior Manager of Policy and Planning
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Bivd.,

Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Wouters:

Re:  Change request for Markham’s new Official Plan

Maylar Construction Limited is the owner of block 134 Plan 65M, 3582 and Block 99
Plan 3733 on the south/west corner of McCowan Road and Wilfred Murison Avenue in
Berczy Village. The two blocks total area equals 1.07 acres.

This property is on a main transportation corridor and is in close proximity to public
parks.

Presently these lands have been missed in the Draft mapping. The lands are designated
“Neighborfiood Commercial” in the present official plan. We are requesting to have the
designation changed to “Mixed use Mid Rjs¢’ in Markham’s new official plan. Please
consider this request and we are available for any further consultation.

If we may be of any assistance, please do not hesitate to call.

c.c.  Mr. Gary Seller — Planner of the West District
Mr. Jim Baird - Commissioner of Development Services
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JEFFREY E STREISFIELD
BA LLB MES, Land Lawyer

October 22, 2012

Via Email to judycarrol@markham.ca
officialplan@markham.ca

Mayor and Members of City Council
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Blvd.

Markham, ON

L3Y 9W3

Dear Mayor and Members of City Council:

Re: New Draft City of Markham Official Plan
Public Meeting - November 6, 2012
4038 Hwy 7 East (north side of Hwy 7 just east of Village Parkway),
- {the “Subject Lands")

I am counsel to Scardred 7 Company Ltd., owner of the subject lands.

These lands are located on an important Regional Corridor, opposite the
newly constructed commercial buildings on the Times Uptown (Markham
Centre) lands. Attached is a photograph of the subject lands prepared by
Michael Manett Photography, May 2012.

Our client intends to maintain its commercial uses on the subject lands, and
otherwise have them evolve (from their site specific OPA 15 commercial
permissions), into a mixed-use mid-rise land use designation, consistent with
the lands on the south side of Highway 7.

Accordingly, we would ask that Staff be directed to amend the land use
designation map 3 so as to denote the future land use designation of the
subject lands in RED.

416.460.2518
jeffrey@landplaniaw.com
www landplantaw.com

310 Hifthurst Bivd.
Toronto M6B TN}



JEFFREY E STREISFIELD
BA LLB MES, Land Lawyer »

Excerpt from draft Markham OP - Map 3

We reserve the right to provide additional commentsin connection with the
draft OP, especially in relation to proposed policies that have the effect of
imposing future development costs on the subject lands and otherwise
rendering intensification of the subject lands non viable.

Would you also provide me with notice of any future public meetings and or
decisions taken by City council in connection with its proposed new OP.

Yours truly,
Jeffrey Streisfield
Jeffrey Streisfield

Land Lawyer ™ & Development Manager

cc. Commissioner of Planning
Client

Encl. - site photo

416.460.2518
jeffrey@landplaniaw.com
www landplaniaw.com

310 Hilihurst Bivd.
Toronto M6B TN1
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Kaniji, Teema

Subject: FW: Draft Markham Official Plan - Proposed Chapter 11 Policies - DSC Mtg Feb 5, 2013

From: Jeffrey Streisfield Land Law [mailto:jeffrey@landplanlaw.com]
Sent: February 4, 2013 4:40 PM
To: Clerks Public

Cc: Moiz Behar
Subject: Draft Markham Official Plan - Proposed Chapter 11 Policies - DSC Mtg Feb 5, 2013

I would be grateful if you forwarded this communication to DSC.

| represent Peak Garden Developments who is very much interested in the City's new official plan process. To that end a
submission was made in connection with our client's lands at 4038 Hwy 7.

The purpose of this communication is to seek clarification on two matters that are referred to in the staff report to committee and
Appendix A thereto:

1. There are numerous references in chapter 11 to the need to enter into a developer group agreement "where appropriate”.
What criteria is the City using or proposing to use in order to determine whether such an agreement is "appropriate"?

2. Under Policy 11.18.5.5 which applies to World On Yonge, there is reference to a sketch plan which contains a note thereon
as follows: - - - - private street system. Whatis a private street system and what standards are employed to determine same?
Where this symbol is employed, does the City obtain an easement for public access?

Would you please provide me with notice via email in respect of any future meetings regarding the City's new OP, including any
proposed transition provisions or sections.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Kindly confirm receipt by reply email

Thank you.

Jeffrey E Streisfield, 8a LLB MES
Land Lawyer & Land Development Manager

LAND L AW

http://landplaniaw.com

tel: 416 460 2518

skype: Jeffrey_Streisfield
Planning & Development Approvais
Municipal & Environmental Law
Boundary & Property Disputes

Trials, Hearings, OMB and Court Appeals

Creating and Protecting Land Value in Ontario TM

This e-mail may be privileged and/or confidential, and the sender does not waive any related rights and obligations.



"I‘ MALONE GIVEN
' PARSONS LTD.

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201

April 8, 2011 Matkham, Ontario L3R 483
Tei: 905-513.0170

Town of Markham Fax: 905-513-0177

Clerk’s Department www.mgp.ca

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham‘ ON MGP File: 07‘]693

L3R 9W3

VIA Email: judycarrolli markham.ca

Dear Mayor Scaxpitti and Members of Council:

RE:  April 12, 2011 Special Meeting of Markham Council- Official Plan Review
404/19" Ave Developments Inc. — north east Hwy 404 and 19™ Ave,

We are land use planners for the above-captioned property in the 404 North Business Park. Town maps
identify part of the property as Greenway because it is shown to be in the provincial Greenbelt Plan. We
have previously asked that the maps not identify those parts as Greenway since they are subject to special
provisions and pending removal. We request that the Town attend to this in the Official Plan Review.

The Town and the Region of York Councils last year requested the Province delete that part of the
property from the Greenbelt Plan and amend the Growth Plan accordingly. That part was included
erroneously in the Oak Ridges Moraine and therefore included in the provincial Greenbelt Plan. The
landowner successfully proved the lands should not be included and the Councils agreed.

Secondly, an additional 14 acre part of the property adjoining that first part is in the Greenbelt Plan but is
‘grandfathered’ since it was approved for employment land use in the 404 Business Park Secondary Plan
(OPA 149) which pre-dates the Greenbelt Plan. It was included in the Greenbelt Plan only because it
allegedly was next to a part of the Oak Ridges Moraine, which was subsequently proved incorrect (see

attached map).

The Province is considering the Town and Region request for removal of the part from the Greenbelt
Plan; the new Official Plan maps and schedules should note this and of course should the Province
remove the land from the Greenbelt Plan before adoption of the new Markham Official Plan, the

Greenway designation should be removed completely.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide our initial comments on the Town’s new Official Plan.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

!

|

him Kirk. MCIP. RPP

Partner

\ttachments: marked up extract of Markham Proposed Greenway Components - June 2009
MGP fetter March 30, 2011

L Mo A Lo, 40419 Ave Developments Inc.
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[ ENTERPRISES
November 6, 2012

Mayor Frank Scarpitti
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Blvd
Markham ON

L3R 9W3

Dear Mayor Scarpitti:
Re:  Lebovic Lands East and West Side of 9™ Line north of 19" Avenue

lam writing to object to the Greenway System designation which has been shown on our property in
the proposed new Official Plan. This land is in private ownership and is not valley land or
environmentally sensitive.

We have attached a copy of the Draft Official Plan Map 1 showing the location of the land and a
copy of the Rouge Park Plan showing that they are not public lands.

These properties are currently serviced by the Regional Sewer which runs along 9" Line and through
the west property servicing the Town of Stouffville. It is our view that this property will become
settlement area adjacent to Stouffville in the future and is clearly not intended for public use and is
not environmentally sensitive.

We intend to participate in the planning process and will provide environmental and planning reports
showing that it is not geographically part of the Oak Ridges Moraine, and should not be designated
as greenway along with public lands in Markham

Please provide me with notice of any decision of Council on this matter.

Yours

Lloyd Ch¢riak, BXA. P.L.E.
Executive Vice President

cc. Clerk’s Department
M. McQuaid Q.C.
G. Easton MCIP

BILD’

MEMBER

OVER 55 YEARS OF EXCELLENCE

P.OBOX 1240/ STOUFFVILLE, ONTARIO L4A 8A2 / TELEPHONE: (905) 640-73681 / FACSIMIL E- 840 7980
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January 9, 2013

10.03077.001.P01

Mr. Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP

Commissioner of Development and Planning
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON

L3R 9w3

Dear Mr. Baird,
RE: Comments on the September 2012 Draft Official Plan

We are writing this letter on behalf of Chris Roidis and Kathy Roidis. The Roidis’ owns lands located
at 9963 Woodbine Avenue and over the past several years has been investigating the potential of
redeveloping these lands for a three storey professional building situated at the corner of the
intersection and associated parking behind. As way of background, the City and TRCA were
approach in 2010 on the potential of these lands. Based on these conversations it was agreed that
the most significant challenge to redeveloping this site was the floodplain mapping, which had
recently been updated, resulting in significant impact to the viability of the site. It was determined
that the client needed to demonstrate feasibility of redeveloping by confirming compliance to
Toronto Region and Conservation Authority (TRCA) policies and regulations by undertaking a
floodplain analysis in order to proactively address the feasibility of the concept, confirm safe access
and mitigation of flood prone areas to the satisfaction of TRCA. '

A flood hazard analysis brief was undertaken by MMM to evaluate the flood limits of the systems,
The results of this study illustrated that the property’s frontage on Major Mackenzie Drive, which was
previously fully inundated based on the one dimensional floodplain analysis undertaken by TRCA
was in fact able to accommodate a commercial entrance to the property. This study report was
submitted to the TRCA for review, however it was noted by TRCA that they did not have sufficient
in-house resources for a full technical review of the report and have requested a peer review be
undertaken. We are in the process of organizing this peer review process with the TRCA. However,
based on the work done to date, we are confident that the floodplain mapping that was prepared by
TRCA is not reflective of the true situation on site.
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Roidis Comment Letter

January 9, 2013 220\ mmmcroup
Page 2

As such, MMM Group has reviewed the City's Draft Official Plan on behalf of our client in relation to
these land holdings and would like to offer the following comments.

In general, we are supportive of the strategic growth priorities as identified in Section 1, including
emphasizing intensification within the built up areas and the support for diversity of housing and
employment opportunities that will contribute to a resilient economy. However, we note that the
draft Official Plan purposes to designate the subject lands “Residential Estate”, which refers to lands
within an existing subdivision that consist of large residential lots; and “Greenway”, which is meant
to recognize areas of natural heritage and hydrologic features.

As described above, a significant amount of work has been undertaken with respect to confirming
the boundaries and impacts of the hydrologic feature on site. This work should be reflected in the
Official Plan by refining the location of the Greenway designation on the site in line with the attached
plans.

Further, based on our work to date, we also believe that the Residential Estate designation applied
to the remainder of the site is not the highest and best use of the subject lands. Based on the draft
Official Plan, the relevant designation to accommodate the proposed concept would be Mixed Use
Low Rise, which is intended to integrate residential uses with small scale retail, service and
professional office. We believe this designation is more appropriate for the subject lands as:

e The proposed development is compatible with surrounding land uses. There is limited direct
interface with existing residential land uses except to the community to the east and west as
other surrounding land uses include institutional to the south, commercial and open space to
the north. There is no unacceptable land use impact to the east and west as the 3 storey
building has been located at the northwest portion of the site allowing for significant
separation and transition. .

e The site is located within the existing urban area and helps achieve the City's growth
strategy by delivering sustainable development that supports diversity in job opportunities.

e The site is located at the intersection of two regional arterial roads that provide excellent
road access to a development of this nature.

e Further, these roads are also identified as transit priority corridors, including Major
Mackenzie which is identified as a Rapid Transit Corridor which supports the City's
Community Infrastructure Strategy that seeks to integrate infrastructure such as transit with a
full range of services.

e The proposed development of a Professional building will help achieve the City's policies to
promote economic development, including maintaining a range of suitable sites for such
opportunities.

e The proposed building type, density and height is consistent with the Official Plan policies for
Mixed Use Low Rise. '
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Roidis Comment Letter

January 9, 2013 AN\ GROUP
Page 3

We would also note that there are several active development applications in the immediate area,
including several mixed use projects on the northwest side of Major Mackenzie and Woodbine
associated with Cathedraltown, as well as the expansion of the institutional use just south of the
subject lands that demostarte that this intersection/area is evolving and needs to be assessed in a
comprehensive manner.

In conclusion, we would request that the draft Official Plan and associated schedules be modified to
apply a Mixed Use Low Rise designation and modified Greenway designation to the subject lands.

We request that you consider these comments in your update of the draft Official Plan. We would be
pleased to meet with you to discuss further and would appreciate being notified of any meetings
relevant to-this process. Please contact me at 905-882-1100 ext. 6835 or shortallk@mmm.ca if you
have any questions or concerns. "

Yours truly,

MMM GROUP LIMITED
L. /
//@ &/Lv’;ﬂ%

Kristy Shortall, MCIP, RPP, LEED Green Associate
Senior Planner
Associate

CcC. Kitty Bavington, Clerks Department, City of Markham
Chris Roidis and Kathy Roidis, 9963 Woodbine Avenue
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FFIMALONE GIVEN
7@ PARSONS LTD.

140 Rentrew Drive, Sulte 20}
Markham, Ontario L3R 683
Tel: 905.513-0170

April 7, 2011 '
Fax: 905-513-0177
wWWwW.mgp.ca
Town of Markham MGP File: 09-1868
Clerk’s Department Your File:
101 Town Centre Boulevard
. Markham, ON
L3R 9W3

V1A Email: judyearrolliimarkham.ca

Dear Mayor Scarpitti and Members of Council:

RE:  April 12, 2011 Special Meeting of Markham Council- Official Plan Review
The York Downs Golf and Country Club
4134 16" Avenue, Markham

Malone Given Parsons Ltd. previously submitted correspondence on behalf of the York Downs Golf and
Country Club (YDGCC), to the Town Planning Department (dated April 16, 2010) as part of the Growth
Management Strategy, to advise that YDGCC is seeking an urban designation for its entire land holdings.
A copy of our previous letter is attached hereto.

The purpose of this letter is to formally advise the Town (Members of Council and Town staff) that
YDGCC continues to request an urban designation in the new Official Plan.

We advised Town Staff in our April 2010 letter that YDGCC would retain an environmental consultant to
establish the limits of the environmental features on the property. This exercise is complete; the
environmental limits have been staked with the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority and Town of
Markham staff. The results of the site staking exercise were captured on a site survey and a copy was
provided to Lilli Duoba, Senior Project Coordinator at the Town. We are further requesting that the staked
limits of the environmental features for the YDGCC property be incorporated into the Town’s new

Official Plan. .

We thank you for the opportunity to provide our initial comments on the Town’s new Official Plan.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

Ve ;.
L,
( o /./\,,LL

Jim Kirk, MCIP, RPP
Partner

ikirkie mep ca

Attachments April 16, 2010 Letrer to Town of Markham re- Reqguest for an 1 irhan Designation
e Leonarde De T a Fuente, Genery) Manager, Yark Downs Golf and Conmin Clih



PARSONS LID.

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

,I‘MALONE GIVEN
”

April 16, 2010
Tel: 1-905-513-0170 x113
Fax: 1-905-513-0177
Ms. Valerie Shuttleworth OX Www.mgp.ca
Director of Planning and Urban Design (ikirk@mgp.ca)
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham ON, L3R 9W3
09-1868

Dear Ms. Shuttleworth:

Re: Markham Growth Management Strategy- Request for an Urban Designation
York Downs Golf and Country Club
4314 16" Avenue

Thank you for meeting us and with representatives from York Downs Golf and Country Club (YDGCC)
on March 8, 2010 to discuss the Town’s Growth Management Strategy, the Environmental Policy
Review and Consolidation Study (EPRC) and its potential implications for the golf course property. The
purpose of this letter is to follow up on our discussions, to advise of YDGCC's intention to study the
environmental limits on the lands and to request an urban designatien for the YDGCC property.

The club is monitoring the Town’s GMS process and understands that the EPRC is a component of the
GMS. YDGCC further recognizes that the property represents a significant land holding in the Town’s
urban area (and the Growth Plan’s Built Up Area) and is balancing competing interests; the continued
operation of the golf course and future development opportunities. '

As part of the GMS process, the Town’s EPRC concludes that a large portion of the golf course lands
should be designated for environmental protection (Greenway System). YDGCC has concerns with the
proposed designation. It believes that lands without environmental significance have been recommended
for protection. At our meeting, Lilli Duoba noted that any refinements to the proposed Greenway
System designation will require a site specific environmental impact study. The club intends to retain an
environmental consultant to review the EPRC and determine the appropriate environmental limits on its
lands. The terms of reference will be reviewed with the Town of Markham and outcomes will be
presented. Should the consultant conclude that there are lands with no environmental significance
included in the proposed Greenway System designation, the club will request that those lands be
removed from the environmental designation in the new Official Plan.

While the Club has no current intent to proceed with the development of its lands, the Club from time to
time, has been approached by developers. [n addition, neighbouring lands are currently in the process of
urban development. There is a distinct probability that urban development on some portion of the
Club s [ands could take place within the next 20 years.

The C'lub therefore requests an urban designation in the new Official Plan.



Ms. Valerie Shuttleworth
York Downs Golf and Country Club
Page 2

We thank you for the consultation we have had to date. We will contact municipal officials to discuss
the above in greater detail.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

N o
C/”M / ke
p

Jim Kirk, MCIP, RPP
Partner

C.C  Mr. Jim Baird, Commissioner of Planning
Ms. Lilli Duoba, Environmental Planner
Mr. Leonardo De La Fuente, YDGCC
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,I‘ MALONE GIVEN
& PARSONS LID.

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201
Markham, Ontario L3R 483
fel: 905-513-0170

Fax: $05-513-0177

Novcmber 6. 2012 WWW. Mgp.ca

City of Markham MGP File:  09-1868

Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Marg Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE:  City of Markham Draft Official Plan Review
York Downs Golf and Country Club
4134 Sixteenth Avenue

Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of York Downs Golf and Country Club (YDGCO), is
pleased to submit preliminary comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan. YDGCC is the
owner of 168 hectares (415 acres) of land north of Sixteenth Avenue, between Warden Avenue

and Kennedy Road.

Over the last few years, YDGCC has participated in the City’s Growth Management Process and
submitted correspondence requesting an “urban designation”. The draft Official Plan proposes to

designate the property “Private Open Space”.

We have reviewed the draft Official Plan and the majority of our concerns relate to the numerous
environmental policies that would apply to YDGCC. YDGCC will continue to review the
implications of the proposed policies and any possible future urban use.

We will provide you with our comments in the coming weeks. Meantime, we have identified the

following areas of concern:

®* YDGCC participated in a site staking exercise to assist in determining the limit of
development with the Toronto Region and Conservation Authority and the City of
Markham in 2010. Following this, a copy of the site staking survey was provided to the
City. YDGCC is requesting confirmation that the limit of development as identified
through the site staking exercise (and reflected on the plan of survey) is accurately

reflected in the proposed “Greenway System designation™ for the club,



Cm
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Marg Wouters, City of Markham

RE: York Downs Golf and Country Club- Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

November 6, 2012

e Identification of various natural heritage and hydrological feature

s on YDGCC lands

including woodlots, wetlands, and permanent and intermitted streams and the

corresponding policies;

e Inclusion of a hedgerow in the “Greenway System designation”; and

e Concern with proposed minimum vegetation protection zones.

We understand that Markham will be holding meetings and open houses in the coming months to
review and discuss the draft Official Plan. We welcome the opportunity to meet and discuss our

concerns.

We anticipate submitting additional correspondence outlining in greater detail YDGCC concerns
on the draft Official Plan. We thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the draft

Markham Official Plan.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

Yoo AL
9”" /‘*“’""‘L
Jim Kirk MCIP, RPP
Partner

jkirk@mgp..ca

cc: Clerks Department, City of Markham
Leonardo De La Fuente, YDGCC

FAALORE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

Page 202
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Memorandum

11 York Downs Golf and Country Club - Lands Committee
“rwot Jo-Anne Lane
“ate January 4, 2013
Haf 212107

“tx: Markham Draft Official Plan Review — Beacon Environmental Comments

N

We offer the following comments based on our review of the Markham Draft Official Plan as it relates
to the York Downs Golf and Country Club (YDGCC). Some of these comments reflect similar
observations by MGP. Others are more specific to the natural environment on the YDGCC lands and

new or existing policies.

Wetlands

* The OP states that the mapping is based on the ‘best available information’ but does not
reflect the resuits of the Environmental Analysis conducted by Beacon, which was circulated to
the City, e.g. several wetlands are portrayed on the OP mapping that are not present based on
ground truthing; adjacent to the east central woodlot but there is not a wetland at the location
{wetland adjoining Bruce Creek on west side, wetland on east side of Bruce Creek, wetland on

does not appear to have this flexibility:

*  Minimum 10 m buffer off woodlands as determined by drip line;

* Hedgerows no longer identified on Natural Heritage mapping (unlike previous OP) however
are included in definition of ‘urban forest Section 3.1.2.17, which states that the urban forest
must be protected and actively managed. Does this mean they will need to be retained?

{7



. S A Ay January 4, 2013
L. BEACON
memorandum

Permanent and Intermittent Streams/Valleyland and Watercourse Corridors

* The definition of fish habitat provided is DFO'’s standard definition however with new changes
to the Federal Fisheries Act this definition is being substantially revised. /s the OP definition
going to remain the same or will it reflect the new DFO definition?

* New OP makes no differentiation between warm and coldwater fish habitat.

* Permanent and intermittent streams inside the urban area require 10 m from greater of stable
top of bank or floodplain but fish habitat requires 30 m. Presumably the greater of these will
apply but again, this will need to be determined based on the definition of fish habitat:

* Also, mvpz from fish habitat is 30 m from water's edge but doesn't differentiate time of year or
flow level for water's edge;

* Note that none of the watercourses shown on Map 5 are included as ‘small streams’; however
Several features show up on Map 5 that are not watercourses:

Natural Heritage Network
¢ Note that the definition of NHN includes vegetation protection zones:
¢ How can the NHN include the functions of the features? Section 3.1.2.
* Section 3.1.2.5 requires conveyance of lands within the NHN as part of the development
approval process. Since the NHN includes MVPZ's, does this mean that no planting will be
required within them as is normally the case?

General Comments
* Regulated areas are comparable to areas identified in Beacon report.
¢ Definition of vegetation protection zone should refer to keynatural heritage and hydrologic
features.
»  Clarify the Minimum Vegetative Protection Zone applicable for lands within the Built-up Urban
Area.
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Aprll 12, 2011 Planning
Consultants
Town of Markham 227 Bnd%eland Avenue
~ 3 Toronto. Canada MGA 1Y7
Clerk’s Department Tol. (416) 7874838
101 Town Centre Boulevard Fax. (416) 787-0004
Markham ON E-Mail: pmg @ pmgplanning.ca
s
L3R 9W3
B |

Re: Markham Official Plan Review
11175 Kennedy Road
-« Town of Markham

We represent Mahamevna Bhavana Asapuwa Toronto (Mahamevna), which
currently resides at 11175 Kennedy Road. located on the east side of Kennedy
Road, between Elgin Mills and 19™ Avenue. The property has an area of 0.8
hectares (2.0 acres), and is surrounded by the Mandarin Golf Course and Camp

Green Acres.

The property is occupied with a two-storey former farmhouse, together with a
swimming pool. a series of out-buildings, driveways and parking arcas, and
grassed lawns. No part of the property is being used for agricultural purposes, nor
has been for decades. The dwelling is zoned for Rural Residential uses.

The property is currently used for a place of residence for the Buddhist Monks of
Mahamevna; however the congregation has future plans for expansion. To this
end, preliminary discussions with Town planning staff have already taken place.
It is the intention of Mahamevna to file the necessary Official Plan and Zoning
By-law Amendments to the Town. ‘

[ note the following facts concerning the subject property:

* lItisrelatively small in size, being only 0.8 hectares in area. too small to
require a justification for removal from a Agricultural designation under
the current Town Official Plan;

¢ Currently is improved with a dwelling and associated structures;

* Is not, nor has been for a lengthy period of time. used for agricultural
purposes;

¢ The small property is surrounded by Camp Green Acres, the Mandarin
Golf Course, and Melville United Church, none of which are agricultural
operations;

¢ s already zoned for residential purposcs.

Mahamevna wishes Markham Council to remember that their site has a different
context from perhaps other sites outside the urban boundary. Any “blanket

policy™ across the entire Future Urban Area may not be appropriate for a smaller
parcel such as Mahamevna. which has a different planning context. ’
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Mahamevna is also concerned with the recently approved Region of York Official
Plan, and has appealed that document. That document designates these lands as
Agricultural, and under policy 6.3.3, would prohibit my client (over even the
Town of Markham) from even requesting an amendment to permit such a use.

Furthermore, Policy 6.3.4 of the Regional Plan states that Agricultural Uses shall
be designated in the Town Official Plan and the Zoning By-law. This could be
interpreted to mean that the Town of Markham has no say in land use within its

own boundary.

As a professional land use planner, | am very much aware of provincial and
regional level issues such as the Provincial Growth Plan and the desire to protect
viable agricultural uses in proximity to the urban area. I am also very much aware
of the problems that can occur when such high level, blanket policies are applied
across an entire area, without regard for the unique attributes or characteristic of a
particular property. This has been particularly apparent in the last 5 ycars or so.

Please keep in mind that all sites should be considered based upon their own
context; onc size does NOT fit all.

Please keep us advised of any decision by Council. Should you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at 416-417-1357.

Yours truly,

PMG Planning Consudtants

Rarfdal AcKie, MCIP, RPP
Manatger of Planning



ll‘ MALONE GIVEN
& PARSONS LID.

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201

Markham, Ontario L3R 683

Tel: 905-513-0170

) Fax: 905-513-0177
April 8, 2011 www.mgp.ca

Town of Markham MGP File: 05-1470
Clerk’s Department

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario, L3R 9W3

VIA Email: judycarroll@markham.ca

Dear Mayor Scarpitti and Members of Council:

RE:  April 12, 2011 Special Meeting of Markham Council- Official Plan Review
Unionville Montessori School — northwest Kennedy Road and 16™ Avenue.

Malone Given Parsons is the planning consultant for Unionville Montessori School (UMS) which is
located at northwest Kennedy Road and 16® Avenue. We have assisted with the expansion of the campus
over the years as enrolment at the school increased. UMS is preparing to propose expansion by
incorporating 4488 16™ Ave. and 9286 Kennedy Rd. in the campus and will be submitting plans in the
near future.

The notice of Special Council Meeting on April 12, 2011 refers to, among other things, the Council
endorsed growth alternative to 2031. The Town has identified northwest Kennedy Rd. and 16th Ave. as
vacant Residential Development Potential lands (Growth Management Strategy Presentation, Feb. 6,
2010) and Neighbourhood Area on the draft Town Structure schedule (Endorsed Growth Alternative,
May, 2010). UMS wants to ensure that 4488 16™ Ave. and 9286 Kennedy Rd. are not prohibited from

being used for private schools and related uses.

We also ask that you add Malone Given Parsons to the list for future notifications regarding the OP

review.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments on the Town’s new Official Plan.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

Pa iy
()ffﬂ /é‘/‘// ok
Jim Kirk, MCIP, RPP
Principle
jkirk@mgp.ca
Attached: Acerial Photo of Unionville Montessor: Land Holdings
CC; A. Remtulla, Umonville Montessori School
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October 29, 2012

Margaret Wouters

Planning and Urban Design
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Bhvd.
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE: CITY OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN REVIEW
KAU & ASSOCIATES LIMITED PARTNERSHIP
71 COCHRANE DRIVE, MARMHAM
MHBC FILE: 07163F

We have been retained by Kau & Associates Limited Partnership, owner of lands located at 71 Cochrane
Drive in the City of Markham ("the Site”), to provide planning services with respect to the City of
Markham's Official Plan Review program. We have reviewed the draft of the Official Plan released in
September and are generally satisfied with the direction the plan has taken with regard to the Site, as it
preserves the existing Official Plan permissions that the Site enjoys today.

In-Effect Official Plan Permissions

The Site is located at 71 Cochrane Drive and is being used for retail warehouse uses and restaurant uses,
The Site is currently designated ‘Commercial’ in the Land Use Schedule and ‘Retail Warehouse’ within the
commercial/industrial structure of the in-effect Official Plan. The site is also subject to Planning District
13-2 (Brown's Corners) which forms part of a ‘non-statutory’ Secondary Plan. The Official Plan permits
medium to large format retail stores and large scale ‘themed’ retail development on the Site. Specifically,
lands within the Commercial (Retail Warehouse Area) may be zoned to permit the following uses subject
to the provisions of the Official Plan:

* Retail uses with individual premises e Nightclubs;
generally not less than 300 square * Trade and convention centres;
metres of gross floor area; e Hotels and motels;
* Service uses; *  Sports, health and fitness recreational uses;
s Offices; * Entertainment uses consistent with the
s Banks and financial institutions; planned function and policies of the
o [ightindustrial uses; designation;
* Retail uses accessory and incidental to * institutional uses (excluding places of
permitted light industrial uses: worship);
e Restaurants; ¢ Day care centres: and
e anqguet halls: ¢ Prvate and commercial schngis

F30 705N NESTON RDAD  WOOUEBRIDGE OKTARID CIL3GT T 05 Tod SR8, F U5 AT 5959 - WWW . MHBCPLAN.COM
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Additional uses may be approved in this designation subject to a site-specific development proposal and
rezoning, as outlined in Section 3466 <) i) of the Official Plan. This includes a mixed-use centre
combining multiple-unit retail development containing individual retail premises of less than 300 square
metres gross floor area with other permitted uses, subject to the following criteria:

e The centre shall generally be a multi-storey building;

e The centre shall generally be located on a site adjoining an intersection with an arterial or
collector road; and

e The total gross floor area devoted to retail uses shall generally not exceed the total gross floor
area devoted to other permitted uses.

Other uses permitted by Section 3.46.6 ¢} ii) of the Official Plan include:

e Retail uses involving accessory outdoor storage and/or display of merchandise;
e Commercial 'self-storage’ warehouses;

e Automobile service stations;

e (arwashes; ‘

e Automobile repair uses (excluding autobody paint and repair);

e Funeral homes; and

e Places of worship.

It is our interpretation that the above-noted permitted uses supersede those in the Industrial-
Commercial designation found in PD 13-2 (Brown’s Corners), which is a non-statutory Secondary Plan.

Draft Official Plan

The following is a summary of our interpretation of the draft Official Plan as it relates to 71 Cochrane
Drive.

Urban Structure

The Site is designated as an ‘Intensification Area,’ an ‘Employment Area (Including Commercial Areas)
and a ‘Regional Corridor / Key Development Ared’ on the Urban Structure Plan.

Intensification Areas are intended to result in more sustainable, higher-density, mixed use communities
with a variety of housing choices and employment opportunities close to where people live, at densities
that make public transit financially feasible. For this Site, with an Employment Area structural designation,
the intent is to accommodate employment intensification.

Regional Corridors / Key Development Areas are intended to include intensification areas where rapid
transit services intersect with major nodes of retail and commercial development and where
opportunities exist for redevelopment of large land parcels that support new public streets and mixed
use development, It is the intent of the plan that the most intensive and widest range of uses within the
Cotridors be directed to the Key Development Areas. Key Development Areas shall support an overall
minimum long-term density target of 2.5 F5I.

n Ermployment  Areas, the policies of the plan are 10 promote economic development  and
“ampentiveness by provicding for an approprate mix ard range of employment anciuding industnal,



commercial, and institutional uses) to meet long term needs. This includes meeting the employment
forecasts of the Plan for all types of employment uses.

The Plan makes a distinction between Employment Area’ and ‘Employment Lands.’ Employment Lands
only include the following land use designations:

e Business Park Employment;

* Business Park Office Priority Employment;
* Service Employment; and

e General Employment.

Therefore the Site at 71 Cochrane Drive, which has a land use designation of ‘Commercial,’ would not be
considered Employment Lands for the purposes of the City's employment land use policies. The
conversion policies of the draft Official Plan apply to Employment Lands’ land use designations and not
‘Employment Areas’ structural designations. Therefore the continued use of the Site for retail /
commercial uses would not trigger the conversion policies of the draft Official Plan.

Land Use

The Site is designated ‘Commercial’ on the land use maps of the draft Official Plan. This designation
applies to lands that accommodate existing or approved large-format retail development. Lands
designated Commercial form part of the Employment Area component of the City's urban structure (but
are not Employment Lands as discussed above). It is the intent of the draft Official Plan to provide for the
evolution of Commercial lands to more intensive building forms and to provide for more intensive office,
retail, and service uses, while remaining compatible with Employment Areas. It is the intent of the draft
Official Plan that no additional lands be designated Commercial in the future.

The Commercial land use designation permits the following uses:

¢ Retail: ¢ Hotel that does not include dwelling units;

e Serice; ¢ Financial institution;

e Office; * Motor vehicle service station;

e Banquet hall; ¢ Place of entertainment;

e Commerdcial fitness centre: e Private club;

e Commercial parking garage; * Restaurant;

e Light manufacturing, processing and * Trade and convention centre: and
warehouse use. With no outdoor storage e Trade school.

or outdoor processing;

We note that the definition of 'major retail’ includes “retail big box stores, retail warehouses and
shopping centres, as identified in the York Region Official Plan, with individual premises exceeding 1000
square metres of gross floor area and/or the combined gross floor area devoted to retail in all premises
ona property exceeding 3000 square metres.” Despite the definition, the term ‘major retail’ is only used
in the context of Employment Land conversions, and is not identified as a separate use in the land use
designations. As the Site is designated Commercial, the policies for Employment Land conversions do
not apply and therefore the definition of major retail does not impact the Site,



The following discretionary uses are permitted, subject to rezoning and meeting certain conditions:

e Daycare centre,

¢ Place of worship;

e Commerciat school in a multi-unit building; and
o Funeral home.

The Commercial designation permits single and multi-storey retail, industrial and office building types
containing single or multiple units. Therefore the existing single unit and multi-unit single storey
buildings will continue to be permitted.

Based on the above, the existing large-scale retail uses and restaurants will continue to be permitted.
Future redevelopment of these lands is intended to provide for mixed use, higher density employment
uses. Notwithstanding, Section 10.1.3 of the draft Official Plan recognizes legally existing development
and land uses as conforming with the plan as they existing at the time the plan is adopted.

The site is adjacent to an area within the Greenway System, specifically a woodland and permanent and
intermittent stream corridor. The stream corridor is a hydrologic feature requiring a minimum vegetation
protection zone of 10 metres around the feature. The Environmental Systems policies of the plan require
development and site alteration within 60 metres of a permanent or intermittent stream to undertake an
Environmental Impact Study to demonstrate that there is no impact to the stream or the vegetation
protection zone. This policy would impact any future redevelopment, alteration, or expansion on the
subject lands. :

Secondary Plan
The site is not currently within an area where a Secondary Plan is being prepared.

Conclusion

It is our interpretation that the draft Official Plan maintains the use permissions currently enjoyed by 71
Cochrane Drive in the in-effect Official Plan. We request that these permissions be maintained
through subsequent drafts of the new Official Plan. We will continue to monitor the Official Plan
Review process, and provide further comment on future drafts of the policies as they become available.
We also respectfully request that our above interpretations be confirmed by City staff.

If you have any guestions, please do not hesitate to calt.

Thank you,

Yours truly,

MHBC

ke MCiP, RPP
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May 19,2011

Tim Lambe

Manager, Policy & Research
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Blvd.
Markham, ON L3R 9wW3

Dear Mr. Lambe;

RE: TOWN OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN REVIEW
KAU & ASSOCIATES L.P (1045064 Ontario Limited).
71 COCHRANE DRIVE, MARMHAM
MHBC FILE: 07163F

We have been retained by Kau & Associates P, owner of lands located at 71 Cochrane Drive in the Town
of Markham, to provide planning services relative to the Town of Markham's Official Plan Review
program. We attended the April 12 special meeting of Town Council and we are pleased to sce the
Town is moving forward with new Official Plan policies.

At this time, draft policies and mapping have not yet been developed by the Town, so the direction of
the Official Plan Review is only visible within the Town's endorsed Growth Management. We feel that this
early stage is a good opportunity to discuss the future of our client’s site within the future Official Plan.

The site is located at 71 Cochrane Drive and is being used for retail warehouse uses and restaurant uses,
The site is currently designated ‘Commercial’ in the Land Use Schedule and Retail Warehouse within the
commercial/industrial structure. The site is also subject to Planning District 13-2 (Brown's Corners) which
forms part of a 'non-statutory’ Secondary Plan. The Official Plan permits medium to large format retail
stores and large scate ‘themed’ retail development, Specifically, lands within the Commercial (Retail
Warehouse Area) may be zoned to permit the following uses subject to the provisions of the Official Plan:

o Retall wuses with individual premises s Night clubs;
generally not less than 300 square metres * Trade and convention centres;
of gross floor area; s~ Hotels and motels;
»  Service uses; *  Sports, health and fitness recreational uses:
s Offices; *  Entertainment uses consistent with the
s Banks and financial institutions; pianned  function and policies of the
*  Lightindustnal uses; designation;
»  Retall uses accessory and incidental 1o e Insttutional  uses (excluding places of
permitted light industral uses; worship),
s Restaurants; »  Davcars ceptres: 3nd
s Tanigoet ado L R SR et s it
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Additional uses may be approved in this designation subject to a site-specific development proposal and
rezoning, as outlined in Section 3466 <) ) of the Official Plan. This includes a mixed-use centre
combining multiple-unit retail development centaining individual retail premises of less than 300 square
metres gross floor area with other permitted uses, subject to the following criteria:

o The centre shall generally be a multi-storey building;

o The centre shall generally be located on a site adjoining an intersection with an arterial or
collector road; and

o The total gross floor area devoted to retail uses shall generally not exceed the total gross floor
area devoted 1o other permitted uses.

Other uses permirted by Section 3.4.6.6 ¢ i) include:

»  Retail uses involving accessory outdoor storage and/or display of merchandise;
Commercial 'self-storage’ warehouses;

Automobile service stations;

Car washes,

Automobile repair Lises (excluding autobody paint and repair);

Funeral homes; and

Places of worship.

It is our interpretation that the above-noted permitted uses supersede those in the Industrial-
Commercial designation found in PD 13-2 (Brown’s Corners), which is a non-statutory Secondary Plan.

We respectfully request that the uses permitted above in the Commercial (Retail Warehouse Area)
designation be maintained on the site through the Official Plan Review process. We also request that any
new use permissions contemplated for other commercial sites in the area be added to the above list, at
the Town's discretion.

we will continue to monitor the Official Plan Review process, and provide further comment once draft
policies become available. in the meantime, we request we be placed on the notification list for any
futre public meetings or document releases related to the Official Plan Review.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

Thank you,

Yours truly,

MHBC

e, MCIP, RPP

o Alevandra Kau
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Kimberley Kitteringham, Town Clerk
Town of Markham
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3
Dear Ms. Kitteringham, May 9, 2011

Re : Town of Markham Official Plan Process

I am writing to advise that | represent Sheridan Nurseries Limited at 4077 Hwy #7 and
we are interested in the Official PLan process as it relates to our garden centre.

We have made numerous representations over the years regarding the upgrading, site
plan and redevelopment possibilities of this property. We recently met with planning staff
regarding a pre-consultation on a potential re-zoning.

Would you please ensure that we are added to the mailing list for any upcoming public
meetings and or consultations with staff or Council.

Yours s/ cerely,

. Lind MCIP, RPP

cc. Tim Lambe, Manager of Policy and Research Division
Town of Markham

Rick Friesen, Sheridan Nurseries Limited
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MARCH 10. 2011

TOWN OF MARKHAM

% MAYOR AND ALL COUNCILLORS
101 TOWN CENTRE BLVD.
MARKHAM, ONTARIO

L3R 9W3

AND TO:

THE ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD

% D. R. GRANGER, COMMISSIONER, RE PL390996
655 BAY ST. STE 1500

TORONTO, ONTARIO

M3G IES

DEAR SIRS;

I WOULD LIKE TO GO ON RECORD TO STATE THAT 1 FEEL MY 4.8 ACRE SITE AT 4137 HWY
7 IN WWW.MARKHAMCENTRE.COM. ( SEE STATUS OF DEVELOPMENT), IS FULLY ZONED
AND SITE PLAN APPROVED FOR A HOTEL AND THREE HIGH RISE CONDOMINIUM
BUILDINGS WITH TODAYS DENSITY ALLOTMENT OF APPROXIMATELY 220 UNITS PER
ACRE AS OF MAY 19, 2010. THAT WAS THE DAY TIMES DEVELOPMENT RECEIVED THEIR
OMB APPROVAL ON THEIR 88 ACRE PROPERTY ON HWY 7 JUST WEST OF MY PROPERTY.

I WOULD LIKE THE TOWN OF MARKHAM IN THEIR NEW OFFICIAL PLAN DOCUMENTS TO
RECOGNIZE THIS FACT. | SAY THIS IN ALL SINCERITY SINCE WE RESUBMITTED OUR
HOTEL PLAN TO SWEENEY STERLING AND FINLAYSON AND CO. ARCHITECTS HIRED BY
MARKHAM TO DO A NEW HIGHWAY 7 PRECINCT PLAN IN THE FALL OF 2009 UPON THE
INVITATION OF SCOTT HEASLIP TO JOIN A ROUND TABLE MEETING OF ALL LAND
OWNERS AFFECTED AND HE ASKED EVERYONE TO BRING IN THEIR CURRENT PLANS. AT
THAT MEETING MY SON AND | INTRODUCED OUR LONGSTANDING PLAN OF THE HOTEL
CONCEPT. WE WERE THE ONLY PRESENTERS AT THE MEETING OF ABOUT 20 PEOPLE. WE
SHOWED OUR PLAN TO THE SWEENEY REP AND ALL OTHERS AT THAT TIME. WE SPENT
TWENTY MINUTES INDIVIDUALLY WITH THE SWEENEY REP AND HE IMMEDIATELY
IDENTIFIED OUR PLAN AS COMING FROM SAUL WASSERMUHL OF PAGE AND STEELE. HE
SAID HE WAS GOOD FRIENDS WITH SAUL AND WOULD SPEAK TO OUR PLAN WITH HIM IN
THE NEXT FEW DAYS. TO SAY THE LEAST HE WAS IMPRESSED WITH OUR PLAN. THIS
PLAN HAD BEEN PRESENTED TO THE WORKING COMMITTEE OF THE DEVELOPMENT
SERVICES DEPT. IN THE EARLY SUMMER OF 1998 BY PAGE AND STEELE , IT RECEIVED
TENTATIVE APPROVAL CONTINGENT ON THE PASSING OF A NEW PRECINCT PLAN FOR

OUR AREA.

ON PAGE 6 OF THE AYREH DEVELOPMENT PLAN, PL09G996, ITEM I, IT REFERS TO THE
MARKHAM COUNCIL APPROVED PRECINCT WHICH MY LAND IS PART OF. THIS IS ALSO
EVIDENT IN PARAGRAPH J.

I THINK IT WAS AN ERROR ON BEHALF OF THE TIMES GROUP OMB COMMISSIONERS

DESCISION TO NOT ADDRESS MY PLAN AT THE SAME TIME. THIS COULD BE ATTRIBUTED
TO THE FACT THAT THE FINAL SWEENEY REPORT HAD NO REFERENCE TO OUR ACTIVE

HOTEL CONDO APPLLICATION,

1 WOULD LIKE THE OMB TO ACKNOWLEDGE NOW THROUGH THE ARYEH APPLICATION
AND FINAL RULING. THE STATUS OF 4137 HWY 7 AS FULLY ZONED AND SITE PLAN




APPROVED.

