CITY OF VAUGHAN

EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF APRIL 21, 2015

Item 1, Report No. 17, of the Committee of the Whole, which was adopted, as amended, by the Council of
the City of Vaughan on April 21, 2015, as follows:

By receiving the following Communications:

Clto C5 Mr. Ryan Guetter, Weston Consulting, 201 Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated April
14, 2015;

Cé6. Mr. Don Given, Malone Given Parsons Ltd., Renfrew Drive, Markham, dated April
14, 2015;

C7. Mr. David Toyne, Pine Valley Drive, Woodbridge, dated April 14, 2015;

C8. Ms. Deb Schulte, Mira Vista, Vaughan;

Co. Ms. Jane McFarlane, Weston Consulting, 201 Millway Avenue, Vaughan dated April
14, 2015; and

C10. Mr. Tim Jessop, Weston Consulting, 201 Millway Avenue, Vaughan dated April 14,
2015.

Regional Councillor Di Biase declared an interest with respect to this matter insofar as it relates to Block
27, as his children own land in Block 27 given to them by their maternal Grandfather and did not take part
in the discussion or vote on the matter.

Regional Councillor Ferri declared an interest with respect to this matter as his son is employed by a legal
firm that represents the landowners within the study area, and did not take part in the discussion or vote
on the matter.

1 NATURAL HERITAGE NETWORK INVENTORY AND IMPROVEMENTS,
STUDY COMPLETION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
AMENDMENT TO THE VAUGHAN OFFICIAL PLAN 2010

FILE #25.5.4
WARDS 1TO5
The Committee of the Whole recommends:
1) That the report along with all communications, deputations, and the related presentation

be referred to staff for further review and brought back to a June 2015 meeting of the
Committee of the Whole for consideration;

2) That Communication C15, from the Commissioner of Planning, dated April 13, 2015, be
received;
3) That the following deputations and Communications be received:

1. Mr. Kevin Hanit, Queensbridge Drive, Concord,;

2. Mr. Joel Ginsberg, Wigston Place, Vaughan;

3 Ms. Katarzyna Sliwa, Davies Howe Partners, Spadina Avenue, Toronto and
Communications C10, C16 and C17, dated April 13, 2015;

4. Mr. Mark McConville, Humphries Planning Group, Chrislea Road, Vaughan, and
Communication C11, dated April 10, 2015;

5. Mr. Stephen Roberts, Bentoak Crescent, Vaughan;

6. Ms. Susan Sigrist, York Region Environmental Alliance; Matterhorn Road,
Vaughan; and

7. Ms. Deb Schulte, Mira Vista Place, Woodbridge; and
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4)

That the following Communications be received:

c7
Cc8
C9
Ci14
C18

C19
Cc21

Cc22

C25

C26

c27
C28

C31

Mr. Alan Young, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated June 16,
2014;

Mr. Alan Young, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated April 12,
2015;

Mr. Nick Pasquino, Sonya Place, Woodbridge, dated April 13, 2015;

Ms. Martha Bell, dated April 13, 2015;

Mr. Billy Tung, KLM Planning Partners Inc., Jardin Drive, Concord, dated April 13,
2015;

Mr. Cam Milani, dated April 13, 2015;

Mr. Kurt Franklin, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated April 13,
2015;

Ms. Caterina Facciolo, Brattys Barristers and Solicitors, Keele Street, Vaughan,
dated April 14, 2015;

Mr. Tim Jessop, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated April 14,
2015;

Ms. Jane McFarlane, Weston Consulting, Millway Avenue, Vaughan, dated April 14,
2015;

Ms. Danielle Chin, BILD, Upjohn Road, North York, dated April 14, 2015;

Mr. Quinto M. Annibale, Loopstra Nixon, Queens Plate Drive, Toronto, dated April
13, 2015; and

Presentation Material entitled “Natural Heritage Network Study”, dated April 14,
2015.

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning in consultation with the Acting Director of Policy Planning
recommends:

1.

THAT the final report, “Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study, City of Vaughan”,
forming Attachment 1 to this report as prepared by North-South Environmental Inc., BE
APPROVED;

THAT the recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage
Network” to the Vaughan Official Plan Volume 1 (VOP 2010), set out in Attachment 4, be
endorsed and that the resulting amendment be brought forward for adoption by Council,
subject to final staff review, for approval by York Region and the Ontario Municipal Board
(OMB), as required;

THAT staff continue to update the Natural Heritage Network database through the
ongoing addition of information to characterize habitat type and habitat quality, to inform
progress in meeting ecosystem targets, in tracking modifications resulting from the
development application review process, and in doing so seek out partnerships in the
municipal, agency, non-government and academic sectors to participate in maintaining
and enhancing the database;

THAT staff report to Council regarding the development of a management, restoration
and land stewardship program to identify potential ecological restoration and stewardship
projects, in consultation with appropriate City departments and partner agencies to
identify implementation options and funding strategies on a project by project basis; and

THAT staff, in consultation with stakeholders, develop a habitat compensation protocol
based on the habitat compensation principles in this report as a supporting tool to
implement the policies of the VOP 2010 regarding the Natural Heritage Network and that
the resulting draft protocol be brought forward for Council consideration.
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Contribution to Sustainability

Two specific action items in Green Directions Vaughan (2009), the City's Community
Sustainability and Environmental Master Plan, relate to the need to complete a natural heritage
system.

1.3.2. Through the development of the City's new Official Plan, and in partnership with the
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, ensure protection of remaining natural
features and explore opportunities for habitat restoration in headwater areas, along
riparian corridors, and around wetlands.

2.2.4. Develop a comprehensive Natural Heritage Strategy that examines the City’s
natural capital and diversity and how best to enhance and connect it. As part of this
action:

e Develop an inventory of Vaughan’s natural heritage, and identify opportunities for
habitat restoration;

e Ensure that policies in the City’s new Official Plan protect all ecological features and
functions as per current provincial and regional policies, and also include
consideration for locally significant natural features and functions;

e Develop policies to create opportunities for near urban agriculture within Vaughan's
rural areas, through policies described in the City’s new Official Plan.

The refinement of the Natural Heritage Network and development of a stewardship strategy in
Phases 2 through 4 of the Natural Heritage Network Study are key elements that support Green
Directions Vaughan.

Consistent with Green Directions Vaughan, the Environmental policies in Chapter 3 of VOP 2010
direct that appropriate studies be undertaken to determine the precise limits of “natural heritage
features and any additions to the mapped network”. VOP 2010 is also consistent with the York
Region Official Plan, which directs local municipalities to develop local greenlands systems.

Economic Impact

The budget for undertaking the Natural Heritage Network Study was included in the 2011 Capital
Budget (PL-9025-11) on the basis of a two part allocation. Phase 1 was treated as a stand-alone
project and was funded in the amount of $52,400. In the 2012 Capital budget, the funding for
Phases 2, 3, and 4 was approved at $199,700. The total budget for the preparation of the Natural
Heritage Network Study was $252,100. A contract Change Order was approved by Council on
September 2, 2014 in the amount of $46,372.36, for the purposes of completing the Natural
Heritage Network Study, recognizing the interest from stakeholders for more detailed
consultation. This Change Order also addressed the need for additional work taking into account
the approval of the City-adopted amendments to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010. The contract
change order was funded based on: (i) the balance remaining from the existing Capital Project
(PL-9025-11) in the amount of $28,299.64; and (ii) additional funds in the amount of $18,072.72,
sourced 40% or $7,229.09 from City-Wide Development Charges (CWDC) — Management
Studies and 60% or $10,843.63 from the 2014 Policy Planning Operating Budget — Professional
Fees.
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Natural Heritage Network Study- PL-9025-11

Phase 1 Budget (approved in 2011) 52,400
Phase 2, 3, 4 Budget (approved in 2012) 199,700
Change Order (approved in 2014)* 18,073
Total Budget 270,173
Less: Commitments/Expenses to Date 244,640

(includes 1.76% HST)

3% administration fees 7,339
Remaining Budget 18,193

* Note: 40% funded by City-Wide Development Charges (CWDC)- Management Studies and
60% by Policy Planning 2014 Operating Budget- Professional Fees

Communications Plan

A communications and public consultation plan was implemented as part of the process of
conducting Phases 2 to 4 of the Natural Heritage Network Study. A summary of the stakeholder
and broader public consultation processes and resulting outcomes was provided in the staff
report to the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) on June 17, 2014. Further consultation has
been undertaken after the June 17, 2014 Public Hearing. Submissions were made during the
post-hearing public comment period and are addressed in this report. This process is summarized
in Part 1 of the section, “Background- Analysis and Options”.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to obtain approval of recommended amendments to select policies
of Chapter 3 (Environment) and Schedule 2 of the VOP 2010 and to proceed with the finalization
of the amendment for Council’'s adoption; and in the case of Schedule 2, which is under OMB
appeal, to support its timely approval. Recommendations are also provided to report on the
implementation of the findings of the NHN Study with regards to preparation of a management,
restoration and land stewardship plan and a compensation protocol.

Background - Analysis and Options

This report is structured into two main components.

e Parts 1 to 3 below address the finalization of the NHN Study. Part 1 provides a summary
of consultation that took place during the public comment period after the June 17, 2014
meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing). Parts 2 and 3 address the
finalization of the consulting team report (Part 2 and Attachment 1) and the
recommended amendments to VOP 2010 (Part 3 and Attachment 4).

e Part 4 begins to demonstrate how the results of the NHN Study, including the
comprehensive GIS database, can be used to develop a management, restoration and
stewardship plan consistent with policy 2.1.2 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
such that “the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems,
should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved”.
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1. Summary of Public Comment Originating with the June 17, 2014 Meeting of the Committee
of the Whole (Public Hearing)

Public consultation during the NHN Study process was documented in previous staff reports and
included the following meetings and/or presentations up to June 17, 2014:

e 7 public meetings, including open houses and Committee meetings of Council;

e 4 community consultation events;

e Several presentations to stakeholders such as the Kleinburg Area Ratepayers
Association and the Building Industry and Land Development Association (BILD);

e Over 20 meetings with individual landowners and/or their consultants; and

e Web-based information updates include interactive mapping and an online survey.

In response to the consulting team report and staff report received by Committee of the Whole on
June 17, 2014, 28 submissions were received by the City in relation to specific land development
issues (Attachment 3). One submission was received from a resident commenting on the relation
of the NHN Study to transportation infrastructure. The City also received comments from the
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) identifying recommended modifications to
the consulting team report. Specific responses are addressed in this report along with any
required changes to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 of the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010).

Seven of the submissions pertained to appeals to VOP 2010. The City will be addressing these
matters through the VOP 2010 Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) process, as required.

The City provided responses to eight of the submissions to address the following issues:

e Two letters to clarify that NHN matters would be resolved through mediation with respect
to the Vaughan Metropolitan Centre;

e Two letters indicating that the matters raised in the submission would be considered as
part of the NHN Study and that the City may request further information; and

e Four letters (Blocks 27, 34/35, 66, North Kleinburg/Nashville) recommending a meeting to
address issues raised as a result of the Block Plan Process.

Responses were not provided for six submissions which pertained to ongoing development
applications. Any changes to the NHN will result from the development review process in these
cases.

In total, seven further meetings were held to discuss Block Plan scale matters and interpretation
of policy related to defining the NHN (Blocks 27, 34/35, 41, 42, 60, 66, and North
Kleinburg/Nashville). Meeting notes, including specific action items, were delivered to the meeting
participants through October and November 2014.

On January 12, 2015, a summary of recommended policy amendments was distributed to the
stakeholders that provided submissions during the public comment period. The policy
recommendations represented a synthesis of the information gathered from submissions and
meetings during the public comment process, which took place after the Public Hearing on June
17, 2014. City staff also consulted with the Province, York Region and TRCA in preparing the
policy recommendations, which were prepared to conform to the approved Region Official Plan
(ROP 2010) policies.

The City requested comments by January 30, 2015 on the recommended policy amendments for

evaluation in the finalization of the VOP 2010 amendment. Six submissions were received by
January 30, 2015, including one with specific recommendations for policy amendments. Two of

...Ie



CITY OF VAUGHAN
EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OE APRIL 21, 2015

ltem 1, CW Report No. 17 — Page 6

the six submissions did not address policy recommendations, but spoke to process matters
related to the Highway 400 North Employment Lands and portions of the Vaughan Mills Centre
Secondary Plan.

Comments received by the City have been incorporated into the NHN Study documents as
described below.

2. Revised Consulting Team Report for Phases 2 to 4 of the NHN Study

The majority of the submissions and consultation during the public comment period addressed
the mapping criteria and policy assessment in section 7 of the consulting team report.
Incorporation of comments from TRCA and changes to the figures describing field study locations
to make them more legible comprise other revisions. The revised consulting team report forms
Attachment 1 to this report.

a. NHN Mapping Changes

Changes to the Core Features mapping are documented in Attachment 2. The changes result
from: stakeholder consultation and submissions to the June 17, 2014 meeting of the
Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing); review of recent development application
approvals; and review of previous VOP 2010 modifications to ensure changes have been
incorporated into the GIS data.

No further changes to headwater drainage features (HDFs) were made in the post-Hearing
comment period. Removal of select reaches of HDFs in Blocks 27, 41 and 59, based on
agreement between the results of field visits by the City’s consultants and the results of
landowner efforts, was already incorporated into Schedule 2 that was made available for the
June 17, 2014 meeting of the Public Hearing. The protocol for these changes is described in
the report of the consulting team (Attachment 1).

b. Public Comment Period Subsequent to the June 17, 2014 Public Hearing

Responses to submissions to the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole
(Public Hearing) are provided in Attachment 3 and summarized above in Part 1 of this
section, “Background- Analysis and Options” of this staff report.

3. The Amendment to VOP 2010

The amendment includes revisions to 13 policies in Chapter 3, revision to one policy in Chapter 9,
introduction of two new policies in Chapter 3, and changes regarding seven definitions. Schedule
2 “Natural Heritage Network” is revised and three new Schedules identifying the components that
make up the NHN have been added: Schedule 2A “Hydrologic Features and Valleylands”;
Schedule 2B “Woodlands”; and Schedule 2C “Significant Wildlife Habitat”. The draft amendment
is provided in Attachment 4.

The policy amendment is the result of a synthesis of information received as part of the
stakeholder consultation for the NHN Study, including:

o Review of the 28 submissions received by the City in response to the Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing) on June 17, 2014;

o Discussion items for the seven meetings held on October 17, 2014, October 20, 2014,
October 22, 2014 and November 14, 2014 regarding Block Plan scale matters; and

e Responses received by January 30, 2015 on the recommended policy amendments
issued on January 12, 2015.
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One of the primary concerns of the landowners was the identification of the Natural Area Network
and related features on the amended Schedule 2 and the new Schedules 2A, 2B, and 2C.
Generally, it was thought that depicting them in the manner shown entailed a level of certainty
that would not be amenable to further modification. In addition, there was the concern that the
features were shown more extensively than needed or were potentially marginal and may not be
worth preserving.

The underlying policy approach provides that the Chapter 3 policies of the plan override the
mapping schedules when considering the preservation or final delineation of a feature or the NHN
boundary. This refinement would take place sequentially through the development approval
process as more precise environmental information is accumulated through the Secondary Plan,
Block Plan, subdivision and zoning processes. The boundaries would ultimately be created by
the plan of subdivision and the feature would be zoned appropriately. As a result, given the level
of information available at this point (i.e. in the City-wide Official Plan) and the scale of the
mapping, the features and boundaries have been drawn more generally, in anticipation of the
more detailed information that will emerge later.

Staff is moving in this direction. In developed areas, the Natural Heritage Network features reflect
the limits identified by the approved developments. Various parcels, like Blocks 27 and 41 are
subject to Secondary Plan processes. As such, in addition to the information produced by the
NHN study, a substantial amount of data has been assembled by the landowners. In some
instances, this information has been made available to the City. In reviewing the original drafts of
the schedules, it was agreed that if the same conclusions were reached by both the City and
landowners’ consultants then there could be an amendment to the schedule to reflect this
outcome. A number of these circumstances have been noted above, such as the removal of
select reaches of headwater drainage features from the Core Features in Blocks 27, 41 and 59.

This “precautionary” approach ensures that a potential attribute is clearly identified and can be
subject to an appropriate level of review. It will be subjected to a rigorous refinement process,
which will result in an accurately delineated feature or system, based on the best available
information and science. It is also noted that the landowner, as the applicant, will be a participant
in this process. These principles have already been applied successfully. Block 55 (Kipling
Community — North Kleinburg-Nashville Secondary Plan) has achieved Block Plan approval and
draft plan approval has been obtained for the majority of the block.

The evaluation of stakeholder information involved a policy-by-policy review and discussions with
the Province, York Region and the TRCA to ensure agency agreement. Highlights of the
refinements to Schedule 2 and the policy amendments are described below.

a. Changes to Schedule 2

e There are numerous small corrections to Core Features based on previous development
approvals and interpretation of the digital data (see Attachment 2).

o Enhancement Areas depicted on Schedule 2 are targeted for potential open country
habitat and select restoration areas. A new Enhancement Areas policy is recommended
to identify categories of Enhancement Areas not depicted on Schedule 2, including:
north-south linkages for Robinson Creek and in the Purpleville Creek watershed,;
wetlands; and woodlands. The Enhancement Areas rationale and criteria are discussed
in the report of the City’s consulting team (Attachment 1).

e The linkage Enhancement Areas for Robinson Creek and Purpleville Creek watershed
are removed and replaced with a description in the text of a new policy, as noted above.

o Waterbodies, except kettle lakes, are removed from the Core Features and policy is
included to direct the evaluation of waterbodies to determine if they are sensitive surface
water features.
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b. Policy Review

e Clarification is provided in the consulting team report regarding the mapping of
watercourses and the policies directing the delineation of the feature extent of
watercourses and application of a minimum vegetation protection zone. Text regarding
the delineation of the feature extent for valley and stream corridor is added in policy
3.2.3.4 of VOP 2010.

e Stakeholder comments and discussions noted implementation issues and discrepancies
with the Region Official Plan regarding the precautionary approach for valley and stream
corridors, wetlands and woodlands. These policies in section 3.3 of VOP 2010 have
been revised to aid in policy implementation regarding modification of these Core
Features and compensation. General references to modification of Core Features and
compensation are removed from Policy 3.2.3.11, which now speaks to the precise
delineation of Core Features.

o The specific policies that address the modification of these Core Features include: policy
3.3.1.4 regarding public works in valleys; existing policy 3.3.1.5, to be re-numbered
3.3.1.6, regarding modification to watercourses; proposed new policy 3.3.1.5 addressing
field verification of watercourses; proposed amended policy 3.3.2.2 addressing wetland
protection and/or maintenance of function; and proposed amended policies 3.3.3.3 and
3.3.3.4 allowing for modification of woodlands that do not meet tests for significant
woodlands according to the Region Official Plan, subject to a woodland compensation
plan.

4. Management and Restoration of the Natural Heritage Network

Land clearing for early settlement and urbanization has resulted in highly fragmented natural
areas in southern Ontario. While targeted ecological restoration is important across southern
Ontario, agricultural landscapes can support biodiversity in fragmented woodlands and wetlands
and allow for some wildlife movement. Urbanization, however, creates barriers to species
dispersal, such that it is important to improve habitat condition and provide linkages to ensure a
viable network and species persistence.

The discussion below identifies key implementation measures for the management and
restoration of the NHN over time. Good spatial data and knowledge of habitat condition allow for
targeted management, restoration and stewardship actions that can be budgeted and
demonstrate improvement in ecosystem targets and natural capital assets. Improving habitat
condition will maximize the functions of the NHN not just for biodiversity, but in the provision of
ecosystem services that benefit Vaughan citizens.

a. Significant Wildlife Habitat

The location of significant wildlife habitat (SWH) identified in the NHN Study is important
information for determining the management and restoration opportunities available to the
City. Ecological restoration in the vicinity of SWH, such as for breeding bird habitat and
amphibian habitat, will increase the viability of the habitat and the likelihood of persistence of
these species. This is an efficient use of funds obtained and/or allocated for ecological
restoration.

Area-Sensitive Woodland Breeding Birds
Woodland patches that meet thresholds for woodland area-sensitive bird breeding habitat are

already considered Core Features of the NHN due to the size and function of the woodlands.
The presence of bird species that utilize interior habitat conditions reinforces the need to
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maintain the ecological functions associated with woodland interior habitat through
restoration and/or enhancing direct linkages and functional connectivity. Of the nine
woodlands that are SWH, two are part of TRCA-owned properties such that the City can work
with the TRCA on management plans to improve habitat conditions. Four woodlands are
aligned with the Natural Core designation in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan
(ORMCP) and two woodlands are located in the Natural Heritage System of the Greenbelt
Plan, such that restoration and/or managing edge habitat through stewardship efforts can
improve interior forest habitat conditions. One woodland is in the urban area, such that
opportunities for restoration and enhancing connections in the adjacent wooded valleylands
will be important for long-term species persistence. In the case of the woodland in the urban
area, the Environmental Impact Study as part of a Block Plan submission included data from
independent field observations that supports the identification of SWH for woodland area-
sensitive bird breeding habitat, lending credibility to the assessment in the NHN Study.

Special Concern Woodland Breeding Birds

Almost 70 woodlands provide habitat for Special Concern woodland breeding bird species,
identified by the presence of Eastern Wood-Pewee and/or Wood Thrush, both of which have
the status of Special Concern in Ontario. Most of the woodlands are in the Humber River
watershed and associated with valleylands and/or in the Natural Heritage System overlay of
the Greenbelt Plan, as well as associated with the Natural Core designation of the Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan. Several of the woodlands are associated with TRCA
properties, including two of the larger woodlands in the Nashville Conservation Reserve.
Important management and restoration activities to improve the likelihood of persistence of
Special Concern woodland bird species in these areas includes: valleyland restoration in
collaboration with TRCA, and land stewardship in the Provincial Plan areas, starting with land
owner contact to understand the interest and available stewardship options.

Several woodlands located in the Urban Area that support Special Concern woodland bird
species are notable and may require specific management activities:

e Located in the valley of Rainbow Creek, woodlands west of Hwy 27 and south of
Langstaff Road will be further impacted by the Hwy 427 extension, such that
valleyland restoration may mitigate such impacts;

e Woodlands south of Hwy 7 and east of Martin Grove Road associated with the
Veneto Club;

e At the southwest corner of Huntington Road and Nashville Road, the woodland
identified as Stand 66-02 in the Rural Focus Area Woodland Ecosystem Assessment,
and assessed as having “Moderate” ecological function, is potentially impacted by the
GTA West Corridor route and proposed pipeline projects including TransCanada
Pipelines;

e Block 18 woodland complex in the Upper West Don is identified as a Priority 4
regeneration site in the Don River Watershed Plan; and

e Baker's Woods in the Upper West Don is identified as a Priority 3 regeneration site in
the Don River Watershed Plan.

Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Birds

Most of the eight SWH patches under this category are in valleylands and are included in the
Core Features of the NHN. There are three areas that occur outside of valleylands that meet
thresholds for SWH for shrub/early successional breeding birds. These areas are not
included in the Core Features. They are designated for urban development, tend to be
outliers in the distribution of this type of SWH, and represent a minor component of the SWH
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patches (approximately 10%). There is low likelihood of maintaining these areas as suitable
habitat. Meanwhile, larger SWH patches for shrub/early successional breeding bird habitat
exists in the Humber River valley and are essentially connected along the valley corridor.

The two largest areas of SWH habitat for shrub/early successional breeding birds are in the
TRCA-owned Nashville Conservation Reserve. Some of the habitat has also been identified
as habitat for woodland breeding birds that are listed as Special Concern. Hence,
management prescriptions for the Nashville Conservation Reserve offer potential for the
persistence of both woodland and early successional habitat types.

Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat

As noted in the report by North-South Environmental (Attachment 1), only one area in
Vaughan meets the thresholds for SWH for area sensitive open country bird breeding habitat.
Approximately half of the area is in the Greenbelt Plan and the remainder of the site is in the
Non-Urban Area designation in the VOP 2010.

The City’s consulting team also identified 56 habitat patches utilized by grassland species
listed as Threatened (Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark) under the Endangered Species Act,
2007 (ESA). A further review of these habitat patches is required to determine the feasibility
of maintaining grassland and/or open country habitat. In addition, such a review should
consider the amount of suitable open country habitat to maintain at any given time. Lands in
agricultural production for hay and pasture, for example, can support grassland/open country
bird species

Preparing a land stewardship and management plan for open country bird species, including
habitat of species regulated under the Endangered Species Act (2007), should be a priority
for the City. This may assist in implementing habitat compensation for habitat regulated under
the ESA, such as for Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark, to assist in approving development
applications.

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)

Approximately 60 woodland patches meet thresholds for SWH for woodland amphibian
breeding habitat, where the associated wetlands are within 120 metres of the woodland.
These areas are included in the Core Features based on the woodland habitat.

The larger woodland patches that meet the SWH thresholds for woodland amphibian
breeding habitat occur in TRCA-owned properties (Nashville Conservation Reserve, Kortright
and Boyd) and in the Natural Core designation of the ORMCP (also corresponding with the
Maple Uplands ANSI).

Smaller woodland patches meeting thresholds for SWH for woodland amphibian breeding
habitat are largely located in the Natural Heritage System overlay of the Greenbelt Plan area
and the Natural Linkage designation of the ORMCP area. Once again, this emphasizes the
need to develop a land stewardship approach for landowners in the Greenbelt Plan and
ORMCEP areas to understand potential restoration and/or securement opportunities.

Several woodland patches are located in greenfield areas proposed for development (Blocks
27, 59 and 60). The SWH in Block 60 is located in and immediately adjacent to Robinson
Creek, which provides an opportunity to maintain and enhance this habitat as part of the
valley system. The SWH in Block 59 is located in the power transmission corridor and within
200 metres of Robinson Creek, although soon to be separated from Robinson Creek by the
Hwy 427 extension. As a result, discussions with Hydro One regarding transmission line
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management, with MTO regarding the detailed design of Hwy 427, and with TransCanada
Pipelines regarding mitigation and management of the pipeline right-of-way is critical to the
long-term persistence of this habitat. Furthermore, this area is listed as SWH in part because
of observations of the Western Chorus Frog, which is listed federally as Threatened and for
which there is a draft recovery plan.