{BELIEVEIT IS TIME THE ONTARIO GOVERNMENT PUSHED BACK AT SOME OF THESE BIG
DEVELOPERS WHOSE INFLUENCE RUNS ROUGH SHOD OVER SMALL LAND OWNERS.

SINCE Y YOURS;

for T

PAUL ZZLIAM YOUNG

4137THWY 7
UNIONVILLE, ONTARIO
L3R ILS

CC,

DALTON MC GUINTY, PREMIER PROVINCE OF ONTARIO

MARKHAM CENTRE DEVELOPERS GROUP; IBM CANADA, YORK UNIVERSITY, LIBERTY
DEVELOPERS, REMINGTON GROUP, HILTON HOTELS CANADA, H AND R DEVELOPMENTS,
TIMES GROUP, HAND W GROUP, SHERIDAN NURSERIES LTD, MARKHAM LIVE GROUP,
MOTOROLA CANADA INC., HONEYWELL CANADA INC,, VIVA TRANSIT GROUP, YRPSB,
YRSSB, TRIDEL LTD., YMCA. GO TRANSIT.

ALSO; MARKHAM TOWN SQUARE DEV., CATHOLIC ARCHDIOCESE OF TORONTO, LEE
DEVELOPMENT, VOLVO AND AUDI OF UNIONVILLE, VARIOUS LEGAL FIRMS.
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November 2, 2012

Marg Wouters
Development & Planning
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Bivd.
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE: CITY OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN REVIEW
HOME DEPOT HOLDINGS INC.
3155 HIGHWAY 7
50 KIRKHAM DRIVE
1201 CASTLEMORE AVENUE
MHBC FILE: 9316GJ

We have been retained by Home Depot Holdings Inc., which operates stores located at 3155 Highway 7,
50 Kirkham Drive, and 1201 Castlemore Avenue within the City of Markham, to provide planning services
relative to the City of Markham’s Official Plan Review program. We have reviewed the draft of the Official
Plan released in September and we find that there are a few issues with the plan relative to Home
Depot’s existing stores. The following is a summary of our concerns.

1 i 7
In-Effect Official Plan

This site being used as a Home Depot retail store. The site i currently subject to a ‘Commercial’ land use
designation under Schedule A - Land Use and is also subject to a ‘Retail Warehouse Area’ designation
under Schedule H - Commercial/industrial in the in-effect Official Plan. The Cfficial Plan permits medium
to large format retail stores and large scale ‘themed’ retail development on this site. Specifically, lands
within the Commercial (Retail Warehouse Area) may be zoned to permit the following uses subject to
the provisions of the Official Plan:

* Retail uses with individual premises * Retail uses accessory and incidental to
generally not less than 300 m? of permitted light industrial uses;
GFA; e Restaurants;

e Service uses; e Banquet halls;

o (ffices; e Night clubs;

e Banks and financial institutions; o Trade and convention centrec:

o Light incustriai yses e Hotels and morels:

230-7050 WESTON 20AD , WOODBRIDGE / ONTARIO /L4l BG7 7 T ONS 761 RERAR 7 £ GNAK TA 1 S60A 1 1ANAIAS Kavarmmrme xos



e Sports, health and fitness recreational e Day care centres; and

uses; e Private and commercial schools.
e Entertainment uses consistent with the

planned function and policies of the

designation;
e Institutional uses (excluding places of

worship);

Since the Retail Warehouse Area also specifically permits outdoor storage and display in conjunction with
retail stores, the existing Home Depot outdoor garden centres are permitted by the in-effect Official Plan.

Rased on the above, it is out interpretation that the existing land uses on this site are legally permitted by
the in-effect Official Plan.

Draft Official Plan

The site is proposed to be designated as ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise’ on the majority of the site, and a small
‘Greenway Systems’ designation at the southwest corner of the site on Map 3 - Land Use (Figure 1).
There are also ‘Intensification Area’ and ‘Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area’ urban structure overlays shown
on this site on Map 1 — Markham Structure Plan.

Intensification Areas are intended to optimize the use of land and infrastructure, support higher densities
with a diverse array of housing options, business functions, and employment opportunities to improve
the live-work opportunities, and make public transit financially feasible. Mixed Use Neighbourhood Areas
are intended to be a focus for higher density mixed-use residential development, but also considers retail

and employment.

The Mixed Use Mid Rise designation permits the following uses:

e Commercial fitness centre; o Office;
e Commercial parking garage; e Place of entertainment;
e Community college or university; e Place of worship;
e Day care; e Private and commercial school;
e Dwelling unitincluding a home e Public school;
occupation; e Restaurant;
e Financial institution; o Retail;
e Hotel; e Secondary suite;
e Motor vehicle sales facility within a e Service;and
building; e Shared housing.

e Motor vehicle service station,

We note that the plan specifically defines major retail as "retail big box stores, retail warehouses and
shopping centres, as identified in the York Region Official Plan, with individual premises exceeding 1000
square metres of gross floor area and/or the combined gross floor area devoted to retail in all premises
on a property exceeding 3000 square metres.” Although this term is defined, it is only used in the context
of employment designations. Therefore it is our interpretation that a Home Depot store would be
considered a retail use in all other designations. Also, outdoor storage and display is permitted in some
designations, but not the Mixed Use hid Rise designation.



The Mixed Use Mid Rise designation requires a minimum building height of three (3) storeys and a
maximum building height of twelve (12) storeys, and a density range of 2.0 FSI to 2.5 FSI. The existing
building does not meet these standards. However, it is our interpretation that the density standards are
intended to be met over time and are not required of existing buildings.

The Mixed Use Mid Rise designation permits the following building types:

Apartment building

Multi-storey non-residential or mixed-use building
Stacked townhouse

Townhouse

As such, the existing single storey Home Depot store would not be a permitted building type.

The Greenway Systems designation applies to natural heritage, hydrologic features, and their vegetation
protection zones. They are intended to protect valleylands and stream corridors, sensitive groundwater
features, landforms, woodlands, wetlands, and agricultural fands. As such, retail establishments are not
permitted within this land designation. Based on our mapping, a corner of the lot and building are
located within this designation. However, the in-effect Official Plan has a matching designation called
Hazard Lands, which follows a similar course as the Greenway Systems designation in the draft plan. Our
mapping indicates that the existing building envelope is not located within the Hazard Lands

designation of the in-effect Official Plan.

Based on the above, it is our interpretation that the existing Home Depot store use will continue to be a
permitted use on the subject lands, but that the building type and density containing the use will not
comply with the plan. The existing permission for outdoor storage and display will be removed in the
new Official Plan. Adjustment of the Greenway System designation of the new plan is required to
recognize the existing building envelope and remove it from this designation.

50 Kirkham Drive

in-Effect Official Pian

Similar to Home Depot’s store at 3155 Highway 7, this site is currently subject to a '‘Commercial’ land use
designation under Schedule A - Land Use and is also subject to a ‘Retail Warehouse Area’ designation
under Schedule H - Commercial/Industrial Categories in the in-effect Official Plan. Commercial lands are
intended to meet the needs of the Town’s residents, employees, and businesses. Use permissions are the
same as the store at 3155 Highway 7.

Based on our above analysis of 3155 Highway 7 with identical designations, it is out interpretation that
the existing store is a legally permitted use.

Drart Official Plan

The site is designated as "Mixed Use Mid Rise’ in Map 3 - Land Use (Figure 2). There is also a ‘Mixed Use
Neighbourhood Area’ urban structure overlay on Map 1 - Markham Structure Plan.

The same use permissions that apply 1o 3155 Highway 7 apply to this site,



The same height, density, and building type requirements / permissions as noted for the 3155 Highway /7
are applicable to this site.

Based on the above, itis our interpretation that this existing Home Depot store use will continue to be a
permitted use on the subject lands, while the building type and density containing the use will not
comply with the plan. The use permissions for outdoor storage and display will be removed by the new
Official Plan.

1201 r

In-Effect Official Plan

The Home Depot store located at 1201 Castlemore Avenue is currently subject to a '‘Commercial’ land
use designation under Schedule A - Land Use and is also subject to a 'Major Commercial Area’
designation under Schedule H - Commercial/Industrial Categories in the in-effect Official Plan. Major
Commercial Areas are planned to function as large scale multi-purpose destinations where a large
portion of the municipality and broader regional market can fulfill their major shopping needs,
recreation, entertainment, and hospitality uses. They are situated at key intersections that serve principle
transit routes to provide convenient accessibility to the community at large. The following are permitted
uses within the Major Commercial Area designation subject to the provisions of the Official Plan:

¢ Retail uses, e Institutional uses;
e Service uses; e Day care centres;
o Offices; e Private and commercial schools;
e Banks and financial institutions; e Restaurants;
e Hotels and motels; e Trade and convention centres; and
e Sports, health and fitness recreational e Other similar uses.
uses;

e Entertainmentuses;

The Major Commercial Area designation permits retail stores but does not permit outdoor storage or
display. Notwithstanding, outdoor storage and display is permitted by Minor Variance dated May 30,
3007. It is also shown on the approved Site Plan for this site.

Based on the above, it is our interpretation that the existing store is a legally permitted use, including the
outdoor storage and display areas.

Draft Official Plan

The site is bisected by two different land designations in the draft Official Plan. The western portion of
the site, which includes the Home Depot store, is designated as ‘Residential Mid Rise’ (Figure 3)with a
‘Neighbourhood Area’ urban structure overlay. The eastern portion of the site, largely comprised of the
Home Depot parking lot, is designated as ‘Mixed Use High Rise’ with a ‘Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area’
urban structure overlay. In addition, the entire site i within a 'Local Corridor’ and ‘Intensification Area’

urban structure overlay.

As previously stated, intensification Areas are intended to guide growth into designated areas
comprising ease of accessibility from arterial roads adjacent to and in close proximity o higher araer
transit. The Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area designation is appiied o sites that are capable of servicing 2



variety of commercial, residential, and employment needs to nearby and regional populations. They are
mostly located in intensification Areas. In contrast, Neighbourhood Areas are intended to protect
established residential areas from incompatible development.

The Residential Mid Rise land use designation permits the following uses:

Convenience retail and personal service,

*  Dwelling unit including a home
occupation;

¢ Place of worship;

e Public school:

e Secondary suite; and

Shared housing small scale, shared

housing large scale, shared housing
long term care and shared housing
supervised,

The Residential Mid Rise designation permits the following building types:

¢ Townhouse;

e Small multiplex building containing 3 to
6 units;

¢ Stacked townhouse;

* Apartment building; and

* Buildings associated with day care
centres, places of worship and public

schools.

The Residential Mid Rise designation requires a minimum building height of three (3) storeys and a
maximum building height of six (6) storeys, and a density in the range 1.5 FSI to 2.5 FS|.

The existing single storey Home Depot store would not be a permitted use or building type.

The Mixed Use High Rise designation permits the following uses:

¢ Commercial fitness centre:

* Commercial parking garage;

¢ Community college or university;

e Day care;

*  Dwelling unitincluding a home
occupation;

e Financial institution;

e Hotel;

* Motor vehicle sales facility within a
building;

*  Motor vehicle service station:

o (Office;

¢ Place of entertainment;

¢ Place of worship;

¢ Private and commercial school:

e Public school;

Restaurant;

Outdoor storage and display uses are not included

9 ppe) . N oy . o et ~. o i pod e s
Residential Mid Rise designation or the Mixed Use Hig

¢ Retail;

* Secondary suite;

*  Service;

e Community college or university;

* Commercial parking garage;

e Hotel:

* Motor vehicle sales facility wholly
contained within a building;

*  Motor vehicle service station;

¢ Place of entertainment:

* Shared housing small scale, shared
housing large scale, shared housing
long term care and shared housing
supervised;

* Trade and convention centre: and

* Private club.

amongst the list of permitted uses in eirper the

h Rise designation.



The Residential Mid Rise designation permits the following building types:

e Apartment building; e Townhouse.
¢ Multi-storey non-residential or mixed-
use building;

e Stacked townhouse; and

The Mixed Use High Rise designation requires a minimum building height of four (4) storeys and a
maximum building height of twenty-five (25) storeys, and a density in the range 25FSIto 3.0 FSL

Based on the above, it is our interprefation that the existing Home Depot store would not be permitted
in its current location by the new designations of the proposed Official Plan, thereby rendering the use
legal non-conforming.

Secondary Plans

The site is within the Markham Road Corridor - Mount Joy Secondary Plan area. The Secondary Plan is
under development and has not yet been released by the City.

Conclusion

It is our interpretation that the draft Official Plan maintains the use permissions currently enjoyed by 3155
Highway 7 and 50 Kirkham Drive, except for outdoor storage and display. We request that the current use
permissions including outdoor storage and display, be maintained through subsequent drafts of the new
Official Plan, We recommend that the Mixed Use Mid Rise designation permit outdoor storage and
display areas in association with a permitted retail store.

We appreciate that Section 10.1.3 of the new Official Plan affords recognition of existing development
and uses as legal conforming. We believe that the above request conforms with and strengthens the

intent of Section 10.1.3.

In addition, we request applicable mapping for the 3155 Highway 7 site be revised to remove the
Greenway designation from the building envelope and match the existing Hazard Lands designation of
the in-effect Official Plan.

The Residential Mid Rise designation does not recognize the existing Home Depot at 1201 Castlemore
Avenue as a permitted use. Since the site is within an Intensification Area and Local Corridor, the most
suitable land use designation may be Mixed Use Mid Rise, since the Residential Low Rise area adjacent to
the site would not be compatible with an extended Mixed Use High Rise designation. We request the
City to redesignate the whole site as Mixed Use Mid Rise.

The Mount Joy Secondary Plan may provide further clarity on the intended land use designations for
1701 Castlemore Avenue. We look forward to reviewing and providing comments on the Secondary Plan
when itis released.

We respectfully request that City Staff confirm our interpretations as noted above and notify us of any
further modifications and public meetings relating to the Official Plan.



We will continue to monitor the Official Plan Review process and provide further comment on future
drafts of the policies as they become available.

Please feel free to call if you have any guestions or concerns,

Thank you,

Yours truly,

MHBC

Ryan Madfe, MPI, MCIP, RPP, LEED ® AP
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October 26, 2012

Judy Carroll

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON, L3R aw3

Cear Ms. Carroll

RE: MON SHEONG FOUNDATION
COMMENTS ON DRAFT NEW CITY OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN - SEPTEMBER 2012

OURFILE 1137A

We are the land use planners retained on behalf of the Mon Sheorg Foundation. We have had an
opportunity to review Part 1 of the draft new City of Markham Cfficial Plan (hereinafter “New Official
Plan") in relation to our clients property located at 35,67 & 73 Old Kennedy Road and 4550 & 4576 Steeles
Avenue in the City of Markham. Our client recently received adoption of an amendment to the Official
Plan and Zoning By-law to permit a retirement complex with independent living, long term care and
assisted living units for seniors.

Wae recognize and anticipate that further details on permission including site-specific permissions would
be found in the Secondary Plan of the New Official Plan (Part 2} and the Site-Specific Policies (Part 3),
which are intended to be released at a later date. Qur client Simply wants to ensure that the proposed
policies being crought forward will recognize and carry forward the site-specific permissions being
approved on our client’s property today. As such, we respectfully provide these initial comments and
reserve the right to provide further comment on this part and subsequent parts of the New Official Plan
as they become available. Kindly provide the undersigned with notice of ary decision made with respect
to the New Official Plan,

Respectfully submitted;

MHBC

Elclon . Theodare, BES, MUDS, MCiP 8PP, LEFD AP
‘. T oman, Mon rhenng Fourdation

L33-7050 WESTON ROAD . WOODBRIDGE . ONTARIQ / LAL BG7 /T 3G5 751 5S8R 7 - 9GS 1451 5589 WWW.MHRBCPLAN.COM



Barristers & Solicitors
~ o frp Bay Adelaide Centre
{ xOOdmaﬂS 333 Bay Street, Suite 3400
: . - Toronto, Ontario M5H 257
Telephone; 416.979.2211

Facsimile: 416.979.1234
goodmans.ca

Direct Line: 416,597 4131

aleibelargoodmans.ca

November 6, 2012

Mayor and Members of Council
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

139 9W3

Attention: Clerk’s Department
Via E-Muil

Dear Mayor & Members of Council:
Re:  City of Markham Draft Official Plan — Written'Submissions to Council -
Hilton Hotel — 8500 Warden Avenue

We arc solictiors for Markham Suites Nominee Inc.. the owner of the Hilton [otel at the south-
west corner of Warden and Highway 7.

We are witling in connection with the new draft City of Markham Official Plan. Our clients are
ceneradly supportive ol the direction of the Plan.

As you know. our clients have applied for rezoning for further intensification of the Hilton
property. We will be conferring with staft’ in an effort to climinate any uncertaintics that nght
arise by virtue of the inter-relationship between the new draft official plan and the existing
Markham Centre Secondary Plan. These matters relate (o height, density, parkland contribution,
and other features of the draft Plan.

Yours very truly,

Goodmans LLP 7
/
AT »
)] ]
'{'_,é.;(\, /’\ Y
Allan Leibel

Al 1t

WOI37975
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Barristers and Solicitors

Steven A. Zakem
Direct: 416.865.3440
E-masil: szakem@airdberlis.com

October 25, 2012
Our File No. 114201

BY EMAIL

Judy Carroll

Notifications Officer

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Dear Ms. Carroll:

Re: Draft City of Markham Official Plan — September 2012

We act on behalf of Frangian Holdings Limited (“Frangian”), registered owner of the
lands municipally known as 7089 Yonge Street and 11 & 15 Grandview Avenue in the
City of Markham (the “Subject Lands™).

Our client has active applications to amend City of Markham Official Plan and Zoning By-
law 2237 which were recently appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board. The purpose of
these applications is to permit the redevelopment of the Subject Lands with a mixed-use
residential and commercial development.

As an owner of lands and the proponent of development applications in the City of
Markham, our client has an interest in the new City of Markham Official Plan. In this
respect, kindly provide the undersigned with wriiten notice of the public hearing respecting
the new City of Markham Official Plan scheduled for November 6, 2012, and written
notice of any future meetings or decisions respecting the same.

Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS rLp
- —

SAZ/ee

cc. A. Direnfeld

E. Theodore
133783641

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 - Toromo, ON . MSJ 279 . Canada
T 416.863.1500 ¥ 416.863.1515
www. alrdbiertis com
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Dear Ms Carroll

RE: FRANGIAN HOLDINGS LIMITED
COMMENTS ON DRAFT NEW CITY OF MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN - SEPTEMBER 2012

OUR FILE 09160A

We are the land use planners retained on bzhalf of Frangian Holdings Limited. We have had an
opportunity to review Part 1 of the draft rew City of Markham Official Flan thereinafter "New Official
Plan ;in r2iaticn to our clients preperty locared 3t 7089 Yonge Street anct 11 and 15 Grandview Avenue
in the Cy of Markham. Qur ciient has active Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment applications
that were recently appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board due to the City of Markham's failure to make
3 decisicn within the prescribed timeframe under the Planning Act A.S0O. 1890, 2. P. 13, as amended.

The current City of Markham Official Plan designates the western portion of the property (7089 Yonge
Streer) "Commercial” and the eastern portion of the property (11 & 15 Grandview) "Urban Residentiai” In
our initial review of the New Official Plan it is noted on Map 3 that the property is proposed to be shifted
to a "Mixed Use High Rise” designation and part of an "Intensification Area”.  Mixed Use High Rise
designations have been described in the New Official Plan as priority locations for intensification and will
comprise of retail and service functions, high density residential units, and office uses. The designation
requires that buildings shall have a mirimum height of 4 storeys and a maximum height of 25 storeys,
unless otherwise stated in a Secondary Plan or Site Specific Policy, and a general density range of 2.5 FSl
to 3.0 F5l Furthermore, Section 8344 states that sites in an intensification area may have a density
generaily in the range of 25 to 3.5 FSI, subject to a ‘comprehensive block plan’ that shows the

distribution of density across the site.

In adddition, Appendix F of the new Official Plan identifes this pregerty within an "Approved” Yonge-
steetes Corndoc secondary Plan and Appendix D of the New Official Plan idant.fies Granduiew Avenoe as
o Minor Collector Read with an up to 24.5 metr= sahrofway widihe Both the current City of MarkPam
Cfficial Plan and the Thomhill Secondary Plan, idernfy Grandview Avenue 3s a Local Road, which
generally have a right-of-way width of 20 metres.

230-7050 WESTON ROAD ¢ WOODBRIDGE / ONTARIOQ / LAL BG7 / T 905 761 5588 7 £ 905 761 5589 / WWW.MHBCPLAN.COM
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SR wear bae Leer eteazed o date in the Mew Cfficial flan cur Cent s condanmed with the
: 4 iy hAghn iestrictons, and critena war Fol H2ramsaons as precerted o the "Mixed Use
Hicn fee” gecaeanion Concern and confusion hac slso tesn raised ovarthe fact that the Yonge-stegles

-f‘.f?!)’n!':"_[ 35 an CAopoeed” seondary Tlanin the Mew Dfficial Plan, twh2n 1o aur krcwledce
e Seconday ©an impiemanting the Jomicdar Sty far this area nas yet to e spproved fy Cannd
sddmonzlly, the proposed change of Grandview Avenuz i 3 local road o 2 Minor Collector Road and
“he reated increase ro the required right-cfway width was not contemplated in the Yonge - Stegles
Sordor Stucy and may impact the development Contemplated by our client.

W recognize and anticipate that further details on permission inclucling site-specific permissions would
e foand in the crdary Plan of the New Cfficial Plan (Part 2) and the Site-Specific Polices Part 3)
which are nterded to be released at a iater dara. As such, we iespectfully provide these mmal
comments and reserve the right to provide further comment on this pait and subsequiznt parts of the
Mew CiEcial Plan ss they bacome available. Kindly provide the undersigned with notice of any decision
rade with respect to the New Official Plan

Respectfully submitted;

MHBC

i

Eldon C. Theodore, BES, MUDS, MCIP, RPP, LEED AP

C. Giovanni Califano
Alan Direnfeld
Jonathan Wejzel
Steve Zakem

13377544 1
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MMM Group Limited

100 Commerce Yalley Dive West
Thornhill, ON Canada L3T 0AT
1965 882 1100 | f: 905 882 0055

WWWIIMENL.C3

April 8, 2011

14.10225.001.P01

Mayor Frank Scarpitti and Members of Council
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON

L3R 9W3

RE: Town of Markham Official Plan Review Process,
Special Meeting of Council (April 12, 2011), :
The Mandarin Golf and Country Club and AV Investments Il Inc.

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of Council,

On behalf of our clients, The Mandarin Golf and Country Club ("Mandarin”) and AV Investments Ii
Inc. (*AV), we would like to provide the following for consideration as part of the Special Meeting of
Council on April 12, 2011, to identify areas to be addressed as part of the Town of Markham’s
Official Plan review process. Our clients have been proactively involved in both the Growth
Management Strategy undertaken by the Town and the Region of York’s Official Plan process and
have provided a number of written submissions to ensure that their current business/iand use and

future land use interests are recognized.

Mandarin owns approximately\5(hectares of land on the east side of Kennedy Avenue, south of
19" Avenue, and leases an additional 10 hectares from adjacent landowners which have been used
as an 18-hole championship golf course and related facilities for over 20 years. AV owns
approximately 20\y€ctares of land, the westerly portion of which has been used for more than two
_decades as the golf course’s practice driving range and the balance of which are working
agricultural fields. The following provides a general overview of our clients concerns and we wouid
ask that we be provided with an opportunity to undertake discussions with staff early in this process

to examine these matters in more detail.
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We recognize that a portion of our client's landholdings are currently designated “Hazard Lands” in
the 2006 Consolidated Official Plan. However, the Town of Markham'’s proposed Greenway System
shows an exorbitant amount of our client’s landholdings to be included in the Greenway System of
the new Official Plan which has not been properly justified from a technical perspective. Our client
has had ecological studies undertaken which do not support the increased size of this “greenway”
system, as there are no natural heritage features exhibited on these lands. To the contrary, a man-
made drainage ditch crosses the AV landholdings, which was installed for agricultural purposes and
the Mandarin lands have been landscaped and sculpted for golf course purposes for over 20 years.
It appears that the Town is trying to create an east-west natural link through these lands, however
the proposed expansion area does not contain the necessary ecological and natural elements and
appears to simply duplicate the function of the Provincial Greenbelt to the north of 19" Avenue,
which has already been regulated for this purpose. As a result, we would ask that as part of this
Official Plan process that the proposed greenway system on our client’s landholdings be examined
in a more detailed manner and that the expanded natural heritage system designation be removed.

Our clients also support the land use structure and rationale brought forward by the North Markham
Landowners Group (‘Land Needs and a Recommended 2031 Urban Boundary Expansion for North
Markham’, April 2010), as it relates to the proposed “future urban designation” on our clients lands
and lands outside of the proposed urban boundary expansion.

We would ask that we be notified of all future meetings related to this matter and be circulated on
any staff reports, decisions, etc. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the

undersigned.

Kindest regards,

[ voidur Ao

Diana Santo, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planning Director
Planning & Environmental Design

Cc. Jim Baird, Town of Markham
Tim Lambe, Town of Markham
Henry Hung, The Mandarin Goif and Country Club
Herbert Chang, AV Investments 1i Inc.
Rick Arblaster, Arblaster, Bamister & Soficitor



' RICHARD R.ARBLASTER

BARRISTER & SOLICITOR

OF THE ONTARIO BAR and also a Solicitor (non-practising) of England & Wales

Delivered by hand and email

January 7, 2013

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Attention: Ms. K. Kitteringham, City Clerk

Dear Ms. Kitteringham,

Suite 200

7100 Woodbine Avenue
Markham, Ontario
L3R 532

Tel: 416-410-8298

Fax: 416-410-8298

Email: rickadarblasterlaw.com
Web: www.arblasterlaw.com

RECEIVED
JAN -7 2013

CITY OF MARKHAM
CLERKS DEPT.

(r'fﬂ/: ﬁé’n/)(l,

Re: Proposed New City Official Plan

I am the solicitor for AV Investments II Inc., the owner of the property located at
11142 McCowan Road, and The Mandarin Golf and Country Club Inc., the owner of the

property at 11207 Kennedy Road.

My client’s and their consultants have reviewed the draft of the above document and
have specific requests for changes to the draft. In this regard, attached is a copy of my
client’s Planning Consultant’s report which sets out their analysis and comments. Please
direct attention to the modifications which we request to the draft as set out on pages 5 and

6 of the comments letter.

We would be pleased to provide any further information that may be requested or to

respond to any questions.
We look forward to the City’s response.

Please provide us with notice of any upcoming public meetings on this subject.

Thanks in advance.

Yours Very Truly,

Richard R. Arblaster

Copy to: AV Investments II Inc.
The Mandarin Golf and Country Club Inc.
Ms. Judy Carrolli@markham.ca

RICHARD R. ARBLASTER
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MMM Group Limited

100 Commerce Valley Drive West
Thornhdl, ON Canada L37 DA

t 905.882.1100 | f: 905.882.0055

WWWITHHTL.CA

December 12, 2012
File No. 14.10225.001.P01

Mr. Richard R. Arblaster

Barrister & Solicitor

7100 Woodbine Avenue, Suite 200
Markham, Ontario

L3R 542

Dear Mr. Arblaster,

Subject: City of Markham Official Plan Part | (Draft September 2012)
The Mandarin Golf and Country Club and AV Investments Il Inc.
South of 19" Avenue between McCowan Rd. & Kennedy Rd., Markham

On behalf of our clients, the Mandarin Golf and Country Club (“Mandarin”) and AV Investments |l
Inc. (“AV”), we are submitting comments in relation to the City of Markham Official Plan Part 1 (Draft
September 2012). Our clients have been proactively involved in the Official Plan Review processes
undertaken by the City of Markham and the Region of York, and have provided a number of written
submissions to ensure that the current use of the property and business, and future land use
interests are recognized.

Mandarin owns approximately 55 hectares of land on the east side of Kennedy Road, south of 19th
Avenue, and leases an additional 6 hectares of land from an adjacent landowner (Duffers
Development Limited “Duffers”), which lands have been used as an 18-hole championship golf
course and related facilities for over 20 years. AV owns approximately 20 hectares of land that
adjoin the Mandarin landholding to the east. The Mandarin and AV properties are referenced in this
letter together as the “subject lands”. The westerly portion of AV’s landholding has been used for
more than two decades as the golf course’s practice range and the balance of lands are working
agricultural fields. The golf course and practice range lands were previously landscaped for these
current land uses in and about 1990.

1.0 Current Markham Official Plan (Office Consolidation 2009)

The current Markham Official Plan (Office Consolidation 2009) Schedule A — Lahd Use designates
the majority of the Mandarin lands, and all of the abutting lands on Kennedy Road owned by
Duffers (and leased to Mandarin), as “Open Space” permitting golf course uses and the majority of
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the “AV” lands as “Agriculture 17 permitting agricultural and related uses. A tributary to the Little
Rouge Creek (Tributary A) traverses both landholdings from west to east and associated lands
have been appropriately designated as “Hazard Lands” and associated policies note that Hazard
Lands are subject to the requirements of the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA)
(Section 3.10.1). Another tributary of the Little Rouge Creek (Tributary B) flows through the AV
lands from the north and merges with Tributary A. The remainder of lands are designated as

“Agriculture A1”.

2.0 Zoning

The Mandarin and AV lands are zoned as “Agricultural One Zone” in Zoning By-law 304-87, which
permit agricultural uses and related uses.

Minister's Zoning Order (O. Reg. 104/72) restricts land uses in parts of North Markham to protect
surrounding lands for a potential Federal Airport in Pickering. Section 33 permits golf course and
accessory buildings and structures, including a club house, a tennis court, shop and pump house,
subject to development standards on the subject lands.

3.0 Proposed Markham Official Plan (September 2000)

The City of Markham Draft Official Plan proposes to significantly alter the existing land use
permissions on the subject lands and will have major negative implications for the future land use
and development prospects for these lands. The Draft Official Plan proposes to designate a
significant portion of the Mandarin lands and virtually all of the AV lands as “Greenway”, broadly
following Tributary A and Tributary B (Map 1 — Markham Structure), with the remainder of the lands

to be designated as “Countryside”.

The “Greenway” designation also covers lands currently used as a golf course pond and island
containing a golf course green, which was designed, built, and landscaped by the Mandarin Golf
and Country Club and contains limited ecological function. In fact, the pond is sustained through an
artificial pumping system and is used for golf course irrigation.

Golf course uses are not included as permitted uses within the proposed “Countryside” designation
(Section 8.8) or within the proposed “Greenway” designation (Section 3.1). These proposed
designations do not recognize the existing use of these lands and are not consistent with our
understanding of the environmental features on the lands. The “Greenway” designation should be
deleted in favour of being identified as a “Flood Vulnerable Area” (Appendix A — Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority Regulatory Framework), as discussed below, and the limits of
development should correspond precisely with the regulatory floodplain.

Tributary A and Tributary B are proposed to be designated as “permanent and intermittent streams
outside of the urban area” (Section 3.1.2.24, Table on page 3-12). A vegetation protection zone of
30 metres is identified, which is measured from the limit of the floodplain for drainage areas of 30
hectares or greater. These setback requirements will essentially render the majority of the
Mandarin and AV lands unusable. A requirement for a 30-metre vegetation protection zone
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adjacent to a floodplain is inappropriate in the circumstance where the floodplain is under
agricultural production and the flood line is the limit of development. In this instance, standard
conservation authority guidelines should apply (TRCA 10-metre development setback).

We note that the “Flood Vulnerable Area” associated with Tributary A and Tributary B is classified
under “Natural Environmental Hazards” (Section 3.4.1). While we have no issue with this
classification, an inequity arises from a related proposed policy:

To require conveyance of hazardous lands and hazardous sites within the “Greenway”
designation at no cost to a public authority (Section 3.4.1.5).

It is important to note that the landowners of the Mandarin Golf and Country Club and AV
Investments [l Inc. do not intend to convey any portions of their landholdings to a public authority
while the existing businesses and uses continue. Such conveyance would significantly impact the
existing golf course uses and limit the existing business operation. We request that the City
recognize the existing use of the property and business. We would suggest that the above policy
be revised to clarify that conveyance is required at the time of, and in accordance with, urban

development approvals and conditions.

4.0 Environmental Review Does Not Support a Proposed Greenway on the Subject Lands

Beacon Environmental prepared a review of Markham’s Environmental Policy Review and
Consolidation Study (April 2009) and verified features associated with the AV lands through field
investigations (see attached report dated November 23, 2009). Notes related to the Mandarin lands
were also provided. Following is a summary of key findings and conclusions related to these
properties from Beacon's review of that report:

1. Tributary A and Tributary B are realigned, channelized watercourses. Tributary A functions
as an agricultural drain requiring cleaning out every few years;

2. One record of Redside Dace, a Provincially Endangered fish species, has been identified for
a location upstream of the Mandarin Golf Course. This capture occurred in 1972 and the
presence of numerous barriers through the Mandarin Golf Club and the channelization of
the main tributary removes any potential for this species to inhabit the subject properties;

3. The Draft Greenway mapping extends far beyond mapping for the approved and designed
Provincial Greenbelt and Regionally Significant Forest, and is not reflective of the actual
ecological constraints on these proprieties. It is stated that the Estimated Floodplain
mapping, in particular, deviates considerably from the “Existing Floodplain” and is the
primary basis for ascribing “Greenway” to extensive areas of active agricultural fields on the
subject lands. The study recommends further floodplain analysis.

4. The proposed Enhancement Area/ Enhancement Corridor (now called Core Linkage
Enhancements overlay) is oriented in a southwest to northeast direction and builds on
disturbed remnant features of Tributary A and Tributary B. These features are surrounded
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entirely by working agricultural fields and make a rather long linkage over a main road and
through agricultural fields;

5. Tributary A is degraded, disconnected, and devoid of natural cover providing only limited
ecological value (i.e., no presence of a species corridor, valleylands, woodlands, etc.). The
current proposed linkage builds on the degraded Tributary A in an attempt to link to Little
Rouge Creek to the east even though a 1.4 kilometre stretch of intervening lands is almost
entirely under active agricultural use. It is noted in Markham’s Environmental Policy Review
& Consolidation: Background and Policy Framework (October 2008) that enhancement
areas are intended to be located at “the point of least separation between the tributary
corridors and where existing important features...can serve as ecological nodes at key
points along connecting corridors™. Beacon concludes that inclusion of Tributary A in the
Core Linkage Enhancements overlay is inconsistent with this scientific objective; and

6. The City's Greenway has been mapped by incorporating mapping/data layers obtained from
a variety of sources (the TRCA, the City, York Region, and the Province of Ontario) with
variable levels of accuracy. All of these data layers should be verified at the site-specific

level.

Based on the above, in our opinion, the City's proposed Greenway is not reflective of the actual
ecological constraints on the subject lands and the delineation of the Greenway on the subject
lands is not consistent with site-specific conditions. The Greenway incorporates various mapping
layers and imprecisely uses the floodplain as a basis for applying the Greenway to working
agricultural fields. Moreover, Tributary A is degraded, disconnected, and devoid of natural cover
providing only limited ecological values, and it is unlikely that any species at risk (i.e., red side dace)
exist within the tributaries. As such, there is no ecological basis, in our opinion, for establishing a
Greenway on these lands and we would request that the “Greenway” designation on these lands be

removed. '

5.0 Floodplain Analysis Delineates the Actual Floodplain Limits

MMM Group Limited (MMM) completed a floodplain analysis in relation to the Mandarin and AV
lands (See attached report dated October 12, 2011 and attached Figure 1). We note that the
floodplain area in this analysis has been appropriately established to the Regional Flood Line and a
10 metre setback has been applied, in accordance with TRCA's requirements. The Regional Flood
Line represents the greatest level of protection, which in this case, exceeds the 100-year flood
event. Further protection is unnecessary. It is important to note that the regulatory floodplain is not
a “natural feature” requiring buffering; rather, the flood line relates to a natural occurrence that is

highly unusual and infrequent (Hurricane Hazel). '

The floodplain limits on the subject properties are particularly wide - especially in relation to the AV
lands, which are quite flat. As noted above, Section 3.1.2.24 suggests the need for a 30-metre
wide Vegetation Protection Zone from the watercourse measured from the limit of the floodplain. In
our view, the application of a 30 metre wide VPZ is inappropriate in the circumstance where the
limits of the floodplain extend beyond any other environmental constraint. This is certainly the case
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with the AV lands, where the floodplain is so broad, the lands between the watercourse and the
floodplain limits are in agricultural production, and any other constraints associated with the
watercourse, including buffers, would be contained within the floodplain.

It is important to note that the floodplain analysis concluded that improvements to the culverts at
McCowan Road and opening a constricted area along Tributary A will reduce the size of the
regulated floodplain area. We note that floodplain areas are identified as “Flood Vuinerable Areas”
and are outlined on Appendix A (TRCA Framework). With regards to Floodplain Vulnerable Areas,
the Draft Official Plan states that it is the policy of Council:

that the management of floodplain lands as generally shown in Appendix A — Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority Regulatory Framework be based on the regulatory flood
standard in accordance with Provincial standards and mapping produced by the Toronto
and Region Conservation Authorily (Section 3.4.1.6).

We assume that this policy provides for flexibility in delineation of the floodplain should
improvements to the watercourse be implemented. Please confirm that this is correct.

We note that the Province does not require municipalities to apply a buffer from floodplain areas.
We would request that the City does not apply the “Greenway” designation to the subject lands to
unnecessarily buffer the floodplain areas associated with Tributary A and Tributary B.

\

6.0 Conclusion

In summary, we would suggest the following modifications to Markham’s Draft Official Plan:
i) Recognition of Existing Uses

The Mandarin Golf and Country Club has been operating on their lands and the adjacent AV and
Duffers lands for over 20 years. The Draft Official Plan does not identify the golf course as a
permitted use within the proposed “Countryside” or “Agricultural” designations, and this is a change
from the existing Official Plan. There should be recognition in the Official Plan of the Mandarin Golf
and Country Club, including the practice range on the AV lands and the lands leased from Duffers

Development Limited.
i) Deletion of the Greenway Designation

The proposed Greenway is inappropriate as it is based on a degraded, disconnected watercourse
that is devoid of natural cover and provides only limited ecological value, and consequently will not
provide the intended environmental linkage function. The Greenway incorporates various mapping
layers and imprecisely uses the floodplain as a basis for expanding the Greenway onto working
agricultural fields. The watercourse tributaries can be adequately protected through the Natural
Environmental Hazards policies of Section 3.4.1 of the Draft Official Plan. Furthermore, Section
3.4.1.6 appears to provide for flexibility should improvements to the watercourse occur to reduce

the size of the Flood Vulnerable Area.
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Should removal of the proposed Greenway designation on the subject lands not be supported, we
suggest that the City more accurately delineate the proposed Greenway to reflect the regulatory
floodline and 10 metre development setback, as shown in the Figure 1. The Greenway should not
include the ornamental/irrigation pond that was constructed by Mandarin as an essential element of
golf course play and operation.-

iii) Modification to Section 3.4.1.5

Section 3.4.1.5 of the Draft Official Plan requires the conveyance of hazardous lands, which would
include lands associated with a floodplain, to a public authority. This section should be modified to
require the conveyance at the time of urban development approvals, so that there is no
misunderstanding that these lands are to be conveyed while functioning as a golf course or
agricultural use.

iv) Revision to Section 3.1.2.24 as Relating to VPZ From a Floodplain

The table contained in Section 3.1.2.24 identifies expectations for vegetation protection zones from
different natural features. In the case of “permanent and intermittent streams outside of the urban
area”, a VPZ of 30 metres, measured from the limit of the floodplain, is identified. This is excessive
and unnecessary, as there is no basis for a buffer from a floodplain, which is not a natural feature or
function, but rather a rare occurrence, and there is no basis for a vegetated protection buffer where
the lands within the floodplain are farmlands or a golf course. We would suggest that the
requirement for a VPZ for a stream be measured from the watercourse and not the floodplain.
Provincial policy and the guidelines of the TRCA already provide adequate protection for hazard
lands.

Please contact us should you have any questions or comments.

Yours truly,

MMM GROUP LIMITED

J- =1

Jamie Bennett, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planning Manager
Planning and Environmental Design

Enct. - Figure 1 - Proposed Greenway System on Subject Lands
- Review of Town's Draft Environmental Policies, prepared by Beacon dated November 23, 2009
- Report for Assessment of Floodline Mapping, prepared by MMM Group Limited dated October 12, 2011
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MMM Group Limited
10 Comperce Valley Dirfee West
Thornhdl, GN Canada L3T A1

905882 1100 | 905 882 0055
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November 15, 2012

Mr. Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner, Development Services
City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre,

101 Town Centre Boulevard,
Markham, Ontario, L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird,

RE: Draft Markham Official Plan (September, 2012)
Primont Homes (Cornell) Inc., 6881 Highway 7

On behalf of Primont Homes (Cornell) Inc., MMM Group Limited (MMM) is providing the following
letter in response to the City of Markham’s Draft new Official Plan released on October 11, 2012.
Primont is preparing to submit Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Applications for proposed
stacked townhouses located at 6881 Highway 7 (subject lands), east of Ninth Line and south of
Avenue 7. The subject lands are within the Cornell Secondary Plan and Cornell Centre Precinct
Plan area. The following letter provides comments in relation to Primont's lands based on our
review of the Draft new Official Plan.

1) Land Use Designation, Density and Height

The subject lands are within Cornell Centre, which is identified as an “intensification area” and is
designated “Residential Mid-Rise” on the Land Use Plan (Map 3). This Official Plan designation
allows for the development of townhouses, small multiplex buildings containing 3-6 units, stacked
townhouses, apartment buildings, and buildings associated with daycare centres, places of worship
and public schools that are a minimum of 3 storeys and a maximum of 6 storeys in height. The
Floor Space Index (FSI) for this designation is 1.5 to 2.0, unless the lands are located within an
“intensification area” where the allowable FSI range is between 1.5 and 2.5 and the maximum
height increases to 8 storeys.

We note inconsistencies with the Cornell Secondary Plan and the proposed Cornell Centre Precinct
Plan. The Cornell Secondary Plan identifies a minimum 1.0 FSI along the south side of Avenue 7
which takes into consideration the low-rise single family homes in the “Residential Neighbourhood”
designation that are directly south of the subject lands. The lower FS! is reflected in the proposed
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Precinct Plan which proposes an FSI between 1.0 — 2.0 for these lands. Given the proximity to
existing residential uses and the constraints on the subject lands, an FSI of between 1.0 and 2.5
should be applied to these lands. The Official Plan does allow for amendments to the minimum and
maximum heights and densities (FSIs) through the Secondary Plan process. We request
confirmation as to how the Secondary Plan and proposed Precinct Plan will be implemented in the
new Official Plan.

2) TRCA Regulatory Framework and Floodplain

Map 5: Natural Heritage Features and Landforms, Map 6: Hydrological Features, and Map 10:
Road Network, identify a “permanent and intermittent stream” located on the north and south sides
of Avenue 7 between Bur Oak Avenue and Ninth Line. A portion of this stream is identified as being
within the subject lands. Further, Appendix A: TRCA Authority Regulatory Framework, identifies the
northeast corner of Primont’s lands as being within the floodplain.