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetland)

Ten wetlands meet thresholds for SWH for amphibian breeding habitat and distributed as
follows:

5 wetlands are in the Humber watershed in the Greenbelt NHS;

3 wetlands in the Natural Linkage designation of the ORMCP;

One wetland associated with a riparian corridor in Block 27; and

One wetland in the Hwy 400 North Employment lands and outside of the Greenbelt
Plan area.

Given the few occurrences of SWH for wetland amphibian breeding, these areas should be
prioritized to explore land stewardship approaches for those wetlands in the Greenbelt NHS
and ORMCP. Protection of the wetlands in future urban areas will be evaluated as part of the
Secondary Plan and/or Block Plan review process.

The following table summarizes the initial considerations in developing a management and
restoration plan for the Natural Heritage Network with a focus on improving the likelihood of
persistence of existing significant wildlife habitat. A future report to Council will address the
restoration opportunities in more detail, including cost estimates and available external
funding as part of a business plan.

Significant Wildlife
Habitat

NHN Objectives

Restoration/Management
Opportunities

Area Sensitive
Woodland Breeding
Birds — ORMCP

Measurable increase in
the amount of interior
forest

Explore management and site restoration
for North Maple Regional Park

Natural Core and
Maple Uplands ANSI

Functional connectivity
and edge management

Explore private land stewardship for
landowners in the Greenbelt Plan and
ORMCP areas.

Area Sensitive
Woodland Breeding
Birds — TRCA
properties

Measurable increase in
the amount of interior
forest and overall forest
cover

Explore City and TRCA collaboration for
funding options for restoration activities.

Special Concern
Woodland Breeding
Birds

Improve quality,
connectivity and extent
of valley woodlands

Priority restoration in valleylands in
collaboration with TRCA.

Landowner contact to determine
stewardship opportunities for lands in the
Greenbelt Plan area.

Improve woodland
patch size

Priority restoration in TRCA properties
(Nashville Conservation Reserve and
Kortright)

Improve quality and
functional connectivity
of woodlands

Landowner contact to determine
stewardship opportunities for lands in the
Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas.

Identify restoration opportunities with Nature
Conservancy Canada regarding the
MacMillan Nature Reserve
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Significant Wildlife NHN Objectives Restoration/Management
Habitat Opportunities
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Explore City and TRCA collaboration for
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical funding options for restoration activities.
TRCA properties function zone of
wetlands
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Landowner contact to determine private
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical land stewardship opportunities.
Maple Uplands ANSI, | function zone of
Greenbelt and wetlands
ORMCP areas
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Seek to collaborate with Hydro One and
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical utilities including TransCanada Pipelines
Transmission Lines function zone of regarding land management options, as
wetlands well as input to MTO regarding Hwy 427
Detailed Design.

b. Ecosystem Targets and NHN Scenarios

The total area of the Natural Heritage Network (NHN) is 6,943 hectares. This does not
include parts of the Greenbelt Plan and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) in
agricultural lands, but only those lands meeting criteria for Core Features and the minimum
vegetation protection zone, or 30 metre area of interest for stream corridors (i.e.
watercourses outside of defined valleys). Lands identified as feature types (valleys, wetlands,
woodlands) comprise 4,989 hectares. Core Features include other lands without existing
natural habitat: lands deeded into public ownership (36.3 hectares); significant wildlife habitat
(66.9 hectares) not associated with a valley, wetland or woodland; and lands zoned open
space without natural cover (21.6 hectares). While approximate, it demonstrates that areas
generally protected as feature types comprise 5,114 hectares (18.6% of Vaughan), such that
lands mapped as vegetation protection zones or the 30 metre area of interest comprise 1,829
hectares (6.7% of Vaughan). Woodlands and wetlands comprise 3,262.5 hectares or 11.9%
of Vaughan.

As noted above, existing natural features within the NHN comprise about 4,989 hectares.
However, the area of the NHN with restoration potential is not a simple subtraction of this
amount from the total NHN (6,943 — 4,989 = 1,954 hectares). For example, it is noted in the
PPS (2.1.9) that natural heritage protection is not intended to limit the ability of agricultural
uses to continue. As such, the vegetation protection zones to wetlands and riparian areas as
shown on Schedule 2 in the Agricultural designation are not de facto restoration areas.

Specific restoration scenarios can be identified to inform the appropriate ecosystem targets
for Vaughan’'s NHN and identify priority activities. Three restoration scenarios are described
below and is intended to illustrate potential restoration and the approach to track outcomes
against ecosystem parameters:

e Scenario 1 - Areas without natural cover in well-defined valleys (i.e. below the crest
of slope), already identified as Core Features, comprising 1,316 hectares, of which
378.6 hectares in the upper Main Humber and upper East Humber River valleys is
selected to illustrate woodland restoration potential;

e Scenario 2 - Areas of the Greenbelt Plan that can reasonably be expected to be
restored, which will be surrounded by urban development (i.e. Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands and New Community Areas), including (i) areas in the NHN
without existing cover (i.e. valley lands without cover and vegetation protection zones
to features) comprising 135 hectares and (ii) lands outside of the Core Features of
the NHN, but within the Greenbelt Plan, comprising another 132 hectares; and
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e Scenario 3 - Specific restoration opportunities on public and/or conservation agency
lands, such as the North Maple Regional Park, MacMillan Farm, and lands already
deeded into public ownership.

Ecosystem Guideline Existing Scenario 1 | Scenario 2— | Scenario 3 -
Parameter’ Target1 Condition | — Example Example Site Specific
Valleyland Greenbelt Restoration
Restoration Plan Options
Restoration
Woodland Cover 30% 11.2% 12.7% 13.7% 13.9%
(% of Municipality) 3,070.6 ha 3491.9 ha 3,758.6 ha 3,800.1 ha
Interior Woodland® >10% 144.8 ha 277.7 ha 314 ha 326 ha
(% of Municipality) 0.53% 1.01% 1.16% 1.21%
Largest Woodland 200 ha 152 ha 721 ha 721 ha 721 ha
Patch for
Watershed (ha)

" Environment Canada 2013
% Proportion of forest cover that is 100 metres or further from the forest edge.

If it is assumed that these areas are restored only to woodland cover, for the purposes of this
example, then progress towards ecosystem targets can be demonstrated as shown in the
table above. The scenarios are calculated to be cumulative, such that Scenario 1 (select
valleyland restoration) is added to the existing woodland cover, then Scenario 2 (select
Greenbelt Plan restoration) is added to Scenario 1, and so on.

Major infrastructure projects and urban development will continue to impact the NHN. For
example, the dramatic increase in the largest contiguous woodland patch in the scenarios
above, while almost entirely in the Greenbelt Plan and largely on public lands, is misleading
as the upper Main Humber and East Humber valleys will be fragmented by the proposed
GTA West Transportation Corridor. Some of the lands also have long-term leases for
agricultural and other uses. Nonetheless, the examples of restoration opportunities shown
above demonstrate that a management and restoration program can dramatically improve
the NHN over time. Improving overall woodland cover is important for biodiversity and the
provision of ecosystem services. However, as shown by the doubling of interior forest habitat
and dramatic increase in the largest contiguous woodland patch in the example scenarios
above, it is more important to target restoration for maximum ecological gain. This should
also consider proposed new infrastructure that will fragment existing habitat and constrain
restoration options. A more detailed approach to assess restoration potential, together with
partner agencies such as the TRCA, York Region, Oak Ridges Moraine Land Trust and the
Nature Conservancy Canada, can inform appropriate ecosystem targets, provide cost
estimates for restoration and identification of potential external funding, and demonstrate
progress towards the targets on an annual basis.

c. Habitat Compensation Principles

Value of a Natural Heritage System

As explained in ICLEI Canada’s report, “biodiverCITIES: A Primer on Nature in Cities” (ICLEI
Canada and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 2014), Vaughan’s Natural Heritage
Network is one component of urban biodiversity which, as well as protected and restored
natural areas, also includes naturalized parks and greenspaces, the urban tree canopy, and
green roofs and other low impact development installations. In addition to wildlife habitat and
amenity space, Vaughan's NHN provides a range of ecosystem services of benefit to
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residents, including: stormwater management, water regulation, flood attenuation, erosion
control, nutrient cycling, carbon storage and climate change mitigation, and removal of small
particulates in the air that would otherwise contribute to smog. More and more municipalities
are documenting the economic value of green space and green infrastructure (Town of
Aurora 2013, Town of Oakville 2006).

Habitat Compensation Principles

Of the 27,435 hectares that comprise Vaughan, only 11% of lands are in woodland cover and
1.5% as wetland habitat. This is well below the woodland cover target set by York Region
(25%) and the minimum wetland cover target (6% of each subwatershed) recommended by
Environment Canada (2013). Not only is a targeted restoration strategy required to
regenerate habitat that has been modified through settlement, it is also critical to ensure no
further loss of existing habitat. Specific policies in the VOP 2010 articulate provisions for
modification of valley and stream corridors, wetlands and woodlands under specific
circumstances and subject to compensation.

Habitat compensation, or often referred to as biodiversity offsetting, involves identifying
measurable conservation outcomes to compensate for adverse biodiversity impacts and/or
habitat loss of a proposed project. There are valid concerns that past examples of habitat
compensation in Canada and elsewhere has not resulted in a net ecological gain, particularly
when existing quality habitat has been removed and compensated by restoration areas that
require considerable management effort over many years or even decades and monitoring
for establishment and regeneration. For this reason, it is important for the City of Vaughan to
pursue a habitat compensation framework with clear principles to create more certainty that
the result will be a net positive conservation outcome. Several Ontario municipalities, the
TRCA, and Ontario Nature are in various stages of exploring habitat compensation
frameworks. As noted in the report by Ontario Nature (Ontario Nature 2014), effective
implementation of habitat compensation can:

e Position industry as a positive force in biodiversity conservation efforts;

e Ensure that offset providers (e.g. farmers, landowners, conservation organizations,
municipalities) have the financial means to undertake conservation efforts on their
lands; and

e Provide an overall net gain for biodiversity.

It is recommended that the following principles guide the future development of a habitat
compensation framework for the City of Vaughan.

Principle 1 — The main objective is to strengthen the long-term viability of the NHN.
Implementing habitat compensation should not simply be seen as numbers game to meet
guantitative targets. Conservation design principles suggest that larger habitat patches
and greater connectivity between habitat patches is the most effective way to promote
long-term ecological viability. This should guide the evaluation and selection of
compensation options. Furthermore, while a goal is to ensure areas have natural self-
sustaining vegetation, it is the reality in urban areas with constant pressure on
biodiversity that management will be required of certain areas.

Principle 2 — Habitat compensation is a conservation tool of last resort. Direct impacts to
the NHN should be avoided and impacts of adjacent land uses should be mitigated,
consistent with the interpretation in the PPS, the York Region Official Plan and the VOP
2010. Any unavoidable negative impacts should be minimized to the extent possible.
Compensation then allows for any residual impacts to be offset by identifying appropriate
conservation outcomes.
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Principle 3 — Habitat compensation shall achieve an overall net ecological gain. The City
of Vaughan is below natural heritage target levels expressed in the report, “How Much
Habitat is Enough?” (Environment Canada 2012). Hence, there is a clear need for
restoration actions to meet ecosystem targets, particularly with respect to woodland
cover, extent of interior woodlands, riparian habitat, and wetlands. This principle also
emphasizes that compensation options need to be evaluated so that measurable
conservation outcomes are clear. This can be achieved in two ways. First, it is important
to establish the baseline NHN, which is the natural heritage system of natural features
and the vegetation protection zone (often referred to as a buffer). Hence, net ecological
gain is an addition to the baseline NHN, not just in comparison to the existing modified
and fragmented landscape. Second, ecological gain can be measured by demonstrating
progress towards ecosystem targets. Nonetheless, interpretation of this principle will
need to consider site-specific context, such as whether the proposed development is in
an intensification area (such that off-site compensation will likely need to be considered)
or ‘greenfield’ area, and the quality of the habitat that is impacted.

Principle 5 — Some sites, habitats and features should be off-limits to habitat
compensation, based for example on an assessment of vulnerability and irreplaceability.
This can be viewed as an assessment of risk, in which habitat compensation can be
supported where risk factors are low or favourable. Ontario Nature (2014) has described
the situation of less risk (from a conservation perspective) where:

e There is abundant opportunity to add value (i.e. replacing biodiversity of similar
or higher value);

e The outcome is predictable;

e Biodiversity is easy to restore with proven, reliable techniques; and/or

e There are still abundant source populations for target species.

Principle 6 — Gains are commensurate with losses (i.e. establish equivalence) within the
planning context of the City of Vaughan, ecological value, and the need for ecological
restoration. This involves determining an appropriate compensation ratio and replacing
“like with like”.

Principle 7 — The conservation outcomes secured through compensation should last at
least as long as the project's impacts, and ideally in perpetuity. Lands restored and
deeded into public ownership clearly meet the intent and overall objective to improve
long-term viability. However, this principle also recognizes opportunities to work on land
stewardship projects with landowners, such as modifying farm practices to support select
species or habitat types.

Principle 8 — While it is preferred to locate habitat compensation on site or near to the
project, the siting and type of compensation should consider the Enhancement Areas
criteria of the City of Vaughan. In this way, habitat compensation can be evaluated in
terms of making progress against ecosystem targets and as articulated in VOP 2010.

It is recommended that staff provide a report to a future meeting of Council to explore a
detailed compensation protocol for the NHN to implement policies in the VOP 2010, and also
to explore opportunities to implement aspects of the Ontario Endangered Species Act (2007).

d. Conservation Land Securement Strategy

A Conservation Land Securement Strategy was prepared by Orland Conservation as part of
the NHN Study and made available for the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing). The Conservation Land Securement Strategy covers a wide range of
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issues for consideration by the City and provides a ready-to-use framework to develop
specific action items. Topics covered include partner agencies for implementation and
funding (e.g. York Region, TRCA, Nature Conservancy Canada, Oak Ridges Moraine Land
Trust, Ducks Unlimited and the Ontario Farmland Trust), detailed steps regarding landowner
contact, disposition policy, and communicating success. The discussion above regarding the
maintenance of significant wildlife habitat demonstrates the importance of beginning
landowner outreach as early as possible to identify stewardship options of interest and
importance to Vaughan residents.

A few specific programs being implemented in southern Ontario municipalities are notable as
they can inform the development of a management, restoration and land stewardship
program in Vaughan.

City of Brampton Valleys Naturalization Planting Program

The City of Brampton “Valleys Naturalization Planting Program” has naturalized over 120
hectares of land with 24,000 native trees, 200,000 shrubs and 100,000 perennials over the
period from 2003 to 2012. The project was initiated with a staff recommendation that the City
enter into a 10-year growing contract with a local grower (Sheridan Nurseries Limited) to
supply native trees and shrubs for a long term valley naturalization planting project. This
innovative approach to purchasing plant material was essential to ensuring an ample supply
of the appropriate native species each year, given the tendency of growers to mainly produce
non-native, unsuitable plants at that time. This recommendation was approved by Brampton
Council on November 14, 2001. The City deemed this program imperative to improve the
health, diversity and environmental sustainability of the valley lands within the watersheds of
the Credit River, Fletchers Creek, Etobicoke Creek and West Humber River tributaries. The
$8M cost of the Program over the last 10 years has been supported by Development
Charges (DC) with only the statutory 10% non-DC requirement being contributed from the tax
base. The anticipated cost of the 10-year extension of the program is $9.6M and was
approved by Brampton Council in April 2012.

Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) Bird-Friendly Certified Hay Program

The CVC “Bird-Friendly Certified Hay Program” connects hay growers, hay purchasers and
landowners with land available for growing Bird-Friendly Certified Hay. Hay producers who
register their lands as Bird-Friendly Certified agree to modify pasture practices, such as
delaying hay cutting until July 15" to support breeding and nesting grassland species, such
as endangered Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark. This is an innovative example of the
working agricultural landscape directly supporting species at risk, particularly in this case as
there are few areas of native grasslands remaining in southern Ontario. A registry allows
users to negotiate hay sale and land rental agreements through the Bird-Friendly Certified
Hay Marketplace. The program was launched in 2014 and accomplishments include: 14
registered participants; eight hay producers that grew 143 acres of Bird-Friendly Certified Hay
on nine farms; at least 78 Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark observed in the fields; and
confirmed five bobolink and eastern meadowlark pairs breeding in the fields.

Valuing Natural Capital Assets

The GIS database prepared as a key deliverable of the NHN Study allows the City to track
the biodiversity contribution of existing habitat, restoration areas and stewardship projects.
The Town of Aurora has measured progress regarding natural heritage protection one step
further by providing a dollar value to the ecosystem services provided by the Town’s natural
heritage areas (Town of Aurora 2013). The Town of Oakville has quantified the urban forest
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structure and calculated the ecosystem services benefits in economic terms as a dollar value
(Town of Oakville 2006). These municipalities have also taken steps to ensure proper
valuation of these green assets in the corporate asset management tracking. Below is an
excerpt summarizing the valuation of natural habitat such as wetlands and woodlands, but
also including parks and stormwater management facilities, for the Town of Aurora.

“The value of Aurora’s natural assets is estimated at approximately $7.4 million
annually. This amount does not include the value of street trees and other urban trees.
This is a significant value attributed to the protection of environmental features,
reduction in greenhouse gases and other ecological benefits. The entire budget for
Aurora in 2012 including water rates, was approximately $62 million. Without the values
of Aurora’s natural capital assets it is possible that the overall budget of the Town could
potentially be increased by $7.4 million, which is a 12.4 per cent increase per year, to
replicate or replace the ecosystem services and other benefits that Aurora’s Natural
Capital Assets provide. Typically natural assets provide economic benefits that do not
require an outlay of tax dollars to maintain.”

e. Implications of the NHN Study Findings

Informing New Development

Provision of a complete GIS database was a key deliverable of the NHN Study. For
Development Planning staff, the GIS data regarding the NHN can be used to more efficiently
and effectively process development applications. Staff in Policy Planning, Parks
Development, Parks and Forestry Operations, and Engineering can utilize the data for long-
range planning purposes.

Findings of the NHN Study can also inform the Secondary Plan and/or Block Plan processes
for the new development areas in Vaughan (i.e. New Community Areas, Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands, and the West Vaughan Employment Area), including:

e Measures to maintain significant wildlife habitat (including linkages related to SWH),
are to be addressed in the Terms of Reference for an MESP and/or EIS in the Block
Plan process. This has implications regarding the assessment of adjacent lands
according to the Provincial Policy Statement, ROP 2010 and VOP 2010 policies.

e SWH in the Greenbelt Plan has implications for assessing adjacent lands in terms of
establishing an appropriate vegetation protection zone, including:

- Several locations of SWH for amphibian breeding habitat (woodlands); and
- SWH for woodland species of conservation concern (Wood Thrush, Eastern
Wood-pewee).

e Consideration of improvements to the NHN adjacent to the Greenbelt Plan area to
consolidate the NHN and consider recommending that these areas be included in the
Greenbelt Plan as part of the Provincial Plan review (i.e. addition to Greenbelt Plan
area) and addition of remnant lands that may potentially be purchased for the GTA
West Corridor that are excess to the needs of the ultimate alignment.

e Amended Enhancement Areas policies identify Robinson Creek for appropriate study
to design a viable north-south ecological corridor in the West Vaughan Employment
Area.

e Maintenance of SWH in the West Vaughan Employment area requires interacting
with Hydro One Networks (management of lands for transmission corridor and
transformer station), MTO (detailed design of Hwy 427 extension) and TransCanada
Pipelines to ensure ecological functions, such as hydrological connections and
wildlife corridors, are sustained.
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e Possible funding under species at risk stewardship funds for Western Chorus Frog
(Federal) and Barn Swallow in the West Vaughan Employment Area.

e Develop habitat compensation/biodiversity offsetting policies as part of Secondary
Plan policies for the New Community Areas.

e Ensure NHN policies in the Secondary Plan for New Community Areas is aligned with
the Region’s Greenlands System policies.

e Consider alignment of Redside Dace recovery habitat options with Greenbelt Plan
restoration opportunities in the western branch of Purpleville Creek.

e Maximize restoration options in the Greenbelt Plan lands in the New Community
Areas and Hwy 400 North Employment Lands.

Secondary Plans for New Community Areas

The New Community Area Secondary Plans are now underway for Blocks 27 and 41.
Significant technical work for these lands has been undertaken to set the terms of reference
for the required subwatershed studies and to inform the early planning of these areas. Some
refinements of the NHN have already been made, such as those regarding headwater
drainage features, and further refinements will be outlined through the detailed work to be
undertaken as part of the Secondary Plans and ensuing Block Plan development process.

Greenbelt Plan and ORCMP Review

On February 27, the Government of Ontario launched a coordinated review of the Growth
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, the Niagara Escarpment Plan, the Oak Ridges
Moraine Conservation Plan and the Greenbelt Plan as required under their respective
legislation. These four provincial land use plans work together to manage growth, protect
agricultural lands and natural environment, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and support
economic development in Ontario’'s Greater Golden Horseshoe and Greenbelt. The
coordinated review has two rounds of consultation. The first seeks input to inform the
development of amendments to the plans, and the second is to consult on proposed
amendments, if any. May 27, 2015 is the deadline to submit comments on the first round of
reviews.

The findings of the NHN Study can inform the City’s submissions to the Province regarding
any amendments to the boundaries of the Greenbelt Plan or the ORMCP to support the NHN.
The City can anticipate parts of the Greenbelt Plan that can be restored from current
agricultural use to natural habitat for those Greenbelt Plan lands that will be surrounded by
new development, such as in the New Community Areas and the Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands. Many parts of the Greenbelt Plan and the Natural Linkage designation in
the ORMCP, however, will be maintained as productive farm land. An agricultural matrix is an
important part of a vibrant countryside and should be promoted as part of a food strategy,
and can also contribute to an ecologically viable Natural Heritage Network. An agricultural
matrix is more permeable for wildlife movement than urban development, can be part of the
working landscape within the NHN, and is contributing to the presence of significant wildlife
habitat in the Provincial Plan areas.

Clarification of select policies in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP will be of interest in
implementing the VOP 2010 policies regarding the NHN. New infrastructure has the potential
to fragment existing habitat and limit restoration opportunities. New policy language to assist
in interpreting infrastructure policies in the Provincial Plans will be useful to the City. This
could include strengthened policy language to require the study of cumulative effects,
mitigation and maintenance of ecological function for areas affected by proposed
infrastructure, and the provision of habitat compensation for unavoidable negative impacts to
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the NHN. Recreational use policies are also of interest to fast-growing municipalities.
Specifically regarding natural heritage, clarification of the application of a vegetation
protection zone outside of the Provincial Plan areas, policies regarding connectivity of natural
heritage features, and consideration of the urban river valley designation are of interest to the
City.

GTA West Corridor Environmental Assessment and Hwy 427 Extension

Major infrastructure projects have the potential to remove and fragment remaining habitat in
Vaughan. The prognosis for the NHN is that actual habitat (woodlands, wetlands) is likely to
decline before ecological restoration activities result in improvements to the NHN as
measured against ecosystem targets. Depending on the route selection for the GTA West
Corridor, the two highway projects have the potential to cross up to 30 streams, remove up to
30 hectares of woodland cover, and impact up to 30 individual wetlands. The Hwy 427 EA is
complete, such that efforts to mitigate impacts to the NHN rely on the ability to influence
detailed design aspects of the project. For the GTA West Corridor, the City has an
opportunity to influence the route selection to minimize negative impacts to the NHN, but also
to recommend restoration strategies and compensation measures to offset impacts.
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Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020/Strategic Plan

The Natural Heritage in the City report is consistent with the Vaughan Vision 2020 Strategic Plan,
through the following initiatives, specifically:

Service Excellence:
e Lead & Promote Environmental Sustainability
Management Excellence:

e Manage Growth & Economic Well Being
¢ Demonstrate Leadership & Promote Effective Governance

This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council.
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Regional Implications

Policies in the ROP 2010 support the effort of local municipalities to identify local greenlands
systems. York Region staff were consulted during the study process. York Region is the approval
authority for amendments to the VOP 2010 that will be adopted as a result of this study.

Conclusion

The NHN Study has involved policy analysis, field studies and ecological research; and
throughout the process, public and landowner consultation was undertaken. The
recommendations to Council are directly related to the key Study deliverables:

e A comprehensive GIS database of the NHN and component features that can be used
immediately by Development Planning staff in the review of applications, to be shared
with other City departments, and as critical base information to implement a long-term
management, restoration and land stewardship program;

e Amendments to Schedule 2 (Natural Heritage Network) and environmental policies of
VOP 2010, following extensive stakeholder and agency consultation, to improve the
implementation of VOP 2010, to guide efficient urban growth and improve the ecological
viability of the NHN;

o |dentification of key aspects of a long-term management, restoration, land stewardship
and compensation programs for the NHN for the purposes of reporting back to Council on
the development of implementation measures.

On this basis, the measures set out in the Recommendation section of this report are
recommended for adoption.

Attachments

1. Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study, City of Vaughan. Prepared by North-South
Environmental Inc. March 2015.

2. Tracking Changes to Core Features and Enhancement Areas.

3. Public Comment Submissions to the June 17, 2014 Meeting of the Committee of the Whole
(Public Hearing) and City Response.

4. Detailed Amendment to the VOP 2010.

Report prepared by:

Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner, ext. 8630

(A copy of the attachments referred to in the foregoing have been forwarded to each Member of Council
and a copy thereof is also on file in the office of the City Clerk.)

Regional Councillor Ferri declared an interest with respect to the foregoing matter, as his son is employed
by a legal firm that represents landowners within the study area, and did not take part in the discussion or
vote on the matter.
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Policy Planning Department

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

Vaughan, Ontario L6A 171

Attn: Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE:  Clty of Vaughan Natural Heritage Network Study
7553 Islington Avenue & 150 Bruce Street
City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for 7553 fslington Holding Inc., the registered
owner of the properties municipally known as 7553 Islington Avenue and 150 Bruce Street in the
City of Vaughan (herein described as the ‘subject properties’). The subject properties are
located on the east side of Islington Avenue, south of Highway 7. The subject properties have a
combined area of approximately 4.39 acres and currently contain two single-family dwellings.