The features reflected on Map 5, Map 6, Map 10, and Appendix A relate to an existing drainage
channel that is to be removed as outlined in the Letter of Intent to Implement Compensation
Measures for the Cornell Community (1998), signed by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans
(DFO), Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA), Ontario Streams and the Law Development Group (Cornell) Ltd. Further, we note that this
feature is not identified as being part of the “Greenway System” in Map 1: Markham Structure or
Map 4: Greenway Systemr and has not been identified in the Master Environmental Servicing Plan,
Secondary Plan or any other study as warranting protection.

We request that Map 5, Map 6, Map 10 and Appendix A be revised to remove the references to
“permanent or intermittent stream” and floodplain in the areas subject to the DFO Agreement. If full
removal of these features from all related maps is not possible, we request that a notation be added
to Map 5, Map 6, Map 10, and Appendix A of the draft Official Plan, to reflect agreement with DFO
regarding the removal of these features.

Note that this stream is also shown on Appendix D: Minor Collector Road Network and Appendix E:
Transportation, Services and Utilities, and should be removed from those schedules.

3) Operative Sections of the Official Plan
Official Plan Chapter 1 and Chapter 10, identify the operative portions of the Plan; however we
have concern with policies throughout the Official Plan that make reference to non-operative
sections or appendices to the Official Plan. Chapter 1 states that:

“Chapters 2 through 10, and maps in Part |, as well as Parts Il and Ill, constitute the
operative portions of the Official Plan. [...] appendices are provided for information purposes
and are not operative parts of the Official Plan...” (Section 1.5).
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Chapter 10 (operative section) states:

“That an amendment to this Plan is not required and changes may be made during office
consolidations for: b) updating the base mapping used in this Plan or adding base
information to maps to show existing and approved infrastructure” (10.1.5), and

“That the Appendices reflect Council policies and assist with the interpretation of this Plan
but do not form part of this Plan and may be updated accordingly without further amendment
to this Plan” (10.1.9).

The policies in Chapter 10 indicate that changes can be made to base mapping and to the
appendices without an Amendment to the Plan. Policies 3.4.1.3 and 3.4.1.6 reference Appendix A,
which according to the interpretation policies, is not considered to be an operative part of the
Official Plan. There are other references within policies that reference non-operative portions of the
Official Plan, including section 3.3.2.6.

We have concerns with operative policies that make reference to non-operative sections of the
Official Plan, for example, appendices. As noted above, the appendices can be revised without
undertaking a formal amendment process; however, once revised, those revisions will have direct
policy implications on operative sections of the Plan. We request that references to non-operative
portions of the plan be removed from the operative policies. This discrepancy is of particular interest
to us given the concerns that we have expressed in part 2 of this letter.

4) Cultural Heritage Resources

Section 4.5.3 of the Draft Official Plan relates to the Protection of Cultural Heritage Resources and
aims to conserve cultural heritage resources in accordance with various industry standards and
ensure that these resources are protected, maintained and stabilized (s. 4.5.3.1). The subject lands
contain the Lewis J. Burkholder House which is a single detached dwelling that is listed on the
Markham Inventory of Heritage Buildings. The policies contained in the Draft Official Plan provide
more specific direction relating to Heritage Properties, including the requirement for a Heritage
Permit for alteration (s. 4.5.3.7) and policies relating to heritage resource retention in situ or
relocatior (s. 4.5.3.13 and s. 4.5.3.14, respectively). Given the constraints at the subject lands
including the widening at Avenue 7, relocation of the existing heritage building within the
development site needs to occur. The Official Plan designates the entirety of the subject lands as
“Residential Mid-Rise” which requires a minimum building height of 3 storeys and does not
specifically allow for detached dwelling units. As such, it is our interpretation that the reuse of the
single detached dwelling in its current form is not permitted in the Official Plan. We note that policy
4.5.3.1 states that the “protection, maintenance and stabilization of existing -cultural heritage
attributes and features over removal or replacement will be the core principle for all conservation
projects.” Based on this, we request clarification that the existing 2 storey residential building would
continue to be a permitted use on the site, despite the land use designation and permitted uses /
building types as currently outlined.
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In summary, we appreciate your consideration of our comments on the new Draft Markham Official
Plan and are pleased to be part of the Official Plan process. We will continue to provide comments,
when appropriate, throughout the Official Plan and proposed Precinct Plan processes. We would
appreciate being notified of any meetings relevant to this process. Please contact us should you
have any questions or comments in regards to the above-noted comments or related matters.

- Yours Truly,
MM GROUP LIMITED

, /
ff/’ Z{,M by?—”j/'“’” L.
Ve S i
/ Chad B. John-Baptiste, MCIP, RPP

Cc:  Mr. Joseph Mirabella, Development Coordinator, Primont Homes
Ms. Catherine Jay, Manager, Urban Design, City of Markham
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‘Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Cenire Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Margaret Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE: Comments of Draft City of Markham Official Plan

CF/OT Buttonville Properties LP
Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of the CF/OT Buttonville Properties LP (a partnership of
Cadillac Fairview Corporation Limited and Armadale Co. Limited), is pleased to submit the
following preliminary comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan. Additional comments will
be provided once we have had an opportunity to complete a wholesome review of the draft OP

with our client and consultant team.

We are particularly pleased to see that the Draft Official Plan recognizes the Toronto Buttonville

Municipal Airport redevelopment. In particular, we note:
e Map 3 and Appendix F: Buttonville Airport Redevelopment Area;

e Map 10 Road Network: The potential Highway 404 flyover of Apple Creek Boulevard as
a Special Study Area, and a Cachet Woods Court extension to Markland Street as a major

collector road; and,

e Section 8.5.1.5: Which incorporates the Region of York Official Plan policy regarding
the Buttonville redevelopment and includes policies for future land uses.

We have two requests for consideration and incorporation into the final version of the Markham
Official Plan.

The secondary plan for the Buttonville Airport redevelopment requires a definitive land use

designation within the Official Plan. The development program for the project does not fit



TO: Marg Wouters NoVember 2,2012
RE: Buttonville Airport Redevelopment — Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

exactly into any of the land use designations proposed in Section 8.0 Land Use. The project is

predominantly employment but also embodies elements of retail, mixed use and residential.

Based on the significance of the redevelopment, its scale and complexity, and récognizing that
development will take place over an extended timeframe, the Buttonville Airport secondary plan
area wafranis a specific detailed land use designation. A site specific designation will ensure
clzfi;j,ty as to intended uses and certainty as to what will be permitted now and through future

phases of development.

We are currently working with City and Regional staft to determine the most appropriate land

use designation, one that incorporates substantial intensification and the widest ranges of uses.

We request that Map 3 and Appendices A, E and F be revised to reflect the property boundary
shown in the Buttonville Secondary Plan application. The boundaries of the Toronto Buttonville
Municipal Airport are not correctly shown on Map 3, Appendix A, and Appendix E. Adjacent
properties also comprise the airport/redevelopment lands. In addition, the secondary plan area to
be approved for the Buttonville Airport redevelopment on Appendix F is not consistent with the

secondary plan application now being processed by the City.

We would like to request a meeting with staff to review our comments and concerns on the draft
Official Plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the draft Markham Official Plan process. |
look forward to discussing our requests with City Staff. Please contact me at your convenience

at 905.513.0170 to arrange a meeting.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

e
r Ve

/ f@%

Donald F. Given MCIP, RPP
President
deiven/@mep..ca

cC: Clerks Department, City of Markham
Finley McEwen, Cadillac Fairview Corporation Limited
Nick Pileggi, Malone Given Parsons Ltd.

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. i Page 2 of 2
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'I‘ MALONE GIVEN
& PARSONS LID.

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 200

Markham, Ontado L3R 683

Tel: 905-513-0170

Fax: 905-513-0177

November 2, 2012 www.mgp.ca

City of Markham MGP File:  11-2073

Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Margaret Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters

RE: Comments on City of Markham Draft Official Plan
IBM Canada

Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of the IBM Canada, is pleased to submit preliminary
comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan. IBM owns lands in Markham Centre, on the
west side of Warden Avenue, south of Cedarland Drive at 8200 Warden Ave. The property is 95
acres and is home to IBM’s Software Development Lab. We will provide more detailed
comments once we have had an opportunity to review the OP with our client and consultant

team.
Figure 1: Location of Subject Lands

%

e
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Source: Google Earth



TO: Marg Wouters, City of Markham November 2, 2012
RE: IBM Canada — Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

Markham Official Plan (revised 1987)

The existing City of Markham Official Plan (OP) designates the subject lands Commercial. The
Commercial designation is further organized into subdesignations; Schedule *H’ of the OP shows

the lands designated as Community Amenity Area.

The Commercial — Community Amenity Area designation generally permits a range of land uses
including retail, office, recreation, institutional and restaurants. Medium and high density
residential uses are also permitted subject to a re-zoning, as long as the planned function of the

lands is maintained and the location is appropriate.

The planned function of the Community Amenity Area designation is to provide for a multi-use,
multi-purpose centre offering a diverse range of retail, service, community, institutional and
recreational uses serving several nearby residential and/or business areas. They shall function as
significant and identifiable focal points for the areas served. The Commercial — Community
Amenity Area designation is also intended to accommodate office development and medium and

high density housing at appropriate locations.
Markham Centre Secondary Plan (1997)

The subject lands are designated Community Amenity Area- Major Urban Place as identified in
Schedule ‘AA’ — Detailed Land Use of the Secondary Plan.

The Community Amenity Area — Major Urban Place designation is intended to develop and
function as the primary mixed-use activity area of Markham’s Town Centre and shall

accommodate the highest concentration of development.
Draft Markham Official Plan

The existing City of Markham Official Plan (OP) proposes to redesignate the subject lands to an

Employment Area designation, with a Business Park Office Priority subdesignation.

The draft OP also depicts the ‘Regional Rapid Transit Corridor’ along South Town Centre
Boulevard, continuing to the south, through the IBM lands to the future extension of Enterprise
Boulevard on the west side of Warden Avenue. This appears inconsistent with the current

construction of the Viva Rapidway along Cedarland Drive and Warden Avenue.

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 2 of 3



TO: Marg Wouters, City of Markham November 2, 2012
RE: IBM Canada - Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

IBM Comments

IBM is very concerned with the proposed redesignation of the subject lands from an open and

flexible Community Amenity designation (mixed use) to an Employment designation.

We believe that the conversion in designations amounts to a downgrading of the permissions on
the property and IBM is opposed to any designation which serves to remove the flexibility for

future development on the site.

Further, we are concerned with the depiction of the Regional Rapid Transit Corridor through the
IBM lands.

We understand that Markham will be holding a number of meetings and open houses in the
coming months to review and discuss the New Official Plan. On behalf of IBM, we would like

to request a meeting with staff to further review and discuss our concerns in detail.

Thank you for the opportunity to input to the draft Markham Official Plan process. I look
forward to discussing our requests with City Staff. Please contact me at your convenience at

905.513.0170 to arrange a meeting.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

J
/// y /,,/ v(_{a e .
/;,/ : 7t

Nick Pileggi MCIP, RPP
Principal ;
npilegei@menp..ca

cc: Clerks Department, City of Markham
Susan Lawton, IBM Canada
Leo Longo, Aird & Berlis

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 3 of 3
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November 6, 2012

City of Markham

Clerk's Department
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Blvd.
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll
Dear Ms. Carroll:

Re:

Public Meeting - City of Markham Official Plan Review

September 2012 Draft Official Plan — Part |
Preliminary Comments on Behalf of Loblaw Properties Limited

Qur File: LPG/LPL/94-01

We are the planning consultants for Loblaw Properties Limited (“Loblaws"), which is the
owner or lease holder of the following lands within the City of Markham:

¢ & ¢ 9 ¢ * & o

Vacant lands at HWY 404/Major Mackenzie;

Loblaws at 200 Bullock Drive:

T&T at 5255 Woodbine Avenue:

No Frills at 7075 Markham Road at Steeles:

No Frills at 8601 Warden Avenue at HWY 7:

No Frills at 5762 Highway 7 East west of Markham Road:

No Frills at 9301 48 HWY (Markham and 16th); and

Giant Tiger (former No Frills) at 7200 Markham Road at Denison.

We have been monitoring the Official Plan Review process and have reviewed the City's
Draft Official Plan ~ Part | (Draft Official Plan) on behalf of Loblaws. We have
preliminary comments on the Draft Official Plan as outlined below, and may provide
further comments throughout the process, as required.

1.

i

As you are aware, the vacant lands located at HWY 404/Major Mackenzie are
subject to the December 1, 2005 Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) decision, which
states that Official Plan policies will be prepared to implement a large format
retail development on these lands, subject ta the Agreement set out in the (OMB)
decision. Our review of policies of the September 2012 Draft Official Plan
indicates that this OMB decision has not been acknowledged by the City.
However, based on a telephone conversation on Tuesday October 30, 2012 with
City staff, we understand that Site Specific Policies, which are anticipated to be
completed by the end of this year and incorporated into a subsequent version of
the Draft Official Plan, will acknowledge the OMB decision for lands at HWY
404/Major Mackenzie. We lcok forward to reviewing the forthcoming Site
Specific Policigs and may provide further comments an ‘he draft policies

foltowing our raview

30
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Citv of Markham November 6. 2012

Clerk's Department
Markham Civic Centre

2. Map 3 of the Draft Official Plan proposes to change existing land use
designations from “Commercial (Major Commercial Area)” (200 Bullock Drive),
and “Commercial (Community Amenity Area)" (the remaining sites) to "Mixed
Use Mid Rise". Loblaws is concerned with Policy 8.3.3.5 c), which states that for
the "Mixed Use Mid Rise” designation, the gross floor area of any individual retail
establishment shall not exceed 6,000 sq. m. Of concern is that floor space
permissions for existing food stores/retail establishments on Loblaw
owned/leased sites may already exceed this limit. Where this is the case, we
respectfully request that existing floor space permissions be carried over to the
Draft Official Plan under a special Policy.

3. Policy 8.3.3.4, requires a minimum building height of 3 storeys and a maximum
building height of 12 storeys unless otherwise specified in a secondary plan or
site specific policy, and implemented by a site density generally ‘in the range of
1.5t0 2.5 FSI (or 1.5 to 2.5 in an intensification area, subject to a comprehensive
block plan). It is unclear whether this requirement would apply to proposals for
expansions or additions to existing buildings, and we respectfully request

clarification.

4. Policy 8.3.3.1 d) states that Council will "ensure a mix of uses on large sites by
not allowing a site to be developed exclusively with residential or non-residential
development”. It is unclear how this policy applies to sites that are already
developed. We respectfully request clarification as to whether it would apply to
proposals for expansions or additions to existing buildings and developed sites.

5. We have also undertaken a preliminary review of the Urban Design and
Sustainable Development policies of Section 6.0 of the Draft Official Plan, and
are cancerned with Policy 6.1.8.7, which states that “it is the policy of Council to
organize and locate on-site parking facilties, service and loading areas
underground, intemal to the building or at the rear of the building”. As currently
written, this policy does not allow for flexible implementation and interpretation on
a site by site basis, and does not consider the specific parking needs of certain
uses, such as food stores. We note that Policy 8.3.1.3 f) of the “Mixed Use Mid
Rise” designation also addresses parking, but includes great flexibility by stating
that “parking should generally be located at the side or rear of buildings, or below
grade, and will be designed to provide convenient access to retail and service
uses’. We suggest that Policy 6.1.8.7 be revised to include more flexible
language (similar to Policy 8.3.1.3), in order to allow for implementation and

interpretation on a site by site basis.

Should you have any questions, or if you require further information, please do not
hesitate to call. Please also kindly ensure the undersigned is listed to be given notice of
any further public meeting or meetings of council or committees of council at which the

above-noted matter is considered.

Zehrka Pramo Ld P3ge 2



iy of Markhiam
{lerk’s Department

orkham Civic Contre

Nevember 4, 2012

Yours very truly,
ZELINKA PRIAMO LTD.

Harry Froussios, BA, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

cc. Mr. Steve Thompson, Loblaw Properties Limited
Mr. Steve Zakem, Aird and Berlis LLP

~
——
R

Zelinka Priamo Ltd
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November 6, 2012

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Marg Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE: City of Markham Draft Official Plan Review

Markham Stouffville Hospital

Malone Given Parsons Ltd. has reviewed the proposed new Official Plan on behalf of Markham

Stouftville Hospital Corporation (MSH), and we have some preliminary comments.

We note that the draft Official Plan proposes to designate the MSH property “Mixed Use Health
Care Campus” along with adjacent community lands. We have reviewed the proposed Mixed
Use Health Care Campus policies (Section 8.3.6) and Appendix F- Secondary Plan Areas and
have some questions. While we are supportive of intensification opportunities, we wish to

understand more about the intended implementation and status of the Cornell Centre Secondary

Plan.

We respectfully request a meeting with City staff to clarify these matters.

Thank you.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.
- h!

(Joum flite
e

Jim Kirk MCIP, RPP
Partner
ikirk@mgp..ca

cc: Suman Bahl, Markham Stouffville Hospital
Mac Cosburn, Markham Stouffville Hospital
Clerks Department

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201
Markham, Ontario L3R 683
Tel: 905-513-0170

Fax: 905-513-0177
WWwW.mgp.ca

MGP File:

31



22
Ihe Planning Partnership

Urban Design, Landscape Architecture, Planning, Communications

Margaret Wouters DEVELOPMENT SERWCES

Senior Manager, Policy & Research _
. . CZC27 10
City of Markham Development Services e v

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario R E C E i VE D

L3R 9W3

INTRODUCTION

Further to our meeting on November 26, 2012, we are writing you with respect to the proposed land
use designation on the lands known as 44-52 Esna Park Drive in the City of Markham (the “Subject

Lands”).
The meeting on November 26 was attended by the following individuals:

Margaret Wouters, City of Markham

Elisabeth Stewart, City of Markham

Richard Kendall, City of Markham

Bruce Hall, The Planning Partnership

Dr. Jarley Koo, Lincoln House Inc. Principal

Mannar Ip, tenant/operator of Shangri-La Banquet and Convention Centre
Cynthia Wong, CBRE, real estate advisor to Lincoln House Inc.

The Planning Partnership was retained by Lincoln House Inc. in July 2012 to undertake a planning
assessment of possible future uses of the property, including an evaluation of potential
redevelopment scenarios of the Subject Lands.

Prior to beginning this work, The Planning Partnership undertook a review of current and emerging
planning policy in the City of Markham. Part of our review involved looking at the new designations
under the proposed Official Plan. This review revealed a fairly fundamental shift in the permitted uses

and land use policies that apply to the Subject Lands.

This is of some concern to our client since a successful banquet hall and event centre currently
operates on this site and has been in continual existence and operation on the property since 1996.

t 416.975.1556
www.planpart.ca

1255 Bay Street, Suite 201
Toronto, Ontario, M5R 2Ag

Pagetof 1
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Based upon our review of the proposed new land use designation and policies and the changing
nature of those policies, our client wishes to retain the existing land use permissions and have these
uses carried through into the new Official Plan.

At our meeting, you indicated that proposed policy under Section 10.1.3 provides for recognition of
legally existing development and land uses and that you would be open to providing some additional
clarity and certainty to permit the continuation of the legally existing development and land uses
through the addition of a site specific exception or policy. Your suggestion at that same meeting was
that we make a formal written request regarding this matter and that is the purpose of this letter.

BACKGROUND

The Subject Lands are located at 44-52 Esna Park Drive in Markham, which is located on the north side
of Esna Park Drive, east of Woodbine Avenue and just to the west of where Esna Park Drive intersects
with Alden Road as shown on the following aerial image.

The property and building at 44-52 were originally owned by the Toronto Firefighters Club. The facility
was purposely built for them in the 1960’s as a venue for their members to gather for various social
and administrative events such as meetings, parties, weddings and other functions. The property has
been used continuously for these types of social and entertainment functions, first by the Toronto
Firefighters Club and later as the Shangri-La Banquet Hall and Convention Center, for more than 50
years and has never been used in an industrial capacity during its history.

The Subject Lands have a frontage of approximately 150 metres on Esna Park Drive by a depth of
about 250 metres and comprises approximately 4.01 hectares (9.92 acres) of total land area. The site
is generally flat and free of vegetation on the southerly portion, while vegetation (tree cover) exists

on the northern portion of the property.

The City of Markham has recently completed the Rodick Road extension which extends Rodick Road
south from Riviera Drive over the CNR tracks and then connects with the intersection of Esna Park
Drive and Alden Road, immediately to the east of the Subject Lands. Once this extension is opened,
the site will enjoy or be exposed to a significant increase in visibility, accessibility and traffic flows.

The site contains a two storey building which has a gross floor area of approximately 3,000 m2. The
main building presently operates as a banquet hall and convention facility. In addition to this main
building, there is an ancillary building which located to the rear with a gross floor area of about 600 m.
The ancillary building is currently used mainly for storage.

The site also contains surface parking areas, including a main area to the east and north of the building
with approximately 250 parking spaces, and a smaller area on the west side of the building with

approximately 22 parking spaces. There are 4 tennis courts located to the north and east of the TOO
|

|

Page 2 of 11
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main building, comprising approximately 2,500 square metres in paved area. We understand that
these are no longer being used for tennis, but rather for overflow parking during large events.

With the relatively modest amount of buildings or structures on the property, the existing coverage
represents only about 6 to 7% of the land area. As such, the site is significantly under-utilized in its
current form and given that there is about 4 hectares of land involved, consideration should be given
regarding potential opportunities for future expansion, intensification and redevelopment.

EXISTING MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN

Under the existing Markham Official Plan, the Subject Lands are designated Industrial (Business
Corridor Area). The Industrial (Business Corridor Area) designation addresses the planned function for
such areas and identifies them as locations for a mix of high quality business activities primarily in
corridors along major road frontages. The lands are intended for industrial and office uses that require
exposure offered by such locations to accommodate the needs of nearby companies.

Permitted uses within the Industrial (Business Corridor Area) designation under the current Official
Plan include:

*  Offices

* Light industrial uses

*  Banks and financial institutions

* Hotelsand motels

* Trade and convention centres

* Andillary retail uses where internally integrated as a component of an office building or hoteli;

* Service uses consistent with the planned function and policies of the category

* Accessory and incidental retail uses associated with permitted light industrial uses

*  Sports, health and fitness recreational uses

* Day care centres

* Restaurants, where integrated with other uses as a component of a larger building

* Research and training centres;

* Data processing and related activities;

* Commercial schools;

* other similar uses consistent with the planned function of the area.

Provided it can be demonstrated that the following uses are consistent with the planned function, the
following uses may also be permitted in the Industrial (Business Corridor Area) designation, subject to
review of a site specific development proposal and rezoning:

*  Mixed use centre (subject to the specific criteria);
* Retail uses (subject to the specific criteria);
* Entertainment uses;
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* Institutional uses;

*  Night clubs;

* Banquet halls;

* Automotive service statjons;

* (Carwashes;

* Free-standing restaurants;

*  Funeral homes; and,

*  Places of worship, subject to the Provisions of Section 2.17

PROPOSED MARKHAM OFFICIAL PLAN

In February 2011, the City authorized the preparation of a new Official Plan. The need to undertake a
review stemmed from a requirement to address Provincial legislation and policies as well as a need to
reflect the new planning direction that Markham is taking in the development of several new
communities as well as new strategic directions being taken in different areas. The first draft of the
new Official Plan was released in September 2012.

One theme that is prevalent in the new Official Plan is the protection of employment lands. This issue
is also consistent with greater protection that was afforded through other pieces of Provincial
planning policy, including the PPS, Places to Grow and Bill 51 (Planning and Land Conservation Statute

Amendment Act, 2006).

The Draft Markham Official Plan recognizes that it is essential to provide and protect sufficient land for
future employment growth to ensure Markham’s economy continues to grow. Chapter 5 of the new
Plan, entitled a “A Strong and Diverse Economy”, provides policies focused on the maintenance and
protection of employment areas from uses which may jeopardize the continued viability of
employment areas. This includes providing a land use planning environment that is supportive of the

operational needs of industry.

Chapter 8 of the new Official Plan deals with land use and Section 8.5 provides a new structure for
designated Employment Lands in the City. There are now four new Employment Land designations,
each with particular use provisions, development criteria and standards:

* Business Park Employment;

*  Business Park Office Priority Employment;
*  Service Employment; and,

*  General Employment.

The Industrial (Business Corridor Area) land use designation under the current Official Plan that
previously applied to the Subject Lands has now been replaced as it relates to the Subject Lands by a
proposed “General Employment” land use designation under the new Official Plan.

Page 5 of 11



Lands designated General Employment are characterized by large properties developed with single
and multiple use buildings, often single storey and laid out to accommodate truck movements and
loading. Some buildings contain second storey office spaces. Manufacturing, processing and
warehousing uses predominate within the designation, supplemented by some accessory retail or
service uses. The intent of the land use designation is to provide stable locations for manufacturing,
processing and warehousing uses and to restrict the introduction of sensitive land uses. Accessory
and ancillary uses shall be limited to directly supporting the primary industrial uses, with the overall
intent being to maintain the viability and continued operation of the permitted uses.

This characterization of General Employment Areas under the proposed new Plan is dramatically
different than the actual historical and present characteristics of the Subject Property. The difference
in the Subject Property may thus warrant special consideration in the application of this generic
designation to this specific property.

Permitted uses within the General Employment Area designation under the new Plan shall include:

* Manufacturing, processing and warehousing with controlled outdoor storage (located to the
rear or side of the building)

* Retail and/or service uses accessory to the primary manufacturing, processing or warehousing
use and located in the same premises (subject to size limits) '

* Office uses that are accessory to a primary manufacturing, processing or warehousing use
and located in the same premises; and,

¢ Atrade school.

The following discretionary uses are permitted in the General Employment Area designation subject to
review of a site specific development proposal and rezoning:

* Andillary use within an industrial building (subject to limitations);

. AnAanciIIary office use located within a building (subject to limitations); and,

* Motor vehicle body shop and repair garage with controlled outdoor storage.

The following uses shall be prohibited in the General Employment Area under the new Official Plan:
a) Community college or university;
b) Private school;
¢) Private club;

d) Commercial fitness centre;

e} Hotel;

f)  Funeral home;

g) Medical office;

h) Commercial storage facility;
i) Financial institution;

j) Motor vehicle service station;
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k) Motor vehicle sales or rental;
[)  Commercial parking garage;
m) Day care centre;

n) Place of worship;

o) Trade and convention centre;
p) Commercial school;

g) Banguet hall;

r) Night club; and,

s) Adult entertainment.

In the table attached to this letter, it provides a summary of the discretionary uses are permitted in the
General Employment Area designation subject to review of a site specific development proposal and

rezoning:
- MARKHAM ZONING BY-LAW 108-81, AS AMENDED BY BY-LAW 114-96

The Subject Lands are zoned Business Corridor (B.C.) under By-law 108-81, as amended. By-law 114-96
was adopted by Town of Markham on June 11, 1996. The purpose of the Site Specific By-law was to
rezone the Subject Lands (referred to in the By-law as 50 Esna Park Drive) from the Select Industrial
with Controlled Storage zone, or M(CS) zone, to the Business Corridor (B.C.) zone and to establish site
specific development standards for the Subject Property.

By-law 144-96 established definitions of “Banquet Centre” and “Conference and Convention Centre”
and site specific permitted uses and development standards for the Subject Property. The permitted
uses include:

* Banks and Financial Institutions;

* Banguet Centre;

* Conference and Convention Centre;
* Daynurseries and Day Care Centres;
* Health Centres;

*  Recreation Establishments;

*  Offices;

*  Places of Entertainment;

* Research and Training Centres;

*  Restaurants;

* Restaurants (Fast Food); and,

* Restaurants (Take-Out).
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In addition, the By-standards limit the height of any building or structure to 14 metres and provide
specific parking standards for these uses. The remaining standards of By-law 101-81 continue to apply.

IMPLICATION OF PROPOSED OFFICIAL PLAN ON EXISTING LAND USE AND ZONING PERMISSIONS

Under the recently released draft of the proposed new Markham Official Plan, there have been new
land use designations that have been created and the result is a dramatic shift in the focus and
planned function of the various employment area designations. These changes have implications on
the current development rights attached to the Subject Lands

The proposed General Employment designation under the New Official Plan is very different from the
“Industrial (Business Corridor Area)” designation in the current Official Plan, in that it provides for a
much more limited range of permitted primary and ancillary or secondary uses and it’s approach is
much more extensive and prescriptive in terms of those uses which are specifically prohibited.

Many of the existing permitted land uses on the Subject Lands, including the currently operating
banquet hall and convention centre facility business activities have been eliminated as a permitted use
and are now proposed to be expressly prohibited. The original land use designation and the zoning of
the Subject Lands was amended in order to specifically permit the existing banquet hall and
convention facility use some time ago and the business has been operating since that time and

continues to do so.

However, with the proposed changes under the new Official Plan, many of the currently permitted
land uses on the Subject Lands under the existing Official Plan and Zoning, will now be expressly
prohibited. In our view, the proposed General Industrial land use designation that is to apply to the
Subject Lands greatly diminishes the options available for the future use of the land and opportunities
for future redevelopment, including prohibiting the existing use of the land and buildings for a
Banquet Hall and Convention Centre facility.

The Subject Lands are located on a major collector road and represent a very visible, accessible and
prominent location in the Business Park, particularly with increased visibility and traffic once the
Rodick Road extension is opened. In addition, the property is vastly underutilized at the current time
and represents a significant opportunity for redevelopment in the future given the large land area

involved.

Although Lincoln House Inc. is currently giving consideration to the future of the property and
potential scenarios for its intensification, adequate protection of the existing banquet hall use needs
to be incorporated into the new Official Plan. Shangri-La Banquet Hall and Convention Centre has
been in existence at this location and operated continuously since 1996, employing many locat
residents during that period. The facility is well-known in the Chinese community in Markham, York
Region and beyond and considered to be one of the top 3 such facilities in the community. As a




result of the Official Plan review, there needs to be some greater certainly so that it can continue to
operate into the future under the proposed new Official Plan without unnecessary restrictions,
including the potential to expand and develop.

Under Section 10.0, Interpretation, it indicates that it is the policy of Council:

“10.1.2 To recognize that legally existing development and land uses shall be deemed
to conform to this Plan as they exist at the time this Plan is adopted.”

This policy provides a formal mechanism in the new Plan to recognize existing legal uses. At our
meeting, you elaborated that the effect of this policy would be that all existing uses on the property as
well as uses listed as being permitted under the existing zoning by-law would be allowed to continue
as well as to expand those uses or to establish new uses in accordance with the zoning. It was
discussed that that the policy would also provide Dr. Koo with the opportunity to redevelop the
property, in accordance with the existing zoning. Our client believes this to be of benefit and wishes
to have this confirmed in writing. Further, since the existing permissions under the current zoning
were established as the result of a site specific amendment to the By-law, they would like to see the
permission for the uses formalized by way of a special exception or site-specific policy applying to the
property under the new Official Plan. At our meeting, you expressed a willingness to implement this in

such a manner.

As aresult, our clients respectfully request that the following uses be incorporated by way of a specific
exception or section be incorporated into the new Official Plan:

* Banks and Financial Institutions;

* Banquet Centre;

* Conference, Trade and Convention Centre;

* Day nurseries and Day Care Centres;

* Health Centres;

* Recreation Establishments;

*  Offices; '

* Places of Entertainment;

* Research and Training Centres;

* Restaurants;

* Restaurants (Fast Food); and,

* Restaurants (Take-Out).

* Lightindustrial uses

* Hotelsand motels

* Ancillary retail uses where internally integrated as a component of an office building or hotel;
*  Service uses consistent with the planned function and policies of the category

* Accessory and incidental retail uses associated with permitted light industrial uses
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*  Sports, health and fitness recreational uses

* Day care centres

* Dataprocessing and related activities;

¢ Commercial schools; '

* Mixed use centre (subject to the specific criteria under current OoP);
*  Retail uses (subject to the specific criteria under current OP);
¢ Institutional uses;

*  Private Clubs and entertainment uses;

* Night clubs;

* Automotive service stations;

* (Carwashes;

¢  Funeral homes.

At our meeting, there was concern expressed with allowing certain more intensive public uses, such as
Places of Worship, given the potential conflicts with certain intensive employment generating uses.
We wish to confirm that Lincoin House Inc. has no issue with that use being excluded or prohibited.

We thank you for your cooperation in this matter and are available at any time to discuss or review any
potential wording or implementation of this request.

Bruce Hall
Bruce Hall, BES, MCIP, RPP
Associate, The Planning Partnership

cc. Elisabeth Stewart, City of Markham
Richard Kendall, City of Markham
Mannar Ip, Shangri-La Banquet and Convention Centre
Cynthia Wong, CBRE
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44-52 ESNA PARK DRIVE, MARKHAM (LINCOLN HOUSE INC.) - PERMITTED LAND
USES UNDER CURRENT AND PROPOSED OFFICIAL PLANS AND EXISTING ZONING

Permitted Under | Permitted Under Prohibited
Use Current OP Current Zoning By New OP

Offices v v v*?

Light industrial uses v v+

Banks and financial institutions v A X

Hotels and motels A v X

Trade and convention centres Vi Vi X
| Ancillary retail (in an office building or hotel) v vl ]

Service uses \4 V3 7

Accessory/incidental retail with permitted industrial \ v+ 7
| Sports, health and fitness recreational uses v \4 X :{

Day care centres \ v X

Restaurants (as a component of a larger building) v v*? v+

Research and training centres .V v X

Data processing and related activities v ’

Commercial schools v | v* B
| Mixed use centre V! X |
| Retail Uses v*! X ]

Entertainment uses V! v X ’

Institutional uses including government services V! X

Private schools V! X
| Night Clubs v*! X

Banquet halls vl \ X 7
_Automobile service stations Vi X 7

Car washes V¥ X |

Free-standing restaurants V! X ‘I

Funeral homes v*! X ]

Places of Worship v+t X ‘f

Auto-body paint and repair X v+ j

Auto-body repair X \ v*? ]

Commercial self storage warehouses X J X 7

Retail and industrial uses involving outside storage X f v+ 7

V= Permitted

V¥ permitted Subject to Conditions/Restrictio

*! Subject to Site Specific Development Proposal and Rezoning
**Restaurant does not have to be Jocated in separate building
*

3permitted subject to certain space limits or locational requirements

rade schools are a permitted use
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s January 17, 2013

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.
File No: 65MA-0751

City of Markham : s
Markham Civic Centre : BT ) i
101 Town Centre Boulevard

- Markham, Ontario
- L3R 9W3 :

Ah‘enﬂon: - Mr. er Baird , ‘
a2y : Commrssroner of Developmenf Servrces

£ [&'Regqrding;; COMMENTS ON MARKHAM'S NEW OFFICIAI. PI.AN

SEPTEMBER 2012 DRAFT OF PART 1 TS S Al ]
- ON BEHALF OF TRIBUTE (UNIONVII.I.E) . a7
- 20 FRED VARLEY DRIVE, UNIONVII.I.E ' e

‘Deor Mr. Bcurd

‘ We wrn‘e as plonnrng consuh‘onfs on beholf of Trrbufe (Unronvrlle) Lfd regordrng 20 Fred :
~ Varley Drive in Unionville. As you know, the: property was the subject of a recent

Ontario Municipal Board (“OMB") hearing regarding a Zoning By—Low Amendment

s cpphcahon however fhe decrsron has not yet been 155ued by fhe OMB

Trrbufe 5. commenfs to the Sepfember 2012 drcﬁ of PARI 1 of fhe new Ofﬁcrc:l Plcn as s it
AT cpphes fo the subject propen‘y are asfollows. forn ST

5 Cu;;r_e_nf folgal Plan dgsrgncn‘long

i The lcnd use desrgnoﬂon currenﬂy opplyrng fo the subject properfy is 'Neighbourhood
,Commercial’ as per the Unionville Core Secondcry Plan.. This desrgnchon permits a
~_range of commercial uses and also resrdenhol uses. There are no specrﬁc herght and
- density cc:ps rn fhrs desrgnoﬂon ‘ : ; SyRR S e

 The ‘Special Pollcy Area’ desrgnohon also: c:pphes fo fhe properfy given its Ioccﬂon
: wn‘hrn fhe Regloncl (Regulcfory) Floodplorn of the cdjccenf Font Hrl! Creek

: Prooosed new Ofﬂcra! Pfan desrancmons k

$os The drcxﬁ new Off“ cral Plon rncludes fhe properfy in the ‘Neaghbourhood Area on Mop }

- Markham Structure, and proposes to designate it ‘Mlxed Use Low Rlse on Map 3 -
Land Use (see Appendix A to this leﬁer)

7270 Woodbine Avenue, Suite 302 gatziospianning.com

Markham, Ontario t 905.475.9191
L3R 489 £905.475.8346
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The property continues to be included in a ‘Speclal Policy Area’' as per Map 7 -
Provincial and Federal Policy Areas and Map 8 - Special Policy Areas, as well as within
the ‘Floodpiain’ as per Appendix A -~ TRCA Regulatory Fromework ;

: Cornme‘m‘s to the proposed'Porr ] of fhe new Official Plan”~

8o ’l) ‘Mlxed Use I.ow Rise’' desrgnohon

Ea | Low Rise desrgnohon should be opphed

f2} Speclai PollcY Areﬂ deS'Q”C‘"""

We are generolly in support of the policies WhICh form the new ‘Mlxed Use I.ow Rlse
desrgnohon that is proposed for this property, as found in sechon 8.3.2. This new

: Jdesrgnohon recognizes the residential rntensrfrcohon opportunity: of sites such as this
. one. It promotes the desire to have mixed use developmem‘ which provrdes resrden'nol L e
- uses in combrnohon ‘with commercial uses to create mlxed use, multi s'roreyff ST S

=5 deve!opments tho'r funchon os retoll ond servrc:e centres servrng neorby populohons

: AWe no're however thot pohcy 8 3 2.4 mdrco?es 'rhof a maximum' overoll densrfy of Up 'rof o

1.5 FSl is permitted for this proposed designation. As you may know, the overall density
" requested in Tribute's Zoning By-Law. Amendment opphco'non currently awaiting an

 OMB decision is 1.92 FSI. Should the OMB' decision be issued prior to Council odophong o

2 of thrs new Offrcrol Plon, we reques'r o srfe-specrﬁc pohc:y reflec'nng the OMB opprovol

B In fhe event thot the OMB decrsron on Tnbufe S ZBLA oppeol is nof lssued pnor to; |
; ,_Councrl odopﬂon of this new. Offi cial-Plan, we request a srte-specrﬂc deferrot of the -
~policy in 8.3.2 regordrng maximum FSI untit such time as the OMB decision is issued. At

~that time either the OMB approval of Tribute's requested 1.92 FSI should be included, or.

_in the event the OMB refuses the oppeol the Cn‘y s proposed 1. 5 FSI for ’rhe ‘Mixed Use o

'Vﬁ;‘f'i":Sectlon 34 Envrronmento! Hozords con'rorns polic:es in subsecho 341 No'furol
Envrronmentot Hazards which address Specrol Policy Areos “We no're that several

o :polrcres are proposed to be modrﬁed from the currenﬂy rn-effect Ofﬁcrol Plon, lncludrng ;

pohc:y 3 4 1 10 regordrng rngress ond egress ond’level of flood profechon

= pohcy 34101 regordmg technrcol studies. fo\{demonstrote no odverse :mpoc’rs
s ond no rncreose in risk fo hfe or property asa result of floodrng e =t

i : i‘-'; poiroy 3.4.1.12 regordrng flood pro'rechon meosures ond ﬂood protec'non 'ro a -
- level not less than the 1:350 year storm event only permrﬂed where 'rhe P
é regulotory ﬂood stondcrrd is not fechmco!ly feosrble o kYD

We note that several changes to ’rhe pohcy wordrng regordlng Specrol Pohcy Areos
have removed the ‘practicality’ aspect that the previous policies contained, which




may inadvertently have a very limiting effect on development and redevelopment
potential within the SPA. Further, we note that several of the proposed changes to the
SPA policies appear to be inconsistent with TRCA policy and with 'rhe intent of 1he SPA,
as set ou'r in 'rhe Provmcncl Policy S’rc’rement .

o We ask fhct s'rcff cdvnse as 'ro the rc'rloncfe and pohcy bcsns for 'rhe revnsed wordlng

o Conclus:gn

“We trust the above comments will be revnewed and considered as input to the draft
- new Part 1 of the City's new Official Plan. Kindly advise if a meeting with staff is required
. to review these mc'r'rers, cnd we would be plecsed ’ro o’r'rend cf ’rhe ley s offces at -
s'rcff's earhest convenlence , s S : '

S‘:Incerely.~

, Gctznos. Pfqnning + Development Consulfcnfs Inc.

ke

~ - Maria Ga’rziés,‘MCIP RPP

£ Ms Kl'rfy Bcvmg'ron, Cferk’s Depar'rment
~ Mr, Steve Deveaux, Tribute: (Unionville) Ltd.
- Ms. Nancy Mather, Stonybmok Consulting Inc:. , B
e V{'Mr Mlchcef Melhng & Ms Meaghon McDermnd Dcvnes Howe Pcrtners LLP o
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Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

File No: 65MA-0714
January 22, 2013

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Attention:  Mr. Jim Baird
Commissioner of Development Services

Regarding: COMMENTS ON MARKHAM'S NEW OFFICIAL PLAN
SEPTEMBER 2012 DRAFT OF PART 1
ON BEHALF OF DOUGSON INVESTMENTS INC.
VILLAGE NISSAN, 25 SOUTH UNIONVILLE AVENUE

Dear Mr. Baird:

We write as planning consultants on behalf of Dougson Investments Inc. (‘Dougson’),
owners and operators of the Village Nissan car dealership at 25 South Unionville Avenue
in the City of Markham (see Appendix A - Subject Lands).

Village Nissan Car Dealership site

The Village Nissan car dealership is 1.13 ha (2.8 acres) in size and currently operating as
an automobile sales establishment with accessory outdoor storage, vehicle display and
vehicle servicing. Village Nissan opened in this location in 2010.

Our comments to the September 2012 draft of PART 1 of the new Official Plan as it
applies to the subject property are as follows.

Current Official Plan designation

The land use designation applying to these lands on Schedule A — Land Use in the
current in-effect Official Plan is ‘Commercial’. Schedule H - Commercial/Industrial
Categories shows that these lands are designated ‘Community Amenity Area’. In
addition, Schedule AA - Detailed Land Use per the South Unionville Secondary Plan
shows the lands as ‘Community Amenity Area’.

The above designations were intfroduced through site specific Official Plan Amendment
No. 176 (OPA 176) which was approved in September 2008. The purpose of OPA 174
was to amend the designation on the property to allow for the lands to be used for an

7270 Woodbine Avenue, Suite 302 gatziosplanning.com
Markham, Ontario }905.475.9191
L3R 4B9 f905.475.8346



automobile sales establishment involving accessory outdoor storage and/or display of
vehicles, subject to a series of design guidelines.

Proposed new Official Plan designations

The draft new Markham Official Plan shows these lands as ‘Local Corridor' and ‘Mixed
Use Neighbourhood Area’ on Map 1 - Markham Structure and on Map 2 - Centres and
Corridors and Transit Network. Map 3 - Land Use shows the lands as '‘Mixed Use Mid
Rise’ and ‘Intensification Area’.

Comments to the proposed Part 1 of the new Official Plan

Dougson would like to ensure that the permissions contained in the ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise’
designation reflect the permissions secured through OPA 176. This includes the primary
use of the automobile sales establishment and also the accessory outdoor storage,

vehicle display and vehicle servicing.

Specific comments to some of the proposed policies in the draft Part 1 of the Official
Plan are as follows.