We have had the opportunity to review the April 14, 2015 Staff Report, entitled “Natural Heritage
Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and Recommendations Amendment fo
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010", including the related attachments. We understand that the
recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the
Vaughan Official Plan Volume 1 (VOP 2010), are being considered by the Committee of the
Whole on April 14, 2015,

Based on our review of the Staff Report and related attachments, it appears that our Clients
concerns have not been satisfactorily addressed as outlined in our previous submission lefter
dated June 17, 2014 (attached). We also note the subject properties are now subject to the new
“S8WH Special Concern Woodland Breeding Birds” overlay as shown on proposed Schedule 2c.
We have enclosed our previaus submission dated June 17, 2014 for reference purposes. We
wish to advise that our Client maintains their concerns with respect to the constraints noted on
the proposed Schedules and the “Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study City of Vaughan”
{NHNS} as modified.

In 2008, our client submitted an Official Plan Amendment application (File no. OP.08.017) to
redesignate the subject lands from “Open Space” (7553 Islington Avenue) and "Low Density
Residential” (150 Bruce Street) under OPA 240 (Woodbridge Community Plan) to “High Density
Residential” in order to facilitate a residential development. Further to the submission of the

Vaughan Office 20T Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Onterlo L4X 5K8 T7.905.738.8080  OQakville Offica 1650 North Service Road E.,
Sutte 134, Oakville, Ontaric LGH 7G3 1. 905.844.5749 Toronto Office 127 Boerkaley Streat, Toronto, Ontarlo MSA 20 T. 416.640.8917
westonconsuiting.com -800-353-3558 F, 205.738.6637



Official Plan Amendment application, our client submitted an appeal to the new City of Vaughan
Official Plan (VOP 2010) in June 2012. Both the Official Plan Amendment application and the
Official Plan Appeal remain active.

The owner has commissioned an updated Environmental Impact Study for the subject properties
which is in support of a forthcoming revised application. The EIS does not identify any such
overiay feature as identified in the proposed schedules. We request that the City's NHNS and
corresponding mapping be modified so as not to preclude the information and analysis contained
within the EIS, which is summarized in the attached letter prepared by WSP.

We request to be notifled of any upcoming public meetings and of the decision on this matter by
the Committee of the Whole and Council.

Please contact Courtney Heron-Monk (ext. 401} or the undersigned if you have any questions.

ity Clerk, City of Vaughan

R. Nicolini, 7553 Islington Holding Inc.
P. Harrington, Aird & Berlis LLP

C. Messere, City of Vaughan

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 T.505.738.80B0  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 114, Qakville, Ontario L6H 7G2 T, 905.844.8749 Toranto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 21 T. 41 6.640.9817
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905.738.6637
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planning + urban design

Planning Policy Department June 17, 2014
City of Vaughan File 6715
Level 200

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario LBA 1T1

Attn: Tony lacaobelli, Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE: City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Network Study
7553 islington Avenue & 150 Bruce Street
City of Vaughan

Weston Consuiting is the authorized planning consultant for 7553 Islington Holding Inc., the
registered owner of the properties [ocated at 7553 Islingten Avenue and 150 Bruce Street in the
City of Vaughan {hereln describad as the ‘subject properties’). The subject properties are
located on the east side of Isfington Avenuse, south of Highway 7 and are a combined area of
approximately 4.39 acres.

Our client has previously filed an appeal (formerly known as Briardown Estates Inc.) fo the City
of Vaughan Official Plan 2010, which designates the subject properties as “Natural Areas and
Countryside” based on Schedule 1: Urban Structwre; “Core Features” based on Schedule 2:
Natural Heritage Network; and "Nafural Areas” based on Schedule 13: Land Use.

The owner has commissioned an Environmental Impact Study for the subject properties.
Detailed investigation and analyses have been completed for the sublect property, which do not
identify the constraints noted on Schadule 2, Schedule 2a and Schedule 2b of the NHNS. A
summary of the specific comments and concerns are outlined in the attached letter prepared by
WSP and we wish to advise that our client doas not support the findings of the NHNS, as
prepared.

We hereby request the opportunity o meet with Staff to review this information and reserve our
right to make further comments. We further request to be notified of any further meefings,
reports, medifications, and / or decisions in relation to the NHNS.

Please contact the undersigned or Courtney Heron-Monk (extension 401) if you have any
questions.

Vaughan Office 20! Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Optario LAK SK8 T,905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Servica Road E.,
Suite 114, Oakville, Ontario IGH7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toranta Office 127 Berkefey Street, Toronto, Ontario MSA 2X1 T. 415.640.9817
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905.738.6637



trey A. Abrams, City Clerk
Raymond Nicolini, 7553 Islington Helding Inc.
Howard Wortzman, 7553 Islington Holding Inc.
Joseph Reichmann, 7553 islington Halding inc.
Patrick Harrington, Aird & Berlis LLP

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avanue, Suite 13, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 T,905,736.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road €.,
Suite 114, Cahville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T, §05.844,8740 Toroato Office 127 Barkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T, 416.640.9517
westanconsuiting.com 1-B00-363-3558 £ 905,738.6637



June 17, 2014

Tony lacobelli

Senior Environmental Planner
Poliey Planning Department
City Hall, Level 200

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Subject: Review of the Natural
Heritage Network Study (NHNS) as it relates to
7553 Islington Ave., Community of Woodbridge,
City of Vaughan, Regional Municipality of York
Project No. 121-24682-01

WGP Canada Inc. (WSP) {formerly GENIVAR Inc.) was retained to review the Natural
Heritage Network Study (NHN) and supporting documents. Our review will focus on
issues as they apply to the property known as 7553 Islington Avenue, inclusive of
150 Bruce Street, City of Vaughan, Ontario. The property can be described as Part of
Lot 4, Concession 7, Township of Vaughan, Regional Municipality of York; herein
referred fo as the "Site".

Under the Woodbridge Community Plan (City of Vaughan Amendmeant No. 240,
2007), land use on the Site is designated as being within ‘Open Space’, and ‘Low
Density Residential’. Within the 2012 City of Vaughan Official Plan land use on the
Site has been designated as being ‘Natural Area’ within Schedule 1, within ‘Urban
Area’ in Schedule 1A, within a ‘Core Features' area in Schedule 2, and is not within
the Oak Ridge’s Moraine or Greenbelt pfanning areas. Southwestern portions of the
Site are within the TRCA regulated area, which are associated with the Humber River
which lay beyond Islington Avenue to the southwest.

The NHN report suggests that the policy can stipulate that the habitat of Endangered
and Threatened species may be incorporated into the NHN, where identified, WSP
completed an Environmental Impact Study (EIS) on the Site to determine the
presence of any Species at Risk (SAR). One (1) Species at Risk (Butternut) was
identified as being present on and surrounding the site. Four (4) individuals were
identified and assessed in the presence of Ministry of Natural Resources forestry
staff, and it was determined that only one (1) individual was retainable. This
individual was greater than 25 m from the proposed development, and will not be
negatively impacted during any phase of the project.

WEP Canada Inc.

126 Don Hillock Driva. Unit 2
Aurora, Ontario

L4G 4G9
WWW,Wspgroup.com



The NHN report strengthens and defines forest cover goals for Vaughan as follows:

»  Atleast 30% overall forest cover for Vaughan {currently 11%);

¢ Atleast 10% overall interior habitat for Vaughan (currently 0.5%); and,

= At least one large contiguous forest within each watershed for Vaughan

(>200 ha).

The Site is separated from the Humber River by Islington Ave., which acts as a
significant barrier to wildlife movement, making it unlikely to be widely used as a
wildlife corridor surrounding the river. Thus, the Site should not be considered part of
the larger Humber River watershed forest.

The NHNS report strengthens and defines goals for averall Riparian Habitat in
Vaughan (75% cover goal, currently 30%). The Site is separated from the Humber
River by Islington Ave. and a section of manicured lawn area. This sevarely limits
any potential use as direct riparian habitat and the Site should not be considered as
such,

The NHNS report notes that Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) will be given
increased importance in planning activities.  Additional guidelines to define
Significant Wildlife Habitat are also provided. Species inventories were completed
during the Environmental Impact Study, with emphasis on Species at Risk and any
rare or significant wildiife habitat types. In general, The Site consisted of a large
portion of non-native or invasive species, with significant edge effects occurring due
1o previous development within the area. Though one SAR species was noted; one
(1) retainable Butternut noted above, the Site likely does not fit the criteria for
Significant Wildlife Habitat.

Thank you for the opportunity to complete this assignment. Please contact the
undersigned with any questions or comments,

Yours truly,
WSP Canada Inc.

.
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Dan J. Reeves, B.Sc., M.Sc.
Project Biologist

DJR:nah
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WASP Canada Inc,
126 Don Hillpok Rrive, Unit 2
Aurora, Ontario

L4G 4G9
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File 6381

Policy Planning Department
City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Cntaric L8A 1T1

Attn: Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE:  City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Network Study
4650 Highway No. 7
City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the authorized planning consultant for Pebble Creek Developments Inc.,
the owners of the propery located at 4650 Highway No. 7 in the City of Vaughan. The property
is located on the west side of Pine Valley Drive, north of Highway 7 and is approximately 3.1
hectares in area.

The owner is proposing to develop the property with low rise condominium townhouses and
semi-detached dwellings., Applications have been submitted to the City of Vaughan for Official
Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision, which are at an advanced
stage. Site Plan Approval and Plan of Condominium applications are forthcoming.

Portions of the subject property are designated “Natural Areas® by the City of Vaughan Official
Plan. The Official Plan permits modifications to the boundaries of the Natural Areas designation
based on the completion of the appropriate technical and environmental studies. Several studies
have been completed to inform the development limits on the subject property. These include an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), Floodplain Analysis Report, Geotechnical and
Hydrogeological Study and detailed Grading Plans and efforts have been made 1o delineate and
protect the natural heritage features. The deveiopabie limit for the properiy has the support in
principle from City Staff and the TRCA.

We request that the limits of the Natural Areas designation be representative of the development
limits established to date as cumrently submitted to Staff and that nothing in the proposed City of
Vaughan Natural Heritage Network Schedules prejudice the processing of the submitted
applications to their conclusion. Please also consider this our formal request to be notified

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughar, Ontarlo LAK 5K8 T, 905.732.8080  Oakville Offica 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite T14, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G23 T, 905.844,8749 Torento Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronta, Ontarlo MSA 2X1 T. 416.640.9917
westonconsuiting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 805,728,6637



conceming any further mestings or decisions concerning this study and the related Official Plan
Amendment.

Please contact Bruce McCall-Richmond (ext. 286) or the undersigned if you have any questions.

G, DjMartino, Pebble Creek Developments Inc.
A Benson, Dillon Consuilting Limited

City Cleri, City of Vaughan

M. Caputo, City of Vaughan

Viaughan Office 200 Miliway Avenue, Sulte 18, Vaughan, Ontarlo L4K 5K8 T.905.738.8080 Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,

Suite 114, Qakville, Ontarlo LBH 7G3 T. 905.844,8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontarlo MSA 2X] T, 416,640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6637
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Palicy Planning Department
City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 171

Attn: Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE: City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Network Study
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements
5859 Rutherford Road

Weston Censulting represents the owners of the above noted lands in the City of Vaughan. We
wish to make this submission on behalf of the owners as it relates to the subject lands and the
proposed policy and schedule changes proposed through the Natural Heritage Study, being
considered by the Committee of the Whole, April 14, 2015.

The lands located at 5859 Rutherford Road are designated within the Natura! Heritage Network
of the Vaughan Official Plan (2010). However, the owners have filed an appeal to the Vaughan
Official Plan (2010) with respect to the designation and policies and are seeking to legalize the
existing structures and to allow for reasonable development opportunities on the subject lands.
We have done an initial review of the proposed schedule changes and while we support certain
modifications to Schedule 2, which appear to recognize the developable portion of the property,
we would like to ensure that there is an opportunity to allow further modifications to all
Schedules.

Our Client is in the process of having its Environmental Consulting team assess the natural
heritage features on the property and we would like to ensure that the proposed policies permit
modifications to mapping based on the outcome of detailed environmental studies,

We are also in discussions with City Staff to address the matters of our appeal based on our
Client's objectives and the outcome of our team’s environmental work. Please consider this our
formal request to be notified concerning any further meetings or decisions concerning this study
and the related Official Plan Amendment.

Please contact the undersigned below or Julia Pierdon at ext. 307 if you have any questions.

Yours truly,

Vaughan Office 207 Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Ontarlo L4K 5K8 T.905.738.8080  Oakvilla Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 114, Ozkviile, Ontario 16H 7G3 T. 905,844,8748 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontatio MSA 20 T, 416.640.9517
westonconsuiting.com ~800-263-3558 F. 205.738.6637



Clients
A. Sherman, Andre Sherman Architect

J. Abrams, Clty of Vaughan

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Yaughan, Ontario L4K 5B 7. 905.738.8080
Suite 114, Oakvllle, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905,738.6637

A. Heisey, Papazian, Heisey, Myers Barristers & Solicitors

Oukvlille Office 1660 North Service Road:E,,

Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontarioc M5A 2X] T, 416.640,0917
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City of Vaughan Council A(? \ Y, File 6693

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario
L6A 1T

Attn: Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE:  City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Study
$511 King Vaughan Road
City of Vaughan

Weston Consuiting is the planning consultant for Mrs, Orah Buck, the registered owner of the
properties municipally known as 5511 King Vaughan Road, in the City of Vaughan (herein
referred to as the “subject property”). The subject property is approximately 42.7 hectares (105.5
acres) in area and currently contains a large single-detached dwelling, tennis court and farm
building. Access to the property is provided from King Vaughan Road.

We have had the opportunity to review the April 14, 2015 staff report, entitlied “Natural Heritage
Network Inventory and improvements Study Completion and Recommendations Amendment to
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010%, including related attachments. We understand that the
recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the
Vaughan Official Plan Voilume 1 (VOP 2010) are being considered by the Committee of the
Whole on April 14, 2015,

In response to this review we would like to offer the following comments. We are unable to
confirm the precise delineation of the natural heritage features present on the subject lands and
as a result of this we are concemed that the natural heritage features boundaries depicted on
the schedule may not refliect actual conditions found on the ground, With respect to Schedule
2C, we have not conducted any field studies to confirm the extent of Significant Wildlife Habitat
found on the subject property and we dec not support the proposed depiction in the absence of
detailed studies. Further fo the above, we respectfully request on behalf of aur client that Natural
Heritage Feature designations are based on detailed scientific analysis and where designations
are only based on a desktop review that there be a mechanism for landowners to undertake
appropriate environmental analysis to define such features through a planning process. In
addition, we request that the City of Vaughan establish a policy mechanism that allows for
appropriate changes to the mapping of designations and features based on the above

Yaughan Office 201 Miliway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 T.905.738.8080 Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Oskville, Ontarlo 16H 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronte, Ontarlo M5A 2X3 T, 416.640,9917
westonconsulting.cam 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6637



considerations and that there be a process to establish changes to the Schedules based on
good planning principles.

We intend to monitor the City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Study, and we reserve the right to
make further submissions.

We kindly request that we be notified of any future reports and/or public meetings regarding the
City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Study and ask that we receive notice of any decision on this
maiter by the Commiittee of the Whole and Council.

Please contact Josh Berry (ext. 310) or the undersigned if you have any questions.

J. Abrams, City of Vaughan

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 18, Vaughan, Ontatlo 14K 5K8 T.905.738.9080  Oakyllle Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 114, Cakville, Ontario LEH 7G3 T, 805.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario MGA 2X1 T, 416.640,9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. $05.738.6637
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Attn: Tony lacoballi, Senior Environmental Planner
Dear Sir,

RE:  City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Study
12700 7™ Concession Road
Township of King, City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for 1606620 Ontario inc., the registered owner of
the property municipally known as 12700 7% Concession Road, in the Township of King and 0
Pine Valley in the City of Vaughan (herein referred to as the “subject lands™). The subject lands
are located on the east side of 7" Concession Road, south of King Road and King Vaughan
Road. The subject lands are located within both the City of Vaughan and ‘Township of King. The
comments found in this letter only pertain to the portion of land located within the City of
Vaughan.

We have had the opportunity to review the April 14, 2015 staff report, entitled “Natural Heritage
Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and Recommendations Amendment to
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010%, including related attachments. We understand that the
recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the
Vaughan Official Plan Volume 1 (VOP 2010) are bsing considerad by the Committee of the
Whole on April 14, 2015,

In response to this review we would like to offer the following comments. Although our client has
conducted preliminary environmental analysis on the property, we are unable to confirm the
precise delineation of the natural heritage features present on the subject lands and as a result
of this we are concerned that the natural heritage features boundaries depicted on the schedule
may not reflect actual conditions found on the ground. With respect to Schedule 2B we have not
conducted any fleld studies to confirm the extent of the woodland found on the subject lands and
we do not support the proposed depiction in the absence of detailed studies. Further to the
above, we also have concerns with the proposed size criteria for woodlands and we respectfully
request on behalf of our client that Natural Heritage Feature designations are based on detailed
scientific analysis and where designations are only based on a desktop review that there be a
mechanism for landowners to undertake appropriate environmental analysis to define stch
features through a planning process. in addition, we request that the City of Vaughan establish a

Vaughan Ofice 201 Millway Avenye, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario [4K5K8 T, 905.738.8080 Qakvilie Office 1650 North Servics Road E,
Sulte 114, Oakville, Ontaric LEH 7G3 T, 505.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario MSA2XT T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-B00-363-3558 £ 905.738.6537



policy mechanism that allows for appropriate changes to the mapping of designations and
features based on the above considerations and that there be a process to establish changes to
the Schedules based on gocd planning principles.

We intend to monitor the Natura Heritage Network inventory and Improvement Study, and we
reserve the right to make further submissions.

We kindly request that we be notified of any future reports and/or public meelings regarding the
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and improvements Study and ask that we receive notice of
any decision on this matter by the Committee of the Whole and Council.

Please contact Josh Berry fext. 310) or the undersigned if you have any questions.

Yours truly,

Weston Congsulting

J. Abrams, City of Vaughan

Vaughen Office 201 Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Ontarlo 4K 5K8 T, 905.738.8080 Cakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.
Sulte 714, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Teronta Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronte, Ontario M5A X1 T, 416.640.8917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6637
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April 14" 2015

Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole
City Hall, City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

140 Renfrew Drive, Suite 201
Markham, Ontario L3R 4B3
Tei: 905-513-0170

Fax: 905-513-0177
WWW.MgP.co

RE: Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and
Recommendations. Amendment to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (file #25.5.4)

We are the planners and project manager for the Block 41 Landowners Group in the City of Vaughan. We
are submitting this letter to express our concern with mapping and policies contained within the NHN

Study before you today.

We appreciate staff efforts to meet on April 9" to review this document and discuss our concerns.
However, on further review of the document presented at that time, we note that several of the concerns
we raised previously have not been addressed. Given the time constraints and the importance of this

document, we would like to request a deferral of this item until we have h

issues we have raised with the City previously.

ad the opportunity fo resolve the

We request that the item be deferred and that staff be directed to meet with the group and their technical

consultants to resolve these issues,

Yours truly,

MALONE-GIVEN PARSONS LTD.

fal John Mackenzie, M.Sc.{PI), MCIP, RPP, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan

Ray McQuillin, Manager of Pelicy Pianning, City of Vaughan
Anna Sicilia, MCIP, RPP, Senior Policy Planner, City of Vaughan
Block 41 Landowners Group Inc.

Mr. R. Hubbard, Savanta Inc,

Ms. N. Mather, Stonybrook Consulting
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Subject: E\é\{i:cgity of Vaughan - Committee of the Whole - April 14, 2015 - Natural Herita R ep ort No. i -3 ( oo )
From: david toyne [mailto:davidtoyne@me.com] Coungil - &9( Ll 20 \ \5
Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 9:45 PM N S /

To: Policyplanning; Abrams, Jeffrey; Iacobelii, Tony; Iafrate, Marilyn
Subject: Re: City of Vaughan - Committee of the Whole - April 14, 2015 - Natural Heritage Network Inventory and
Improvements - Courtesy Notice

Dear Mayor and Counciliors,
F'wish | could attend your meeting on subject tomorrow but | must be elsewhere.

Last year | attended the presentation of the Natural Heritage Network study and the follow up discussion with the public. | was
very pleased and proud of the leadership that Council demonstrated in engaging in this most important discussion about the long-
term future vision of what it should be like to be a citizen of Vaughan for generations to come.

Transforming Vaughan from a suburban municipaiity to a world-class city takes this kind of leadership and true forward thinking.
Think for a moment about the decision that the early city leaders in New York took in allocating so much prime land for what has
become a very much celebrated Central Park. Forward thinking that is not easy given the demands of development and the sense
of urgency associated with the development process.

My wife, Gillian Evans and 1, are extremely fortunate to be the third generation of her family to steward the farming operations of
Upper Cold Creek Farm. The decisions her grandfather, Grant Glassco, took nearly 40 years ago are benefiting both our family
and the citizens of Vaughan and Ontario. Mr. Glassco donated nearly 500 of his 700 acres to the Ontario Heritage Trust,
representing what we believe was the first ever land donation of this kind in Ontario. This land is now managed by TRCA and
forms part of the wonderful valley pathways that connect the East Humber and the culturally significant Huron Wendat First
Nation’s history. Mr. Glassco's generosity and forward thinking has been recognized by the City in naming Glassco Park along the
Humber River near McMichael Gallery.

My family joins me in celebrating and continuing to encourage the leadership of both Council and the Planning Department and
particularly the terrific work being done by Tony lacobelli and his colleagues in pursuing planning policies that protect, conserve
and indeed preserve our natural and cultural heritage. And not just for this term of Council, but indeed for generations to come.
Our great, great, grandchildren will better enjoy Vaughan for the work and decisions being made now.

Please keep up the great work! The NHN is an integral part of creating a world-class city. Thank you.

David Toyne
10240 Pine Valley Drive Woodbridge, On
L4l 1A6

On Apr 9, 2015, at 3:30 PM, City of Vaughan - Policy Planning Division <policyplanning@vaughan.ca> wrote:



COURTESY NON-STATUTORY MEETING NOTICE

April 9, 2015

Re:  Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements,
Study Completion and Recommendations
Amendment to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010
File #25.5.4, Wards 1 to 5

Please be advised thal the file noted above will be considered af a Committes of the Whale Meeting on:

Tuesday, April 14, 2015
At 1:00pm
Vaughan City Hall, Council Chamber
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario, L6A 1T1

The City of Vaughan Official Plan (VOP 201 0) designates a Natural Heritage Network {NHN) which is
composed of Core Features, Enhancement Areas, Built-Up Valley Lands, and lands in the Greenbelt Plan
and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan. Core Features include natural features such as valleylands,
wetlands and woodlands. Enhancement Areas of the NHN are described in policy and identify possible
restoration areas for potential inclusion as Core Features based on appropriate detailed studies. The Natural
Heritage Network Study is zimed at protecting and conserving such resources in the City and providing for
any necessary changes to the VOP 2010, This matter was the subject of a Public Hearing on June 17, 2014.

The purpose of this Committee of the Whole meeting is to seek approval of the Natural Heritage Network
Study and recommendations based on the findings of the NHN Study, including:

* Recommended amendments to select policies of Chapter 3 (Environment) and Schedute 2 of the
VQP 2010 for the purpose of finalizing the amendments for adoption by Council; and

e  Action items related to the implermentation of the environmental policies for monitoring,
management, restoration and stewardship of the Natural Heritage Network.

i you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at 905-832-8581, ext. 8630,
A copy of the staff report can be obtained for your information on the CHy's web-site at;

http://www.vaughan.ca/counciliminutes agendas/Agendalterns/CW0414 15 1.pdf
under the City Council section, Agenda, Minutes and Extracts, or in person from the City Clerk's Office.

Respectfufly,

Tony lacobeli

Senior Planner, Environmental
Policy Planning Department
Forward this email

This emall was sent to davidtoyne@me.com by policyplanning@vaughan.ca }
Update Profite/Emait Address ! Rapid removal with Safelnsubscribe™ | Privacy Policy.

City of Vaughan | 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive i Vaughan ! Ontario | L6A 1T1 | Canada
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Deb Schulte Deputation on ltem #1 (Natural Heritage Network Study) on April 14, 2015

Good Afternoon Mayor and Members of Council. My name is Deb Schuite and | live at
76 Mira Vista Place in Vaughan and | appreciate the opportunity to come and share a
few thoughts with you today on an issue of great importance to the future of Vaughan.

| don't need to impress upon you the importance of our natural environment to the
health of our communities, our water, our air; because all of this is already documented
in the report, our New Official Plan, in York Region’s Official Plan, the Province’s Places
to Grow, and in the broader scientific community.

Staff have brought this report before you because they need your support. These
policies being brought forward are not revolutionary or radical, they are the basis for a
rational, balanced approach to development. They need to be approved, so they can be
used to guide the future development in our City.

| have already seen the flurry of communication and deputations from some developers
asking for you to again defer this report. The time to act is now! | appreciate the
Commissioner's memo trying to address the need for more consultation and
clarification, however given the amount of development underway in our City we cannot
delay much further.

We now know, through the NHN study process, that despite having policies and a map
in our previous Official Plan, there has been significant degredation and development
encroachment of our identified natural heritage lands. Many important features have
been diminished and isolated, removing them from a properly functioning system, and
important opportunities to ensure connectivity were lost, forever. We cannot get them
back and future generations will pay the price for that lack of vision. The current policies
are not adequate to ensure a strong, functioning natural heritage network and we
cannot delay any longer

Staff have been working on improving the framework for our natural heritage for over 7
years and an immense amount of time, engagement with both the public and
development industry, and our taxpayer dollars have been spent to provide the report
before you today.

The map is now validated, where possible, and | want to thank staff, the public, and the
development industry for helping to provide all the information to ensure we have an
accurate representation of the natural heritage on the ground in Vaughan. Can more be
done to refine the map? Of course, the map will continue to change as we respond to
new information and development proposals, however these policies and the
identification of appropriate natural heritage and enhancement lands are necessary to
ensure our staff have the tools to create a better balance than we have been able to
achieve so far. We cannot just depend on the good will of developers to ensure our
future is protected.