Chapter 8 - Land Use

8.3.3 — Mixed Use Mid Rise:

- 8.3.3.2 d) states that a ‘motor vehicle sales facility wholly contained in a building' is
permitted. There is no mention of accessory outdoor storage, or vehicle display,
both of which are explicitly identified in OPA 176.

Chapter 10 — Interpretation

10.2 - Definitions:

- Mofor Vehicle Sales Facility is not a defined term in the new Official Plan, thereby
creating some ambiguity regarding the uses associated with such a facility including
a vehicle servicing component.

In conclusion, Dougson wants to ensure that the permissions for this property obtained
through OPA 176 including the automobile sales establishment with accessory outdoor
storage, vehicle display and vehicle servicing are reflected in the new Official Plan.

We trust the above submission will be considered by staff and Council. Kindly advise if
a meeting with staff is required to review these matters, we would be pleased to attend
at staff's earliest convenience.

hd



Sincerely,

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

Wﬁ) 7

Peter Maleganovski, mcie rep
Enclosures.

Copy to: S. Campbell, Dougson Investments Inc.
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Kaniji, Teema 2 5

From: Sandra Wiles

Sent: February-12-13 12:16 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret; Kanji, Teema; Bavington, Kitty

Cc: lkhiag Memon; Ruby Sangha; Ali Memon; Ishaq Memon; Mohsin Masood
Subject: New Draft Official Plan 65M-4333 65M-4334 Digram Developments Inc.
Attachments: 65M-4334.PDF; 65M-4333.PDF

Please accept the following comments regarding the New Draft Official Plan as it pertains to plan of subdivision 19TM-09004, registered as
65M-4333 and 65M-4334

For Block 36
On Map 3-Land Use a Greenway designation is shown on a portion of the Block
On Appendix A-TRCA Framework a portion of the lands are subject to OR 166/06

Comments
Block 36 has been registered. The entire block is zoned CA3

A site plan application has been approved for a freehold condominium townhouse development comprising 53
units.

There is no vegetation on the subject lands.

The Greenway designation should be removed from Map 3.

The TRCA has already approved the registered subdivision and the site plan application.

Further applications for a draft plan of condominium and building permits should not be affected by these
designations in the New Official Plan.

On behalf of the owner Digram Developments Inc. we request amendments to the New Draft Official Plan to
reflect the above.

Block 25 Plan 65M-4333 Block 38 65M-4334

Comments

Block 25 is a valleyland block dedicated to the City of Markham through registration of the plan of subdivision
Block 38 is a park block dedicated to the City of Markham through registration of the plan of subdivision
These blocks are designated in the New Official Plan as follows:

Map 1 and 3-Greenway system

Map 4-Greenway system, Rouge Watershed Protection Area, Greenbelt Plan

Map 5-Greenway system, Woodlands, Permanent and Intermittent Streams

Map 6-Greenway system, Valleylands and Watercourse Corridors

Map 7-Greenbelt Plan Area, Greenbelt Natural Heritage System, Greenbelt Protected Countryside

Appendiz A -Floodplain, OR 166/06

The limit of development was established through the review and approval of the draft plan of subdivision and registration of the plan which
establishes the boundary between developable lands and lands which comprise valleyland and a park.

The lands dedicated to the City of Markham as valleyland and park were never previously part of the Greenbelt Plan and were never subject
to any of the policies of that plan. They were subject to the policies of the Greensborough Secondary Plan and the plan of subdivision was
approved in accordance with the Secondary Plan policies.

The developable lands are zoned R2 and CA3. .

Building permits for street townhouse units will be issued shortly for the developable blocks on the subdivision plan. Additional site plan
application(s) will be submitted for condominium townhouse block(s) located adjacent to the above designations. Draft plan of
condominium applications will follow thereafter.

The New Draft Official Plan is introducing new Minimum Vegetative Buffer Zones and requirements for various studies to determine the
appropriate setbacks for lands adjacent to the Greenway system.



The New Official Plan had added the valleyland block (Block 25) and the park block (Block 38) into the Greenbelt Plan area (they were
previously within the boundary of the Greensborough Secondary Plan area).

On behalf of the owner Digram Developments Inc. we request exceptions in the New Draft Official Plan from the policies that would be
applicable to the lands recently registered under 63M-4333 and 65M-4334,

More spevitically we request that the boundary of the developable parcels of land which have been registered be recognized as the limit of
development, ie there will be no additional setback requirements or buffer requirements, or the need for additional studies for lands which
are identified as being within the Greenway system and adjacent to the Greenbelt Plan area.

Please notify me of any further Public Meetings regarding the New Official Plan.
Please provide me with notification of the adoption of the New Official Plan.
Thank you.

Sandra Wiles
KLM Planning Partners Inc.
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: 64 Jardin Drive, Unit 1B
> ' Concord, Ontaria

RS L4K 3P3
] (LM T. 905.669.4055
_ | F. 905.669.0097
PLANNING PARTNERS INC. kImplanning.com
P-2273
January 22, 2013

Corporation of the City of Markham
Atten: Ms. Marg Wouters

Senior Manager, Policy & Research
Development Services Commission
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Wouters:

" Re:  Draft Official Plan City of Markham
September 2012
Digram Developments Inc.
Part ot Lot 20, Concession §
File Nos. SU. 12 113735
ZA.12 113735

We represent Digram Developments Inc. owner of a parcel of land which has recently been
purchased on the south side of Major Mackenzie Drive and east of the Donald Couscns Parkway.
Digram Developments has submitted applications to the City of Markham for a draft plan of
subdivision and zoning by-law amendment. They intend to develop the lands with a freehold
condominium townhouse development in accordance with the current approved land use
designations of the Official Plan and Secondary Plan.

The subject lands are currently zoned NC1 with a Hold in By-law 177-96. They were rezoned in
2010 at the request of the previous landowner. The intent was to develop the subject lands with a
commercial development together with the adjoining parcel of land to the west which was to be

developed as a gas station.

Digram Developments recently registered plans of subdivision to the east of the subject lands
and recently received site plan control approval for a freehold condominium townhouse
development on one of the blocks within the subdivision located on the south side of Major
MacKenzie Drive. Two additional freehold condominium townhouse blocks are intended to be
developed along the Donald Cousens Parkway.

The current applications submitted to the City comply with the current approved land use
designations of the City’s Official Plan and Secondary Plan.

Planning ® Design ® Development



&y,

[ believe the land use designation shown on the Dralt Official Plan September 2012 has been
provided to retlect the recent NC1(H) zoning that was placed on the land in 2010.

On behalf of Digram Developments we request that an “Urban Residential” designation be
shown on the Land Use Map 3 figure for the subject lands. This is the same designation placed
on lands to the cast owned by Digram.

To assist you | have enclosed a copy of the draft plan of subdivision submitted to the city, a copy
of a preliminary site plan for the subject lands and a copy of the site plan in context with the
development on lands to the east also owned by Digram.

Should you have any questions or require additional information please let ine know.

Sincerely,

KI.M PLANNING PARTNERS INC.
= VN

Sandra Wiles, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

c. 1khlag Memon, Digram Developments Inc.
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Hé\ﬁ EU[S\IOI%[TIE\/_II_LYLE i390;)5H‘I;G7I-17V‘;A8Y272 UNIONVILLE, ON L3R 118

RECEIVED
DEC 21 2012

iotiarkhgm CITY OF MARKHAM
Markham Civic Centre CLERKS DEPT.
101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

December 18, 2012

Attention: Ms. Kitty Bavington
Clerk’s Department

Regarding: COMMENTS REGARDING THE NEW OFFICIAL PLAN
SEPTEMBER 2012 DRAFT VERSION
UNIONVILLE HOME SOCIETY CAMPUS
4300 HIGHWAY #7, UNIONVILLE

Dear Ms. Bavington:

The Unionville Home Society is a non-denominational charitable organization operating in a
campus environment dedicated to providing a continuum of quality care and services including
housing and long-term care for older adults. The organization promotes wellness,
independence, quality of life and self-determination of the individual within a caring community.

The Unionville Home Society aspires to be a recognized leader and community partner in
providing an innovative continuum of exemplary care and services that are accessible to older
adults, and respond to the community's changing requirements and expectations.

The Unionville Home Society (UHS) Campus is approximately 7.3 ha (18 acres) in total and
currently contains the following components:

a) Union Villa — A long-term care facility building containing 160 beds located immediately
north of Highway 7 (indicated in YELLOW on the attached Key Map)

b) Heritage Village — Independent living in the form of 92 clustered rental bungalows located in
the north end of the Campus (indicated in BLUE on the Key Map)



¢) Wyndham Gardens — Life-lease apartment complex of 122 units within a building located on
the eastern portion of the Campus (indicated in GREEN on the Key Map).

d) Future Development Parcel — vacant, except for a portion of the building from the old
original facility, which will be demolished. This section of the Campus represents an
opportunity to add to the continuum of care on site with future development (indicated in
PINK on the Key Map).

As you are aware, UHS is currently considering options for development of the ‘Future
Development Parcel’ portion of our site as well as reviewing our operations across our entire
site with a view to redevelopment potential.

It is important to UHS to ensure that the policies in Markham's new Official Plan provide us
with continued opportunities for growth in order to strengthen our position and services in the
" community, and we are writing to provide our comments to the September 2012 draft Official
Plan Part | for your consideration.

Current Official Plan (1987, 2005 Consolidation) in effect

The southern two-thirds of our property is currently designated ‘Institutional’, while the
northern third, corresponding approximately to the current location of the Heritage Village
bungalows, is currently designated ‘Urban Residential. Our site is not currently contained in
any Secondary Plan.

Proposed Draft Official Plan (September 2012, PART 1)

I. Highway 7 along the UHS Campus frontage is shown as ‘Regional Transit Priority’ on MAP |
— MARKHAM STRUCTURE, which also illustrates our property as ‘Nejghbourhood Area'.
We note that the proposed ‘Avenue 7 — Village Parkway Local Corridor is located just west
of our site. The lands opposite our site on the south side of Highway 7 are proposed as
‘Mixed Use Nejghbourhood Area, and the lands east of our property, east of the rail tracks
are proposed ‘Mixed Use Low Rise.

2. MAP 3 — LAND USE proposes to designate the majority of our property as ‘Residential Mid
Rise', except for the existing Anna Russell Parkette, a small open space area located west of
Eureka Street, which is proposed for a ‘Residential Low Rise designation. To the west of
our site there is proposed an ‘/Intensification Area'.



We are pleased that Section 8.2.4 ‘Residential Mid Rise’ policies provide that, in addition to
a full and complete range of shared housing uses, residential uses are also permitted in this
proposed designation. Further, we are supportive of the range of building types proposed
for this designation, including townhouses, multiplex buildings and apartment buildings. This
range of uses and building types provides UHS with flexibility in planning for growth and
expansion on the Campus.

We note that subsection 8.2.4.4 provides for a building height of 3 to 6 storeys and a
density range of 1.5 to 2.0 FS! for the proposed designation, except that lands also included
within an ‘intensification Area' may have building heights up to 8 storeys and a density
generally in the range of 1.5 to 2.5 FSI, subject to certain criteria. This draft version of the
new Official Plan does not currently include our site in the ‘/ntensification Area proposed
west of our site.

3. We are generally supportive with the policy direction for Shared Housing as outlined in
Section 4.1 Housing, specifically subsection 4.1.3 “Affordable and Shared Housing”, as well as
Section 8 Land Use, subsection 8.13.9 “Shared Housing”. We have some questions about
the interpretation of specific policies in these sections, especially in light of our
consideration of future growth on our campus, and we request a meeting with staff to
discuss these policies and their application to our site.

History of Planning Context prior to the September 2012 draft new Official Plan

We understand that the Secondary Plan (PD1-15, OPA #15) which has historically applied west
of our site provides for the highest buildings and highest density for lands along Highway 7, with
a maximum building height of 6 storeys and a maximum density of 87 units per hectare,
increasing to a maximum density of 124 units per hectare at the Village Parkway intersection.

We also understand that various landowners along the north side of Highway 7 in this area west
of our site are pursuing applications to permit maximum building height of 8 storeys or perhaps
greater.

We believe that our site provides an excellent opportunity for intensification and additional
residential and shared housing uses, similar to the heights and densities of other sites along this
segment of Highway 7, and we are requesting similar consideration for comparable development
opportunities. We point out that we have excellent connectivity to Highway 7 given the
existing traffic signal that leads into our site and the existing transit stop located at our front
door.



Summary of Submission

In summary, UHS would like to ensure that the new Markham Official Plan contains policies
which permit appropriate additional development and/or redevelopment of the UHS campus.

We are requesting consideration for inclusion within the ‘/ntensification Area in order to
recognize our Campus’ development and redevelopment opportunities. We believe that our
site is a prime candidate for inclusion in the ‘/ntensification Area and request Council and staff's
consideration of this modification. We would like to discuss this request, as well as some of the
specific Shared Housing policies with staff at your earliest possible convenience.

Any questions or concerns about this submission may be directed to myself or to the Chair of
the UHS Planning and Development Committee, Mr. Paul Bailey at 416-495-0375
(paulbailey@bazil.ca).

Thank you,

L bn A @M

Deborah Cooper Burger
President and CEO
Unionville Home Society

copy to: Councillor Don Hamilton
Mr. Jim Baird, Commissioner of Development Services
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Kanji, Teema

From: Sandra Wiles )

Sent: February-13-13 9:25 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret; Kanji, Teema; Bavington, Kitty

Subject: Fw: Draft Official Plan-September 2012 and Clera Holdings Ltd.

The request for an exception as outlined in the e-mail below (dated October 18, 2012) should be included in
Chapter 11-Area and Site Specific Policies and should be included in any updated Secondary Plan or new
Secondary Plan for the Cathedral community.

Sandra Wiles

KLM Planning Partners Inc.

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Sandra Wiles T

To: Official Plan Mailbox <official lan@markham.ca>; "tkanji@markham.ca" <tkanii@markham.ca>
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 2:14:29 PM

Subject: Draft Official Plan-September 2012 and Clera Holdings Ltd.

I represent the landowner at the southwest corner of the Woodbine Avenue By-Pass and Elgin Mills in the
Cathedral Secondary Plan. Clera Holdings Ltd.

The lands were subject to an OMB decision with respect to the size and location of a natural wildlife corridor
to be provided south of Elgin Mills between the lands owned by Clera Holdings Ltd. and N30 Investments.

I'am sending this e-mail to request that both the Official Plan and Secondary Plan recognize the decision of the
OMB with respect to the size and location of the natural wildlife corridor for the lands south of Elgin Mills
between the lands owned by Clera Holdings Ltd. and N30 Investments.

Prior to draft approval of the plan of subdivision in which Clera Holdings was a part of (19T-95075) N30
Investments objected to the plan of subdivision. N30's objection pertained to the location and size of the natural
wildlife corridor that was to be constructed on their lands and a portion of lands owned by Clera Holdings in
accordance with the policies of the Cathedral Secondary Plan.

A settlement was reached involving Clera Holdings, N30, West Cathedral Management (Trustee for the
Community), it also involved the TRCA and the then Town of Markham.

The size and location of the natural wildlife corridor was determined. Decisions were made to determine when
the natural wildlife corridor and Markland Street would be built. It was also determined which landowner
would be responsible for the work.

With respect to the policies and designations included in the Draft Official Plan-September 2012 the
designation(s), setbacks and required studies for the natural wildlife corridor exceed the requirements made in
the decision made by the OMB.

Also the Draft Official Plan indicates that Part 2 of the Plan will deal with the Secondary Plans. This Section of
the Plan has not yet been released. The approved Secondary Plan for the Cathedral Community is recognized in
the Draft Official Plan-September 2012. Section 9.1.1.5 of the Draft Official Plan-September 2012 indicates
that the policies/designations of the Official Plan and Secondary plan shall be consistent, and if they are not
consistent then the policies of the Secondary Plan will prevail.



The policies of the current approved Secondary Plan for the Cathedral Community which is recognized in the
Draft Official Plan-September 2012 also exceed the requirements made in the decision made by the OMB.

It is for the reasons noted above that I am asking for revisions to the Draft Official Plan and to the Secondary
Plan for the Cathedral Community (which Secondary Plan is to be included in the Official Plan as Part 2) fora
portion of lands located south of Elgin Mills west of the Woodbine Avenue By-Pass owned by Clera Holdings
Ltd. and N30 Investments.

[ have a copy of the written Decision of the OMB and the Minutes of Settlement with respect to this case (OMB
Case No. PL.060690). I think it would be appropriate to meet with City staff to discuss the implementation

of OMB decision into the Draft Official Plan and Secondary Plan for the Cathedral Community and ask that a
meeting be arranged.

RE APPENDIX B - SMALL STREAMS AND DRAINAGE FEATURES

Further I question the accuracy of the location of a 'small stream' as shown in Appendix B to the Draft Official
Plan-September 2012 as it relates to the lands owned by Clera Holdings Ltd. I ask that this matter be reviewed
as well.

Regards,
Sandra Wiles
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Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

File No: 65MA-0815
January 21, 2013

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

L3R 9W3

Attention:  Mr. Jim Baird
Commissioner of Development Services

Regarding: COMMENTS ON MARKHAM'S NEW OFFICIAL PLAN
SEPTEMBER 2012 DRAFT OF PART 1
ON BEHALF OF BAYVIEW SUMMIT DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
‘SHOPS ON STEELES' DEVELOPMENT
NE CORNER OF DON MILLS ROAD AND STEELES AVENUE EAST

Dear Mr. Baird:

We write as planning consultants on behalf of Bayview Summit Developments Limited,
the owners of the '‘Shops On Steeles' property municipally known as 2900 Steeles
Avenue East, in the City of Markham.

The Shops On Steeles property is 7.2 hectares (18 acres) in size, located between Don
Mills Road and Highway 404, on the north side of Steeles Avenue East. Appendix A to
this letter illustrates the property location on the draft new Official Plan Map 3 - Land
Use.

The Shops On Steeles Property

The Shops On Steeles property is the subject of site-specific Official Plan Amendment
and Zoning By-Law Amendment approvals issued by the Ontario Municipal Board (the
‘OMB’) on August 16, 2011. A copy of that OMB decision is enclosed as Attachment B
to this letter, which includes the OMB approved site-specific OPA and ZBLA for this

property.
Current Official Plan.designation

The Shops On Steeles property is located in the Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-1) for the
Thornhill Planning District (PD No. 3).

7270 Woodbine Avenue, Suite 302 gatziosplanning.com
Markham, Ontario 1 905.475.9191
L3R 489 £905.475.8344



According to the OPA approved by the OMB in August 2011, the land use designation
applying to this property is ‘Major Commercial Area', with a series of site-specific
policies. A summary of the currently in-effect Official Plan policies is as follows:

a) permitted land uses: a broad range of retail, commercial, service commercial,
office, community uses, institutional and high density residential;

b) maximum total overall site FSI: 1.85;

c) maximum overall site residential FSI: 1.5;

d) maximum number of residential units: 1,235 units;

e) maximum number of storeys: see Figure 6.3.2;

f) various urban design principles as found in subsection iv) of the OPA;

g) various transportation requirements as found in subsection v) of the OPA;

h) a Section 37 Agreement requirement as found in subsection vi) of the OPA;

i) various Hold Provisions as found in subsection vii) of the OPA.
The currently in-effect Official Plan provides for the planned function of the property to
serve as “...a vibrant, sustainable, transit-supportive, mixed use residential and

commercial centre which will provide a balanced range of retail, service commercial
and high density residential uses.".

Proposed new Official Plan designations

The September 2012 draft of PART 17of the City's new Official Plan changes the land use
designation on the property, and proposes the following:

Map 1 — Markham Structure:

a) ‘Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area’

b) ‘German Mills Centre' Local Centre

c) ‘Gateway Hub'

d) Don Mills Road and Steeles Avenue East both shown as ‘Regional Rapid Transit
Corridor', Highway 404 shown as 'Highway 404 Expressway Bus Service'

Map 2 - Centres and Corridors and Transit Network:

a) ‘Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area’
b) ‘German Mills Centre’ Local Centre

c) '‘Gateway Hub'

e



d) Don Mills Road and Steeles Avenue East both shown as ‘Regional Rapid Transit
Corridor’, Highway 404 shown as ‘Highway 404 Expressway Bus Service'

Map 3 - Land Use:

a) west half of the property is ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise':
- policy 8.3.3.4: minimum height of 3 and maximum height of 12 storeys
- policy 8.3.3.4: density generally in the range of 1.5 to 2.5 FSI, however if in an
‘Intensification Area’ the range is 1.5 to 3.0 FS|, subject to design criteria
- policy 8.3.3.5: maximum GFA of any individual retail establishment is 6,000 sq.m.

b) east half of property is ‘Mixed Use High Rise':
- policy 8.3.4.4: minimum height of 3 and maximum height of 25 storeys
- policy 8.3.4.4: density generally in the range of 2.5 to 3.0 FSI, however if in an
‘Intensification Area’ the range is 2.5 to 3.5 FS|, subject to design criteria
- policy 8.3.4.5: maximum GFA of any individual retail establishment is 6,000 sg.m.

c) the property is NOT located in the 'Intensification Areq’ outline

Comments to the proposed new Official Plan Part 1

First, we are unsure if the City intends to bring for the current Thornhill Secondary Plan or
a modified version of it into Part 2 of the proposed new Official Plan. The City's intent in
this regard may result in additional or different comments from us.

Second, the proposed new land use designations of ‘Mixed Use Mid Rise’ and ‘Mixed
Use High Rise' on each half of the Shops On Steeles property do not reflect the site-
specific land use permissions and designation that arose from an extensive consultation
process on the site-specific OPA and ZBLA culminating in the August 2011 OMB
decision. It is our request that the site-specific permissions and land use framework
across the entire property that are currently in-effect be carried forward.

Third, we believe that the Shops On Steeles property should be indicated as an
‘Intensification Area’ on Map 3. This is reinforced by the fact that it is shown on Maps 1
and 2 as a Gateway Hub, a Local Centre and a Mixed Use Neighbourhood Area, which
are all reflective of the recently approved OPA which serves to allow an intensified
redevelopment of the existing plaza. Further, the City's own Growth Management
Strategy work leading up to the 2012 draft Official Plan included the property as an
Intensification Area. We enclose a copy of the City's '‘RECOMMENDED GROWTH
ALTERNATIVE TO 2031' maps which illustrate the subject property as 'Major Corridor’
Potential Residential Intensification Area.



Finally, we believe that the detailed conceptual site plan that was developed and
agreed to by the City as the basis for the site-specific zoning by-law amendment
approval by the OMB should be recognized by allowing for the pending site plan
application on the property to be transitioned from new land use, urban design and
other policies in this new Official Plan, should it not be submitted prior to approval of this
new Official Plan.

We may be making additional submissions to the City on various other aspects of the
proposed new Official Plan once we know if it is the City's intention to carry forward the
site-specific OPA for this property and/or the Thornhill Secondary Plan into the new
Official Plan.

We trust the above submission will be considered by staff and Council. Kindly advise if
a meeting with staff is required to review these matters, we would be pleased fo attend
at staff's earliest convenience.

Sincerely,

Gatzios Planning + Development Consultants Inc.

Maria Gatzios, MCiP RPP
Enclosures.
Copy to: Ms. K. Bavington, City of Markham Clerk's Department

Bayview Summit Developments Limited
Mr. J. Alati, Davies Howe Partners LLP
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ISSUE DATE: | b r. )
August 16, 2011

PL100538

e

Ontari_o
Ontario Municipal Board
Commission des affaires municipales de I'Ontario

Bayview Summit Developments Limited has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under
subsection 22(7) of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended, from Council's refusal
or neglect to enact a proposed amendment to the Official Plan for the Town of Markham by
specifically expanding the list of permitted uses in the *Major Commercial Area” designation in
the Thornhill Secondary Plan in order to permit the redevelopment of the existing Shops on
Steeles retail mall on the subject lands located at 2900 Steeles Avenue East into 2 mixed-use
community consisting of 5 residential point towers ranging between 18 storeys and 32 storeys
above mid-rise podiums of up to 10 storeys containing 1,787 residential units, as well as office
uses, open spaces, community uses, the renovation of the existing 2-storey Sears Canada
Outlet to include a new relocated food store and other retail uses in a “lifestyle” retail concept
Town of Markham File No. OP 07 130802

O.M.B. Case No. PL100538

O.M.B. File No. PL100538

Bayview Summit Developments Limited has appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board under
subsection 34(11) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1980, c. P. 13, as amended, from Council's
refusal or neglect to enact a proposed amendment to Zoning By-law No. 2612, as amended, of
the Town of Markham, by specifically seeking permission to allow residential uses and to
incorporate site specific development standards to the “Community Commercial’ zone for the
purpose of permitting the redevelopment of the subject lands located at 2900 Steeles Avenue
East into a mixed-use community consisting of 5 residential point towers ranging-between 18
storeys and 32 storeys above mid-rise podiums of up to 10 storeys containing 1,787 residential
units, as well as office uses, open spaces, community uses, the renovation of the existing 2-
storey Sears Canada Outlet to include a new relocated food store and other retail uses in a
“lifestyle” retail concept

Town of Markham File No. ZA 08 110745

O.M.B. Case No. PL100538

O.M.B. File No. PL100539

BEFORE:

J. CHEE-HING ) Monday, the 15" day of
MEMBER
) August, 2011



THIS MATTER haviﬁg come on for public hearing and the Ontario Municipal Board (the
“Board”), in accordance with its Decision issued on June 20, 2011, having withheld its
Order until this day to await receipt of written notification from the solicitor for the Town
of Markham indicating that the Section 37 Agreement, attached as Schedule “E” to the
Minutes of Settlement, has been executed by Bayview Summit Developments Limited
and receipt of the modified Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments in accordance

with the Board’s said Decision;

THE BOARD ORDERS that the appeal with fespect to the Official Plan Amendment is
allowed, and the Official Plan for the Town of Markham is amended as set out in
Attachment “1" to this Order,;

AND THE BOARD ORDERS that the appeal with respect to the Zoning By-law
Amendment is allowed, and By-law No. 2612, aé amended, of the Town of Markham is
hereby amended in the manner set out in Attachment “2” to this Order. The Board
authorizes the municipal clerk to assign a number to this by-law for record keeping
purposes.

SECRETARY



ATTACHMENT ‘17

OFFICIAL PLAN

of the

TOWN OF MARKHAM PLANNING AREA
AMENDMENT NO. XXX

To amend the Official Plan (Revised 1987), as amended, and
to incorporate Amendment No. 16 to the Thornhill Sccondary Plan Secondary Plan (PD 3-1

for the Thornhill Planning District (Planning District No. 3).

(SHOPS ON STEELES)

(March 2011)
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PART I - INTRODUCTION

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



1.0

2.0

3.0

PART [ - INTRODUCTION

GENERAL

1.1

1.2

1.3

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

PART II - THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT constitutes Official
Plan Amendment No. XXX to the Official Plan (Revised 1987), as
amended and is required to enact Amendment No.16 to the Thornhill
Secondary Plan (PD 3-1) for the Thomhill Planning District (Planning
District No. 3). Part II is an operative part of this Official Plan
Amendment.

PART III - THE SECONDARY PLAN AMENDMENT, attached thereto,
constitutes Amendment No 16 to the Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-1)
for the Thomhill Planning District (Planning District No. 3). This
Secondary Plan Amendment may be identified by the symbol PD 3-1-16.
Part I1I is an operative part of this Official Plan Amendment.

LOCATION

This Amendment to the Official Plan and to the Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-

1) applies to the Shops on Steeles property at 2900 Steeles Avenue East, located

on the northeast corner of Don Mills Road and Steeles Avenue East.

PURPOSE



4.0

The purpose of this Secondary Plan Amendment is to amend certain technical
provisions of the Official Plan (Revised 1987) and to expand the list of permitted
uses in the ‘Major Commercial Area’ designation of the Thomhill Secondary Plan
(PD 3-1) for the Thornhill Planning District (Planning District No. 3) as it applies
to the subject property, in order to permit redevelopment of the existing retail
mall into a mixed-use development consisting of office, retail and high density
residential uses. :

BASIS OF THIS OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT

This Amendment serves to specifically add provisions for high density residential
uses on the subject property in addition to the currently permitted uses in the
‘Major Commercial Area’ designation of the Thornhill Secondary Plan. The
location of the subject property represents an appropriate location for residential
intensification in the form of high density residential housing, in conjunction with
the redevelopment of the property for a new, updated and enhanced retail, office
and commercial centre which will continue to serve as a large and highly
specialized retail shopping facility in the Thornhill Planning District.

The lands subject to this Amendment currently contain an indoor mall, a two-
storey department store, a grocery store, several pad restaurant and retail stores, a
gas station and a large paved surface parking area. The existing development
does not take full advantage of the property’s location at the intersection of a
provincial highway and two Regional arterial roads that are proposed to serve as
higher order transit corridors in the future. Redevelopment of the property for
mixed use commercial and high density residential will provide for a form of
development that will be transit-supportive, enhance the diversity of housing
types and sizes in the community, and provide opportunities for affordable
housing.

Intensified mixed use commercial and residential development on the subject
property is consistent with the provisions of the Provincial Policy Statement, and
conforms with the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, the Region of
York Official Plan, and Growth Alternative B endorsed by Markham Council.



PART II - THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT

(This is an operative part of Official Plan Amendment No. XXX)
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PART II - THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT

THE OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT

1.1

1.2

1.3

14

Section 1.1.2 of Part II of the Official Plan (Revised 1987), as amended,
is hereby amended by the addition of the number XXX to the list of
amendments, to be placed in numerical order including any required
grammatical and punctuation changes.

Section 1.1.3 (c) of Part II of the Official Plan (Revised 1987), as
amended, is hereby amended by the addition of the number XXX to the
list of amendments listed in the second sentence of the bullet item dealing
with the Thornhill Secondary Plan PD 3-1, for the Thornhill Planning
District, to be placed in numerical order including any required
grammatical and punctuation changes prior to the words “to this Plan”,

Section 9.2.25 of Part II of the Official Plan (Revised 1987), as amended,
is hereby amended by the addition of the number XXX to the list of
amendments, to be placed in numerical order including any required
grammatical and punctuation changes prior to the words “to this Plan™.

No additional changes to the text or schedules of the Official Plan
(Revised 1987), as amended, are being made by this Amendment. This
Amendment is also being made to incorporate changes to the text of the
Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-1) for the Thornhill Planning District
(Planning District No. 3). These changes are outlined in Part III which
comprises Amendment No. 16 to the Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-1).



2.0

IMPLEMENTATION AND INTERPRETATION

The provisions of the Official Plan, as amended, regarding the implementation
and interpretation of the Plan, shall apply in regard to this Amendment, except as
specifically provided for in this Amendment.

This Amendment shall be implemented by an amendment to the Zoning By-law
in conformity with the provisions of this Amendment. '



PART LI - THE SECONDARY PLAN AMENDMENT (PD 3-1-16)

(This is an operative part of Official Plan Amendment No, XXX)
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PART III - THE SECONDARY PLAN AMENDMENT (PD 3-1-16)

THE SECONDARY PLAN AMENDMENT
(Amendment No. 16 to the Thornhill Secondary Plan PD 3-1)

The Thornhill Secondary Plan (PD 3-1) for the Thornhill Planning District is
hereby amended as follows:

1.1 Figure 6.3.2 attached hereto is hereby inserted into Section 6.3 MAJOR
COMMERCIAL AREA at the end of Subsection 6.3.2 and Subsection
6.3.2 is hereby deleted and replaced with the following:

«“6.32 The MAJOR COMMERCIAL AREA designation recognizes the location
of a multi-use, multi-purpose centre offering a range of retail, service,
commercial, office, community, institutional and residential uses on the property
on the north side of Steeles Avenue between Highway 404 and Don Mills Road.
The non-residential component of the property is to serve as a destination for
major shopping and service commercial needs of the Thornhill Planning District.

The planned function of the property is to serve as a vibrant, sustainable, transit-
supportive, mixed use residential and commercial centre which will provide a
balanced range of retail, service commercial and high density residential uses.
High density residential uses shall only be permitted in conjunction with the
provision of a range of commercial uses comprising a major shopping destination.

The property is subject to the following policies:

i) Land Use

1. Land use will consist of a broad range of uses including retail,
commercial, service commercial, office, community uses, institutional
uses and high density residential uses.



iif)

2. In addition to the permitted land uses as found in Section 3.4.6.1
Major Commercial Area, subsection c) Land Uses, clause i), of the
Official Plan (Revised 1987), as amended, the following uses are
permitted:

o apartment dwellings
o multiple dwellings
O open space over underground parking garage structures.

Maximum Density and Residential Units

1. A maximum total floor space index (FSI) of 1.85 shall be permitted
on the property for all uses, of which a maximum of 1.5 FSI shall
apply to residential uses.

2. A maximum of 1,235 residential units shall be permitted.

Maximum Number of Storeys

The maximum number of storeys shall be-as set out in Figure 6.3.2.
However, subject to conformity with all other provisions of this Plan,
including provisions for maximum density and residential units, minor
changes to the number of storeys of commercial buildings may be
permitted without an amendment to this Plan, but in no circumstances
shall the heights of residential or mixed residential commercial buildings
be increased.

Urban Design Principles

1. A publicly accessible private street system, designed to resemble
public roads, shall be developed on the property to facilitate
vehicular and pedestrian circulation, generally as illustrated on
Figure 6.3.2. Precise location of the streets will be determined
through Site Plan Control and minor variations will not require an
amendment to this plan. The Private Street System will be owned
privately and may be built upon any undérground parking and
building structures located on the property;



ii.

1ii.

Built form will provide an appropriate transition in scale and
heights between the proposed development and the surrounding
low-rise community character to the north and west and medium-
rise development to the south.

High-rise buildings above podium height shall be predominantly in
the form of small-floorplate point towers, while the base of these
buildings shall be in the form of podium buildings that form
continuous street walls;

Separation distances between high-rise towers shall be sufficient to
provide for appropriate light and space between buildings;

Transition and design of built form shall minimize impacts on
neighbouring streets and properties including shadowing and
uncomfortable wind conditions.:

The development shall provide for an enhanced pedestrian realm.
The pedestrian environment and street-level animation shall be
enhanced by means of the following:

Street-related retail and commercial uses in the westerly portion
of the area shown on Figure 6.3.2 should be emphasized along
public and private streets traversing and bordering the
development;

Weather and wind protection, such as canopies and awnings
shall be provided along street frontages; :

The ground floor elevations of buildings bordering public and
private streets in the westerly portion of the area shown on
Figure 6.3.2 traversing and bordering the development shall be
set at a level that will allow for barrier free access from the
sidewalk to the building entry; and,

A linked pedestrian walkway system shall be provided between
intemal and external streets that is designed to minimize
walking distances to existing and anticipated transit stops;



10.

11.

Surface parking areas shall generally be minimized, although on-
street parking for retail customers will be encouraged;

Environmental sustainability should be enhanced by the use of
sustainable materials, innovative energy and material conservation
strategies and stormwater conservation techniques;

The development should expand the range and affordability of
housing types in the surrounding neighbourhood; and,

The development should provide for a balanced mix of commercial,
residential and employment uses.

The review of the first phase of the commercial redevelopment will
address the principle of interior, privately-owned, publicly
accessible mall space for community gathering, which will provide
similar opportunities to the type of community gathering space in
existence within the mall at the time of approval of this Official
Plan Amendment. The specific size, location and configuration of
this space shall be determined through the site plan approval
process, to the satisfaction of the Town of Markham.

v) Transportation Policies

i)

To support future mixed use intensification on the site, the first phase
of site plan approval, in accordance with the approved master site
plan, shall include the dedication of land abutting Don Mills Road at
no cost to the Regional Municipality of York to achieve a 22.5 m
right of way from the existing centre line of construction of Don
Mills Road along the entire frontage to facilitate future light rail
transit (LRT). Should the gas station at the immediate northeast
corner of Don Mills Road and Steeles Avenue East also redevelop, a
similar land dedication will be required at the time of site plan
approval of that block.

To ensure that future development is transit supportive, prior to
development the applicant shall provide, for approval of the Town
and Region, at the site plan stage:



vi)

vii)

o a comprehensive Transportation Demand Management program
and implementation plan;

e a demonstration of how transit buses/vehicles can be
accommodated on site; and,

o a demonstration of how a full moves intersection at the north end
of the property can be implemented with respect to signal phasing
and functional design with a future LRT service on Don Mills
Road.

Section 37 Agreement

The residential density permitted will be subject to provision of a cash
payment for provision of additional community facilities and services by
the Town with possible adjustment for provision of community space by
the owner on the lands subject to this Subsection. This requirement will
be implemented through an agreement between the Owner and the Town,
pursuant to Section 37 (1) of the Planning Act R.S.0.

Hold Provisions

Redevelopment of the site will occur in phases subject to a master
conceptual site plan process and the phased provision of municipal
infrastructure to the site including water and wastewater capacity.
Accordingly, holding zone provisions shall be applied to the site and
lifted by the Town of Markham upon confirmation by the Town of
Markham that adequate servicing and transportation capacity is available.

In addition to any other applicable provisions of Section 7.3 c) iii), a
zoning by-law amendment to remove the Hold 1 (H1) and Hold 2 (H2)
symbols from the zoning designations shall not be passed until the
following conditions have been met to the satisfaction of the Town of
Markham and York Region as applicable:

i) Conditions for removing the Hold | (H1) Provision:



¢ Payment of a Section 37 financial contribution and/or
satisfactory arrangements being in place for provision of in
kind facilities, all to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of
Development Services;

¢ The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that
sufficient servicing capacity is available and has adopted a
resolution granting additional servicing allocation to provide
for the number of dwelling units permitted;

* Submission of a municipal servicing study to the satisfaction
of the Director of Engineering in consultation with York
Region;

e Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s) as may
be required between the Town, the Owner, and where
applicable, York Region and the City of Toronto, relating to
the construction, financing, and implementation of off-site
servicing infrastructure improvements, if required by the
Town;

* Submission of the following: :

© a transportation monitoring study of the travel
characteristics associated with the uses developed on
the subject lands prior to the lifting of the H1
provision, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering in consultation with York Region and the
Director of Transportation Services, North District,
City of Toronto; and

© an updated transportation impact study using the
findings of the transportation monitoring study, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering in
consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of
Toronto.

ii) Conditions for removing the Hold 2 (H2) provision:

* Removal of the Hold 1 (H1) provision;

¢ Payment of a Section 37 financial contribution and/or
satisfactory arrangements being in place for provision of in



kind facilities, all to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of
Development Services;

e The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that
sufficient servicing capacity is available and has adopted a
resolution granting additional servicing allocation to provide
for the number of dwelling units permitted,

e Submission of a municipal servicing study to the satisfaction
of the Director of Engineering in consultation with York
Region; :

e Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s) as may
be required between the Town, the Owner, and where
applicable, York Region and the City of Toronto, relating to
the construction, financing, and implementation of off-site
servicing infrastructure improvements, if required by the
Town;

e Submission of the following:

o a transportation monitoring® study of the travel
characteristics associated with the uses developed on
the subject lands prior to the lifting of the H2
provision, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering in consultation with York Region and the
Director of Transportation Services, North District,
City of Toronto; and

o an updated transportation impact study using the
findings of the transportation monitoring study, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering in
consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of
Toronto.

iii) Effect of lifting the Hold I (H1) and Hold 2 (H2):

The effect of lifting the Hold 1 (H1) and Hold 2 (H2) provisions
shall be in accordance with the phasing plan approved by the
Town and as set out in the implementing zoning by-law.”



2.0

IMPLEMENTATION AND INTERPRETATION

The provisions of the Official Plan, as amended, regarding the implementation
and interpretation of the Plan, shall apply in regard to this Amendment, except as
specifically provided for in this Amendment.

This Amendment shall be implemented by amendmient/s to the Zoning By-law
and site plan approval/s, as applicable, in conformity with the provisions of this
Amendment.
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ATTACHMENT “2”

EXPLANATORY NOTE
BY-LAW 2010-xxx
A By-law to amend By-law 2612, as amended

Bayview Summit Developments Limited
2900 Steeles Avenue East

LANDS AFFECTED

The By-law applies to lands located on the north east corner of Don Mills Road and
Steeles Avenue, in Markham.

EXISTING ZONING

The lands subject to this By-law are presently zoned Community Commercial [CC] by
By-law 2612, as amended. '

PURPOSE AND EFFECT

The purpose and effect of this By-law is to rezone the western portion of the subject site
to the Community Amenity One [CA1] to permit a retail and office development; to
rezone the eastern portion of the site to Community Area 2 [CA2] to permit a mixed use
high density residential and commercial development; and to rezone land in the north
eastern portion of the site to Open Space One [OS1]. The By-law applies site-specific
zoning provisions for new CA1 and CA2 zones, including site-specific permitted uses,
height provisions, setbacks, maximum residential units and floor area and parking
provisions. The zoning by-law incorporates Holding One (H1) and Holding Two (H2)
provisions to the CA2 Zone to provide for phased development of the mixed use area.

The specific conditions for removal of these holding provisions are set out in the By-law
and relate to the following matters:

" Conditions for removal of the H1 provision:

* Payment of Section 37 financial contribution and/or satisfactory
arrangements being in place for provision of in kind facilities, all to the
satisfaction of the Commissioner of Development Services;

¢ The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that sufficient
servicing capacity is available and has adopted a resplution granting
additional servicing allocation to provide for the number of dwelling
units permitted;



Submission of a municipal servicing study to the satisfaction of the
Director of Engineering in consultation with York Region;

Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s) as may be required
between the Town, the Owner, and where applicable, York Region and
the City of Toronto, relating to the construction, financing, and
implementation of off-site servicing infrastructure improvements, if
required by the Town; '

Submission of the following:

o a transportation monitoring study of the travel characteristics
associated with the uses developed on the subject lands prior to the
lifting of the H1 provision, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering in consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of Toronto; and

o an updated transportation impact study using the findings of the
transportation monitoring study, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering in consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of Toronto.

Effect of lifting the H1 provision:

A maximum of 748 residential units shall be permitted;

Conditions for removal of the H2 provision:

Removal of the Hold 1 (H1) provision;

Payment of a Section 37 financial contribution and/or satisfactory
arrangements being in place for provision of in kind facilities, all to the
satisfaction of the Commissioner of Development Services;

The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that sufficient
servicing capacity is available and has adopted a resolution granting
additional servicing allocation to provide for the number of dwelling
units permitted;



* Submission of a municipal servicing study to -the satisfaction of the
Director of Engineering in consultation with York Region;

e Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s) as may be
required between the Town, the Owner, and where applicable, York
Region and the City of Toronto, relating to the construction, financing,
and implementation of off-site servicing infrastructure improvements, if
required by the Town;

* Submission of the following:

© a transportation monitoring study of the travel characteristics
associated with the uses developed on the subject lands prior to
the lifting of the H2 provision, to the satisfaction of the Director of
Engineering in consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of Toronto; and

o an updated transportation impact study using the findings of the
transportation monitoring study, to the satisfaction of the Director
of Engineering in consultation with York Region and the Director of
Transportation Services, North District, City of Toronto.

Effect of lifting the H2 provision:

* The remaining residential units shall be permitted



BY-LAW 2011-XXX
A By-law to amend By-law 2612, as amended

To rezone the lands at the north east corner of Don Mills Road and Steeles Avenue to permit
high density mixed commercial and residential development

THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF MARKHAM HEREBY
ENACTS AS FOLLOWES:

1. That By-law 2612, as amended is hereby further amended as it applies to the lands
outlined on Schedule 'A' attached hereto as follows:

11 By re-zoning the lands from the Community Commercial [CC] to the
Community Amenity Area One [CA 1]; Community Amenity Area Two
(Hold 1) [CA2(H1)]; Community Amenity Area Two (Hold 2) [CA2(H2)];
and Open Space One [OS1] Zones.