To be clear, we already have a significantly reduced natural heritage system from what
we had even 10 years ago. Here is what we know;

Vaughan is currently significantly below the recognized targets for healthy ecosystems
and our northern high ecologically functioning areas are under development pressure,
with a massive highway expansion project (GTA West) cutting through some of the
most ecologically sensitive areas in the north west.

What people may not realize is our northern developments will be at much higher
densities than we have ever seen before in Vaughan. The Region is mandating that
new communities are developed at a minimum of 20 residential units/70 residents and
jobs per hectare. This is incredibly dense for suburban communities, requiring some mid
to high density buildings to achieve the numbers. This leaves very little room for trees
and nature to exist within the developed area. Our normal image of homes and
reasonable sized backyards is not applicable, so we need to be sure that the natural
areas will be protected and even enhanced fo provide opportunities for nature fo
survive, provide the necessary ecological function and for those important recreational
opportunities for the health and well being of our residents.

It is not a positive picture for our natural heritage if we don't provide better oversight for
the identified remaining lands. This is what staff is trying to do and of course the
development industry would prefer we leave it all up {o negotiations.

Our staff depends on having policies in place to ensure they can create that balance at
the negotiation table. Should the negotiations not go well, it is likely things will be taken
tfo the OMB, and the OMB will lock to what policies are in place. If we don't have them
we will not be able to mount a successful defense. We are relying on you to make sure
we have the policies in place for a strong, sustainable future.

The cost of a failure to provide a proper balance will be born by future traxpayers who
will have to fund the man made systems necessary to manage our stormwater, remove
toxins from our drinking water and filter our air and we will cease to be the community of
choice for many families.

We are already below identified targets. Please give staff the tools they need to ensure
development interests don't frump our natural heritage requirements going forward. The
process has been long and arduous with lots of public and development engagement.
The development industry has been working with staff on this issue over the past 7
years, and through the OMB hearings. There has been a full exchange of information.

The public has elected you to be the stewards of our future.
Please don’t delay any further. The time to act is now!
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Mayor and Members of Counci tem# | April 14, 2015
City of Vaughan Report No. _| T ( Cind ) File 5873-1

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Council - Bor\ 21 W5
1

Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

RE:  Phase 2 - 4 Natural Heritage Network Study (March 201 5)
11211 Weston Road, City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for the owner of the property municipally known as
11211 Weston Road, in the City of Vaughan (the ‘subject property’).

The subject property is located on the east side of Weston Road, between Kirby Road and
Teston Road. It is approximately 25 acres in area. The eastern portion of the subject property
{approximately 19.5 acres) is located within the Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt Plan.
The western portion of the Subject Property (approximately 5.5 acres) is located outside of the
Greenbelt Plan.

Further to our comments in January and June of 2014 regarding the subject property, we have
reviewed the Final Report proceeding to Committee of the Whole on April 14" (ltem 1). Based on
our review of the ‘Phase 2 — 4 Natural Heritage Network Study’ {NHN Report), dated March
2015, it appears that the draft Schedules as presented in Figure 5-8 of the NHN Report do
identify the following:

1. The designation of “Woodlands" on or near the subject property as illustrated on the
proposed Schedule 2B attached to the NHN Study Report;

2. The designation of 'SWH Amphibian Breeding Habitat — Woodlands” on or near the
subject property in accordance with Schedule 2C aftached to the NHN Study Report; and

3. The designation of ‘SWH Special Concern Woodiand Breeding Birds” on or near the
subject property in accordance with Schedule 2C attached to the NHN Study Report.

We wish to reiterate that we have recommended that the portion of the subject property outside
of the Greenbelt Plan be removed from the designations as identified on Schedule 2B and 2C.
We acknowledge that Staff has recommended in Attachment 3 to the Staff Report that the matter
be addressed through the Block Plan process however, due to the recent nature of the OMB
Board Order which removed the Natural Heritage Network designation on the portion of the
subject property outside the Greenbelt Plan, we are of the opinfon that it is appropriate to
address this designation discrepancy at this stage rather than in the Block Plan Process.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughon, Ontarlo LAKSK8 T.805.738.8080  Oakviite Office 1660 North Service Road E..
Sulte 114, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario MSA 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6537



Please contact me at extension 225 if you have any further questions.

Yours truiy,
Weston Consuiting
Per:

Jane McFarlane, MES {P1), MCIP, RPP

Senior Planner
C. Amber Stewart, Amber Stewart Law
Clients

Vaughan Cffice 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario LAX5KB T.905.738.8080  Qakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 14, Qakville, Ontario L6M 7G3 T. 505.844,8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M54 2X1 1. 416.640.9917

westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905.738.6637
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Mayor and Members of Council . April 14, 2015
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Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

RE:  Phase 2 - 4 Natural Heritage Network Study (March 2015)
Woodbridge Park Ltd. (Steeles Avenue West and Gihon Spring Drive)

Weston Consulting has been retained by Woodbridge Park Ltd. to provide planning services in
support of a proposed mixed use development at the north east corer of Steeles Avenue West
and Gihon Spring Drive in the City of Vaughan {the ‘subject property’) consisting of low rise
residential and commercial uses,

The subject property is approximately 5.99 hectares (14.8 acres) in area and has been
extensively modified through past activity including periodic ploughing and a layer of fill
averaging approximately 7 metres in depth based on the boreholes drilled to investigate the
geotechnical properties of the site. It is currently vacant and gradually slopes downwards
towards the north east corer of the site with a depression near the northern boundary of the
property. We understand that the depression was built in association with the CN Rail line to the
north has been designed to convey storm water flows from the subject lands, CN Rail lands, and
the adjacent property.

Based on our review of the ‘Natural Heritage Network fnventory and Improvements” report,
prepared for Committee of the Whole on April 14, 2015, the City is proposing to amend Chapter
3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the Vaughan Official Plan (2010). in regards to
Woodbridge Park Ltd., Attachment ‘3’ of the report recommends the following:

* “The drainage feature at the north end of the parcel and south of the railway is removed
from the Core Features. TRCA has evaluated the drainage feature and agreed to remove
it from the regulation area.

* “The parcel is removed from the significant wildlife habitat (SWH) mapping and from the
Core Features. Lands to the north of the railwa y remain as SWH and Core Features.”

* "As noted in the scoped EIS provided in the submission, the lands do rot qualify as
SWH for Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Bird habitat.”

The parcel has been removed as a Core Feature from the updated Schedule ‘2", Natural
Heritage Network; however, with regard to the designation of ‘SWH Shrub/Early Successional

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 7.905,738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road .,
Suite T14, Oakville, Ontarlo L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontarlo MSA 2X1 T, 416.640.9517
wastonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6637



Breeding Birds’ in Schedule ‘2C’, the parcel remains within the mapped area and is not removed
despite the recommendation set out in Attachment ‘3’ of the report.

We request that Schedule 2C be updated to remove the subject property from the ‘SWH Shrub
Successional Breeding Birds’ designation.

Yours truly,
Weston Consulting
Per:

Tim Jessph, MES, MCIP, RPP

Associate

C. P. Smith, Woodbridge Parik Ltd.
T. lacobelli, City of Vaughan
M. Caputo, City of Vaughan
K. Ursic, Beacon Environmental

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Ontario LAK 5K& T, 905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario MSA 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905.738.6637
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Subject: NHN Study - 21 Mill St. Co;mzication

Attachments: Letter to City June 16, 2014.pdf cow: A oc 1A ‘ (5
Item: \

From: Alan Young [maiito:Alan Young]

Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 4:20 PM

To: tony.iacobelli@vaughan.ca; info@topchi.ca; jsh@livingbox.ca; msimaan@kramersimaan.com;
Jeffrey.Abrams@vaughan.ca; Bruce McCall-Richmond

Subject: NHN Study - 21 Mill St.

Hi Tony, further to our discussion, please find attached our submission for Committee of the Whole tomorrow.
if you require further information, please let me know.

Thanks,

Alan

Alan Young, BES, MSc, MCIP, RPP
Senior Associate
In the Vaughan office

Vaughan office: T. 905.738.8080 ext. 231 | 201 Millway Ave, Suite 19, Vaughan, ON. 4K SK8
Oakville office; T: 905.844.8748 ext. 231 | 1660 N. Service Rd. E, Suite 114, Oakville, ON. L6H 7G3
Toronto office: T: 416.640.9917 ext. 231 | 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, ON. M5A 2X1
1-800.363.3558 | F: 905.738.6637 | ayoung@wesionconsulting.com | www.westonconsulfing.com
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June 18, 2014
File 6774

Mr. Tony lacobelli

Senior Environmental Planner
City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive,
Vaughan ON L6A 1T1

Dear Sir,

RE: NATURAL HERITAGE NETWORK STUDY
AMENDMENTS TO THE VAUGHAN OFFICIAL PLAN 2010 (“VOP 2010”)
MOHSEN CHARMCHY - 21 MILL STREET
FILE 25.5.4

Further to our discussion this will confirm my request on behalf of Mr. Charmchy, the owner of
the property at 21 Mill Street, that the VOP 2010 be amended to delete his entire property from
the Natural Heritage Network on the grounds that:

» itis located outside the Don River valley feature; and
» the property comprises a new lot that was created by consent last year for the purpose of
constructing a new detached dwelling.

The land use designation of the subject property in OPA 210 is “Low Density Residential”. VOP
2010 redesignates the lands to “Natural Area". This redesignation was appealed by the former
owner, Monica Murad, to the Ontaric Municipal Board. The appeal has not yet been heard.
Monica Murad continues to own the retained Iot located immediately to the west at 15 Mill Street.

When the consent application was considered by the Committee of Adjustment, there were no
objections expressed by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority ("“TRCA”) because the
lot is located above the top of bank of the Dan River valley, which is located on the opposite side
of Mill Street. The TRCA required the submission of a geotechnical report which established that
the subject property was in a stable condition suitable for the construction of a detached
dwelling. A copy of the TRCA letter dated May 9, 2013, is attached.

I would accordingly request that Schedule 13 (“Land Use”) of VOP 2010 be amended to return
the subject property at 21 Mill Street fo an appropriate residential designation, i.e. Low-Rise
Residential. 1 would also request that the property be removed from the "Core Feature”

Vaughan office 201 Millway Ave., Sulte 13, Vaughan, Ontaric L4K 5K8 T, 905.738.8080 Oakville office 1650 North ServiceRd. E,,
Suite 114, Oakville, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. $05.844.8749 westonconsulting.com 1-800.363.3558 F.805.738.6637
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designation shown on Schedule 2 ("Natural Heritage Network” and from any other schedule
indicating inclusion of the property within the Natural Heritage Network.

Please notify me of the adoption of any official plan amendment that may arise from the study.
Thank you for your assistance.

Yours truly,
Weston Consulting
Per:

Nl e

Alan Young, BES, MSc-MCIP, RPP
Senior Associate

c. M. Charmchy
M. Simaan, Kramer Simaan Dhillon LLP
J. Barmi, Architect
J. Abrams, City Clerk

Yaughan office 201 Miftway Ave., Sulte 18, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 T. 905.738.8080 Oakvlille office 1560 North Service Rd. E,,
Sulte 114, Ozkvllle, Ontario L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 westonconsulting.com 1-800.363.3558 F.205.738.6637
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_ BY MAIL AND FAX {805) 832-8535

Mr. Todd Coles

Sacretary Treasirer

Committes of Adjustment -
City of Vaughan - :
2141 Major Mackenzle Drive

Vaughan, Ontarlc  L6A 1T3

Dear Mr. Coles:

Re:  Commiites of Adjustment Applications A121/13 and Boos/13
15 Ml Street
Lots 6 & 7, Part of Lot 5, RP 328
City of Vaughan, York Reglon
(Monica Murad)

This lettar will acknowledga recalpt of the abova noted variance and eansent applications, Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) staff hava reviewed the application and offers the foltowing
commants. . . .

Background
It is our understanding that the purpose of the above-nated applications are to permit the severancs of the
subject property to create a new lot for future residential development. ' :

Appliceble Pollcles and Regulations .

The sublect property is partially located within & Reguiated Area of the Don HRiver watershed. In
accordance with Ontarlo Regulation 168/08 (Devalopment, Inferferance with Watlands and Alterations to
Sharefines and Walercourses Regutation), a parmit Is required from the TRCA priar to any of the following-
works {aking place! : ’ i

a) straightening, changing, divering or Interfering in any way with the axisting-channel of a fivar,
crak, stream or watercourse, or for changing or interfering in any way with a watiarid;

b) devalgpmant, if in the opinlon of the-authority, the controf of flaoding, erosion, dynamic beaches

_ or poflution or the conservation of land may be affacted by the development.