2.  That By-law 2612, as amended is hereby further amended by adding the following
to the list of zones in Section 3.2 as set out below:

"Community Amenity Area One - CA1
“Community Amenity Area Two - CA2”

3. Notwithstanding any other provision of By-law 2612, as amended, the provisions
in this Section shall apply to only those lands denoted on Schedule 'A' attached
hereto. All other provisions of this By-law unless specifically modified/amended
by this Section, continue to apply to the lands subject to this Section.

3.1 Use Definitions

a. "Drive-Through Service Facility" means a building or structure or part
thereof where goods and/or services are offered to the public within a
parked or stationary vehicle by way of a service window or kiosk, where
goods, money or materials are exchanged. Kiosks within a parking
garage or associated with a surface parking area are not considered to be
drive-through service uses.



b.  “Open Space” means an open recreational area which includes one or
more of the following facilities or activities: '

i. Areas for walking, sitting or outdoor recreation including
playgrounds, picnic areas, hard or soft landscaped areas, athletic
fields or outdoor skating rinks;

ii. A parking gnrage subject to the following:

The parking garage being for motor vehicle or bicycle parking and/or
storage lockers;

The parking garage being located entirely below grade except that
associated stairwells and ventilator shafts may - project above
established grade.

3.2 Permitted Uses

3.21

Only Uses Permitted in the Community Amenity Area One [CA1] Zone

I0)

NON-RESIDENTIAL

a) art galleries;

b) business offices;

c) clubs, private;

d) commercial fitness centres;

€)  community centres;

f)  day nurseries;

g) financial institutions;

h)  gas bar;

i)  libraries;

1) medical offices;

k)  motor vehicle service centre not to exceed 743 Square metres
gross floor area

D) parks;

m) personal service shops;

n)  places of worship;

0) recreational establishments;

p) repair shops;

Q) restaurants;

r)  restaurants, take-out;

s)  retail stores;

t)  schools, commercial;

u) schools, private;

v)  schools, public;



w) supermarket;
X) theatres

322 Only Uses Permitted in the Community Amenity Area Two [CA2] Zone

) RESIDENTIAL:

a) apartment dwellings;
b)  multiple dwellings

(ii) NON-RESIDENTIAL:

a)  art galleries;

b)  business offices;

c)  clubs, private;

d) commercial fitness centres;
e) communily centres;

f)  day nurseries;

g)  financial institutions;
h)  libraries;

i)  medical offices;

j)  parks;

k)  personal service shops;
)  places of worship;

m) recreational establishments;
n)  repair shops;

0) restaurants;

p)  restaurants, take-out;
q) retail stores;

r)  schools, commercial;
s)  schools, private;

t)  schools, public;

u) supermarket;

V)  theatres

3.23 Only Uses Permitted in the Open Space One [OS1] Zone

a) openspace



3.24

Zone Standards

- The following specific zone standards apply to the lands set out in

Schedule “A” attached to this by-law.

 a) Floor Space Index

The maximum Floor Space Index (FSI) for all of the buildings on the lands
delineated on Schedule 'A' to this By-law shall not exceed 1.85 FSI.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the total FSI for all permitted residential
uses shall not exceed 1.5 FSI.

For the purposes of this By-law, only the following floor areas are
exempted from the FS] calculation:

» motor vehicle or bicycle parking areas above or below grade;
. rooftop mechanical penthouses;
. lobbies located below grade;
. loading areas located below grade;
" storage lockers located below grade;
. garbage/recycling, utility, mechanical, and electrical rooms located
below grade;
b) Height

The maximum height of any building or structure shall be as shown on
Schedule ‘B’ to this By-law, measured to:

i) the highest point of the roof surface or the parapet, whichever is
the greater, of a flat roof; -

if)  the deckline of a mansard roof;

iii) the mean level between eaves and ridge of a gable, hip or
gambrel roof or other type of pitched roof;

iv) in case of a structure with no roof, the highest point of said
structure.



Notwithstanding the above, any ornamental roof construction features
including towers, stair enclosures, steeples or cupolas, shall not be
included in the calculation of height. Mechanical features, including their
screening, and structures containing the equipment necessary to control
an elevator, are permitted to project a maximum of 5.0 metres above the
highest point on the roof surface, regardless of the height of the building.
Lobbies and stairwells serving rooftop parking are permitted to project a
maximum of 5.5 metres.

¢) Minimum yard setbacks:

The minimum required yard setbacks for any building or structure shall
be as shown on Schedule ‘C’ to this By-law.

In the CAl zone, the underground parking garage along the Steeles
Avenue East and Don Mills Road lot lines must be located entirely below
the existing geodetic elevation at the lot lines.

For greater clarity, the lot line adjacent to Don Mills Road shall be the lot
line as it exists after the conveyance to York Region of the lands required
to ensure a minimum 22.5 m right of way width from the existing centre
line of construction of Don Mills Road.

d) Maximum number of dwelling units:

The maximum number of dwelling units permitted is 1,235.

e) Residential Floor Area

Schedule ‘B’ identifies two areas with a maximum residential floor area
as follows:

i) Within the block identified as *1 on Schedule ‘B’ the maximum
floor area of any storey of a residential tower above 219.53 metres
geodetic elevation above sea level shall be 850 square metres.

if) Within the block identified as *2 on Schedule ‘B’ the maximum
floor area of any storey of a residential tower above 239.53 metres
geodetic elevation above sea level shall be 850 square metres.



For the purposes of this provision, the floor area is deemed to include all
of the horizontal space between the exterior faces of the exterior walls of
the building at each floor level, whether it is broken or not by elevator
shafts, stairwells, or similar breaks in the floor.

f)  Minimum Separation Distances

The minimum separation distance between porﬁons of buildings above
219.53 metres geodetic elevation above sea level shall be 30 metres,
except as shown on Schedule ‘B’.

8) Maximum permitted projections

Notwithstanding the foregoing, encroachments into the permitted yard
setback shall be as follows:

Structure Maximum permitted
projection

Eaves, cornices, ornamental | Maximum projection of 0.3
or architectural metres into the

elements, light fixtures, required yard setback
balustrades, mullions,

window sills, and bay
windows

Canopies, balconies and | Maximum projection of 2.4
awnings metres into the required
yard setback




3.25

Special Parking Provisions

A minimum number of parking spaces are required for all of the uses

permitted as set out below:

Use Minimum Parking Spaces required
Apartment dwelling 1 parking spaces per dwelling unit plus

) 0.1 parking spaces per dwelling unit for
Multiple dwelling visitors

Business Offices

1 parking space per 30.0 square metres
of net floor area

Commercial fitness centres,
financial institutions,
recreational  establishments,
repair shops, restaurants, take
out restaurants, retail stores,
schools commercial,
supermarkets. '

1 parking space for every 30.0 square
metres of net floor area and for
supermarkets 1 parking space per 20
square metres of net floor area

Places of Worship

The greater of:

1 parking space per 4 persons of the
worship area capacity; or

1 parking space per 9 square metres of
the net floor area of the worship area(s)
and any accessory use areas, excluding
any residential uses

3.2.6  Special Site Provisions
The following additional provisions shall apply:
a) Outdoor storage use is not permitted.

b) The establishment of a drive-through service facility associated with
any use is not permitted.



d)

8)

h)

Nothing in this By-law shall be interpreted to prevent the
construction of a parking garage located below grade for .the
purpose of motor vehicle or bicycle parking and/or storage lockers
on any portion of the lands identified on Schedule A to this By-
law.

Nothing in this By-law shall prevent the use of land for a sales
office for the sale of residential, commercial or office suites
provided that the suifes to be sold are to be located on lands
within the limits of the Town of Markham.

Outdoor display, sales, dining and patio uses are permitted-

The minimum gross floor area for all permitted uses in the
Community Amenity Area One [CA1] Zone shall be 18,600 m2.

The applicant shall be required to enter into a Section 37
Agreement to secure provision of community facilities and
services by the Town.

The lands shown in Schedule A shall be treated as one lof for the
purposes of this By-law. '

HOLDING PROVISIONS

The Hold 1 (H1) and Hold 2 (H2) zones are shown on Schedule 'A’ attached to this

By-law.

4.1 Uses Permitted Prior to the Lifting of a Holding Provision

Only non-residential uses are permitted prior to the removal of the H1
provision and non-residential uses continue to be permitted prior to the
removal of the H2 provision.

4.2 Conditions for Removing the H1 Provision

The Hold 1 (H1) Provision shall not be lifted until the following conditions
have been met to the satisfaction of the Town of Markham:



i) Payment of Section 37 financial contribution and/or
satisfactory arrangements being in place for provision of in
kind facilities, all to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of
Development Services;

ii)  The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that
sufficient servicing capacity is available and has adopted a
resolution granting additional servicing allocation to provide
for the number of dwelling units permitted;

iii) Submission of a municipal servicing study to the satisfaction of
the Director of Engineering in consultation with York Region;

(iv) Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s) as may
be required between the Town, the Owner, and where
applicable, York Region and the City of Toronto, relating to the
construction, financing, and implementation of off-site
servicing infrastructure improvements, -if required by the
Town;

v)  Submission of the following:

» a transportaion monitoring study of the travel
characteristics associated with the uses developed on the
subject lands prior to the lifting of the HI1 provision, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering in consultation
with York Region and the Director of Transportation Services,
North District, City of Toronto; and

*» an updated transportation impact study using the findings
of the transportation monitoring study, to the satisfaction of
the Director of Engineering in consultation with York
Region and the Director of Transportation Services, North
District, City of Toronto.

4.3 Effect of lifting the Hold 1 (H1) provision:

That the lifting of the Hold 1 (H1) provision has the effect of permitting a
maximum of 748 dwelling units on the lands subject to this By-law.



4.4

Conditions for Removing the Hold 2 (HZ) Provision

The Hold 2 (H2) Provision shall not be lifted until the following conditions

have been met to the satisfaction of the Town of Markham:

i)

ii)

vi)

Removal of the Hold 1 (H1) provision

Payment of a Section 37 financial contribution and/or
satisfactory arrangements being in place for provision of in
kind facilities, all to the satisfaction of the Commissioner of
Development Services;

The Town, in consultation with York Region, is satisfied that
sufficient servicing capacity is available and has adopted a
resolution granting additional servicing allocation to provide
for the number of dwelling units permitted;

Submission of a municipal servicing study to the satisfaction of
the Director of Engineering in consultation with York Region;

Execution of one or more Development Agreement(s)as may be
required between the Town, the Owner, and where applicable,
York Region and the City of Toronto, relating to the
construction, financing, and implementation of off-site
servicing infrastructure improvements, if required by the
Town;

Submission of the following:

* a fransportation monitoring study of the travel
characteristics associated with the uses developed on the
subject lands prior to the lifting of the H2 provision, to the
satisfaction of the Director of Engineering in consultation
with York Region and the Director of Transportation Services,
North District, City of Toronto; and

" an updated transportation impact study using the findings
of the transportation monitoring study, to the satisfaction of
the Director of Engineering in consultation with York
Region and the Director of Transportation Services, North
District, City of Toronto.



45 Effect of Lifting the Hold 2 (H2) Provision

That lifting of the Hold 2 (H2) provision has the effect of permitting the
remaining permitted dwelling units on the lands subject to this by-law;

5. All other provisions of By-law 2612, as amended, not inconsistent with the
provisions of this By-law, shall continue to apply.

APPROVED BY ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD ON . 2011
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- 9B BOUSFIELDS inc.

Project No. 1
July 21, 2011

Mr. Jim Baird

Commissioner of Development Services
Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird,

Re: Markham Woodside Centre

As you are aware, we are the planning consultants for Calloway REIT and CREIT, the
owners of approximately 30 acres of land located to the immediate east of the southeast
comer of Woodbine and Highway 7 as set out in the altached site plan (‘the Site"). We
would like to thank you for meeting with Andy Robins, CREIT; Heather Jenkins, Calloway
REIT; and myself on June 29, 2011 to discuss the Town of Markham's new Official Plan
program and opportunities for involvement. As indicated at our meeting, the owners are
interested in intensifying the Site for higher density mixed use development including
office and residential uses with retail in a phased manner.

We understand from our meeting that the Town does envision the evolution of the Site for
mixed use development, including residential, over the mid to longer term, but would like
to ensure that a retail component is maintained. Further, we understand that an Area
Study/Secondary Plan process would be required for the Site to determine details
including the size and location of the various uses, a new road pattern and phasing. This
process would follow the new Official Plan.

We would appreciate it if you would keep us informed of the new Official Plan process
and advise us of any meetings that take place. The fact that the majority of the quadrant
is in a single ownership facilitates the redevelopment and implementation of a
comprehensive plan for the area. We would like to work with you throughout the process
and assist in any way by providing information or concept plans that would assist in
moving intensification of the Site forward.

Thank you again for meeting with us.

Yours very truly,
Bousfields Inc.

7/)/2 “77\/\«,,

Laurie J. McPherson’ B.E.S., MCIP, RPP

OFFICE OF HE
COM
DE¥gLOPMENT SERgeISC'ggER
WN OF MARKHAM

cc: Andy Robins, CREIT - arobins@creit.ca

Heather Jenkins, Calloway REIT - hienkins@callowayreit.com

3 Church St., #200, Toronto, ON M5E IM2 T 416-947-9744 F 416-947-0781 www.bousfields.ca
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LARKIN+ AssociATES Planning Consultants Inc.
1168 Kingdale Road

Newmarket, Ontario

Canada L3Y 4W1

Phane: {905) 895-0554

Toll Free: (888) 854-0044
Fax: {905) 895-1817

6 Novemnber, 2012

Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner
Development Services
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Blvd.
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Re: City of Markham
Official Plan Review

Dear Sir,

We represent Memorial_Gardens Canada Limited (“Memorial Gardens”) regarding land use planning matters
which may impact their cemetery properties. Memorial Gardens owns and operates cemeteries across Canada
and is actively involved in the development of new cemetery properties in different provinces. In York Region,
Memorial Gardens owns Highland Hills Memorial Gardens in Gormley (Whitchurch-Stouffville) and Glenview
Memorial Gardens in Vaughan. In the City of Markham, Memorial Gardens maintains an active application for
the development of a new cemetery within and adjacent to the Dickson Hill - Hamlet Area,

We have reviewed the new draft Official Plan in light of cemeteries and related uses and the policies that permit
and govern them, and offer the following comments on planning for cemeteries in the City of Markham.

Summary of the Cemetery Policies

Through our review, it appears that cemeteries are identified as an institutional use in Section 5.1.6, Institutions,
and that the intent of the plan is to integrate such uses within the community “in accordance with the provisions
of the ‘Residential’, ‘Mixed-Use’ and “Private Open Space’ designations”. Furthermore, Section 8.1.1 identifies
uses provided for in all Land Use Designations“except in the ‘Greenway’ designation... and the ‘Employment
Lands’ designations in the case of a sensitive land use”. One of these uses is publicly owned cemeteries in
subsection f). Privately owned cemeteries are permitted within the Private Open Space Designation, an urban
designation, the policies of which are detailed in Section 8.9 and subject to policies stated in Sections 8.9.1.4
and 8.9.1.5 It appears that, in essence, neither private nor public cemeteries are permitted in the rural areas of
the City in that the Greenway policies do not identify cemeteries as a permitted use and are, in fact, prohibit
institutional uses in the Oak Ridges Plan area and the Greenbelt Plan Area in Section 8.6.1.4. The Countryside
designation policies in Section 8.8.1.3 prohibit all non-agricultural uses, with the exception of uses listed in
8.8.1.2 f), being conservation projects, veterinary clinic, sod farm, horse farm, nature based recreation and
fish/wildlife/forestry management.

In summary, we have noted the following overall concepts:

»  The Draft Official Plan differentiates between public and private cemeteries and, while providing palicies
for the expansion of existing private cemeteries and the establishment of new privately owned
cemeteries, fails to apply the policies and guidelines for the establishment and expansion of publicly

www.larkinassociates.com
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owned cemeteries. Publicly owned cemeteries are permitted across a range of designations, with
some exceptions, whereas privately owned cemeteries are specifically permitted only within “Private
Open Space” which is an urban designation;

» The City of Markham generally considers cemeteries as being an urban use. A review of the policies
concludes that neither public nor private cemeteries are permitted within the ‘Greenway’ or the
‘Countryside’ designations. These designations comprise the majority, if not all, of the rural land in the
City of Markham.

> The new draft Official Plan supports very aggressive intensification policies for urban areas which
present a challenge to the location and expansion of cemeteries which require, by nature, large parcels
of land but yet very little in the way of municipal servicing; and,

» The specific cemetery policies detailed in Sections 8.9.1.4 and 8.9.1.5 of the plan are fairly
comprehensive when compared to other municipalities within Ontario. A few suggestions can be
made, however, to further strengthen and define the City of Markham's cemetery policies.

Based on this review, we have identified some concems with the manner in which cemeteries are addressed
within the draft City of Markham Official Plan.

Comments:

We offer the following comments for your consideration:

1. Public and Private Cemetery Differentiation

We feel that both privately and publicly owned cemeteries should be permitted across all designations,
with some exceptions such as employment lands and environmentally sensitive lands, and should be
subject to the same locational and development criteria as defined in Sections 8.9.1.4 and 8.9.1.5.

2. Cemeteries as an Urban Land use

A S e e et

There is a false perception that cemeteries should be considered an urban land use. This perception is
contrary to the historic evidence relating to the development of cemeteries. Early burial grounds were
located away from settiement areas for health and perception reasons. As the settlements grew,
however, the burial grounds became part of the community and became more formalized in terms of
their organization. To this end, early cemeteries were often associated with local churches, typically
located within the church yard itself. As the settlement areas expanded, however, larger properties
were needed to accommodate the burial needs of the settlement residents. New cemeteries,
therefore, were by necessity located on the outskirts of communities as this was generally the only
place properties of sufficient size could be secured.

As an example, we note that Mount Pleasant Cemetery in midtown Toronto was established in 1876 in
what was known as Deer Park (www.mountpleasantgroup.com) which was originally considered to be
“far north of the city”. Woodlawn Cemetery in London, Ontario is another example and is described as
being established in 1879 “two or three miles west of the city” (www.woodlandcemetery.on.ca). Local
examples of this are Holy Cross Catholic Cemetery, established in 1954, and Christ the King Cemetery,
established in 2001.

1168 Kingdale Road, Newmarket ON L3Y 4W1 o www.larkinassociates.com
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that the land does not comprise a specialty crop area;

there is a need for the cemetery;

the use is compatible with surrounding uses;

there are no reasonable alternatives existing in the urban area or on lower priority
agricultural lands.

P G2, PIRCSE

We would be pleased to offer you examples of cemetery policies for your assistance.

4, Urban Economics

The amount of land required for new cemeteries is almost impossible to find in most urban areas as the
value is increased due to the other land uses competing for the same, serviced, lands. Servicing is what
defines urban areas. Current Provincial policy requires the intensification of urban areas. Thus there is
increasing competition for the various “traditional” urban land use types (residential, employment,
commercial, etc) which rely on the provision of municipal services. In contrast, by virtue of their
characteristics, cemeteries do not require servicing. They can be, and often are, serviced by private
well and septic system.

The logic of using “serviced” land, therefore, for a use that requires little if any municipal services is
questionable. Municipalities have a reasonable expectation of recovering the capital investment made
in installing services from the development that uses them. Thus, from an economic perspective the
use of urban land for cemeteries makes little sense: The conclusion is that cemeteries are more
logically sited outside of urban areas.

5. Population Projections

Typical land use planning utilizes projections of population growth to assess the requirements for
various types of land uses (such as residential, commercial, industrial, etc.). In this regard, the Town's
draft Official Plan follows this convention. Nowhere in the Plan, however, is there an assessment of
mortality rates and total numbers within the effective life of the Plan to ascertain whether or not the
City is adequately served by cemetery lands. Furthermore, due to the unique nature of cemeteries as a
land use, it must be recognized that the “planning horizon” for this particular use is not typical of that
used in land use planning, and thus it is important that the City considers requirements beyond the life
of the Plan.

Finally, it must be recognized that social preferences and composition change over time and that there
may be a corresponding influence on the nature and type of lands required for cemeteries in future.
While there may be evidence over time of a general change in memorialization preference {such as an
increase in the number of cremations in relation to traditional burial options) these changes take many
generations to have any substantive influence on planning for cemeteries. Additionally, the spatial and
locational requirements for future burial gardens / cemeteries are not considered in typical land use
planning exercises. In this regard, the City's Official Plan review is no exception. Thus it is important
that land use policies provide sufficient flexibility in terms of the burial options future generations might
require.

6. Planning Horizon

Cemeteries provide an intergenerational amenity to the society of the community they serve, and
typically take many years to be fully developed. Conventional land use planning applies a 15 to 20 year
“horizon” as an appropriate window within which to provide land use policy direction. In contrast,

1168 Kingdale Road, Newmarket ON L3_Y aw1 e www.larkinassociates.com
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The location of cemeteries within the urban area, in fact, conflicts with the proposed intensification
policies. The City of Markham has set very aggressive intensification targets in Section 2.4 of the new
draft Official Plan stating that 60% or greater of all residential development and 2/3's of jobs will be
added within the built up areas of the City. This target is significantly more aggressive than the Region
of York's minimum target of 40% of all residential development within the built-up area. This
intensification pressure presents a challenge to development of cemeteries as the competition for the
more traditional land uses, such as residential, commercial and industrial and employment land, will be
intense. Furthermore, whereas the more common land use characterizations are considered to be
“residential”, “commercial”, “industrial”, “institutional” and “recreational”, with a focus on the
infrastructure requirements of their provision, cemeteries require little infrastructure for their
implementation and maintenance.

Modern cemeteries typically require from 20 to 40 hectares of land (50 to 100 acres) to be viable,
however they require little infrastructure to support them. The location, therefore, of new cemeteries
within urban areas does not represent the most efficient use of public infrastructure. As well, parcels
of land of this size can be difficult, if not impossible, to locate within an urban area and will fail to
compete with other, more traditional land uses.

Finally, the concept of cemeteries as a rural land use has been recognized by the Region of York in
Section 6.4, Rural Area, of their new regional Official Plan. The Region of York identifies cemeteries as
a rural use and, in this regard, the City of Markham's Official Plan does not conform to the Region of
York's policies. This reflects the position adopted in 2011 by the Greater Toronto Countryside Mayors
Alliance recognizing that new cemeteries cannot be established within a community's settlement area
boundary. In this regard, the Mayors Alliance met with the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing
in June of 2011 to discuss several items of concern, including a request to empower municipalities to
permit the planning and development of prime agricultural lands for public uses (cemeteries).

In light of the foregoing, it is important to accommodate cemetery development within the rural areas of
a municipality subject to certain location criteria.  We recommend that the City of Markham review
the cemetery policies of the Region of York and modify their policies to recognize cemeteries as a rural
land use.

3. Cemetery Policies in Section 8.9.1.4 and 8.9.1.5

The cemetery policies presented in Section 8.9.1.4 and 8.9.1.5 are fairly comprehensive when
compared to other municipalities within Ontario. We offer the following suggestions for your
consideration:

~—>» These policies should be extended to the expansion and location of publicly owned cemeteries;

Differentiation in the policies should be made between expansion of an existing cemetery and the
establishment of a new cemetery which would require more rigorous study;

3

—>  Both private and public cemeteries should be permitted within all designations, with some logical
exceptions;

—

New cemeteries should address water and wastewater servicing and impacts on key natural
heritage or hydrological features and functions, biodiversity or connectivity of the Regional
Greenlands System; and,

~»  Cemeteries should be permitted within the ‘Countryside’ and 'Greenway’ designations provided
an analysis is included which demonstrates:

1168 Kingdale Road, Newmarket ON L3Y 4W1 www larkinassociates.com
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modern cemeteries typically “plan” to provide for the burial and memorial requirements of up to four
generations. For statistical purposes it is generally accepted that a generation replaces itself every 25
years’. Thus an appropriate planning horizon for cemeteries would be 100+ years.

Conclusions

In conclusion, we feel that the following is necessary to ensure that cemeteries are properly addressed within
the City of Markham Official Plan:

» Recognize that cemeteries are a rural land use, in conformity with the Region of York's new Official
Plan, and permit private and public cemeteries in all designations, including designations of Greenway
and Countryside, subject to certain location criteria and development requirements.

» Expand the cemetery policies listed in Section 8.9.1.4 and 8.9.1.5 and apply to publicly owned
cemeteries.

> Acknowledge that the planning horizon in relation to planning for cemeteries is in excess of 100 years.

We do recognize the efforts of the City of Markham to address cemeteries within their new Official Plan. We
strongly believe that the comments included in this letter need to be addressed during the next stage in the
Official Plan review process.

Should you have any questions regarding these matters, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at
(905) 895-0554.

Sincerely,

LARKIN+
A " S
N
Mic'hgel'l{fﬁr';?ihi‘m.‘ﬁfj MCIP, RPP

mtlarkin@larkinassociates.com

S,

cc W. Thomas Barlow, Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP
D. Annand, urbanMetrics inc.
C. Casale, Cosmopolitan Associates Inc,
for Memorial Gardens Canada Limited

*In developed countries the generational replacement rate has actually been tncreasing. In the United States it rose from
21.4 (1970) to 25.0 (2006), where as in Canada it is slightly longer: 23.7 (1970} to 28.0 (2006). (Mathews & Hamilton, 2009)
Thus, it is possible that the actual planning horizon for cemeteries should be 112 years (Canada).

1168 kingdale Road, Newmarket ON L3Y 4W1 o www.larkinassociates.com
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Phone: {905) 895-0554
Toll Free: (888) 854-0044
Fax; (905) 895-1817

December 14, 2011

Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner
Development Services
Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Bivd.
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Re: Official Plan Review

Dear Sir,

We represent Memorial Gardens Canada Limited (“Memorial Gardens”) regarding land use planning
matters which may impact their cemetery properties. On behalf of our client we formally request
notice of any and all Council and/or Standing Committees where the new Official Plan may be discussed.

Memorial Gardens owns and operates cemeteries across Canada and is actively involved in the
development of new cemetery properties in different provinces. In York Region, Memorial Gardens
owns Highland Hills Memorial Gardens in Gormley (Whitchurch-Stouffville) and Glenview Memorial
Gardens in Vaughan. In the Town of Markham Memorial Gardens has an active application for the
development of a new cemetery within and adjacent to the Dicksons’ Hill Settlement Area. To keep up
with the increasing demand for cemetery space they are also actively involved in establishing new
cemeteries in the Region of York and the GTA.

It is noted that the current Town of Markham Official Plan contains policies for the development of new
cemeteries. Since this unique form of land use (cemetery) is often overlooked in land use policy we
encourage the Town to ensure that appropriate policy direction is carried forward into the new Official
Plan. We are therefore interested in reviewing the draft policies for the new Official Plan in this light
and providing comments as necessary on behalf of our client.

Sincerely,

LARKIN+

2

Saiuii Baidwin, MCIP, RPP

sbaldwin@larkinassociates.com

cc Cosimo Casale; Cosmopolitan Associates Inc.
W. Thomas Barlow; Fasken Martineau DuMoulin LLP

www.larkinassociates.com
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Barristers and Solicitors

Patricia A, Foran
Direct: 416.865.3425
E-mall:pforan@airdberlis.com

November 1, 2012
Qur File No. 110524

BY EMAIL

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll, Clerk's Department

Dear Ms. Carroll:

Re: City of Markham’s New Draft Official Plan — Cornell Centre - Proposed
Mixed Use Mid Rise Designation
Public Meeting and Open House scheduled for November 6, 2012
Our Client: Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited

We are the solicitors for Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited. As Council is aware, our
client is a major landowner in the Cornell Secondary Plan area. We write respecting their
lands located in the block east of Bur Oak Avenue, south of Highway 7, west of Donald
Cousens Parkway, and adjacent to Highway 407 on the south (the “Subject Lands”). A
land use map, identifying the lands of interest for purposes of this correspondence, is
enclosed. The City's new draft Official Plan proposes to designate these lands as "Mixed
Use Mid Rise" as shown on Map 3 — Land Use.

Our client is currently in the process of conducting its review of the proposed new Official
Plan (Part 1). However, we note that the new Official Plan is intended to incorporate
existing secondary plans. It is not clear whether the City intends to amend the secondary
plans prior to inclusion in the Official Plan. In the absence of this information, our client is
concerned that the draft Official Plan circulated for comment is incomplete and full
comments cannot be provided at this time,

Our client has had several discussions with representatives of the City of Markham over
the last several months to outline their vision for the Subject Lands. Our client is
proposing to focus retail/commercial development in this block and to also provide for the
opportunity for a VIVA transit facility. The purpose of the commerclal development will be
to meet community retail demands with higher order shopping opportunities. A substantial
portion of the Subject Lands will be developed through implementing site plan
application(s) and will not require any Official Plan changes. However, development of
the lands along the Highway 7 frontage for retail commercial purposes may require policy
changes to permit stand-alone commercial retail facilities as an additional permitted use.

Brookfield Place, 181 Bay Street, Suite 1800, Box 754 . Toronto, ON « M5J 279 . Canada
7 416.863.1500 I 416.863.1515
wyww. nicdherlis,com
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Accordingly, our client wishes to work with the City to accommodate these changes within
the new Official Plan. At this time, our client is requesting that Council direct Staff to meet
with our client and their consuiting team to discuss how best to reflect their vision within
the new Official Plan.

Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

Encl.
C. Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited
13396089.2

AIRD & BERLIS u»

Barristers and Solicitors
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Kan|'i, Teema | _ —_—

Subject: FW: Markham's Draft Official Plan - Chapter 11 - Area and Site Specific Policies

| received this email today and am concerned with the wording. Article 11.3.6.6 of the OP makes reference to our site at
9500 and 9506 Markham Road. Letter A and B reference our buildings having a maximum height of 20 storeys and 215
dwelling units on 9500 and 18 storeys and 218 units on 9506.

9500 Markham is under construction and not much will change there but we do have a portion of 2 dwelling units on
the 21 floor of the building that by virtue of the wording in the zoning by-law they are not considered to be on the 21*
storey. | trust that the zoning by-law will govern if compliance with this sentence in the OP is ever challenged.

9506 Markham also has a portion of 2 dwelling units in the upper storey being floor 19. Again the zoning bylaw does not
recognize this storey as a storey. This building contains 219 units rather than the 218 units mentioned in the 11.3.6.6 b).
The additional unit was approved through minor variance; application A09/12. We don’t expect to add any more units
to this building or floors but it would be a shame if an OP amendment would be required if we happen to add a unit.

I would request that you modify 11.3.6.6 b) to mention 219 units and would ask that you confirm that our buildings are
in compliance with 11.3.6.6 a} and b) as | have explained it.

Thanks,
Joe Di Giuseppe
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Kanji, Teema

From: Sandra Wiles _

Sent: February-12-13 2:05 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret; Kanji, Teema; Bavington, Kitty

Cc: Andrew Orr

Subject: Draft New Official Plan -Greensborough Secondary Plan Area-Re 11.3.5 High School Site
Attachments: Figure 11.3.5 Chapter 11 New Draft Official Plan.pdf

Below are comments regarding the New Draft Official Plan-Chapter 11 with respect to the High School Site in
the Greensborough Secondary Plan Area.
This high school site is identified in Chapter 11, Figure 11.3.5, "School Site".

To the west and northwest of the school site are parcels of land which have been dedicated to the City. These
parcels of land have been set aside to accommodate the retention of trees. These parcels of land are designated
as Greenway - Woodlands in the New Draft Official Plan.

The High School site has been transferred to the Trustee of the Greensborough Secondary Plan area and is
being held in escrow in accordance with the requirements of the Cost Sharing Agreement which is referred to in
Section 11.3.4 of Chapter 11 of the New Draft Official Plan.

The New Draft Official Plan indicates that within the Greenway - Woodlands and associated Vegetation
Protection Zone designations development is prohibited. Vegetation Protection Zones adjacent to the Greenway
- Woodlands designations are to be determined by further study and are to Fe a minimum of 10m.

Any Vegetation Protection Zone associated with the Greenway-Woodlands designation would extend into the
school site block.

The boundary of the woodlot and school lands were previously determined through the policies of the
Greensborough Secondary Plan and through registration of the plans of subdivision. The high school site has
been set aside in accordance with the requirements of the Developers Group Agreement.

On behalf of the Developers Group we ask that an exception be included in Part 3 of the New Draft Official
Plan which would recognize the current boundary of the parcel of land which has been set aside as a school site
and would delete the requirement for any additional studies and any requirement to provide a Minimum
Vegetation Protection Zone on the school site as a result of the Greenway - Woodlot designation placed on the
parcels of land to the west and northwest.

Further the current approved Secondary Plan would allow for the development of the school site for residential
purposes, in the event that the lands are not required by the school board. We ask that this policy remain in
effect in any new secondary plan or any updated secondary plan which may be adopted as Part 2 of the Official
Plan.

Please notify me of any further Public Meetings regarding the new Official Plan.
Please provide me with notification of the adoption of the New Official Plan.
Thank you.

Sandra Wiles
KLM Planning Partners Inc.
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Barristers and Solicitors

Patricla A. Foran
Direct: 416.865.3425
E-mail:pforan@airdberlis.com

February 22, 2013
Our File No. 104533

BY EMAIL

Mr. Jim Baird

Commissioner, Development Services
City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird:

Re: City of Markham’s Draft NeW Official Plan
Our Client: E. Manson Investments Limited

We represent E. Manson Investments Limited, the owner of lands located at 245 Renfrew
Drive in the City of Markham. Our client's property is located north of Hooper Road and
west of Woodbine Avenue. The purpose of this letter is to request that Council
incorporate into its new Official Plan, prior to adoption, a site specific policy recognizing an
additional permission for a private schoo! use on the property at 245 Renfrew Drive.

Backgqround to Request

In 2010, our client's application for zoning amendment to permit a private school use
(Peoples Christian Academy) on this property was approved by the Ontario Municipal
Board (a copy of the Board's Decision is enclosed for ease of reference). The application
had been approved by the City of Markham, appealed by a neighbouring landowner, and
the City's decision upheld by the Board following a 3 week hearing.

Under the City’s draft new Official Plan, our client's property continues to be proposed for
a business park designation. However, the policies proposed to apply Business Park
lands prohibit private schools from locating within the Business Park.

The Ontario Municipal Board decision specifically recognizes that private schools are an
employment use under the Provincial Policy Statement and Growth Plan. In making this
finding, the Board determined that because private schools do not share the same
opportunities to acquire sites as public boards do, the foregoing provincial policies/Plan
specifically enable these uses to locate in employment areas.

In the absence of recognition for the permitted private school use at 245 Renfrew Drive,
our client is concerned that the proposed Business Park policies fail to conform with the
Growth Plan and are not consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement.

44
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Having had the benefit of a full City public process (including thorough review by City Staff
and their outside consultants) and a subsequent review at a Board hearing, it is our
client's position that the planning merits and justification for the continued recognition on
their property for a private school use has been established. We would respectfully
request that Council provide for such recognition and the continued use permission within
the City's draft new Official Plan.

Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

tricia A. Foran

c. E. Manson Investments Limited

14119928.2

AIRD & BERLIS ur

Barristers and Sollcitors
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Kanji, Teema

From: Bavington, Kitty

Sent: February-25-13 8:20 AM

To: Kaniji, Teema; Carroll, Judy; Weatherill, Tannis

Subject: FW: Comments on Draft Markham Official Plan - Humbold Greensborough Valley
Development Ltd

Attachments: 09063-SP-01.pdf

From: Billy Tung [mailto;BTung@KLMPlanning.com]

Sent: February-23-13 7:13 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret; Bavington, Kitty

Cc: James Kennedy; Sandra Wiles; 'Robert Singer'

Subject: Comments on Draft Markham Official Plan - Humbold Greensborough Valley Development Ltd

Please accept the following comments regarding the New Draft Official Plan as it pertains to_Humbold Greensborough
Valley Development Ltd. (File Nos. ZA 10 132122 & SC 10 132123)

Existing applications for Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Control to permit townhouse development on the east
side of Donald Cousens Parkway, north of Castlemore Avenue

Context
- The lands are subject to existing applications for Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Control to permit a

proposed townhouse development (Please find attached the submitted Site Plan for your reference).

- The lands are currently designated as “Commercial - Community Amenity Area” in the Town’s Official Plan and
further designated as “Community Amenity Area — North of ByPass” under the Greensborough Secondary Plan.
The designations provide for medium and high density housing subject to the review process of a zoning by-law
amendment and development application.

- The Greenbelt is located to the east of the subject lands.

- The limits of development staking was done on a site walk with City and TRCA staff on March 30, 2010 which
determined the limit as shown on the submitted applications.

- A public meeting was held on May 10, 2011.

The subject lands are now proposed to be designated and identified in the New Official Plan as follows:
- Map 1 and 3-Greenway system
- Map 4-Greenway system, Rouge Watershed Protection Area, Greenbelt Plan
- Map 5-Greenway system
- Map 6-Greenway system, Valleylands and Watercourse Corridors

- Map 7-Greenbelt Plan Area, Greenbelt Natural Heritage System, Greenbelt Protected Countryside
- Appendix A - A small portion of the subject lands has been identified as being within a Floodplain, OR 166/06

" Comments:
The limit of development was established through the above noted site walk staking exercise and review of the
development applications.
The subject lands were never previously part of the Greenbelt Plan and were never subject to any of the policies of that
plan. They were subject to the policies of the Greensborough Secondary Plan and the development applications have
been under review in accordance with the Secondary Plan policies.



The New Official Plan had added the subject lands into the Greenbelt Plan area (they were previously within the
boundary of the Greensbhorough Secondary Plan area). In addition, the New Draft Official Plan is introducing new
Minimum Vegetative Buffer Zones and requirements for various studies to determine the appropriate setbacks for lands
adjacent to the Greenway system.

On behalf of the owner, Humbold Greensborough Valley Development Ltd., we request that the boundary of the
developable parcels of land be recognized as the limit of development (ie. there will be no additional setback
requirements or buffer requirements, or the need for additional studies for lands which are identified as being within
the Greenway system and adjacent to the Greenbelt Plan area.) Furthermore, we request that the existing designation
and policies of the Greensborough Secondary Plan applicable to these lands be preserved.

We would be happy to meet with staff to discuss these concerns.
Please notify me of any further Public Meetings regarding the New Official Plan.
Please provide me with notification of the adoption of the New Official Plan.

Regards,

Billy Tung &es, mcip, RPP

SENIOR PLANNER

KLM PLANNING PARTNERS INC.
Planning | Design | Development

64 jardin Drive, Unit 1B Concord, Ontario L4K 3P3
T 905.669.4055 (ext. 225) F 905.669.0097 E btung@kimplanning.com W www.kimplanning.com

WAt Please consider the environment before printing this email
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Kanji, Teema

From: Sandra Wiles

Sent: February-13-13 10:56 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret; Kanji, Teema: Bavington, Kitty

Subject: Draft Official Plan comments - request for exceptions in Parts 2, 3 and implementing zoning
by-law

We are submitting these comments as the owner of 2 home which fronts onto Brookbank Court. The portion of
the street where our home is located, runs parallel to a proposed Greenway-Valleyland designation in the New
Draft Official Plan.

In the current 1987 Official Plan the lands within the Greenway-Valleyland designation are designated as
Hazard Lands.

We believe the Greenway-Valleyland designation policies require a minimum vegetative buffer zone adjacent
to the Greenway-Valleyland system. The vegetative buffer is subject to a study and would be a minimum of
30m.

The plan of subdivision which our home is located, when registered and developed established the limit of
development between the Hazard Land designation and the residential lands, no additional buffer was required
or provided for.

The New Draft Official Plan appears to indicate that no development or redevelopment would be permitted in
the minimum vegetative buffer zone adjacent to the Greenway-Valleyland designation which is required in the
New Draft Official Plan.

The minimum vegetative buffer zone (as we believe would apply to our home/property) would extend 18m into
the right of way in front of our home adjacent to the Greenway-Valleyland designation, then an additional 12m
onto our property.

In the event of the need to redevelop the property (if the dwelling were destroyed by fire or otherwise), we
would want the development rights included in the current approved Official Plan to remain in effect,

Also we understand the policies of the New Draft Official Plan are to be implemented by a new zoning by-law.
The current zoning on the property is residential. Any proposed amendment to the zoning by-law to remove the
residential zoning on our lands and replace a portion of it with an open space zoning is something we would be
opposed to.

If our understanding of the policies included in the New Draft Official Plan is correct we request that an
exception be included in Parts 2 and 3 of the New Draft Official Plan to reflect the current situation. We request
that the current limit of development of the Hazard Land Designation (Greenway-Valleyland desi gnation in the
New Draft Official Plan) be recognized and that the requirement for a minimum vegetative buffer zone and
study be deleted.

t

If our understanding of the policies included in the New Draft Official Plan is incorrect we ask that you provide
us with a response outlining the actual policies in the New Draft Official Plan which would allow the current
boundary of the Hazard Land designation to remain without the need for a vegetative buffer zone and would
allow the current zoning to remain applicable to our lands.



Please advise us of any further Public Meetings regarding the New Draft Official Plan.
Please provide us with notification of the adoption of the New Draft Official Plan.
Thank you.

Bill and Sandra Wiles

28 Brookbank Court

Markham, Ontario
L3P 6K8
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Tel: 905-513-0170

Fax: 905-513-0177

January 24, 2013 www.mgp.ca
Marg Wouters, Senior Manager MGP File: 12-2113
Policy and Research

City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

VIA Email: mwouters¢?markham.ca
Dear Ms. Wouters:

RE: Comments on New Draft Markham Official Plan (September 2012)
LBS Group- 8651 McCowan Road

Thank you for meeting with Mr. Jim Maxwell, Lauren Capilongo and me on January 14, 2013 to discuss
LBS’ concerns with the new draft Official Plan. LBS Group owns 8651 McCowan Road (north of
Heritage Road). The site is currently tenanted to Rona.

The purpose of this letter is to formally advise you of our concerns with the new draft Official Plan and to
request a site specific exemption in the new Official Plan.

The Current Official Plan designates the property “Commercial- Major Commercial Area”. Retail uses
(with or without accessory outdoor storage and/or display of merchandise) are permitted.

The new draft Official Plan designates the property “Mixed Use Mid Rise”. LBS Group is supportive of
this new designation. The Mid Rise Mixed Use designation affords LBS new uses, density and height
permissions that, in the long term will transform the area into an urban, higher density, transit oriented,
mixed-use environment.

LBS’ site is part of a larger block of properties along McCowan Road also proposed to be designated
Mixed Use Mid Rise. The block is faced with current redevelopment constraints including uses with no
plans to relocate and recent building renovations. We expect redevelopment to be a longer term process.
Given this, LBS Group must ensure existing permissions are maintained in the new Official Plan. At our
meeting, you noted that existing pérmissions could be recognized through a site specific exemption in the
new official plan. The exemption would apply so long as a retail use remains and should the use cease to
exist the Mid Rise Mixed Use polices would apply. LBS supports this approach.

We have reviewed the draft Official Plan, the current Official Plan and site specific zoning permissions
applicable to the property. We request the site specific exemption in the draft Official Plan address the
following issues:

1. Requirement for Mixed-Use Development: The Mixed-Use Mid Rise designation mandates
mixed use developments. Policy 8.3.3.1 (d) states “ensure a mix of uses on large sites by not
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RE: LBS Group- 8651 McCowan Road

allowing a site to be developed exclusively with residential or non-residential development”. The
property is currently occupied by a single retail building, tenanted to Rona. We believe this policy
would prohibit any future expansion to the existing use. LBS is concerned that should the existing
use wish to expand its current operations, or if a new retail use is required, it would not be
permitted.

We request the site specific exemption permit retail uses and any future expansion thereto.

2. Height and Density: The Mixed-Use Mid Rise designation prescribes a minimum building
height of three storey and a density of 1.5 Floor Space Index.

The property is a large retail site with a single storey building and surface parking. The existing
building does not meet the minimum prescribed height and density permissions in the new draft
Official Plan and it is unlikely that any future retail expansion would comply.

We request the site specific exemption recognize the current non-compliance and exempt any
future expansion from compliance with the height and density policies.

3. Outdoor Storage. The current Official Plan designates the property “Commercial-Major
Commercial Area. Retail uses with accessory outdoor storage and/or display of merchandise are
permitted as of right. The site specific Zoning By-law 168-94 permits outdoor storage (in the rear
and side yard provided it is screened from view by an opaque fence not exceeding 3.7 metres).

We note that the draft Official Plan permits outdoor storage subject to an application for zoning
bylaw amendment provided a number of criteria are satisfied (as outlined in Section 8.13.6). The
draft Official Plan appears to remove the existing as of right permissions for outdoor storage.

We request the site specific exemption continue to permit outdoor storage.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide detailed comments on the new draft Official Plan. We are
available to discuss our concerns in greater detail and can provide assistance in preparing the site specific
policy.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

o /é ;'/..) }2

Jim Kirk, MCIP, RPP
Partner

ikirk@amep.ca

cc: Jim Maxwell, LBS Group

MALONE G{VEN PARSONS LTD. Page 2 of 2



2NN\ vmm Group

MMM Group Limited

100 Commerce Valley Drive West
Thornhill, ON Canada L3T 0A1

t: 805.882.1100 | f: 905.882.0055

WWW.mmim.ca

November 15, 2012

Mr. Jim Baird, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner, Development Services
City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre,

101 Town Centre Boulevard,
Markham, Ontario, L3R 9W3

Dear Mr. Baird,

RE: Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan (September 2012)
International Business Consortium
North of Avenue 7 and Stoney Stanton Road, West of Bur Oak Avenue, North and
South of the future Rose Way Extension

On behalf of International Business Consortium (IBC), MMM Group Limited (MMM) is submitting
this letter following the review of the City of Markham’s Draft New City-wide Official Plan (October
11, 2012). IBC owns property (subject lands) on the north side of Avenue 7, west of Bur Oak
Avenue and within the Cornell Secondary Plan and the Cornell Centre Precinct Plan Area.

It is our understanding that the Draft Official Plan provides city-wide policies to guide growth, land
use planning and development approvals in the City of Markham for the next 20 years and that
Secondary Plans and Site Specific Policies are still in the process of being updated and will be
released at a later date. We have been actively invoilved in the Comell Centre Precinct Plan
process which will be implemented through an amendment to the Cornell Secondary Plan. The
following is a summary of comments relating to the Draft Official Plan (OP) and requests for
revisions to the Plan.

1) Natural Heritage Features and TRCA Regulatory Framework

Map 5: Natural Heritage Features and Landforms, Map 6: Hydrological Features, and Map 10:
Road Network, identify a “permanent and intermittent stream” located on the north and south side of
Avenue 7 between Bur Oak Avenue and Ninth Line, which affects the IBC lands. Further, Appendix
A: TRCA Authority Regulatory Framework, identifies a large area within the IBC lands as being
within the floodplain and Ontario Regulation 166/06. The features reflected on Map 5, Map 6, Map
10 and Appendix A relate to an existing drainage channel that is to be removed as outlined in the
Letter of Intent to Implement Compensation Measures for the Cornell Community (1998), signed by

4

2

[
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the Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO), Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, the Toronto
and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), Ontario Streams and the Law Development Group
(Cornell) Ltd. Further, we note that this feature is not identified as being part of the “Greenway
System” in Map 1: Markham Structure, Map 4: Greenway System or Appendix B: Small Streams
and Drainage Features and has not been identified in the Master Environmental Servicing Plan,
Secondary Plan or any other study as warranting protection.

We request that Map 5, Map 6, Map 10 and Appendix A be revised to remove the references to
‘permanent or intermittent stream”, floodplain and TRCA regulations under O.Reg 166/06 in the
areas subject to the DFO Agreement. If full removal of these features from all related Maps is not
possible, we request that a notation be added to Map 5, Map 6, Map 10 and Appendix A of the draft
Official Plan, to reflect agreement with DFO regarding the removal of these features.

Note that this stream is also shown on Appendix D: Minor Collector Road Network, and Appendix E:
Transportation, Services and Utilities and should be removed from these schedules.

2) Operative Sections of the Official Plan

Official Plan Chapter 1 and Chapter 10, identify the operative portions of the Plan; however we
have concern with policies throughout the Official Plan that make reference to non-operative
sections or appendices to the Official Plan. Chapter 1 states that:

“Chapters 2 through 10, and maps in Part |, as well as Parts |l and lll, constitute the
operative portions of the Official Plan. [...] appendices are provided for information purposes
and are not operative parts of the Official Plan.” (Section 1.5, page 1-8)

Chapter 10 (operative section) states:

“That an amendment to this Plan is not required and changes may be made during office
consolidations for...: b) updating the base mapping used in this Plan or adding base
information to maps to show existing and approved infrastructure” (10.1.5), and

“That the Appendices reflect Council policies and assist with the interpretation of this Plan
but do not form part of this Plan and may be updated accordingly without further amendment
to this Plan” (10.1.9).

The policies in Chapter 10 indicate that changes can be made to base mapping and to the
appendices without an Amendment to the Plan. Policies 3.4.1.3 and 3.4.1.6 reference Appendix A,
which according to the interpretation policies, is not considered to be an operative part of the
Official Plan. There are other references within policies that reference non-operative portions of the
Official Plan, including section 3.3.2.6.

We have concerns with operative policies that make reference to non-operative sections of the
Official Plan, for example, appendices. As noted above, the appendices can be revised without
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undertaking a formal amendment process; however, once revised, those revisions will have direct
policy implications on operative sections of the Plan. We request that references to non-operative
portions of the plan be removed from the operative policies. This discrepancy is of particular interest
to us given the concerns that we have expressed in part 1 of this letter.

3) Land Use Designations, Height and Density

Mixed Use Health Care Campus

The northern portion of the subject lands are designated as “Mixed Use Health Care Campus” and
we note that this designation is to provide for a hospital use as the primary function as well as
“‘complimentary retail, service, office and residential uses related to the hospital function” (section
8.3.6.1 b). These lands are surplus to the needs of the hospital and there is no identified public use
for the lands. As a result, we request that this portion of the subject land be removed from the
“Mixed Use Health Care Campus” designation. It is our opinion that maintaining this designation will
limit future development potential as the land is no longer considered to be needed for the purposes
of Health Care. We request that this portion of the subject lands be designated “Mixed Use Mid-
Rise” to connect this portion of the subject lands to the Mixed Use Mid-Rise corridor along the east
and west sides of Bur Oak Avenue. This designation is also consistent with the Cornell Centre
Precinct Plan which identifies Bur Oak Avenue as Cornell's Commercial Core and this portion of
subject lands as “Mixed Use/Commercial’. We request that the following Maps and Appendices be
revised to reflect the revised use on these lands:

e Map 3: Land Use — change portion of the subject lands to “Mixed Use Mid-Rise"
e Appendix C: Community Facilities — remove reference to the subject lands as “Markham
Stouffville Hospital”

Mixed Use Mid-Rise

The southern portion of the subject lands that are located on the north side of Avenue 7 are
designated as “Mixed Use Mid-Rise” in the Draft Official Plan. It should be generally noted that
there is a discrepancy between the site density for Mixed Use Mid-Rise in Section 8.3 (page 8-14)
where densities are to be generally in the range of 2.0 FSI and 2.5 FSI| and the policy identified in
Section 8.3.3.4 where site density is to be in the range of 1.5 to 2.5 FSI. We note that these
densities should be consistent with one another.

In relation to the subject site, this designation allows for a minimum height of 3 storeys and a
maximum of 12 storeys and between 1.5 and 3.0 FSI as a result of its location within the Cornell
Centre “Intensification Area”. The proposed FSI and maximum number of storeys for the subject
land is consistent with the approved Cornell Secondary Plan; however, it is inconsistent with the
Cornell Centre Precinct Plan currently under development. The Precinct Plan proposes that the
subject lands in this area be a minimum of 5 storeys and a maximum of 18 storeys with an FSI| of
2.5 - 3.5. We request that the draft Official Plan allow for the maximum density and height shown in
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the Precinct Plan, resulting in a minimum height of 3 storeys and a maximum height of 18 storeys
and a minimum/ maximum FS| of 1.5 — 3.5.

Section 8.3.3 of the Official Plan recognizes that development in these Mixed Use Mid-Rise areas is
currently characterized by “mid to large scale retail” and that “over time, the intent is to encourage
intensification”. The Official Plan further acknowledges that the transformation “will take place
gradually in phases over a number of years.” While the Official Plan recognizes that development in
these Mixed Use Mid-Rise areas within the existing built area will take place in a phased manner
over a period of time, in the “Future Neighbourhood Area” the Official Plan does not allow for a
similar type of development approach. Consistent with our comments on the Precinct Plan, it is our
opinion that a provision should be made within the Official Plan which allows for interim single
storey commercial uses along the Avenue 7 frontage. This creates the opportunity for development
along this corridor in the short term and adaptive redevelopment as time goes on consistent with
the direction that Section 8.3.3 provides for areas that are designated Mixed Use Mid Rise within
the existing community.

4) Cornell Secondary Plan and Cornell Centre Precinct Plan

References are made to the development of the “Cornell Centre Secondary Plan” in Section 8.3.6
of the Official Plan (i.e., s. 8.3.6.2 and s.8.3.6.3). We would like clarification on the relationship
between the ongoing Cornell Centre Precinct Plan process, the approved Cornell Secondary Plan
(2008) and the “Cornell Centre Secondary Plan”. It is our understanding that the recommendations
in the Precinct Plan will be implemented through an Amendment to the approved Cornell Secondary
Plan.

In summary, we appreciate your consideration of our comments on the new Draft Markham Official
Plan and are pleased to be part of the Official Plan process. We will continue to provide comments,
when appropriate, throughout the Official Plan and proposed Precinct Plan processes. We would
appreciate being notified of any meetings relevant to this process. Please contact us should you
have any questions or comments in regards to the above-noted comments or related matters.

Yours truly,

MMM GROUP LIMITED

/ -l
Jamig Bennett, MCIP, RPP

Senjor Planning Manager
Associate Partner

cc: Mr. Firoz Shroff, IBC
Ms. Catherine Jay, Manager, Urban Design, City of Markham
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His Worship Mayor Frank Scarpitti and
Members of Town Council

Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON

L3R 9W3

RE: Town of Markham Official Plan Review Process
Special Meeting of Council (April 12, 2011)

Your Worship and Members of Council,

MMM Group Limited has been retained by Romandale Farms Limited to represent the interests of
its lands in North Markham throughout the land use planning process, including the preparation of
the Town's new Official Plan. Our client has been very actively involved in both the Growth
Management Strategy undertaken by the Town, and the Region of York’s Official Plan review
processes, and has provided a number of written and oral submissions with a view to ensuring that
its future land use interests are appropriately recognized. Romandale is a member of the North
Markham Landowners Group (NMLG).

‘/Romandale owns 210 acres on the south side of Eigin Mills Road, between Warden Avenue and
Kennedy Road, which are currently included in the urban boundary expansion area in ROPA 3 and
in the Town's Growth Management Strategy, as approved by Council last year.

\ JRomandale also owns the “Snider" Farm, 97 acres west of Warden Avenue, on the north side of
Elgin Mills Road. This parcel is also included in the urban boundary in ROPA 3 and the Town's
Growth Management Strategy.

\\L?//addition Romandale owns the "McGrisken” farm, consisting of 182 acres located to the east of
arden Avenue, on the north side of Elgin Mills Road, between Warden Avenue and Kennedy

Road. These lands not included in the currently proposed urban expansion area.
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We would like to provide the following for consideration at the Special Meeting of Council on April
12, 2011, as matters to be addressed in the Official Plan review process. These are our client's
general concerns with some of the background studies undertaken to date, and the potential
implications for the future development of Romandale's lands.

Urban Expansion

in 2010, the Town approved a Growth Management Strategy which proposes future employment
lands in the area bounded by Elgin Mills Road to the south, Warden Avenue to the east, the
municipal boundary to the north and Berczy Creek/Woodbine Avenue to the west, excluding the
Hamlet of Victoria Square. It is my professional opinion that an employment use fronting on Elgin
Mills Road, would not constitute good planning, and would undermine the extraordinary and costly
efforts that have been made to date to protect the historic nature of the Hamlet of Victoria Square.

These efforts have included significant and extremely expensive infrastructure, in the form of the
Woodbine By-Pass, which was funded by the local development community. There were conditions
of draft plan approval constituted to limit truck traffic through the Hamlet of Victoria Square related
to the development of Cathedraltown on Woodbine Avenue. Designating the lands along Elgin Mills
Road, east of Victoria Square for employment purposes will funnel truck traffic through the heart of
the Hamlet, causing a need for widening of the Elgin Mills/Woodbine intersection. The By-Pass
was created precisely to avoid this widening and protect the historic character of the Hamlet.

As input to the Town's Growth Management process, the NMLG provided the Town with a Land
Needs Analysis Report which included a proposed urban boundary expansion for North Markham to
2031. This plan shows the area along the north side of Elgin Mills Road, east of Berczy Creek to
Warden Avenue and on the south side of Elgin Mills, east of Warden as “Community Amenity Area”
(résidential). The intent of this designation is to provide a transition area between the existing
Hamlet of Victoria Square and the proposed employment lands to the north along Highway 404 and
south of 19" Avenue. In addition, the NMLG report suggests that the lands outside of the proposed
urban boundary expansion area in the remaining "whitebelt’ be designated “Future Urban” to
implement the policy direction in Places to Grow and preserve lands for urban growth.

We look forward to opportunities to discuss the merits of this land use approach with the Town as
part of the Official Plan review process.

Greenways System

The Town has undertaken work related to an enhanced greenways system which is intended to be
incorporated into the Official Plan review process. This proposed system has identified additional
lands on the north and south sides of Elgin Mills Road, which are to be added to the existing
greenways system, including a plantation of non-native species on our client's lands. The
“designation” of these lands as part of an enhanced greenway system has not been properly
justified from an environmental perspective. Field research has been undertaken by qualified
ecologists which does not support inclusion of these lands in the greenways system.
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It is important to note that the “whitebelt” lands in North Markham are intended to be the next
urbanized area to meet growth needs in York Region through the creation of complete
communities. Leaving aside the lack of ecological merit, the proposed greenway system would
create fragmentation between future development areas, thus making it difficult to create
sustainable, compact and complete communities.

In addition, significant amounts of Romandale's lands are already protected for environmental
purposes; they are subject to the Province's Greenbelt Legislation and Plan. Sufficient east-west
linkages have already been preserved Also, a short distance to the north is the vast reserve of the
Oak Ridges Moraine.

We would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide our preliminary input into this process and
request that we be notified of all future meetings related to this matter and be circulated on any staff
reports, decisions, etc. If you have any questions, please feel free to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,

Diana Santo, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planning Director
Planning & Environmental Design

Cc  John Livey, Town of Markham
Jim Baird, Town of Markham
Tim Lambe, Town of Markham
Helen Roman-Barber, Romandale Farms Ltd
Michael Melling, Davies Howe Partners LLP
Don Given, Malone Given Parsons Limited
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November 1, 2012
Our File No. 110524

BY EMAIL

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll, Clerk's Department

Dear Ms. Carroll:

Re: City of Markham’s New Draft Official Plan — Cornell Centre — Proposed
Business Park and Business Park Office Priority Designations
Public Meeting and Open House scheduled for November 6, 2012
Our Client: Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited

We are the solicitors for Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited. As Council is aware, our
client is a major landowner in the Cornell Secondary Plan area. We write respecting their
lands located in the block east of Bur Oak Avenue, south of Highway 7, west of Donald
Cousens Parkway, and adjacent to Highway 407 to the south (the “Subject Lands”). A
location map indicating our client's landholdings for purposes of this correspondence is
enclosed. The draft Official Plan proposes to designate these lands as “Business Park”,
“‘Business Park Office Priority”, “Residential High Rise”, and “Greenway" as shown on
Map 3 - Land Use.

Our client is currently reviewing the details of the draft Official Plan and related schedules
and appendices. We note, however, that the draft Official Plan document circulated by the
City contains only Part 1 and does not contain any of the secondary plans that are
proposed to be incorporated within the Official Plan. It is not clear whether Staff will be
proposing amendments to the secondary plans prior to their inclusion in the City's new
Official Plan. In the absence of this detail, it is not possible for our client to complete its
review and to finalize a full set of comments, which our client intends to submit to the City
in respect of the draft Official Plan. Accordingly, we would appreciate clarification as to
the intent regarding the incorporation of existing secondary plans and we reserve our
client's rights to provide further comments once a full copy of the Plan is made available to
the public for review and comment.

Based upon a preliminary review of Part 1 of the Plan, our client anticipates that changes
to the proposed designations for the Subject Lands will be required to better reflect our
client's vision for the development of the Subject Lands. Our client has applied to the City
of Markham for a Pre-consultation Meeting and we expect that our client will be filing an

Brookfleld Place, 181 Bay Street, Sulte 1800, Box 754 « Toronto, ON » M5J 279 . Canada
7 416.863.1500 F 416.863.1515
www.airdherlis.com
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application shortly to formalize the details of its request for changes to the designations
proposed for the Subject Lands in the draft Official Plan.

In summary, our client will be proposing to introduce a mixed use community that will
reconfigure the proposed uses in the new draft Official Plan to create a more balanced
and vibrant community within the Subject Lands. The community will continue to
incorporate employment land uses that will be concentrated at the eastern portion of the
Subject Lands, immediately adjacent to Donald Cousens Parkway and proximate to the
lands designated “Future Employment Area”, which are located further to the east. In
focusing employment uses along Donald Cousens Parkway, a higher employment density
can be realized permitting the balance of the lands further west in this block to be used for
mixed-uses and residential purposes. Our client's vision is in keeping with the Provincial
policies that encourage intensification in a compact form, and a mix of uses and densities
that aim to use land, infrastructure, and public service facilities in a more efficient manner.

Our client has assembled an expert consulting team who have provided input into this
proposal. We are requesting that Council direct Staff to meet with our client and their
team to discuss how best to accommodate this proposal under the new Official Plan as it
proceeds.

In addition to the foregoing, our client notes that the proposed Greenway identification for
the Subject Lands on Maps 3 and 4 is not correct and does not reflect up-to-date
information and discussions with the TRCA and City Staff. As part of our client's

discussions with Staff, we will be requesting that they provide Council with a more
accurate depiction of the Greenway on these lands.

Our client looks forward to working with the City to implement this request in the Official
Plan prior to adoption.
Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

Patricia A. Foran

PAF/jad
Encl.

c. Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited

13395881.2

AIRD & BERLIS 1

Bagsristers and Salicitors
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City of Markham MGP File:  08-1792
Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
L3R 9W3

Attention: Margaret Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research

Dear Ms. Wouters;

RE: Comments on City of Markham Draft Official Plan

Times Group Corporation

Malone Given Parsons Ltd., on behalf of the Times Group Corporation (Times Group), is
pleased to submit preliminary comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan. We will provide
additional comments once we have had an opportunity to review the OP with our client and
consultant team. Times Group owns several properties in Markham (see Aerial Photo below)
including the following:

e Almost 90 acres in Markham Centre (Markham Uptown), at the south-east corner of
Highway 7 and Warden Avenue;

e Approximately 11 acres at the northeast corner of Highway 7 and Village Parkway;

¢ More than 20 acres in the Leitchcroft community, west of the Galleria development, on
the south side of Highway 7, east of Bayview Ave.



TO: Marg Wouters, City of Markham November 2, 2012
RE: Times Group - Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

TIMES GROUP HOLDINGS IN MARKHAM, ONTARIO

P ¥ SRl o

Times Group Holdings

Times Group supports the City in their new Official Plan initiative, we believe that the new OP
will bring into effect many of the same intensification and smart growth policies that Times
Group supports through its development projects.

Times Group Comments on the draft Official Plan

On behalf of Times Group, we have reviewed the draft Official Plan and provide the following

comments and concerns:

e The affordable housing policies (Section 4.1.3) lack the detail required with regards to
implementation. Clarity is required in the requirements for high-density developments,
especially surrounding the notion of ‘family-sized’ units. We are also concerned with the
requirement for ‘housing statements’ which apply only to mid and high-rise
development;

o The parks and open space acquisition policies (Section 4.3.5) and parkland dedication
policies (9.8.2). The City is currently conducting a review of these policies separate from

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 2 of 4



TO: Marg Wouters, City of Markham November 2, 2012
RE: Times Group — Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

the OP process. [n addition, Times Group position is that the parkland policies are overly
onerous on high-density development and serve as a disincentive to intensification and

compact development;

o Specifically in regard to the Leitchcroft lands, which we believe should be re-designated

for a range and mix of uses, the employment land policies (Section 5.1);

o The retail policies (Section 5.1.7) are overly restrictive to retail development throughout
the City, as is the definition of major retail, and how it is/will be applied;

e The Residential policies (Section 8.2) and Mixed Use policies (8.3), specifically the mid-
rise and high-rise policies, densities, heights and development criteria;

Times Group is also concerned with the implementation of the draft Official Plan, specifically in
the Markham Centre area, where it appears that the Markham Centre Secondary Plan is to be
‘carried forward’. Additional clarity on how the draft OP may apply to Markham Centre and to

recent approvals therein, is required.

In the Leitchroft community, Times Group owns a property at the south-east corner of Highway
7 and Saddlecreek Drive. This property is currently designated ‘Commercial - Community
Amenity Area’, which permits a wide range of uses. The draft OP proposed to reduce that range
of uses and instead designate the property ‘Employment Area — Business Park Office Priority’.

Times Group is very concerned with the proposed redesignation of these lands from an open and
flexible Community Amenity designation (mixed use) to an Employment designation.

We believe that the conversion in designations amounts to a downgrading of the permissions on
the property and Times Group is opposed to any designation which serves to remove the

flexibility for future development on the site.

We understand that Markham will be holding a number of meetings and open houses in the
coming months to review and discuss the New Official Plan. On behalf of Times Group, we
would like to request a meeting with staff to further review and discuss our concerns in detail.

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 3 of 4



TO: Marg Wouters, City of Markham November 2, 2012
RE: Times Group — Comments on the Draft Markham Official Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to input to the draft Markham Official Plan process. 1 look
forward to discussing our requests with City Staff. Please contact me at your convenience at
905.513.0170 to arrange a meeting.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

WL flyr

Nick Pileggi MCIP, RPP
Principal
npileggidmep..ca

cc: Clerks Department, City of Markham
Hashem Ghadaki/Shadi Aghaei, Times Group
Ira Kagan, Kagan Shastri
Danielle Chin, BILD

MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD. Page 4 of 4
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Clerk’s Department
101 Town Centre Boulevard

Markham, ON
L3R 9W3 MGP File: 08-1792

Via Email: judycarroll@markham.ca

Dear Mayor Scarpitti and Members of Council:

RE: April 12, 2011 Special Meeting of Council - Official Plan Review’
Times Group Corp., Leitchcroft property

Malone Given Parsons is planning consultant for Times Group Corp., owners of lands in Leitchcroft at
the south side of Hwy 7 east of Bayview Ave. We have corresponded previously to advise the Town of
our client’s intent to propose mixed use residential, office and commercial development on the vacant
lands at the west side of the Leitchcroft community.

The notice of Special Council Meeting on April 12, 2011 refers to, among other things, the Council
endorsed growth alternative to 2031. The Town has identified the subject lands as a key development
area. Key Development areas are typically along existing or planned transit corridors, with existing
infrastructure that makes them candidates for intensification and redevelopment. In analysing the new
OP, we feel it is important for the Town to pay special attention to the Leitchcroft community and
consider a mix of residential and commercial uses on the subject lands.

We also ask that you add Malone Given Parsons to the list for future notifications regarding the OP

review.
We thank you for the opportunity to provide initial comments on the Town’s new Official Plan.

Yours very truly,
MALONE GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

-

Nick Pileggi, MCIP, RPP

Principal

npileggi@mgp.ca

Attachments: March 17, 2009 letter to Town of Markham (Jim Baird)

April 3, 2009 letter to Town of Markham (Jim Baird)

ce: Hashem Ghadaki, Times Group Corporation
Ira Kagan, Kagan Shastri LLP
J. Carroll, Town of Markham Clerks Department
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Augusta National Inc., Queens 400 Executive Otfices. 178 Main Street. Unionville, Ontario L3R 2G9
Telephone: (905) 944-9709 Fax: (905) 944-9710 Cellular: (416) 464-0145 E-Mail: everard@rogers.com

November 7, 2012.

Ms. Marg Wouters, RPP., DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Senior Manager, Policy & Research,
Planning and Urban Design Department,
The Corporation of the City of Markham. NOV 1 2 2012

Dear Ms. Wouters: R E C E Iv E D

Re:  Sections 17 and 26, The Planning Act,
Tuesday, November 6, 2012, Public Meeting ‘new’ Official Plan,
Part of Lot 31, Concession 4, Town of Markham (98.83 acres)

Please be advised, that the urban planning consulting firm, Augusta National Inc., acts on
behalf of Catholic Cemeteries Archdiocese of Toronto (‘CCAT’), registered owners of
the subject lands. The property is located at the northeast corner of Woodbine Avenue /
19°th Avenue.

Further to our attendance at the Public Meeting on November 6, 2012, concerning
Markham’s ‘new’ Official Plan, please be advised, that ‘CCAT’ objects to the proposed
‘Employment Area’ land use designation. Save and except for those lands designated as
‘Greenway System’, we request an ‘Institutional’ designation on the balance of the site to
permit the development of a cemetery.

Roman Catholics are the largest religious denomination within the City comprising
approximately 42% of the overall population. ‘CCAT’ acquired the property on August
15, 1997, to facilitate the development of a cemetery that will satisfy the future essential
community needs of the Roman Catholic population of the City of Markham

‘CCAT’ is a registered non-profit charity currently selling inground burial plots for
approximately $1,750 at Holy Cross and Christ the King Cemeteries. Exorbitant
acquisition costs for any alternate lands designated as ‘Countryside’ or within the
proposed urban boundary designated as ‘Future Neighbourhood’ or ‘Residential’ will
result in the sale of inground burial plots approximating $8,000.

Within the 2031 term of the ‘new’ Official Plan, Holy Cross Cemetery will reach full
capacity for inground burials. To this end, City Council’s adoption of the ‘new’ Official
Plan scheduled for the first quarter of 2013, will eliminate inground burial as an
affordable option to all of Markham’s Roman Catholics. Accordingly, this extreme
demand may only be satisfied through cemetery development on the north side of



Langstaff Road East, west of Bayview Avenue, across from the soon to be constructed
Holy Cross Catholic Funeral Home.

We look forward to a mutually convenient meeting in your office to discuss this matter in

greater detail.

Mike Everard, M.Sc., RPP.,
Principal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Copy: Mr. R. Hayes, Executive Director, ‘CCAT’.
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Augusta National Inc., Queens 400 Execulive Offices, 178 Main Street, Unionville, Ontario L3R 2G9
Telephone: (305) 944-9709 Fax: (905) 944-9710 Cellular: (416) 464-0145 E-Mail: everard@rogers.com

April 13, 2011.

Mr. Tim Lambe, RPP.,

Manager, Policy & Research,

Planning and Urban Design Department,
The Corporation of the Town of Markham.

Dear Mr. Lambe:
Re:  Section 26, The Planning Act,

Special Meeting of Town Council,
Part of Lot 31, Concession 4, Town of Markham (98.83 acres)

Please be advised, that the urban planning consulting firm, Augusta National Inc., acts on
behalf of Catholic Cemeteries Archdiocese of Toronto (‘CCAT?), registered owners of
the subject lands. The property is located at the northeast corner of Woodbine Avenue /
19’th Avenue.

s ™

Further to our attendance at the Public Mééi‘iﬁ'gﬂgn April 13, 2011, concerning
Markham’s New Official Plan, please be advised, that ‘CCAT’ objects to the proposed
land use designation as ‘Employment Area’.

‘CCAT’ acquired the property on August 15, 1997, to facilitate the development of a
cemetery that will satisfy the future essential community needs of the Roman Catholic
population of the Town of Markham. Save and except for those lands designated as
‘Greenway System’, we require an ‘Institutional’ designation on the balance of the site to
permit the development of a cemetery.

To this end, we request that an additional 100+/- acres of ‘Employment’ lands be so
designated to offset the ‘Institutional’ lands required by ‘CCAT".

Y19, waw/

Mike Everard, M.Sc., RPP.,
Principal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Copy: Mr. R. Hayes, ‘CCAT".
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VIARKHAM

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MARKHAM

EXCERPT CONTAINING ITEM #0018 OF THE DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEE
(December 06, 11)

18. DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT SOUTH SIDE OF 14TH AVENUE EAST OF MIDDLEFIELD
ROAD (10.0)

Paul Stagl and Frank Mauro made a brief presentation of the development concept for a mix of business,
residential, and park use on the 32 hectare subject property, owned by Mr. Mauro and Neamsby
Investments. They requested the lands be referred to staff as part of the Official Plan review.
Discussions included the potential to achieve a Platinum LEED residential subdivision.

Stephen Chait, Director of Economic Development, provided comments on the principle of protecting
employment land and suggested the proposal be examined in the context of the Official Plan.

Moved by: Mayor Frank Scarpitti

Seconded by: Councillor Logan Kanapathi

That the presentation regarding Development Concept — South Side of 14™ Avenue, East of

Middlefield Road be received and referred to staff for consideration in the context of the Town of
Markham Official Plan Review.

CARRIED
ADJOURNMENT
The Development Services Committee meeting adjourned at 2:15 PM.

Alternate formats for this document are available upon request.



B BOUSFIELDS inc.

Project No. 10136
April 4, 2011

Kimberley Kitteringham, Town Clerk
Town of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

110 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Kitteringham:

Re: Town of Markham Official Plan Review Process
1 Steelcase Road

On behalf of our clients, Liberty Development Corporation and 2145312 Ontario
Inc., we are writing to advise of our interest in the Town's Official Plan Review
process in respect of redevelopment plans for the property at 1 Steelcase Road.

In conjunction with our client and its development team, we have been studying
options for the redevelopment of the property with a mix of intensified
employment uses, including office, service and retail uses.

As the redevelopment plans are refined, we anticipate providing a full submission
to the Town so that the proposal may be considered in the context of the Official
Plan Review process.

In the meantime, please ensure that we are added to the mailing list for any
upcoming meetings regarding the Official Plan Review. Thank you for your
assistance in this regard.

Yours very truly,

PFS/kah:jobs

cc: Lezlie Phillips, Liberty Development Corporation
Barry Horosko, Bratty and Partners LLP
Jim Baird, Commissioner of Development Services

3 Church St., #200, Toronto, ON M5E 1M2 T 416-947-9744 F 418-947-0781 www.bousfields.ca



BOUSFIELDS Inc.

Project No. 10136
November 6 2012

Ms. Judy Carroll

City of Markham, Clerk's Department
Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Carroll,

Re: Draft City of Markham Official Plan
Regarding 1 Steelcase Road West

We are planning consuitants to 2145312 Ontario Inc. with respect to the above-noted
property. On their behalf, we wish to submit the following comments regarding the Draft City

of Markham Official Pian.

Our clients have submitted an application for Official Plan Amendment and rezoning for the
property in order to permit a mixed-use employment centre on the lands. As submitted, the
overall proposal for the site would include a total of 125,660 square metres of empiloyment
floor area, including 60,820 square metres of retail commercial space, 63,360 square metres
of office/hotel space and 1,480 square metres of free-standing restaurant space. Part of the
requested Official Plan Amendment involves the redesignation of the rear portion of the
subject property from General Industrial Area to Business Corridor Area, recognizing that a
single Business Corridor Area designation would recognize the fact that the site is controlled
by a single owner and is proposed for development as an integrated development that would
involve the adaptive re-use of an existing building that spans the full depth of the site.

We note that the Draft Official Plan proposes to designate the front portion of the property as
Business Park and the rear portion of the property as General Employment. We would
request that the Draft Official Plan recognize any approvals that resuit from the consideration
of the foregoing application to amend the current Official Plan. In particular, we would
request that the property be included within an employment land use designation which
would include the permissions noted above. ’

We trust that the foregoing is satisfactory for your purposes, however, if you have any
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or Louis Tinker of our office.

Yours very truly,
Bousfields Inc.

ith, MCIP, RPP
PFS/kah:jobs
cc: Lezlie Phillips. Liberty Development Corporation

e
a7

3 Church St . #200, Toronto, ON M5E 1M2 T 416-947-9744 F 416-947-0781 www.bousfields ca
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STIKEMAN ELLIOTT

Stikeman Elliott LLP Barristers & Solicitors

5300 Commerce Court West, 199 Bay Street, Toronto, Canada M5L 1B9
Tel: (416) 869-5500 Fax: (416) 947-0866 www.stikeman.com

Direct:  (416) 869-5690
E-mail: JHarbell@stikeman.com

BY E-MAIL November 2, 2012
judycarroll@markham.ca File No.: 122567.1008

Clerks Department

Markham Civic Centre, Main Floor
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll, City Clerk’s Department

Dear Sirs/ Mesdames:

Re:  Development Services Committee
November 6, 2012
Statutory Public Meeting re Markham's draft Official Plan
(Part I): John St. Holdings Inc. - 2851 John Street, City of
Markham -

We represent John St. Holdings Inc., the landowner of the property located at
2851 John Street, Markham (the “Property”). We understand that a statutory public
meeting for Part I of the City of Markham's draft Official Plan (the “Draft OP”) will
be held at the November 6t, 2012 Development Services Committee meeting and we
are taking this opportunity to submit our client’s comments and concerns regarding
the retail permissions proposed in the Draft OP, for your consideration.

Current Official Plan Policy Regarding Retail in a Business Corridor Area

The Property is located immediately south west of the intersection of John
Street and Woodbine Avenue. In the in-force City of Markham Official Plan (the
“OP”), the Property has a Business Corridor Area land use designation, which is an
Industrial land use designation. Current retail permissions in the Business Corridor
Area allow for the following, according to section 3.5.6.3 of the OP:

* Lands designated INDUSTRIAL (Business Corridor Area) may be
approved to permit the following retail uses, if demonstrated to be
consistent with the planned function, subject to the review of a
specific development proposal and rezoning, pursuant to the
provisions of this Plan and any implementing Secondary Plan:

6024879 v1
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STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 2

o A mixed-use centre combining multiple unit retail
development containing individual retail premises of less
than 300 square metres gross floor area with other
permitted uses, provided that the centre shall generally be
a multi-storey building, the centre shall generally be
located on a site adjoining an intersection with an arterial
or collector road, and the total gross floor area devoted to
retail uses shall generally not exceed the total gross floor
area devoted to other permitted uses.

e Retail uses shall be limited to individual premises having
generally not less than 300 square metres of gross floor area and
having not more than 1,000 square metres of gross floor area with
the exception of computer and office supply stores which may be
up to a maximum of 3,000 square metres of gross floor area.

Alongside the above permissions, the OP contains discretionary
requirements for additional study to analyze large scale retail proposals, which are
described as “retail premises each in excess of 10,000 square metres of gross leasable
area or a group of concurrently proposed retail developments in the same vicinity,
where the total gross leasable area of retail is in excess of 30,000 square metres” in
section 3.4.4.5 of the OP.

Current OP policy acknowledges that retail is a complementary land use in a
Business Corridor Area, particularly along an arterial road such as Woodbine
Avenue. A range of retail formats are encouraged within this land use designation
provided the appropriate supporting documentation and studies are provided in a
planning application.

Proposed Policy in the Draft OP and Restrictions on Retail Development

The Draft OP proposes a Service Employment land use designation for the
Property, which is an Employment land use designation. Proposed retail
permissions in the Service Employment include the following according to the Draft
OP:

e Retail uses are permitted so long as they are “ancillary uses”,
defined as “small-scale retail and commercial uses that primarily
serve the business functions on lands designated Employment
Lands in this Plan” and are not “major retail”, which is defined as
“retail big box stores, retail warehouses and shopping centres, as
identified in the York Region Official Plan, with individual
premises exceeding 1,000 square metres of gross floor area and/or
the combined gross floor area devoted to retail in all premises on a
property exceeding 3,000 square metres”;

e Retail uses are permitted within a multiple-unit building, where
the combined gross floor area devoted to all retail uses is limited

6024879 v1



STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 3

to a maximum of 50 percent of the total gross floor area of the
building.

As noted above, non-“ancillary uses” and “major retail” are generally
prohibited in the Service Employment land use designation: any proposed retail
premises above 1000 square metres requires an application as part of a “municipal
comprehensive review” to be considered in an Employment designation. A “municipal
comprehensive review” is defined in section 10 of the draft OP as a “an official plan
review or an official plan amendment, initiated by Markham, in consultation with
the Region, that comprehensively applies the policies and schedules of the York
Region Official Plan and the provincial Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe”. Furthermore, a computer and office supply store previously permitted
on the Property would be prohibited as a “major retail” use according to the Draft
OP. It appears that the retail permissions within a Service Employment land use
designation are considerably more restrictive and application requirements are
significantly more onerous than in the current Business Corridor Area land use
designation in the OP. In particular, an applicant cannot initiate a “municipal
comprehensive review” to seek permission for certain forms of retail in the Service
Employment Designation, but must await a City initiated Official Plan Review
(mandated every 5 years) or a City initiated Official Plan Amendment.

The proposed policy applicable to the Service Employment land use
designation is unclear with respect to the maximum permitted retail gross floor area
in a multiple-unit building. Clarification is required on whether or not the total
gross floor area, not representing more than 50% of the gross floor area of the
building, can exceed 3,000 square metres, or whether this would be considered
“major retail” and, therefore, prohibited.

The proposed Service Employment land use designation should allow
greater flexibility for a variety of retail formats, whether through discretionary
requirements for additional study or rezoning applications, consistent with current
OP policy, or a broader consideration of retail formats that complement the planned
function of this land use designation. The requirements for a “municipal
comprehensive review” when any non-“ancillary use” or “major retail” use is proposed
in the Service Employment designation appear unduly restrictive and onerous.

Concluding Remarks

For these reasons and for others that we may raise in the future, or that a
future owner of the Property may raise into the future, Part I of the Draft OP is
problematic as it relates to new restrictions on retail development on the Property.

6024879 v1



STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 4

We trust that you will find the above to be of assistance in your consideration
of this matter. We would be pleased to discuss any of the above issues further with
City staff. Should you have any questions or require any further information please
contact me.

Yours very truly,
AN |,
A

%' W. Harbell
JWH/aad

ccC. Michael Cooperman, John St. Holdings Inc.
Paolo Rovazzi, John St. Holdings Inc.
David McKay, MHBC Planning

6024879 v1



STIKEMAN ELLIOTT

Stikeman Elliott LLP Barristers & Solicitors

5300 Commerce Court West, 199 Bay Street, Toronto, Canada M5L 1B9
Tel: (416) 869-5500 Fax: (416) 947-0866 www.stikeman.com

Direct:  (416) 869-5690
E-mail: JHarbell@stikeman.com

BY E-MAIL November 2, 2012
judycarroll@markham.ca File No.: 122567.1008
Clerks Department

Markham Civic Centre, Main Floor

City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll, City Clerk’s Department

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:.
Re:  Development Services Committee
November 6, 2012

Statutory Public Meeting re Markham's draft Official Plan
(Part I): Woodbine Road Developments Inc. - 7390 - 7400
Woodbine Avenue, City of Markham

We represent Woodbine Road Developments Inc., the landowner of the
property located at 7390-7400 Woodbine Avenue, Markham (the “Property”). We
understand that a statutory public meeting for Part I of the City of Markham’s draft
Official Plan (the “Draft OP”) will be held at the November 6t, 2012 Development
Services Committee meeting and we are taking this opportunity to submit our
client’s comments and concerns regarding the retail policy and environmental
systems policy proposed in the Draft OP, for your consideration.

Current Official Plan Policy Regarding Retail in a Business Corridor Area

The Property is located south west of the intersection of John Street and
Woodbine Avenue. In the in-force City of Markham Official Plan (the “OP”), the
Property has a Business Corridor Area land use designation, which is an Industrial
land use designation. Current retail permissions in the Business Corridor Area
allow for the following, according to section 3.5.6.3 of the OP:

e Lands designated INDUSTRIAL (Business Corridor Area) may be

approved to permit the following retail uses, if demonstrated to be
consistent with the planned function, subject to the review of a

6024360 v1
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STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 2

specific development proposal and rezoning, pursuant to the
provisions of this Plan and any implementing Secondary Plan:

o A mixed-use centre combining multiple unit retail
development containing individual retail premises of less
than 300 square metres gross floor area with other
permitted uses, provided that the centre shall generally be
a multi-storey building, the centre shall generally be
located on a site adjoining an intersection with an arterial
or collector road, and the total gross floor area devoted to
retail uses shall generally not exceed the total gross floor
area devoted to other permitted uses.

* Retail uses shall be limited to individual premises having
generally not less than 300 square metres of gross floor area and
having not more than 1,000 square metres of gross floor area with
the exception of computer and office supply stores which may be
up to a maximum of 3,000 square metres of gross floor area.

Alongside the above permissions, the OP contains discretionary
requirements for additional study to analyze large scale retail proposals, which are
described as “retail premises each in excess of 10,000 square metres of gross leasable
area or a group of concurrently proposed retail developments in the same vicinity,
where the total gross leasable area of retail is in excess of 30,000 square metres” in
section 3.4.4.5 of the OP.

Current OP policy acknowledges that retail is a complementary land use in a
Business Corridor Area, particularly along an arterial road such as Woodbine
Avenue. A range of retail formats are encouraged within this land use designation
provided the appropriate supporting documentation and studies are provided in a
planning application.

Proposed Policy in the Draft OP and Restrictions on Retail Development

The Draft OP proposes a Service Employment land use designation for the
Property, which is an Employment land use designation. Proposed retail
permissions in the Service Employment include the following according to the Draft
OP:

o Retail uses are permitted so long as they are “ancillary uses”,
defined as “small-scale retail and commercial uses that primarily
serve the business functions on lands designated Employment
Lands in this Plan” and are not “major retail”, which is defined as
“retail big box stores, retail warehouses and shopping centres, as
identified in the York Region Official Plan, with individual
premises exceeding 1,000 square metres of gross floor area and/or
the combined gross floor area devoted to retail in all premises on a
property exceeding 3,000 square metres”;

6024360 v1



STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 3

* Retail uses are permitted within a multiple-unit building, where
the combined gross floor area devoted to all retail uses is limited
to a maximum of 50 percent of the total gross floor area of the

building.

As noted above, non-“ancillary uses” and “major retail” are generally
prohibited in the Service Employment land use designation: any proposed retail
premises above 1000 square metres requires an application as part of a “municipal
comprehensive review” to be considered in an Employment designation. A “municipal
comprehensive review” is defined in section 10 of the draft OP as a “an official plan
review or an official plan amendment, initiated by Markham, in consultation with
the Region, that comprehensively applies the policies and schedules of the York
Region Official Plan and the provincial Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe”. Furthermore, a computer and office supply store previously permitted
on the Property would be prohibited as a “major retail” use according to the Draft
OP. It appears that the retail permissions within a Service Employment land use
designation are considerably more restrictive and application requirements are
significantly more onerous than in the current Business Corridor Area land use
designation in the OP. In particular, an applicant cannot initiate a “municipal
comprehensive review” to seek permission for certain forms of retail in the Service
Employment Designation, but must await a City initiated Official Plan Review
(mandated every 5 years) or a City initiated Official Plan Amendment.

The proposed policy applicable to the Service Employment land use
designation is unclear with respect to the maximum permitted retail gross floor area
in a multiple-unit building. Clarification is required on whether or not the total
gross floor area, not representing more than 50% of the gross floor area of the
building, can exceed 3,000 square metres, or whether this would be considered
“major retail” and, therefore, prohibited.

The proposed Service Employment land use designation should allow
greater flexibility for a variety of retail formats, whether through discretionary
requirements for additional study or rezoning applications, consistent with current
OP policy, or a broader consideration of retail formats that complement the planned
function of this land use designation. The requirements for a “municipal
comprehensive review” when any non-"ancillary use” or “major retail” use is proposed
in the Service Employment designation appear unduly restrictive and onerous.

Current Official Plan Policy Regarding Flood Vulnerable Areas

The OP does not contain a map outlining flood vulnerable areas in the City of
Markham, but rather states under section 3.10.1 that the “Hazard Land” designation
includes “all lands within the Regulatory Flood Lines or the stable or predicted
stable slope lines defined by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority,
whichever is greater, but excluding lands identified as Special Policy Area on
Schedule ‘A’ - Land Use”.

6024360 v1



STIKEMAN ELLIOTT 4

Proposed Policy in the Draft OP Regarding Flood Vulnerable Areas

The Draft OP contains a map (Appendix A) illustrating “flood vulnerable areas”
which include areas such as the Cummer Creek Floodplain Area and the Rouge
River north of Warden Avenue Area. It appears as though a portion of the Property
is within the Cummer Creek Floodplain Area. There is no corresponding mapping
identifying this floodplain area in the OP.

Policy associated with Appendix A of the Draft OP states the following under
section 3.4.1.16:

...It is the policy of Council: To work with the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority, other agencies and landowners to:

¢) Allow minor development, redevelopment or site alteration within
flood vulnerable areas subject to the one zone flood plain
management policies of the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority.

The above-noted policy is of concern due to the undefined term “minor
development” and the associated ambiguity regarding the future development
permissions on a property within a “flood vulnerable area”.

Concluding Remarks

For these reasons and for others that we may raise in the future, or that a
future owner of the Property may raise into the future, Part I of the Draft OP is
problematic as it relates to new restrictions on retail development on the Property
and the ambiguous implications of the new “flood vulnerable area” designation which
appears to apply to a portion of the Property.

We trust that you will find the above to be of assistance in your consideration
of this matter. We would be pleased to discuss any of the above issues further with
City staff. Should you have any questions or require any further information please
contact me.

Yours very truly,

» .
Jaknes W. Harbell
JWH/aad

cc. Michael Cooperman, Woodbine Road Developments Inc.
Paolo Rovazzi, Woodbine Road Developments Inc.
David McKay, MHBC Planning

6024360 v1



Y J y i 88 Sheppard Avenue W, Suite 200
i : . i Toronto ON M2N 1MS
! " tel 416.250.5858

fax 416.250.5860
DEVELOPMENTS INC.

December 12, 2012 VIA E-MAIL
To: mwouters@markham.ca
To: esilva-stewart@markham.ca

MIs. Marg Wouters

Senior Manager

Policy and Research

Planning & Urban Design Department
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham ON L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Wouters:
Re: Markham’s New Draft Official Plan

Majorwood Developments Inc. Site
Markland Street/Major Mackenzie Drive

Thank you for meeting with us on December 5, 2012, to discuss various issues regarding our site.

Two fundamental take-aways from our meeting were: an EA update on the proposed roadway
from Planning; and a site-specific request regarding the new draft Official Plan from Majorwood.

This letter addresses both of these matters.

A. Proposed Roadway

This refers to the proposed road connection from Hwy.404 at Major Mackenzie Drive to
Markland Street identified in OPA 123 as one of two “Potential Links” (the other at Elgin Mills
Road).

In our case, this potential link more or less bisects our land; two parcels result which may be
identified as east (£ 3.4 acres) and west (£ 6.9 acres).

Majorwood worked directly with Markham and Loblaws (our immediate neighbour) throughout

the City’s EA process to establish a realistic function for this roadway; not only must it provide
tor the 404/Major Mackenzie traffic, it must also allow access to Majorwood and Loblaws lands.

FILES' MAIORWOODINLW OFFICIAL PLANMDEC.12 12
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We provided Markham with an Internal Functional Traffic Design Study prepared by URS
Canada Inc. in 2008 to support our position.

‘The City agreed: the EA report states:

The proposed road extension would provide an opportunity for direct access to the
development in the Business Corridor of the Cathedral Community from Highway404 (it
should be noted that the Town supports {uture access to the adjacent properties along the
proposed Highway 404 exit ramp cxtension, the details of future access will be finalized
during the Site Plan approval process and is subject to MTO approval).

We were advised recently by City staff, however, that MTO did not accept the City’s EA.
Following our meeting of last week, Mr. Karumanchery has confirmed that MTO requires that no
southbound tratfic will be permitted.

The MTO position is problematic for us by at least three measures:

1. the “no southbound” restriction places significant access limitations on our land,
particularly the west parcel; should MTO impose any further restrictions when detailed
site plans are proposed, the west parcel may become virtually land-locked, severely
compromising its development potential;

2. the current zoning on most of our land is BC(H3); the holding provision is a condition
precedent that relates specifically to the roadway; given the MTO position, we are unable
to proceed in any event;

3. it is uncertain what the resolution of the roadway will be or when it will take place; we
are concerncd that this will not keep pace with your current Official Plan process, which

could place our plans in further jeopardy.

B. Majorwood’s Site-Specific Request

Current Official Plan

The current Official Plan designation on our land, and Loblaws’ as well, is Business Corridor
(BC). The lands immediately north of us are designated Busincss Park ( BP); we believe this is an
important delineation which illustrates the linkage we have to the south (rather than the north)
regarding the planned function of the entire north-west quadrant.

od
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P ermitted uses in the BC designation include. among others:

- offices;

- financial institutions;

- service uses;

- restaurants, subject to certain conditions;
- retail uses, subject to certain conditions.

Current Zoning

The current zoning on most of our land is BC(H3). We have attached a sketch which indicates
our zoning and the proposed roadway. We have also attached the permitted uses.

Part of our land was rezoned MJC 294 during the Loblaw’s OMB appeal. Together with the
proposed roadway, this creates the following blocks (all areas are + in acres):

- West BC(H3) - 69
- East BC(H3) - L1
- Total BC(H3) - 80
- EastMJC - 23
- Proposed Roadway - 0.9
- Total Majorwood - 112

The current zoning permits, among others, the following uses:

- offices;

- financial institutions;

- service uses;

- restaurants, subject to certain conditions;
- retail uses, subject to certain conditions.

Given the existing Official Plan and zoning by-law guidance, we are of the view that our land
functions as a site-specific location which acts as a transition between the BP and MJC lands to
the north and south respectively.

New Draft Official Plan

Markham’s new draft Official Plan designates our land Service Employment. Lands to the north
remain Business Park while Loblaws to the south are now Commercial. We belicve that these
proposals reflect, reinforce and retain the existing transitional location and nature of our land.

FILES MAJORWOOD NEW OQFFICIAL P1 AN'DEC 12,12



The new draft Official Plan states:

The ‘Service Employment’ designation applies to lands that are planned and developed
for service and retail uses together with light industrial and warehousing and small oftice
uses that are dispersed within an overall mix of uses. Service employment uses are
generally located within a varicty of building forms and configurations such as multi, use,
sinele-storey buildings with multiple units that are modest in scale.

The *Service Employment’ designation applies to lands located along arterial or collector
roads that are easily accessible to nearby businesses and in some cases adjacent to
‘Residential’ arcas, and to lands in older developed industrial arcas that have evolved to
accommodate a wider range of uscs. The corridor locations typically adjoin and are
accessible from the larger established cmployment areas that they serve. Many of the

‘Service Employment’ areas are located near or on rail corridors.

Lands designated ‘Service Employment’ are intended to accommodate uses that are
serving and supportive of other business uses and employees in Markham, but that are not
typically located in other ‘Employment Lands’. Some of these uses may also serve

residents, and therefore benefit from their transit accessible corridor locations or
proximity to ‘Residential’ areas.

It is our view that the Majorwood sitc is well characterized by the above descriptions.

Further, our existing zoning permissions dovetail perfectly to support the City’s proposed
designation. For example, permitted uses in the Service Employment designation include, among
others:

- offices;

- financial institutions;

- service uses;

- restaurants, as “discretionary uses”;

- retail uses, subject to certain conditions.

Key conditions set out in the new draft Official Plan for retail are that it not be “major retail” and
that it not exceed 50% total gross floor area.

While we endorse Service Employment as an overall guiding designation, we respectfully
clisagree with the proposed qualifiers regarding restaurants and retail uses.

NVe submit that restaurants should be permitted as of right in our Service Employment
<lesignation.

N
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R estaurants have throughout contemporary planning history been permitted in “industrial” - now
“employment” — designations; they have always been viewed as a natural component in these
locations. Also, restaurants are permitted in our existing BC designation.

With regard to “major retail”, we feel there may be an underlying inconsistency between the
proposed definition and the reality on the ground. For example, the definition includes “shopping
centres™; the Service Employment policies, however, describe *... a variety of building forms
and configurations such as multi-use, single storcy buildings with multiple units ...”.

F urthermore, the proposed “major retail” limit of 1,000 square meters per use seems overly
restrictive. In our experience. retail big box or warehouse formats would be typically 10,000
square meters or more. By comparison, stores between 1,000 and 3,000 square meters are not
necessarily a big box or warehouse, as end users constantly explore new formats.

Similarly, the proposed 3,000 square meter collective limit seems overly restrictive. The 3,000
square meter standard is but a third the size of our suggested 10,000 square meter single use
threshold. As well, the actual impact of retail is often over-stated relative to the complete
package of uses on these types of sites.

Our experience is that most retail centres do, in fact, present a wide range of non-retail uses. The
proposed 50% retail limit, however, creates an arbitrary standard without regard for site-specific
and market conditions. Whether or not the retail element is greater or less than 50% of total GFA
is immaterial in this type of location; the success of the project will be determined by its ability to
serve the market.

As a result, the need to place limits on the retail component of our Service Employment
designation is, in our view, not warranted.

To summarize, we respectfully submit that:

I. the undetermined fate of the proposed roadway is a serious limitation on our land and, as
such, we need specific direction from the City on how to proceed;

2. the current Official Plan and zoning permit a wide range of uses which we believe should
be maintained to support the transitional planned function of our site;
3. the proposed Service Employment designation is acceptable to us, since we believe that it

supports and continues our current circumstances, provided that the standards proposed
for restaurants, individual retail units, collective building arcas and proportionate limits
are deleted from our site-specific designation.
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We would be pleased to meet with you again to discuss these matters in more detail.

Should you require any further information or clarification, do not hesitate to contact us.

W e look torward to hearing from you.

Yours truly,
M AJORWOOD DEVEL PMENTS INC.

) w / o
. ael Baker
* Vice-President

MB:bk
Attach.
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AUGUST 2, 2006

TABLE Ad - EMPLOYMENT ZONES
'‘PERMITTED USES
ZONE
USE BP BC Gl
A Art Galleries X
B Banquet Halls X(3) X(3)
r c Business and Medical Offices X X X
D Commercial Filness Centres X X
E Commercial Parking Lots X X X
F Data Processing and Relaled Faclities X X X
G Day Nurseries X X
H Financlal Institutions X(1) X
\ Holtels X X
J industrial Uses X(2)(4) X(2)(4) X(2){4)(8)
K Libraries X
L Motels X
M Municipal Parking Lots X X X
N Non-Profit Fitness Centres X
0 Parking Garages X{7) X{7) X{7)
P Parks, Public X X
Q Personal Sarvice Shops X(1)(4) X
R Places of Worship X f
S Private Clubs X X
hE Public Transit System X X X
1] Recreational Establishments X
Vv Restaurants X(1) X(6)
w Rastaurants, Take-Out X(6}
X Retail Stores X(1){4) X{5)
Y Schools, Commercial X
Y4 Trade and Convention Cantres X X
Aa Transit Stations X X X
Bb Vewlcs X
SPECIAL PROVISIONS (}

1 Permitied only In the first storey of an office building or at any jocation within a building containing a hotel
andlor a trade and convention facliity provided the use is Accessory to the hotel or the trade and convention
ceritre use.

2 An accessory retail store In which goods produced andlor stored in a building containing an industrial use is
permitted provided the ratail store has a net floor area \hat does not exceed the lesser of 300 square rmetres or
10 percent of the net floor area of the building containing the industrial.use.

7] Permitted only within a hotel or a building containing a trade and convention facility.

Outdoor storage and outdoor display and sales ara not permitted.
The minimum ne! floor area required is 300 square metres and the maximum net floor area permitted is 6000
square metres.

6 Permitted as an accessory use only in an offics building, a hotel, a trade and convention centrs or a building
containing recreational establishments.

7 Any portion of a parking garage that s unenclosed Is not permitted within 50 metres of the Highway 7
streetling.

8 Outdoor storage shaii be permitted in the General Industriai (Gi) Zone subject o the following provisions:
a) outdoar storage shail be permitted only in a rear yard and not closer than 9.0 metres io any

streetiing;

b) the height of stored materials shail not exceed 4.5 metres;
c) outdoor slorage shail be screened by opaque fencing with a minimum height of 2.75 metres; and,
d) outdoor storage is not permifted within any yard adjoining a residential zone boundary.

Town of Markham By-law #1 77-96 - Consolidated August 2, 2006 21




200 Bridgeland Avenue
Toronto ON M6A 1Z4
tel 416.785.8172

fax 416.781.2981
DEVELOPMENTS INC.

November 1, 2012 VIA E-MAIL
TO: judycarroll@markham.ca and

TO: esilva-stewart@markham.ca

Chair & Members

Development Services Committee
City of Markham

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham ON L3R 9W3

Dear Sirs/Mesdames:
Re: Markham’s New Official Plan

Open House & Public Meeting
November 6, 2012

Majorwood Developments Inc. is the registered owner of certain lands located between Highway
404 and Markland Street immediately north of the Loblaws property fronting on Major
Mackenzie Drive.

These lands are currently zoned under By-law 2006-179 which includes certain retail
permissions.

These lands are currently designated Business Corridor; the new Official Plan proposes a new
designation, Service Employment.

There is considerable history in this quadrant dating back to 2005. Over the intervening time,
Majorwood has been in regular contact with City staff and appeared before Development
Services Committee.

The basis of our concern is that we strongly oppose any change to the Official Plan designation
or zoning on our property. We remain concerned that the proposed Service Employment

designation may fetter our existing land use rights.

For these reasons, we object without prejudice to any change in our Official Plan designation or
to any general or specific Official Plan policies which may apply to our lands.

FILES\MAJIORWOOD\NEW OFFICIAL PLAN

5t



Ko ?
TG

It is our intention to continue to meet with City staff to try and resolve our concerns. Staff have
advised us that a second public meeting is to be held in January, 2013, and we hope to have a
satisfactory resolution by that time.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours truly,
MAJORWOOD DEVELOPMENTS INC.

2al7a\

Michael Baker
Vice-President

MB:bk

FILES\MAJORWOOD\NEW OFFICIAL PLAN



a
gOWB EE Egs montréal « otlawa - toronto « hamilton + wpterloy region « calgary + vancouver - bejing « moscow + landon

November 6, 2012
Brian T. Parker
DELIVERED BY E-MAIL Direct 416-369-7248

brian.parker@gowlings.com
File No. T0215800002

Mayor and Members of Council

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre, Council Chambers,
101 Towncentre Blvd.

Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3

Dear Mayor and Members of Council:

Re: 8050 Woodbine Avenue: Belfield Investments Inc.: Public Meeting - Draft Official Plan

We are the solicitors on behalf of Belfield Investments Inc. (“Belfield”), the owners of
approximately 8 acres of property situated at the north-west corner of Burncrest Drive and Woodbine
Avenue, municipally known as 8050 Woodbine Avenue (the “Property”). We will not be in
attendance at this evening’s public meeting but we would ask that this letter form part of the public
record for Council’s information.

Since 1973 the Property has been under provincial jurisdiction pursuant to the Parkway Belt West
Plan (the “Plan”). In February, 2011, Belfield filed applications to the Minister of Municipal Affairs
requesting that the Property be removed from the Plan on the basis that all of the infrastructure
imperatives contemplated by the Plan have been implemented and therefore the continued need to
retain the Property under the Plan’s control was not necessary.

Ministerial circulation of Belfield’s application yielded no negative comments however Council’s
position was that the removal of the Property from the Plan should not proceed unless, or until such
time as there are new municipal planning instruments in place to take over. It is in this policy
context that this letter is submitted; Belfield continues to be in discussion with planning staff to put
in place proper municipal planning instruments that will permit the Minister to make a final decision
on the applications before it.

The draft Markham Official Plan (the “Official Plan”) is proposing an Employment — Business Park
designation for the Property. Conceptually, Belfield does not have an issue with this designation;
however, it does not entirely reflect the historical Industrial M4 zoning of the Property which in
addition to certain industrial uses, permits as primary uses, a range of service commercial uses which
are intended to serve the surrounding industrial areas.

Had the Property not been under the control of the Plan since 1973, we firmly believe that the form
of Official Plan designation for the lands would be the same form as that which the Plan is
reinstating for similar Woodbine fronting parcels in the vicinity, that is, a split designation permitting
Service Employment (formerly Business Corridor) uses along the Woodbine frontage.

Gowling Lafleur Henderson ur - Lawyers - Patent and Trade-mark Agents
1 Hirst Canadian Place - 100 King Street West - Suite 1600 - Toronto - Ontario - M5X 1G5 + Canada T 416-862-7525 F 416-862-7661 gowlings.com



gowlings

We believe that a split designation of Service Employment and Business Park is reasonable in the
circumstances; it acknowledges the historical zoning rights attributed to the Property, and moreover,
it is complementary to the approved Woodbine/Rodick Transitway Station (the “Station™) which will
immediately abut the Property on the east side of Woodbine Avenue. As noted in MTO’s Final
Report dated December, 2010, the Station will be fully integrated; it will serve as a regional inter-
modal station for passengers transferring between the 407 Transitway and other bus services
including TTC and YRT. The Plan designates Woodbine Avenue as a Regional Transit Priority.

In summary, Belfield will be requesting that planning staff consider a split Employment designation
for the Property in recognition of the Property’s historical zoning, and in the spirit of the Region’s
Transit Oriented Development Guidelines, recognizing the approved location of the Woodbine
Rodick Station, opposite.

Planning staff are aware of Belfield’s position as outlined herein, and our understanding is that staff
are prepared to meet and discuss this matter further. We appreciate staff’s assistance to date and we
trust that a satisfactory resolution can be arrived at. On behalf of Belfield, thank you for your
consideration of this letter and we will keep Council apprised as we move forward.

Sincerely,

GOWLING LAFLEUR HENDERSON LLP

Brian T. Parker

BTP:jam
cc: Belfield Investments Inc.
Margaret Wouters

TOR_LAW\ 8033018\
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O KingSett

September 21, 2012

Rino Mostacci, MCIP, RPP,

Director of Planning & Urban Design,
Development Services Commission,
Town of Markham,

Anthony Roman Centre,

101 Town Centre Blvd.,

Markham, ON, L3R 9W3

RE:  Planning Justification for Redesignation to Business
Park Area for Part Lot 1 & 2, Concession 3, Town of
Markham, Regional Municipality of York

Dear Mr. Mostacci:

SREIT (Markham) Ltd. is the owner of an assembly of industrial buildings generally
located as a complex of integrated buildings on Idema Road and Steelcase Road in
the Town of Markham. In 2010, SREIT (Markham) Ltd. was acquired by KingSett
Capital and its joint venture partner as part of the larger ING Industrial portfolio
sale. We wish to participate in your current Official Plan Review and it is our desire
to have the lands redesignated from General Industrial to Business Park Area as part
of this planning exercise. It is our intent to upgrade and intensify the existing
industrial uses over the long term. The following planning justification has been
prepared in support of this request.

1.0 Introduction

SREIT (Markham) Ltd. owns 23.07 acres of employment land located at the
northeast quadrant of Highway 404 and Steeles Avenue, which is accessed from
Idema Road and Steelcase Road West via Woodbine Avenue to the east. The
assembly includes nine parcels of land, which contain fourteen existing industrial
buildings located at 115, 145, 161, 207, 227, 247, 267, and 297 |dema Road and 41,
57, 67, 77, 87, and 96 Steelcase Road (see attached survey plan). The lands are
legally described as Part 1- Plan of Survey of Part of Lots 1 and 2, Concession 3
Town of Markham, Regional Municipality of York.

R TR L S N N R T T E A
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The lands are currently occupied by fourteen single storey industrial buildings with
an existing density of development of 0.34 FSIL. Generally this older industrial
development no longer fulfills all of the needs of contemporary industrial areas,
which require appropriate site circulation and loading for large transport trucks.
The building configurations and placement are such that employment
intensification of this site would not be possible without redevelopment nor is it
appropriately configured to accommodate intensified general manufacturing and
warehousing uses.

1.1 Purpose

The purpose of this letter is to request a review of the current General Industrial
designation on the subject lands in the context of the Town’s Official Plan Review.
The site is appropriate to consider for higher order, more intensive employment
uses and a broader range of employment uses given the current public policy
context, and proximity and exposure to Highway 404 and existing and proposed
adjacent land uses. The remainder of this report outlines the rationale for this
request in further detail.

2.0 Public Policy Context

2.1  Provincial Policy Statement

The Province of Ontario issued a new Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) in 20065,
which provides policy direction on planning matters related to issues of provincial
interest. Changes to the Planning Act require that all decisions affecting planning
matters “shall be consistent with” the PPS,

The relevant sections of the PPS are set out below as it applies to the subject site:

1.1 Managing and Directing Land Use to Achieve Efficient Development and Land Use
Patterns.

1.1.1  Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by:

a) promoting efficient development and land use patterns which sustain the financial well-
being of the Province and municipalities over the long term;

b} accommodating an appropriate range and mix of residential, employment (including
industrial, commercial and institutional uses), recreational and open space uses to meet
long-term nceds;

g) ensuring that necessary infrastructure and public services are or will be available to meet
current and projected needs.

1.1.2 Sufficient land shall be made available through intensification and redevelopment and, if
necessary, desiynated growth areas, to accommodate un appropriate range and mix of
employment opportumities, housing and vther lund uses to meet projected needs Jor a time

| g
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1.1.31
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1.1.3.3

1.1.34

1.3

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.6
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horizon of up to 20 years. However, where an alternate time period has been established for
specific areas of the Province as a result of a provincial planning exercise or a provincial plan,
that time frame may be used for municipalities within the area.

Settlement Areas

Settlement areas shall be the focus of growth and their vitality and regeneration shall
be promoted,

Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on:
a) densities and a mix of land uses which:

1. efficiently use land and resources;

2. are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and public service
facilities which are planned or available, and avoid the need for their unjustified
and /or uneconomical expansion; and

3. minimize negative impacts to air quality and climate change, and promote energy
efficiency in accordance with policy 1.8; and

b) a range of uses and opportunities for intensification and redevelopment in accordance
with the criteria in policy 1.1.3.3,

Planning authorities shall identify and promote opportunities for intensification and
redevelopment where this can be accommodated taking into account existing building
stock or areas, including brownfield sites, and the availability of suitable existing or
planned infrastructure and public service facilities required to accommodate projected
needs.

Appropriate development standards should be promoted which facilitate
intensification, redevelopment and compact form, while maintaining appropriate
levels of public health and safety.

Employment Areas

Planning authorities shall promote economic development and competitiveness by:

a) providing for an appropriate mix and range of employment (including industrial,
commercial and institutional uses) to meet long-term needs;

b} providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including maintaining a range and
choice of suitable sites for employment uses which support a wide range of economic
activities and ancillury uses, and take into account the needs of existing and future
businesses;

¢) planning for, protecting and preserving employment areas for current and future uses; and

d) ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to support current and projected needs.

Planning authorities may permit conversion of lands within employment area to non-
employment uses through a comprehensive review, only where it has been demonstrated that
the land is not required for employment purposes over the long term and that there is a need
Jfor the conversion.

Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities
The use of existing infrastructure and public service facilities should be optimized,

wherever feasible, before consideration is Yiven to developing new infrustructure and
public service facilities.
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1.6.5 Transportation Systems

1.6.5.2 Efficient use shall be made of existing and planned infrastructure.

1.6.54 A land use pattern, density and mix of uses should be promoted that minimizes the length
and number of vehicle trips and supports the development of viable choices and plans for
public transit and other alternative transportation modes, including commuter rail and

bus.

1.6.6 Transportation and Infrastructure Corridors

1.6.62 Planning authorities shall not permit development in planned corridors that could
preclude or negatively affect the use of the corridor for the purpose(s) for which it was
identified.

1.7 Long-Term Economic Prosperity

1.7.1 Long-term economic prosperity should be supported by:

a) optimizing the long-term availability and use of land, resources, infrastructure and public
service facilities

The proposal for the subject lands to provide for employment intensification is
consistent with the PPS with regard to promoting efficient development and land
use patterns including a desirable mix of higher order employment uses in an
appropriate location adjacent to a major regional infrastructure corridor (Highway
404). Intensification of the subject site would:
¢ Be within the current settlement boundary and thus promote the efficient
use of land;
e Would continue to provide for employment uses with the potential for
intensification of employment and more compact urban form;
e Would provide for a wider range of economic activities and ancillary uses
than is currently provided by the existing designation and zoning;
Would preserve an employment area for current and future businesses;
e Would optimize the use of existing infrastructure; and,
Provides uses that are complementary to the Highway 404 transportation
corridor and the regional exposure it affords and do not negatively affect the
use of the corridor for its identified purpose.

2.2 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (the “Growth Plan”) was
approved by Cabinet effective on June 16, 2006, and applies to the subject site.

In terms of Managing Growth (2.2.2) the Growth Plan provides that population and
employment growth will be accommodated by:
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* Directing a significant portion of new growth to the built-up areas of the
community through intensification (2.2.2.1.a)

* Ensuring the availability of sufficient land for employment to accommodate
forecasted growth to support the GGH’s economic competitiveness (2.2.1.f)

The General Intensification (2.2.3) policies of the Growth Plan:
* encourage intensification generally through out the built-up area (2.2.3.6.b)
e facilitate and promote intensification

The relevant Employment Lands policies (2.2.6) are outlined below:
1 An adequate supply of lands providing locations for a variety of appropriate
employment uses will be maintained to accommodate the growth forecasts
in Schedule 3.
2. Municipalities will promote economic development and competitiveness by-
a) Providing for an appropriate mix of employment uses including
industrial, commercial and institutional uses to meet long-term needs
b) Providing opportunities for a diversified economic base, including
maintaining a range and choice of suitable sites for employment uses
which support a wide range of economic activities and ancillary uses,
and take into account the needs of existing and future businesses
¢) Planning for, protecting and preserving employment areas for current
and future uses
d) Ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to support current
and forecasted employment needs (2.2.6.2)

9. Municipalities are encouraged to designate and reserve lands within
settlement areas in the vicinity of existing major highway interchanges, ports,
rail yards and airports for manufacturing, warehousing, and associated retail,
office and ancillary facilities, where appropriate.

3.2.4 Moving Goods

5. The planning and design of highway corridors, and the land use designations
along these corridors, will support the policies of this Plan, in particular that
development is directed to settlement areas, in accordance with policy
2.2.2.1(i).

The subject proposal supports the principles and policies of the Growth Plan
through the introduction of higher order and more intensive employment uses
that will contribute to the achievement of the Town'’s employment targets, is
located within the settlement area and adjacent to a major transportation
corridor that affords regional exposure and accessibility. The proposed
redevelopment of the area will assist in upgrading the existing servicing
infrastructure needed to support intensification.
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2.3 Region of York Official Plan

The Region of York Official Plan was adopted by Regional Council in December
2009 and approved with modifications by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and
Housing on September 7, 2010. The ROP is currently under appeal by various
private interests and is before the Ontario Municipal Board. The Region is
seeking to bring portions of the ROP into effect, however, this will not include
the Employment policies at this time. It is understood that the proposed
Employment policies represent the preferred policy provision of the Region
although some fine-tuning may occur as part of settlement discussions or a
hearing.

Section 4.3 Protecting Employment Lands provides for the ongoing viability of
employment lands to accommodate industrial and business uses and
establishes the relevant policies to consider in the context of the proposal on the
subject lands:

2. To recognize that employment lands are strategic and vital to the Regional
economy and are major drivers of economic activity in the Region.

4. To protect, maintain and enhance the long term viability of all employment
lands designated in local municipal official plans for employment uses.

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

6. To require local municipalities to give priority to the strategic employment
lands identified in Figure 2 when considering additional employment land
designations.

17. To require flexible and adaptable employment lands that include street
patterns and building design and siting that allow for redevelopment and
intensification,

The subject lands are considered in the context of the Regional Official Plan to
be strategic by virtue of their location adjacent to the Highway 404 Corridor.
These high visibility employment lands offer unique opportunities within the
Region and Town to attract higher order employment uses than are currently
provided for under the General Industrial designation in the Town'’s Official
Plan described in Section 3.3 below. The current industrial uses and
configuration of buildings and lots does not provide adequate opportunities for

6
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intensification nor does the range of uses provide for an optimum and healthy
employment area. In order to enhance the viability of these employment lands
a more prestigious employment designation such as a Business Park type of
designation would be needed to broaden the range and intensity of uses within
this high exposure transportation corridor.

2.4 Markham Official Plan

The subject site is designated General Industrial in the Consolidated Official
Plan (2008) and is part of the South Don Mills Industrial Area.

The planned function of the General Industrial designation is:

“To accommodate industrial activities related to manufacturing, processing,
repair and servicing, warehousing, and similar such uses. In recognition of
changes that are occurring and will continue to occur in the industrial
sector, the category also provides for complementary uses to serve
employees and business needs. Certain forms of accessory retailing and other
commercial activities can also be accommodated.”

This designation is applied to areas where industrial activity is intended to
predominate, generally at interior locations in industrial areas.

Land use permissions include:

industrial uses;

data processing and related uses;

commercial “self-storage” warehouses;

office uses ancillary to a permitted primary use, subject to conditions;

accessory factory sales/service outlets (within an enclosed building and

clearly accessory and incidental to a permitted industrial use);

service uses consistent with the planned function;

* research and training facilities;

 institutional uses including community facilities and government
services compatible with and complementary to the planned function,
but not including places of worship;

® restaurants;

¢ sports, health and fitness recreational uses;

e other similar uses consistent with the planned function and policies of

the category of designation.

Subject to the review of a specific development proposal and rezoning, the
following uses may also be permitted:
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day care centres;

banquet halls;

automobile service stations;

car washes;

places of worship, subject to the conditions;
private and commercial schools;

trade and convention centres;

and the following uses provided they are on sites, which do not abut lands,
intended for residential use or Business Park Areas, and subject to
appropriate development standards relating to the location of any required

outdoor storage:

e automobile repair uses;

e autobody paint and repair;

e contractor’s yards;

e controlled outdoor storage accessory to permitted industrial uses.

Prohibited uses include:

retail uses;

funeral homes;
entertainment uses;
night clubs;
residential uses.

The planned function of the Business Park Area designation applies to:

“office/industrial business parks characterized by development displaying high
design standards including corporate head offices and research facilities. The
visual attractiveness and consistent image of such areas is of prime importance.
Retail and service commercial activities will be strictly controlled.”

These areas exhibit a clear business park image with extensive landscaping; high
quality building design and comprehensive area planning; are generally lands
having exposure to Provincial highways or major arterial roads with good access
to major roads; of sufficient overall size to enable comprehensive planning and
served by public transit.

Land use permissions include:

e offices
e light industrial uses;
e accessory and incidental retail uses to permitted light industrial uses;
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hotels;

ancillary retail and service uses and restaurants, where internally integrated
as a component of an office building and clearly intended for the convenience
use of local businesses and employees;

ancillary retail and service uses and restaurants where internally integrated
as a component of a hotel, as customarily provided to cater to the needs of
hotel patrons;

research and training facilities;

data processing and related facilities;

institutional uses including government services compatible with and
complementary to the planned function, but not including places of worship;
day care centres;

banks and financial institutions;

trade and convention centres;

other similar uses consistent with the planned function and policies of the
category of designation.

Subject to the review of a specific development proposal and rezoning, the following
uses may also be permitted:

private and commercial schools;

community facilities;

motels;

sports, health and fitness recreational uses;

banquet halls;

entertainment uses and night clubs, where internally integrated as a
component of an office building or hotel.

Prohibited uses include:

funeral homes;

commercial “self-storage” warehouses;

outdoor storage accessory to a permitted industrial use;
automobile service stations;

car washes;

automobile repair uses;

auto body paint and repair;

retail uses involving accessory outdoor storage and/or display of
merchandise.

Given the limited opportunities for the more extensive list of General Industrial
uses, including open storage, in this particular location adjacent to Highway 404,
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the subject site would more appropriately function as a Business Park Area
designation given its locational attributes and other characteristics that conform
with current Official Plan policies. It is also of a size that would enable
comprehensive planning and would complement the proposed uses on the
adjacent Liberty site that are also intended to be redesignated in part from
General Industrial to Business Corridor.

2.4.1 Town of Markham Official Plan Review

The Town of Markham Official Plan is currently under review to conform with
both the new Region of York Official Plan and the Provincial Growth Plan. As
part of the Official Plan Review exercise, the Town has undertaken background
studies related to employment lands that will help to establish policy and meet
employment targets to 2031.

As part of the Town’s review, UrbanMetrics and Meridian Planning Consultants
undertook an Employment Lands Strategy - Phase One dated May 2009. The
study emphasizes infill and intensification of the existing settlement area, but
confirms that development and intensification of existing employment areas
cannot accommodate all of the additional jobs assigned to the Town to 2031. The
study recommends protection of all employment lands from conversion to other
uses, including major retail and residential uses.

Major Office Employment should be directed to Regional centres and Corridors
however just under 50% will also occur within Business Parks. The study also
anticipates that Markham'’s existing employment areas will continue to attract
growth through build-out of remaining lands and intensification of existing
parcels and/or reuse of buildings. Phase 2 of the study is to examine
intensification opportunities. The land budget projects a need for employment
lands outside of the urban boundary.

Phase 2 Employment Land Employment (ELE) Intensification Study dated May 9,
2011, was prepared by Meridian Planning. The study concluded that there is
little intensification potential for ELE properties in Markham, as most properties
are developed to their maximum potential. ELE includes employment in
manufacturing, processing, warehousing and distribution related to uses typical
of traditional industrial activities occurring in Markham business parks. This
lack of intensification opportunity is consistent with that found in other
jurisdictions. This conclusion is also consistent with the existing development on
the subject lands. The only practical intensification opportunity will be through
some demolition of the existing one storey industrial buildings and replacement
with higher density uses such as offices or hotels.
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The Town is currently preparing its employment land use policies and
designations and will be consolidating and refining some of its designations
related to both employment and commercial/retailing designations.

An opportunity exists on the subject site to intensify the employment with the
addition of certain use permissions consistent with the Business Park Area
designation, which includes offices. Although the site is designated General
Industrial, it is not actually an internal site that can take advantage of the
broader range of uses such as outside storage because of its high visibility,
prestige location adjacent to Highway 404. It is these same elements however
that favour this site for employment intensification for uses that would be highly
marketable in such a location including prestige industry, offices, hotels and
other complementary uses.

2.5 ZoningBy-law

The lands are zoned Select Industrial Zone - M -of By-law 108-81 which permits
industrial uses including:

warehousing of goods and materials,

assembly of manufactured goods

manufacture within enclosed buildings of goods

repair and servicing of goods

data  processing and computer related functions including
education/administration centres, and related market research, analysis and
service facilities and related supporting sales and including data and
documentation processing centres and related marketing, sales and service
and other supporting uses,

e research laboratories

¢ printing establishments

 other industrial uses similar to the above uses.

Also permitted are private clubs and health centres and certain public uses.

11
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3.0 Conclusion and Recommendation

It is recommended that the Town staff consider this area within the review of its
Official Plan as a Business Park Area designation or equivalent for higher order
employment uses consistent with the Regional Official Plan for such strategic
locations. As noted above, this would be in conformity with the Provincial Plans and
policies as well as the new Regional Official Plan and offers an opportunity for
employment intensification within the Town, which is limited in many other
employment areas.

Respectfully submitted,

_—©

Christian Taylor
Director of Development

12
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November 2, 2012

Ms. Teema Kanji

Senior Project Coordinator

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard, Markham, Ontario, L3R 9W3

Dear Ms. Kanji,

Re:  City of Markham Part 1 - Official Plan Review Public Meeting, November 6, 2012

The Building Industry and Land Development Association (BILD) is in receipt of Part 1 — Official Plan
for the City of Markham and we offer you the following comments in advance of the November 6"
public meeting,

As you are aware, BILD has created a working group of active landowners and planning consultants to
lend their expertise in our comprehensive review of Part 1 of the Official Plan. We appreciate that staff
have confirmed a meeting with this group and we look forward to discussing the following list of initial
itemns at our meeting (but not limited to the following):

Section 3.1.2.10: This section indicates that Natural Heritage Netiwork Edge Management Guidelines will be
prepared. As interested and affected stakeholders, BILD York Chapter members request consultation for
the aforementioned guidelines.

Section 4.1.1.1: We support this general policy, with specific attention to: “to promote an appropriate
and adequate range of housing choices by type, tenure and affordability level...”

Section 4.1.2.7: This section indicates that the City will work with the development industry to
promote flexibility and adaptability in the design and function of the housing stock to accommodate the
needs of future residents. BILD requests additional information on the City’s implementation strategy
for this policy.

Section 4.1.3.1 and 4.1.3.6: This section indicates that staff will work in partnership with the
development industry to develop a strategy for “affordable” and “shared housing,” and create a
framework to implement the actions outlined in the strategy.

BILD has been actively engaged with York Region staff on this matter, through its “Turning Talk to
Action: Creating Housing Options for All” workshop and follow-up meetings. We would be happy to
participate in future discussions with Markham and lend our experiences to this draft policy discussion.

As we previously indicated to York Region staff, one method of supporting the direction to promote a
variety of housing options would be to ensure that the appropriate zoning is permitted as-of-right. This
will eliminate an additional development approval step (re-zoning) and reduce costs to the applicants.
Municipalities could also provide a series of incentives for projects that are in keeping with the
objectives of these policies. For example, the city could consider fast-tracking development approvals;
permit six-storey wood framing for mid-rise projects, consider reduced application fees and levies.



Section 4.3.2.3: We acknowledge that a Parks and Open Space Classification will be developed as part of
this plan. BILD York Chapter members request notification for the forthcoming classification system.

Section 4.3.5: In an effort to be in keeping with the intensification policies of this plan (section 2.4) we
would recommend that open space be considered as part of the parkland dedication process,

The Province of Ontario encourages intensification as a key direction for managing growth in
communities throughout the Greater Golden Horseshoe in the Grow Plan. Integral to the Growth Plan
is an emphasis on intensification and re-urbanization of existing built-up areas. In an effort to promote
intensification in urban areas, they also provided a report on the “Reduction in Parkland Dedication
Payinents,” which outlines tools that a municipality can utilize to overcome some of the unintended
effects. We support these tools and encourage the City to consider these options for all areas of the City.

Please refer to section 9.8.2 of this letter for additional comments on parkland dedication.

Section 6.1.1.5: This section indicates that Urban Design Guidelines will be prepared. As interested and
affected stakeholders, BILD York Chapter members request consultation for the aforementioned
guidelines.

Section 6.1.4.4: This section indicates that a Streetscape Manual will be prepared. As interested and
affected stakeholders, BILD York Chapter members request consultation for the aforementioned
manual.

Section 6.1.5 Landmarks and Views: We suggest that the City clearly identify what is being protected
with respect to the Views and Vistas, from the point of origin to its ends and illustrate this protection
zone as a view conte. Staff could look to studies done in Halifax and London, UK where they have used a
view cone method to determine the protection zone for a view.

Section 6.1.5.5: This section indicates that all new development and redevelopment is to contribute to a
distinctive skyline through architectural treatments and screening of rooftop elements. BILD seeks
clarification for what is meant by “distinctive.”

Section 6.1.6.7: This section indicates that Parks and Open Space Guidelines will be prepared. As
interested and affected stakeholders, BILD York Chapter members request consultation for the
aforementioned guidelines.

Section 6.1.8.8: This section indicates that Build Form, Height and Massing Guidelines will be prepared. As
interested and affected stakeholders, BILD York Chapter members request consultation for the
aforementioned guidelines.

Section 6.2.1.1: This section indicates that the City will work in cooperation with the Region and the
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, to develop incentive programs to encourage the
development of sustainable communities, and the application of sustainable development practices in
building and site design. BILD strongly recommends that we be included in this work as our members
will be the ones to implement these sustainable development practices.

Section 6.2.2.2: This section indicates that Sustainable Development Guidelines will be prepared. As
interested and affected stakeholders, members of the BILD York Chapter and BILD Green Leadership
Committee request consultation for the aforementioned guidelines.



Section 6.2.2.5: This section indicates that the City will work with the Region and the industry to
achieve 10 percent greater water conservation than the Ontario Building Code for all new buildings. We
believe that this policy should be revised to read “that the city will work with the region and the industry
to achieve 10 percent greater water conservation than the Ontario Building Code for all new buildings,
where practical and feasible.”

Section 6.2.2.6: This section indicates that Dark-Sky Guidelines will be prepared. BILD York Chapter
members request notification for the forthcoming guidelines.

Section 6.2.2.7: This section indicates that Bird-Friendly Guidelines will be prepared. BILD York Chapter
members request consultation for the forthcoming guidelines.

Section 7.1.1.6: BILD believes that it is not appropriate to arbitrarily phase development growth in
major neighborhoods and intensification areas for travel demand and transportation capacity. An
applicant is already required to prepare traffic studies and Transportation Demand Management (TDM)
plans for development projects. These plans and studies will mitigate any disturbances during the
construction and completion of a project.

Section 9.2.1.1: This section indicates that a New Comprehensive Zoning By-law will be prepared within
three years of the effective date of this plan. BILD York Chapter members request consultation for the
forthcoming by-law.

Section 9.2.4: BILD members seek assurance that the utilization of the Section 37 agreements for
additional height and density permissions is conducted in a fair and equitable manor with all applicants.
The industry would appreciate the opportunity to consult in greater detail on this matter at our
upcoming working group meeting.

Section 9.8.2 Parkland Dedication: As you may know, the BILD parkland dedication working group
is currently working with city staff for the review of its parkland dedication by-law. As noted in our
meeting(s) and submission, BILD is significantly concerned with the diminishing affordability of new
home ownership, as the costs incurred by developers are transferred to the purchasers/future residents.
Parkland dedication is a clear example of these transferable costs.

We acknowledge the city’s alternative approach, being 1.2 ha per 1,000 people and we support the
continuance of this alternative. We would recommend that the City consider further reducing this
parkland dedication rate, either by adjusting the formula, or by way of applying the legislative options in
Section 42.6 of the Planning Act relating to sustainability criteria as being an option for reducing parkland
dedication requirements of an application.

BILD also suggests that the alternative approach be revised similar to the City of Toronto by reducing
the maximum permitted alternative standard to 0.4 ha for every 300 units, or less. In addition to the
reduced ratio, provide a ‘cap’ that puts a ceiling on the maximum amount of parkland requirements to
be obtained from a development, based on its size along a graduated threshold (again, like the City of
Toronto; i.e. a maximum of 5 per cent for land less than 1 hectare in size). This better correlates
between parkland requirements and considerations of affordability of product.

BILD suggests that the formula for the calculation of land value for parkland be based on no more than
the average price of the actual cost of land acquisition to provide for parks in the municipality (i.e. not
land zoned for high-density, but rather lands where the majority of parks are provided, being in
traditional ground-related single-family developments based on Section 51 pre draft plan values).



Additionally, where high density residential developments provide facilities, such as open space, exercise
equipment, easements over open space in condominium lands for public through fare, etc., a discount
on parkland requirements or levies could be provided. If we view parkland as open space for recreational
purposes, then we should also be able to include green roofs, woodlots, plazas, public/private easement
and dry stormwater management ponds into the classification of parkland dedication. In addition to
developer/builder discounts for providing amenities as indicated above, consideration could be given to
providing a tax rebate back to the homeowner representing the capital/operating savings to the
municipalities.

In terms of employment lands, there is a clear argument to be made to encourage non-residential
growth/investment around the Metrolinx-defined “Mobility Hubs” by implementing alternatives to the
parkland dedication policy for commercial projects.

For both residential and commercial projects stratified title agreements for parkland dedication is one
method of creating efficiencies in land use designs.

We would also encourage the City to conduct a detailed parkland needs study to understand its cash-in-
lieu needs for the future and banking sufficient funds in this regard. The city could consider collecting
cash-in-lieu of parkland at Section 51 values today, as opposed to Section 42 values, in order to obtain
sufficient cash-in-lieu to acquire adequate future parkland.

M2 Centres and Corridors and Transit Network: We understanding that Metrolinx has initiated an
Environmental Assessment for an all-day, two-way GO service along the Stouftville line and we would
recommend that additional GO stations be identified in Map 2 to accommodate the projected growth
and intensification.

We request that any changes to the draft plan be provided to the public in a revised black-lined version.
Additional we would request notification for the release of any revisions to this plan,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments. Please feel free to contact the undersigned if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

%&W% |

Danielle Chin, MCIP, RPP
Municipal Government Advisor

CcC: Michael Pozzebon, BILD York Chapter Chair
Paula Tenuta, Vice President, Policy & Government Relations, BILD
BILD City of Markham Official Plan Working Group
BILD York Chapter Members
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Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc.

Professional Planners, Development Consultants, Project Managers

VIA MAIL AND E-MAIL (ludycarroli@markham.ca)

Our File: P-375-09 G

November 2, 2012

Ms. Judy Carroll
Notifications Officer
City of Markham
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario

" L3R OW3

Dear Ms. Carrolt:

Re: Proposed Draft Officlal Plan
City of Markham

We represent A&W Food Services of Canada Inc., McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Ltd., the
TDL Group Corp. (operators and licensors of Tim Hortons Restaurants), and Wendy's
Restaurants of Canada Inc. as well as their industry association, the Ontario Restaurant Hotel
and Motel Association (ORHMA). We are providing this written submission to you on behalf of
our clients after having reviewed the proposed Official Plan to determine if the document would
apply to our clients’ current and future operating interests. Please accept this as our written
submission on the subject matter.

ORHMA is Canada’s largest provincial hospitality industry association. Representing over
11,000 business establishments throughout Ontario, its members cover the full spectrum of food
service and accommodation establishments and they work closely with its members in the quick
service restaurant industry on matters related to drive-through review, regulations and
guidelines.

With the assistance of Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc., ORHMA has a strong record of
working collaboratively with municipalities throughout the Province to develop mutually
satisfactory regulations and guidelines that are fair and balanced in both approach and
implementation for existing and new drive-through facilities (“DTF”). These planning-based
solutions are most often specific urban design guidelines for drive-through facilities and may
include specific zoning by-law regulations that typically relate to minimum justified
stacking/queuing requirements and setback relative to the actual DTF/queuing lane of the
restaurant.

The ORHMA and the noted member brands have requested that we review the proposed draft
Official Plan for the City of Markham to determine if the document would apply to their operating

BBO-AT Tritthiurm Orive, Kitcherner, Oroario M2E 305 Tl 519-8968-5955 - Faxe £19-8968-5355



interests. We understand that the draft Official Plan will be presented for discussion at several
open houses through the months of November and December, 2012.

As noted above, zoning based regulations and specific urban design guidelines for drive-
through facilities are common throughout Ontario. In June of 2010, Markham City Council
endorsed the Town of Markham Drive-through Facilities Design Guidelines. We were actively
involved in the process and drafts of the guidelines leading up to Council adoption of the
guidelines.

it is important to note and for your consideration that the implementation of Official Plan based
policies that specifically prohibit or unduly regulate drive-through facilities in areas that would
otherwise permit service retail commercial uses and associated parking areas is not a common
or appropriate form of regulation applied to these facilities in Ontario.

It is our submission that these related decisions relative to official plan prohibition policies for
drive-through facilities clearly demonstrates that it is not appropriate or necessary to be
contained at the level of an official plan. We believe that at the basls of these rulings is the fact
that drive-throughs locate in existing areas of any given City or Town that are already
designated for service retail commercial land uses all of which typically rely on vehicular and
pedestrian access already coming to and accommodated in the area by associated parking lots.
As such, the only unique feature of a drive-through in these pre-determined commercial areas is
the drive-through stacking or queuing lane. The drive-through facility and stacking is a detail
which can clearly be regulated through the zoning by-law and/or urban design guidelines and
under the municipal powers of Site Plan Control therefore prohibition based policies at the level
of an official plan is not warranted.

It is relevant to note that the Ontario Municipal Board noted in the Ottawa OP decision, that “The
Board agrees that the policy as it exists gives no consideration to the possibility of minimizing
any possible effect on the pedestrian environment through design for the unique characteristics
of specific locations and that there are a number of ways to develop drive-through facilities on
“Traditional Mainstreets”, while protecting and enhancing the pedestrian environment. The
evidence proffered by the appellant shows that drive-through facilities in appropriate
circumstances, can be designed to have minimal effect on traffic and the pedestrian
environment.”

Based on our review of the proposed draft Official Plan, we have identifled several issues:

Section 8.13.3 Drive-through Service Facility

a) access to the facility shall only be from provincial highways or arterial roads: with
sufficient separation from intersections; and not from a Regional Rapid Transit
Corridor as shown on Map 2 - Centres and Corridors and Transit Network, or
from a road within heritage conservation districts.

d) Buildings accommodating a drive-through service facility shall be located close to
the public street to provide convenient and safe pedestrian access between the
primary building entrance and to provide a strong building edge to reinforce the
streetscape.

e) vehicle stacking lanes will not be located between the drive-through facility and
the street.

g) any other requirements as approved by Council.



We object to the fact that these uses would only be permitted on select arterial roads (item “a”
above) while uses such as retail stores, restaurants and other commercial land uses are
permitted on any arterial or collector road. DTF are no different in impact than these other
permitted uses and their associated parking areas, particularly when appropriate urban design
guidelines and regulations are followed for DTF, We have reviewed the material available and
there are no studies or detailed planning justification to support these proposed location
restrictions. We note that many other commercial/retail uses including restaurants in general
and destination oriented uses are permitted on collector roads. As such, DTF shouid similarly be

permitted on collector roads.

Mandating that the facility shall be locatd close to the street (item “d” above) is not justified or
appropriate in all cases. Also, this is a design objective already addressed in the approved

guidelines.

Further, the restriction of stacking lanes between DTF and the street (item “e” above) is not
necessary within the Official Plan. Section 4.7 - Buildings and Streetscape of the Town of
Markham Drive-through Facilities Design Guidelines already addresses this issue. As such, the
design guidelines ensure that the vision, goals and objectives of these areas are protected. This
is also not necessary or justified as the location of parking areas in front of other similar
commercial uses is not proposed to be omitted from locating between the building and the

street.

Finally, the allowance for any other requirements as approved by Council (item *g" above) is not
acceptable. This is not an acceptable statement as it gives the impression or mandate to
Council to approve any other requirements in the future without following due process of the

Planning Act of Ontario.

Based on the above, we reserve the right to provide additional comments regarding the

potentiai impact of the proposed Official Plan on our clients' current and fu

ture operating

interests based on any future released drafts of the proposed Official Plan. Thank you for your
consideration to our comments herein and we look forward to working with you to mutually

resolve our concemns.

Finally, please also consider this letter our formal request to be provided with copies of all future
notices, reports, and Committee and/or Council considerations and resolutions related to the

proposed Official Plan for the City of Markham.

Yours truly,
Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc.

s

for:  Victor Labreche, MCIP, RPP
" Senior Principal

Copy: Kimberley Kitteringham, City Clerk, City of Markham

(via e-mail: kkitteringham@markham. ca)



Marg Wouters, Senior Manager, Policy and Research, City of Merkham
(via e-mail: mwouters@markham.ca)

Teema Kanji, Senior Project Coordinator, Policy and Research, City of Markham
(via e-mail: tkanji@markham.ca)

Marco Monaco, ORHMA
(via e-mail: mmonaco@orhma.com)

Leo Palozzi, The TDL Group Corp.
(via e-mail: palozzi_leo@timhortons.com)

Leslie Smejkal, The TDL Group Corp.
(via e-mail: smejkal_leslie@timhortons.com)

Paul Hewer, McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Limited
(via e-mail: paul.hewer@ca.mcd.com)

Susan Towle, Wendy'’s Restaurants of Canada, Inc.
(via e-mail: susan.towle@wendys.com)

Darren Sim, A&W Food Services of Canada Inc.
(via e-mail: dsim@aw.ca)
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Canadian Fuels

== canadienne des carburants
The new CPPL.

Ontario Division
901-20 Adelaide E
Toronto, Ontario

Canada M5C 276

416.492.5677
canadianfuels.ca

By E-mail to: judycarroll@markham.ca

City of Markham
Clerk’s Department
Markham Civic Centre
101 Town Centre Blvd
Markham, On

L3R 9W3

Re: Markham New Official Plan. November 6, 2012 Open House
Dear Ms. Carroll

| am writing this letter on behalf of the Canadian Fuels Association (formerly Canadian Petroleum
Products Association). This association represents member companies in refining, distribution and
marketing of petroleum products. In Ontario, the member companies are Husky Energy Inc., Imperial Qil
Ltd. (Esso), Shell Canada Products, Suncor Energy Products Partnership (owns Petro-Canada) and
Ultramar. The majority of Motor Vehicle Service Stations within the City of Markham are owned by the
member companies.

While our member companies are competitors in the market place, the member companies work
together under the Canadian Fuels Association umbrella on various topics such as environmental,
zoning, traffic access, parking requirements, tanker truck circulation and health and safety issues which
may be common to the industry. The Canadian Fuels Association works with its members in supporting
that its member Motor Vehicle Service Stations have facility design standards in place which ensure that
their retail petroleum services are safe and viable while meeting the customer needs.

We commend the City of Markham (City} on this current draft Official Plan (OP) document; however we
have serious concerns with some sections such as:

Subsection 8.13.3.1a) includes the prohibition for drive-through service facilities to be located on
Regional Rapid Transit Corridor as shown on Map 2 — Centres and Corridors and Transit Network.

The document contains no planning rationales to support this prohibition. It begs the question
on why is a drive-through facility treated differently from another automotive use such as a

Page 10f2 "
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parking lot, etc. It should also be noted that many of the existing drive-through facilities are
located within such areas and could become “legal non-conforming” which is unacceptable.

Subsection 8.13.3.1 d) and e) require the drive-through building to be located as close as possible to the
public street with no vehicle stacking lane to be located between the drive-through facility and the

building.

This is incompatible with Subsection 8.5.15.1 g) requiring the pump islands to be located at the
rear of the Motor Vehicle Service Stations building. In such case the drive-through vehicle
stacking lane would have to be located on the other side of the building and therefore likely
between the drive-through facility and the building. As an alternative, we can offer as a
suggestion the following wording: “if a corner lot contains in one building a Motor Vehicle
Service Station and a drive-through facility, the drive-through facility vehicle stacking lane may
be located in a side yard between the building and one of the two streets, if the drive through
facility vehicle stacking lane is not located between the building and the other street.”

We would be pleased to have the opportunity to discuss these items further with members of the City of

Markham Planning Staff.

Sincerely,

[

Tel: 416-222-5991
Email: jean.roy23@sympatico.ca

Canadian Fuels

T canadienne des carburants

we'll take you there

The new CPPI.

CC. E. Bristow, Canadian Fuels Association
S. Ethier, Suncor Energy Products
P. Park, Suncor Energy Products
C. Brutto, Husky Energy
D. Dussault, Imperial Oil
A. Sestokas, Imperial Oil
H. Bennet, Shell Canada Products
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4B  Ontario 555 Dixon Road

— , . Toronto, Ontaric MOW 1H8
/7 - Trucking Phone 416.249.7401/ Fax 1.866.713.4188
Association Web: www.ontruck.org

A
Ty

December 19, 2011

Your Worship, Mayor Frank Scarpitti
Mayor, Town of Markham

101 Town Centre Bivd

Markham ON L3R 9W3

Your Worship:

The Ontario Trucking Association (OTA) provides services and public policy advocacy for trucking
companies hauling freight into, out of and within the Province of Ontario. OTA member fleets operate
over two-thirds of all commercial tractor-trailers on Ontario roadways and operate in all segments of
the industry, including for-hire carriers, private carriers, intermodal and suppliers.

OTA is often approached by municipal officials and members for input on infrastructure projects,
particularly truck routes. Since each municipality in Ontario faces unique challenges in developing
and utilizing infrastructure to optimally meet the needs of its community, businesses and citizens,
OTA has developed the report, Local Truck Routes: A Guide for Municipal Officials to provide general
principles to guide municipalities and the trucking industry through the process of planning for truck
traffic. The report provides guidance for identifying the need for a truck route, how a truck route
should be established, key stakeholders that should be consulted and design considerations

The trucking industry is the predominant mode of freight transport in Ontario, serving every
community and virtually every size and type of business. The industry is also one of the province's
major employers. As such, the efficient movement of goods is vital to the economic development and
growth of commerce in Ontario. To assist your municipality in accommodating freight movement
needs, | have attached a copy of Lacal Truck Routes: A Guide for Municipal Officials for your perusal.
A copy of the guide will follow in the mail.

Should you have any questions or would like to discuss the guide further, please feel free to contact
deanna.pagnan@ontruck.org.

Sincerely,

//“/‘-

/l i
(L
Stephen Laskowski
Senior Vice President

Slidp
Enclosure (1)



Kaniji, Teema

From: Bavington, Kitty

Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2011 3:43 PM
To: Kanji, Teema

Subject: FW: Official Plan Review.

Arrived too late for addendum agenda - will hand it out tonight
- Kitty

----- Original Message-----
From: f.mctavish '

Sent: April 12, 2011 3:38 PM
To: Bavington, Kitty

Subject: Official Plan Review.

Please be advised that , as a life long resident of the Township/Town of Markham (D. 0. B.
July 1947) , I continue to be concerned about the trend of many of our elected officials to
enthusiastically approve most (if not all) applications from the Development Industry ,
thus eliminating more and more of Canada's top farmland.

The fact that these very same Officials accept large Developer financial donations is very
troubling.

As soon as they have voted in Council to cover all fields north of Major Mackenzie Drive R
will they start working extending the urban sprawl beyond Elgin Mills Road?

I believe that this trend must stop , and the current Provincial legislation should be
challenged.

A good start would be looking at every means possible to help what .few Farmers we have
remaining , to have the financial incentives to continue , rather than selling out to people
who would destroy more of our foodbelt.

I would be grateful if you could make my thoughts known to all members of Markham Council.
Sincerely,

Fraser McTavish.

2 Quarry Stone Drive

Markham.

Sent wirelessly from my BlackBerry device on the Bell network.

Envoyé sans fil par mon terminal mobile BlackBerry sur le réseau de Bell.
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Tuesday, April 12, 2011 4:11 PM

Subject: Input for Markham's Official Plans
Date: l'uesday. Apnl 12, 2001 411 PM

From: Jeanne Ker-Homel! - jkerva rogers com™>
To: To the fayor and Councit

Speaking to Council April 14th 2011 by Jeanne Ker-Hornell

Thank you Your Worship, and Members of Council, for planning our Town's future, and giving communities a
chance for input into these very important plans.

Markham is rapidly becoming an outstanding. distinct Town, with many facets to be considered.
We are being watched and envied by other communities, and the One Aspect that can make or break our
continual success is the planning of how our Town will be shaped in its future growth.

I am speaking of the importance of Place Making, the Neighborhoods.

We have a prime example of a new Place.the Markham Centre in Umonwlle and it certainly is a centre, the

very centre of Markham in fact.
Other New Places are being created continually. and Cornell comes readily to mind.

Also, we have the old Heritage Places that are our beginnings. more than 200 years ago.

Growth is inevitable, and we know infills will happen in the heritage areas as well as elsewhere.
We know the BIG DOLLAR means. big as possible houses must be built, without much thought of the impact

on the neighborhoods.

Right now, there are ideas for buildings with S or more stories, in the very heart of Unionville, even on our
Heritage Main Street.

The time has come in our Town’s Official Plans, to take control of our Town’s development, to make
stricter rules to preserve our heritage communities, to balance these future plans.

A sensible preservation plan would be to include the Pioneer Stiver Mill on Station Lane in Unionville as a
distinct Place. It stands right next to the Restored Heritage Railway Station.

Station Lane is a poor little neglected Lane that can be made into a seriously important Heritage Landmark to
anchor the south end of Unionville's Main Street, for tourists, and for the community to enjoy.
It would be fitting, as the Fred Varley Art Gallery nicely anchors the North end of the Heritage Commercial

Area.

Unionville was an agricultural village. so Station Lane was the VERY HUB of 19th Century Unionville. with
the Stiver Mill dealing with the farmers’ grains along with the symbiotic railway activities.

It has earned the right to be upgraded and preserved for posterity.
After all. Unionville’s Heritage Main Street IS York Region’s second highest Tourist attraction. after

Wonderland.

There is diversity for you in our so diversely populated town, for less than a kilometer away from our 19th
century village. we have the huge 21st Century Markham Centre.

That is something to be proud of.

Lastly:
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When preserving and creating distinct Places, please consider directing Town Staff to include the very First
House built in Markham. believed to be the Oldest Standing House in York Region. (
The Berczy Log House was built over 200 years ago. circa 1808. and still stands by the pioneer cemetery where

the ploneers of our Town are buried.
This house is situated,as you know, on the vastly important Becket Farm on 16th and Kennedy corner. where

Unionville had its beginnings before gradually moving to its present sitc.
I did speak of this to you earlier this year.

Because of its intrinsic value. the Berczy Log House should be made into a quietly preserved Heritage Place for
people to visit and reflect on the Past.

The Markham Museum has many artifacts that can be used.
BOTTOM LINE:
In your collective wisdom, please recognize the value of all the Heritage Villages and Hamlets of our Town of

Markham.
Allow them to stand proudly, strictly preserved, for hundreds more years, along with the incredible new Places.

Thank you for listening.

Jeanne Ker-Homell

Page 2 of 2



Kanji, Teema s

From: Kanji, Teema

Sent: January-18-12 9:27 AM

To: Hutcheson, Regan; Lee, Brian
Subject: FW: Official Plan Review

From: Bavington, Kitty

Sent: January-17-12 3:21 PM

To: Kanji, Teema; Carroll, Judy
Subject: FW: Official Plan Review

FYI

From: Joyce Ramer
Sent: January-17-12 3:12 PM
To: Bavington, Kitty
Subject: Official Plan Review

My name is Joyce Ramer. |am a Real Estate Broker and am celebrating my 40th year of assisting Families
from

near and far to Re-Settle and Relocate into our fantastic Community.  Up until recently, we have been very
proud

as to our Development and, especially, our Heritage which used to be respected. However, we have
witnessed the

erosion of the significance of and the preservation of, our Historical past as well as our Culture.

From the foreign language signs on business, to the naming of streets in the name of Foreign Country’s
possible hero,

to the Opening of 407 to Main Street, Markham Village by; as I've been told, by a purchase of this right and a
substantial amount of money went into the Town coffers and where ever. Who in God’s Name approved this
foolish and disrespectful action? In other words, maintaining the integrity of Main Street, Markham Village
has been SOLD OUT! | have been one of the many, many people who worked hard for 35 years to have the
large trucks taken off of Main Street and to have a By-Pass Built. Well, what happened, both of these aims
have been ‘

accomplished, but the trucks still use Main Street Markham Village, (fewer but still do use it) and both By-
Passes have light to no traffic at any hour; while Main Street, Markham Village, is bumper to bumper from
6:00 a.m. until midnight, daily, 7 days a week.

Something is wrong with this picture....l understand there is to be re-development of Main Street, in spite of
the damage to businesses on Main Street, | can accept it is needed, especially with the proposed, ugly, main
Street monster buildings, stores and apartments in mid-Village + the proposed 20 + 18 Storey Apartment
Condos, + Townhouses, for Markham Road, North of 16th & Main Street + proposed 28,000 to 32,000 sq.
mosque + + more townhouses at Williamson Rd. + the Go train to be rescheduled to every 2 hours from
Stouffville to Toronto in the near future with crossing signals to stop traffic, no overpass or underpass. This
is insanity and reckless use of your powers as Mayor & Councillors voted into your positions to protect the
rights of your Voters, the Citizens and Taxpayers of Markham. Is this a scene where the Developers are
running this Town?



Respectfully yours,
Joyce Ramer
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Kaniji, Teema

From: Larry

Sent: November-17-11 1:49 AM

To: Official Plan Mailbox; Moretti, Carolina; Lucas, Wendy; Scarpitti, Frank
Subject: Markham Roads...

To the Town of Markham,

I'd like to start by saying Markham has been a wonderful place to live. I moved up here with my family 9 years
ago and although the amenities are not a walk away, and you would have to drive to everywhere you go
(especially since YRT is not as common as TTC) its a quiet, peaceful and clean place to live.

i just have a few suggestions, questions, and comments which i hope and anticipate a response from you.

I just have to say, traffic on 16th Avenue has gotten significantly worse this year. Why is the speed limit
lowered to 607 That also goes the same for Major Mackenzie Rd. as well. As for Highway 7 west of Woodbine
I'hope you people are repaving it because without the medians the road looks and drives disgustingly. And
although I'know this isn't part of Markham it's still York Region and I would like to extend this compliant out.
Another inquiry I have is this, why does the Indian community have streets named after their culture and
heritage (New Delhi Dr.)? Especially since the demographics of that area is mostly Tamil anyway... and with a
significant demographic of Chinese, there has yet to be any recognition. I mean there's plenty of
Anglican/francophone references but nothing to tribute the East Asian community.

Speaking of repaving, this moves me to my main concern; can we have a right turning lane for northbound
McCowan Rd. and 16th Ave.?! I've lived here almost a decade and I thought with so many traffic lights being
put up someone would have been smart and maybe put a turning lane.

Also, 16th Ave. westbound from just after Warden to about Rodick the left lane needs repaving. That crack in
the road is horrendous! And just down the road, the intersection of Townson Rd. and 16th Ave has a huge pot
hole on the right lane.

By the way, a north-south highway (not just a low speed limit parkway) somewhere around the Markham and
Pickering boarder would be awesome! But I'd be dreaming..

I apologize if I come off as slightly aggressive but I truly believe something should be done.
I hope to hear from you soon. :

Regards,
Larry Fung

LFung
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Kanji, Teema

From: mflores

Sent: August-31-11 5:25 PM

To: Official Plan Mailbox ,

Ce: Bavington, Kitty; Weatherill, Tannis; Kanji, Teema
Subject: Comments on OP Review and Cornell Secondary Plan

Att: Ms. Teema Kanji and the Official Plan Team, Town of Markham

Thank you for your quick response to my questions. | just wanted to take this opportunity to submit my comments on the
Cornell Secondary Plan and the OP in general.

As you know, properties along Bur Oak are designated for mixed-use and appear to have slightly higher density
permission than the rest of the residential neighbourhood. For the most part, non-residential uses such as Institutional,
Places of Worship and the live-work commercial developments have been sensitive to the adjacent properties in terms of
layout and design.

- f would like to emphasize my support for the Town's commitment to design and regulatory policies that promote proper
transition and buffering between higher density forms of development adjacent to low-rise/lower-density residential
homes. This is particularly important where there is a through lot and/or where a designated propetty is large enough to
subdivide or sever into other uses.

- | am aware and believe it is appropriate that Cornell Centre developments along Highway 7 will be the focus for mixed-
use, high density development.

- Having said that, | also believe that proper care should be taken to ensure any new mixed-use developments within the
neighbourhood residential areas are directed to frontage along Bur Oak, do not exceed low to mid-rise development
heights, and are designed and buffered to be sensitive to adjacent/existing townhouses along Bur Oak and any
residential homes located on parallel streets that may back onto the new development.

- Please keep these factors in mind when identifying appropriate setbacks, landscape and fencing requirements, and the
placement of entrances and driveways for larger-scale uses. While many of these characteristics are determined at the
site plan control stage, for the sake of clarity and transparency and to provide comfort to existing homeowners, it is
appropriate that the OP and Secondary Plans provide clear direction on these matters.

As you must be aware, the village character and design in Cornell is a very significant part of this community and | would
hope that this neighbourhood character can be maintained. While | do not mind intensification and mixed-use, as |
recognize these are essential to achieving a more sustainable and transit-oriented community in Markham, it should be
directed to the appropriate centres and corridors and should be reflected in ways that are suitable and compatible with
existing and established areas (i.e. not every development needs to be a high rise point tower and we should also
encourage low to mid rise forms).

| trust that through this OP exercise, the Town will create, implement and enforce policies that require excellence in
design and sensitivity to built form and character of existing and adjacent homes and neighbourhoods. To do this well
would increase the chances of buy-in from the local community and greater acceptance of intensification through more
compact, mixed-use form.

Thank you very much for your consideration to my comments. | look forwarding to being involved and providing input
through future consultations on the Draft OP.

Regards,
Maria Flores

rom: "Official Plan Mailbox" <officialplan @markham.ca>
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Carroll, Judy

From: Norman Kevilovski - .
Sent: November 2, 2012 3:53 PM
To: Carroil, Judy

Subject: Draft Official Plan

I'live in the Hamlet of Almira and have two concerns with the proposed draft plan
related to its provisions for the Hamlets, namely;

(1) the draft states that " it is the policy of the Council to protect and maintain the historic and rural
residential character of the hamlets", yet, the "obnoxious use" provision in Clause 3.8.1 .(J) of the old Official

Plan :
has been deleted from the proposed draft.

This provision should be maintained in the new plan in order to prevent non-residential uses such as
landscaping and paving business being run from the hamlets especially in Almira where there are

numerous smal] lots of | acre or less.

(2) Clausc 8.7.1.2.(b) of the draft has some additional uses for the hamlets of Locust Hill & Cedar Grove
but NOT Almira. The hamlet of Almira given its location and topography, is equally if not better suited
for the uses and the reasoning therein.

The Hamlet of Almira should be included/added to the foregoing clause.

Norm Kevilovski
4228 - 19th. Avenue
Markham, Ontario
L6C 1M2

&

AT
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Kanji, Teema

From: Richard Mason

Sent: January-20-13 11:47 AM

fo: Burke, Valerie

Ce: fscarpatti@markham.ca; Heath, Jack; Jones, Jim; Campbell, Colin; Official Plan Mailbox

Subject: Emailing: THE%20THORNHILL%20SQUARE%20COMMUNITY%20CENTRE.htm

To: vburke@markham.ca

Cc: fscarpatti@markham.ca; jheath@markham.ca; jjones@markham.ca;
ccampbell@markham.ca; officialplan@markham.ca

Subject: THE THORNHILL SQUARE COMMUNITY CENTRE

IT'S NEVER TOO LATE !l ....... Please .... When are the Planners and Markham Council Management going to realize that

they are missing a GOLDEN OPPORTUNITY to provide a first class INTEGRATED DEVELOPMENT for the benefit of
Thornhill and Markham residents, at THE THORNHILL SQUARE .... currently there is no provision for a SWIMMING
POOL/ACQUATIC FACILITY in your development proposal ..... no inclusion now, means no inclusion in the future .....
now, is a critical momentin time ............. this fact, in my view, and that of many local residents that have been
approached, is a shame ...... When you consider the number of residents that have been added to this immediate area
and overall Markham, the number of local Senior residents and Senior's Homes, the numbers of complimentary
facilities already in the Centre, and the increased emphasis society is placing on fitness and well being, it’s highly
annoying to contemplate a development plan that ignores the inclusion of a POOL in the fitness objectives of this
SQUARE, and the community it serves ........ consider the synergies that would/could be created ..... local residents and
Seniors could gather for exercise and ACQUATICS PROGRAMS in the POOL COMPLEX ..... elimination of the current
undersized Fitness Centre, and the incorporation of an expanded version into the Pool Complex would be a bonus .....
the Library would provide a before or after destination .... UPGRADED shopping facilities would encourage visitors to
shop and consume ...... the Center’s revenue base would increase .... the integration of a SWIMMING FACILITY, with the
existing SENIOR’S CLUB, LIBRARY, and FITNESS area would be ideal ...... and with the ARENA and better SHOPPING
FACILITIES you create a ONE STOP DESTINATION, for any and all patrons ..... Markham could showcase a development
that truly caters to our residential and community needs ...... furthermore, there is NOTHING IN THIS CORNER of the
Markham municipality that currently focuses on, and provides for, a CENTRALIZED compendium of community services
.... create a magnetic focal point and develop some local pride .... the current provision of an off- site, local Secondary
School Swimming Pool for the EVENING HOURS ONLY, is no answer to this quandary .... it's lame, and a total injustice
....... how many residents and Seniors are attracted to, or available for, this daily timeframe ?? .................... | can’t
stress enough, my passion for an alteration to your existing PLAN ....you already have an approved plan in hand, so take
this opportunity to make it truly perfect!!.... IT'S NEVER TOO LATE !! ...... employ more forward thinking and planning, to
the future needs of our residents and our community, for the coming years! ..... I’'m available for further constructive
discussion of this matter, if anyone wishes to continue the conversation ...... thank you for your time ..... Richard
Mason.



MARKHAM OFFCIAL PLAN
DECEMBER 3, 2012 THORNLEA SECONDARY SCHOOL

When | first saw the PLAN ten days ago | was so utterly amazed at the PLAN
that | was tongue tied | could only suggest that Markham be protected from
Ottawa stealing 2.6 BILLION dollars from Markham and others THEIR transit
needs.

The PLAN shows an increase in transit load on Yonge Street which is now over
capacity. Former Toronto Mayor Miller wanted to spend $463 million to fix the
Yonge and Bloor subway intersection. This trouble spot was IGNORED by the
Metrolinx study.

Remedy;

Rebuild the Richmond Hill/Langstaff rail to double track, no grade intersections or
rail intersections and underground from 401 and Leslie to a new HUB at
Broadview. Then over the existing CP Right of way to Union Station. The HUB is
to handle streetcars to King, Queen and other points. All new rail should be
compatible when eventually overhead electric, every axel live and breaks put
power back in the grid.

Savings in TIME

Present time is 35 minutes, target is 18 minutes with 2 stops to Union Station.
The elevated street cars from the HUB also carry passengers away from the Bloor
and Yonge trouble spot.

Cost;

About twice the sum of the Finch subway to Langstaff plus the elevated
streetcars.

Do you have any questions?

32



DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

MAR -9 2011

Faes T Goodwi
RECE!‘FED 8:(;?’ 8111 J\?:nge Street
Thomihill, Ontario, L3T 4V9

March 8, 2011
Councillor Valerie Burke
Town of Markham
101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, Ontario L3R 9W3
Official Plan
Dear Ms Burke,

There are three points that need care.

Density:
The interface between new intensification and existing residential areas should be to
protect existing areas.

Storm water:

Consultant Calthorpe said on the ‘phone that the volume of storm water can exceed the
100 year storm by 30%. Vaughan has had the 100 year storm rule for more than 25 years
and it has been exceeded at least three times.

Transportation:
We have GRIDLOCK NOW. Please see the attached suggestions which of course
require Provincial action. We are STALLED until that is taken.

I would be ready to answer questions.

Sincerely,

///

Terry Goodwin

v cc Tim Lambe, Manager of Policy and Research



Possible Improvements for the Richmond Hill Langstaff GO Rail

At present there are four trains of 10 bi-level cars southbound in the morning and five
northbound in the afternoon. The running time from Langstaff to Union station is 35
minutes. In another location where I grew up the station was the same distance from
downtown the running time on steam power in 1930 was 25 minutes. When overhead
electric with every axle live was installed 1933 the time dropped to 18 minutes!!!

Every axle live allows the motors to act like brakes as our street cars and subways do
now and put power back in the grid. That is good for the environment. 18 minutes
would attract greatly increased ridership -taking more cars off the road. The problem is
the trackage south of 401 through the Don Valley. IF the tracks were tunnelled directly
under Leslic to come out near the Brick Works a substantial time savings would show.
But this is a broad brush concept only. If one tries the east side of the Do then the
Broadview Station on the Bloor/Danforth subway line might become useful - then
follow that thought with bringing the Queen and King street car lines up to the same
interchange. That should take a major load off the Yonge-Bloor station where trains
leave passengers on the platform TODAY.

It all looks good on flat paper but even 2 casual drive by on the Don Valley Parkway
shows major vertical constraints. Maybe some street car tracks could be elevated over

that part of the Parkway.
There is lots of opportunity and one really has to be “out of the box” on this one.

TG



WHERE THE MONEY COMES FROM

Many local and regional councils don’t like GRIDLOCK, but doing something about it
costs money and the tradition annual deficits end up lost in the local tax rates. The
continual temptation is to cut the service and reduce that deficit.

IF the transit systems - including GO RAIL - can be made a source of profit THEN the
councils can be more aggressive. The solution is to pay each system a BONUS for each
passenger kilometre carried. No deficits allowed, they MUST show a profit.

Where does that money come from? The existing partial education rate shows on a
SEPARATE line on the tax bill. The Bloor Danforth subway was financed by a 2 mil
rate shown on the tax bill. The assessment and mil rates were much different then. Now
such a charge should be on a SEPARATE line on the tax bill. While such a charge
should be operational, a small part could be toward capital costs. It also forms a platform
for contributions from other levels of government. The suggested rate should be vetted
by your board (who are appointed and not subject to harassment at election time) and
then approved by an Order in Council. I do not know what the numbers are. Likely the
benus will be more that 10 cents per passenger kifometre carried but not more than 20
cents.

I would be glad to answer questions.

Terry Goodwin

January 13 2010
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Page 2-5, bullet 2.2.2.4: to provide opportunities to increase the proportion of Markham residents who
work in Markham in order to reduce traffic congestion, commuting time and other health issues related
to poor air quality. Suggest adding: Hence the carbon footprint of Markham residents will be decreased
to slow down the trend of Global Warming and Climate Change.

Page 2-11, line 8, two “and”

Page 4-4, 4.1.3.1, increase affordable housing options for seniors, youth, new immigrants and single
person households. Suggest adding senior friendly housing options.

Page 6-4, 6.1.2.5, linkages to the street network that are accessible to people of all ages and abilities.
Suggest adding senior friendly street network

Page 6-5, 6.1.3.4, vi, the physical needs of people of all ages and abilities including pedestrians, cyclist,
transit riders and automobile users; Suggest adding seniors or people with disability who need to use
assisted walking device.




Kanji, Teema ' 74

Subject: FW: City of Markham - Draft Official Plan - INPUT

From: Steve Hanson °

Sent: January-28-13 3:34 PM

To: Wouters, Margaret

Cc: Hamilton, Don

Subject: City of Markham - Draft Official Plan - INPUT

Ms Wouters:

t'am a resident of the Unionville Historic District, residing in Markham only since the summer of 2012. Because of an
issue within the Unionville Historic District, | have had the opportunity to study the City of Markham Official Plan
policies as they relate to heritage matters, been present for four (4) separate Heritage Markham Committee meetings
and been present for three (3) Committee of Adjustment meetings. Yes, all since the summer of 2012. | could not be
categorized as fluent in heritage matters or the efficient operation of a municipality the size of Markham, however | do
want to provide input that | believe will better serve the community in the long-term, in its goal of conservation of the
City’s important heritage resources.

What | have come to learn is that heritage issues brought forward to Heritage Markham are complicated from a
planning and preservation standpoint, and governed in part by very detailed Heritage Conservation District Plans as
prescribed in the Ontario Heritage Act. These documents, coupled with the District Studies that provide basis for them,
coupled with other historic backdrop, make managing and planning for Markham'’s heritage resources a specialty. | view
it similar to my profession as a Chartered Accountant, and the specialties such as taxation that | would not profess to be
fully competent in. Simply put, we cannot be experts at everything.

If the Official Plan’s goal is to preserve Markham’s unique heritage assets and guide change so as to ensure our heritage
resources are protected, | believe it is appropriate to consider a Governance Change in heritage issues.

Through the process of the 17 Euclid Street severance application, | observed strong opinion from those who know
Heritage, “live” Heritage and have a vested interest in Heritage being systemically “trumped” by a Committee of
Adjustment who did not display the same knowledge of the UHDP. | observed a strong Staff position also being ignored
by Committee of Adjustment. Specifically, three parties who supported the 17 Euclid severance either gave no reason or
made no mention of the UHDP in their reasoning. It appeared this property might as well have been at Markham Road
and Major MacKenzie in their thinking. Many residents of the District were left wondering what knew of Heritage
community attributes.

It got me thinking that perhaps it is unreasonable to expect Committee of Adjustment to understand the policies,
attributes and spirit of three or more detailed Conservation District Plans. They too are volunteers and have other
professional and personal commitments. | have thoroughly read and digested our Plan in Unionville including the
original District Study, and it is a lot of material. And as a Chartered Accountant, | am cursed with always thinking about
efficiency. So it lead me to wonder given the amount of heritage activity in the Heritage Districts why Heritage Markham
couldn’t be given the “teeth” to make binding decisions regarding the Districts as if it were the Committee of
Adjustment. Strip the heritage communities from today’s Committee of Adjustment responsibility, establish a 2"
Heritage Committee of Adjustment (call it ‘Heritage Markham’), and let the original Committee adjudicate across the
broader community. Decisions of Heritage Markham would therefore be appealable to OMB in the same way as are
decisions of the Committee of Adjustment today. This would save an unwarranted step that is costly in my view and
creates unnecessary burden on people like me {the need to go to today’s advisory Heritage Markham Committee AND
the current Committee of Adjustment; instead the decision would be made by only Heritage Markham). What would be
better than having “better experts” decide on cases which they are better suited to do so. It would still be reviewable by

1



the City Solicitor and councilors, so there are “checks and balances” with the ultimate being the OMB. And it adds no
cost, as the City has already established the framework and infrastructure of Heritage Markham.

Very clearly the current make-up of Heritage Markham has more expertise than the Committee of Adjustment in
heritage matters as it is their specialty, and they would definitely be more engaged and passionate about heritage. | see
more efficiency in decision-making and | see more knowledgeable people making the decisions. Why couldn’t the City of
Markham govern itself this way for efficiency and the betterment of decision-making. | think we would see a greater
level of conservation in accordance with the Plans of the Districts, and therefore the City of Markham Official Plan. If
you are serious about Heritage conservation, this structure demonstrates it clearly to this community, and every other
community. Markham would be a governance leader, and it would lead to more efficient and informed decision-making.

| understand there are Planning Act implications, however if there is a will to consider this, then | believe the Official
Plan should contemplate such a recommendation and the City lawyers would figure out a way to make it work legally in
compliance with the Planning Act. The internal details and operating parameters would be easily dealt with by the more
than competent Staff at the City.

| am aware of two recent instances of the Committee of Adjustment ignoring the staff and Heritage Markham
recommendations. | find this concerning from a conservation perspective. Equally, | would be concerned about
maintaining high quality committee members on Heritage Markham, if they watch another body with less knowledge
“neuter’ their recommendations. People will soon realize their efforts are not worth anything, and their personal time
could be better spent elsewhere. And that would be a devastating result for the City’s heritage resources. These people
are engaged, knowledgeable and passionate. Give them the authority.

| would appreciate you giving my input due consideration and talking to the appropriate Staff and Heritage Markham
members for their more educated input. | would request this email by forwarded to all three councilors on Heritage
Markham for their input as well. | have copied Mr. Hamilton. | personally see thisas a progressive and positive step in
many regards. Thank you for your consideration.

Steve Hanson CPA, CA
14 Pavillion Street
Unionvitle Historic District
Markham, Ontario
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----- Original Message-~---
From: Sandra Wiles

Sent: January-67-13 10:59 PM
To: Wouters, Margaret
Subject: Official Plan

Hi Marg

Just reviewing the Environmental Systems section 3 and associated Maps which establish
vegetation protection zones/buffer areas Many of the features and reqt zones are being
requested adjacent to existing development, some development established many years ago in
the City (previously Town) Would policies allowing for the redevelopment of lands in these
areas in accordance with policies existing at the time of development not be appropriate and
fair? Suppose a structure was destroyed and the landowner wanted to rebuild?

It is noted that in Special Policy Areas of the City redevelopment is allowed to proceed. The
situation noted above would be similar There may be a policy already in the document which
would cover this, I am not certain

Also there are many areas in OpaNo 5 where plans have been zoned and registered. Will the
setbacks to the previously approved boundaries be challenged? This could potentially occur at
the site plan approval stage for a residential block of land for example.

Perhaps these matters will be dealt with in Part III of the OP

Just thought I would forward my comments along for consideration

Regards
Sandra Wiles

Sent from my iPhone
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Barristers and Sollcitors

Patricla A. Foran
Direct: 416.865.3425
E-mail:pforan@airdberlis.com

November 1, 2012
Our File No. 110524

BY EMAIL

City of Markham

Markham Civic Centre

101 Town Centre Boulevard
Markham, ON L3R 9W3

Attention: Judy Carroll, Clerk's Department

Dear Ms. Carroll:

Re: City of Markham's New Draft Official Plan
Public Meeting and Open House scheduled for November 6, 2012
Our Client: Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited

We are the solicitors for Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited. As Council is aware, our
client is a major landowner in the Cornell Secondary Plan area, including the Cornell
Centre area. Our client is currently reviewing the details of the draft Official Plan and
related schedules and appendices. We note, however, that the draft Official Plan as
circulated contains only Part 1 and does not include any of the secondary plans that are
proposed to be incorporated within the Official Plan. As we understand it, these will be
released at a later date.

At this point it is not clear whether Staff will be proposing amendments to the secondary
plans prior to their inclusion within the City's new Official Plan. In the absence of this
detail, it is not possible for our client to finalize a full set of comments on the Official Plan
at this time. Accordingly, we would appreciate clarification as to the intent regarding the
incorporation of existing secondary plans and we reserve our client's right to provide
further comments once a full Plan is made available to the public for review and comment.

Yours truly,

AIRD & BERLIS LLP

c. Lindvest Properties (Cornell) Limited
13412315.2
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