Development Is definad as:

)] the conatruotion, reconstruction, erection or placing of a building or structure of any kind,
ii) any changs ta a bullding or structure that would have the sffect of aitering the use or potential use
of the bullding or structure, increasing the aize af the biilding or structura or Increasing the )
- number of dwelling units in the bullding or structure, .
i} shte grading, ' . '
v} the temporary or permanent placing, dumping or removal of any material, originating on the sita
or elsewhera. . -

In addition, the TRCA's Vallay and Stream Corridor Managemerit Pragram (VSCMP) seis aut dwdbphem
guidslines for properties Influsnced by vallay and stream oarridors._ The avarali nhjective of the VSCMP

F\Hame\Publio\Developmant Senvicas\York Reglon\VaughaniA121-13 & BODS-18 - 15 MIt Btwpd
Membar of Conservation Ontario

5 Shoreham Drive, Downsview, Oniario M3N 154° (416) 661-6600 FAX 661-6898 -wwwiirca.on.ca _f‘@‘s_ ,
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policlas 1s to pravent new development from ocourring within arsas that may introducs risk to ltfe and
praperty assaciated withi finading, erosion, and siope stabllity, or that [s not compatible with the praotection
of these areas In thelr natural state. VECMP palicles define the valley and straam corridor boundary by the
greater of the long-term-stabla tap-af-bank (where there Is a wall-dsfined feature) plus 10 metras {riland, or
the flood plain (where there Is no valiay feature) plus 10 metres Intand. The corridor boundary Is glso
extendad to Include any significant adjacent vagetation. Pleasa note that the fragmentation of the
ownership of valley and stream coridors is discouraged under the VSCMP.

Comments ' '

The subject proparty Is partially regulated under Ontario Regulation 166/06 as tha East Don Rivef valley
cortjdor is located on the north slde of Mill Street and the top-of-slopa of the valley wall Is located along
the edge of the roadway (approximately B metrés from the subjact property).

Based upon a Geotachnical Letter of Opinlon, preparad by Soil Engineers Ltd., dated Aprdl 18, 2013,
racsivad by the TRCA April 22, 2018, TRCA staff are satisfied thet the propased lot and aventual proposad
dwefling are adaquately setback from the long-term-stable top-of-siope (approximétely 10 metres frama 3
horizontal : 1 vertical gradiant lins to the new lof). .

Pleass nota that 8 smell portion of the proposed severed lot would remain within a THCA fegulatgd area
due to the proximity of the valley corridor and long-term-stable top-of-slops. Howaver, TRCA staff are
safisfied that the proposat doas not result in tha fragmentation of ownership of the vallay system.

Recommaendations : .o K
In light of the abovs, TRCA staff have no objections to the above noted Committes of Adjustment
applioations, as submittad subjact to the following.cohditions:

1. Theapplicant submit the variance application fee of $1,200 payable to the Tarontn and Heglon
Canservation Authonity,

Howsvér. please be advised that al futu.ra development propasals should be circulated to the THCA for
aur review and approval prior to any works teking placa.

Fees

By copy of this letter, the applicant is advised that the- TRCA has implemanted a fee schedule for our
planning appllcation review services. This application Is subject to a $1,200 severance application raview
fam which has been included as a condition for our clearance of thesa applications. The applicant [s
responsible for fee payment and should forward the application fee to this office as soon as poesible.

We trust thesa commens are.of asslstance, Should you have any questians, please do not hasitate to
contact the undersigned. .

Planning and Development
Extenslon 5724

s

e Alan Young, Weston Consulting (fax: 805-738-8637)

. FAHomePubliciDevelopment Sendces\York ReglarVaughaniA121-13 & BOOB-13 - 15 Mill Stwpd



Magnifico, Rose

From: Abrams, Jeffrey

Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 9:34 PM . L -

To: Magpnifico, Rose °r munication
Subject: Fw: NHN Study - 21 Mill St. CW: ? IL}‘I 15
Attachments: Letter to City June 16, 2014.pdf Item; |

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the Bell network.

From: Alan Young <ayoung@westonconsulting.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 12, 2015 9:00 PM

To: Iacebelli, Tony

Cc: McQuillin, Roy; Bruce McCall-Richmond; Jane McFarlane; Tim Jessop; Micheal Simaan - Kramer Simaan Dhillon LLP
(Micheal Simaan (msimaan@kramersimaan,com)); Jagdip Barmi (jsb@livingbox.ca); Abrams, Jeffrey

Subject: FW: NHN Study - 21 Mill 5t

Hi Tony, in reading the report to the upcoming Committee of the Whole meeting (April 15, 2015) [ am pleased to note
that the property at 21 Mili Street will be removed from the Core Feature designation on Schedule 2. There appears
however to be no recommendation that would put in place a corresponding redesignation from Natural Areas to Low-
Rise residential on the Land Use Plan (Schedule 13). The owner's appeal of VOP 2010 would accordingly be only partially
addressed, and the map schedules in VOP 2010 will be inconsistent with each other. Can this be remedied

now? Otherwise a further appeal, to the NHN OPA, will be triggered, pointlessly.

am attaching our previous submission.

Please treat this message as a submission to the Committee of the Whole, and as a request for notice of adoption of the
NHN OPA.

Alan

From: Alan Young [mailto:Alan Young]

Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 4:20 PM

To: fony.iacobelli@vaughan,ca; info@topchi.ca; isb@livingbox.ca; msimaan@kramersimaan.com;
Jeffrey. Abrams@vaughan.ca; Bruce McCall-Richmond

Subject: NHN Study - 21 Mill St.

Hi Tony, further to our discussion, please find attached our submission for Committee of the Whole tomorrow.
If you require further information, please let me know.

Thanks,

Alan

Alan Young, BES, MSc, MCIP, RPP
Senior Associate
In the Vaughan office

]

Vaughan office; T, 905.738.8080 ext. 231 | 201 Millway Ave, Suite 19, Vaughan, ON. L4K 5K8
Oakville office: T: 905.844.8749 ext. 231 | 1660 N. Service Rd. E, Suite 114, Oakville, ON. L6H 7G3
Toronto office: T: 416.640.9917 ext. 231 | 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, ON. M5A 2X1
1-800.363.3558 | F. 905.738.6637 | avoung@westonconsulting.com | www.westonconsulting.com
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Nick G. Pasquino, BA LLB
11 Sonya Place

Woodbridge, ON L4L 8L3

Email: npasquino@rogers.com
Phone: {416) 453-0039

DELIVERED ViA EMAIL
April 13, 2015

The Corporation of the City of Vaughan
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Attention: Mayor and Members of Council
Dear Mayor and Members of Council:

RE: April 14, 2015 Committee of The Whole - Item 1 — Natural Heritage Network — Amendments to
Official Plan 2010 — Request for Further Community Consultation

| regret that | will not be able to speak to this issue in person on April 14, 2015, but would ask Council to
consider the following written submission before making its decision in respect of the above-noted item.

| am deeply concerned that Vaughan residents have not been provided a chance to understand the
implications of, and provide meaningful input into, Staff’s recommended changes to the Vaughan
Official Plan. Council should consider whether it is appropriate to direct Staff to provide a further
opportunity to do so, given the scope and impact of these proposed changes.

While there is no question that Staff has conducted deliberate consultation throughout the process, in
my respectful opinion Council would benefit from further consultation on Staff's recommended course
of action to change the Vaughan Official Plan, before Council makes its decision on this matter.

Format [nformation to be more Accessible to Residents

As a procedural point, | would urge Council to look at the format of information that comes before
Council, and would suggest that adding a “summary” document would improve a reader’s ability to
quickly understand the implications of the proposed change, and enhance meaningful participation in
this democratic process.

From a legal perspective there of course needs to be precision in amendments being proposed (in this
case to the Official Plan), and the existing amendment proposal document is necessary and in the right
format. :

However, | am suggesting an additional “Summary” document that allows readers to understand the
recommended changes quickly and easily, because frankly the current format does not lend itself to
easy understanding. As you know, a reader currently needs to consider the amendment document,
then review and consider the Vaughan Official Pian, as amended, to mentally determine the impact of
the proposed change. This is not an easy task and probably makes this information inaccessible to a




group of Vaughan residents who would otherwise be interested in the information and providing
feedback to Council,

To make it easier, | am strongly suggesting that Council consider directing Staff, perhaps as a pilot
project on this matter, to produce a reader-friendly companion document that would summarize the
proposed changes in an accessible and easy-to-understand way.

In my view better disclosure enhances democratic participation (again, more people would understand
the implications of the change, and would be able to voice an opinion on the change) which better
informs Council’s decisions.

A few examples might be helpful:
Rather than simply stating, on p. 144 of a 151 page report document:

“Deleting in 3.2.3.2 the word “additions” and repiacing it with "modifications”
A brief, plain language disclosure / summary document might read:

“The Official Plan allows for enhancements to our natural heritage elements. Staff is
proposing that we amend the Official Plan by deleting the word “additions” in Section
3.2.3.2 and replacing it with “modification”, which means that areas identified as
natural heritage features can be reduced or deleted entirely.

Staff's rationale for this change is: [XXXXX] [Note: In this section Staff could describe
comments from stakeholders, and how the change is in the best interest of the City, so
residents can easily understand the intent and implication of the change.)

For further information, please refer to Section X of the Recommendation, which is on
page ¥.”

This approach centralizes information in one place, would enhance Staff accounta bility by
making it clear what change is being proposed and why, and would allow readers to understand
the change and the rationale for the change.

A second example of a narrative/summary would be:

“The Official Plan currently protects significant natural woodlots in the City. Staff is
proposing that we amend the Official Plan to allow certain natural woodlots to be
destroyed as part of a development, so long as the developer provides compensation
for doing so and the developer’s plan in approved by the City of Vaughan, the Region of
York and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

Staff's rationale for this change is: [xxxx]”
| set out below a few procedural comments | would anticipate being debated at the meeting:
Recommendation Prevails over Summary

To ensure there is no legal issue with adding a summary statement / disclosure document, a
standard statement could be added to each disclosure document that makes it very clear of the
summary nature of the document, directing readers to the actual Staff recommendation, and




indicating that to the extent the summary document conflicts with the body of Staff
recommendation, the recommendation document prevails, so there is no ambiguity or risk of
ambiguity leading to future dispute.

Cost

From an effort and cost perspective, given that all this information is already collected and
analyzed through the consultation process, there would seem to be very little incremental
additional cost in adding a summary / disclosure document.

Use of Examples

As a non-expert in this area, it is hard for me {and presumably for others) to understand the
implications of these proposed changes on our community. Examples always help so if there are
opportunities for examples to be added in the disclosure document that would be useful. |

Timing

It strikes me that this type of broad-reaching policy decision is important enough that a few
more months of consultation would not adversely impact the City.

Position on Staff Recommendations

It seems to me that certain of the recommendations of Staff will dilute the protections to our
natural heritage network that Council previously concluded were reasonable and appropriate.

[ think further consultation by Staff with residents, on a ward by ward basis, which consultation
would include Staff bringing forward actual examples of how these recommended changes
would impact residents of each ward, would be very helpful and would allow residents to
provide informed and meaningful input into to process.

All Council decisions benefit from stakeholder engagement, and | hope Council decides this issue
is significant enough to allow meaningful consultation in order to make a well-informed
decision.

Yours very truly,

e

i ' T T
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Nick G Pasquino BA LLB
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April 13, 2015

By E-Mail Only to jeffrey.abrams@uvaughan.ca

Mr. Jeffrey Abrams

City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Attention: Mayor Bevilacqua and Council Members

Your Worship and Members of Council:

Re: Item 1, Committee of the Whole Meeting, Apxil 14, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvemenis
Study Completion and Recommended Amendment to
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (ithe “Proposed Amendments”)
Block 42 Landowners Group Inc. (“Block 42")

We write on behalf of Block 42. The purpose of this letter is to respectfully request
that this matter be deferred to allow for discussions with our clients to continue.

There remain significant problems with the NHN Study and the Proposed
Amendments. They are detailed in the attached letter dated January 30, 2015

fromn Beacon Environmental.

Leaving aside the substantive issues, we are very concerned about the speed with
which the City is now proceeding. The NHN Study Staff Report was only made
available late last week. This does not allow our clients a fair and practical
opportunity for review, never mind a dialogue with you or your Staff.

We acknowledge that Don Fraser, our clients’ consultant, has met with Staff and
that there has been some progress, but the bottom line is not nearly enough. Many
of the serious questions repeatedly raised by Mr. Fraser continue to go

unaddressed.
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Also significant is the proposal to defer a decision on the NHN habitat
compensation protocol (the “Protocol”), treat it separately and shield it from the
scrutiny of the Planning Act public consultation process. The Protocol, Proposed
Amendments and NHN mapping must be adopted at the same time, and must be

part of a comprehensive and complete Official Plan Amendment.

We request that I be added to the list of delegates for the Committee of the Whole
meeting.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with these comments.

Yours sincerely,
DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

encl. As above

copy: Ms, Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan
Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner, City of Vaughan
Mr. Jim Kennedy, KLM Planning
Mr. Don Fraser, Beacon Environmental
Clients
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ENVIRONMENTAL
January 30, 2015 BEL 214094

Mr. Tony lacobelli, MSc, MCIP, RPP
Senior Environmental Planner

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Re:  Recommended Policy Amendments to Chapter 3 of VOP 2010, January 2015

Dear Mr. lacobelli:

Beacon Environmental is pleased to provide the following comments on behalf of the Block 42
Landowners Group following detailed review of the City's "Proposed Policy Revisions” to the text of
the Vaughan Officlal Plan 2010, arising from the Natural Heritage Network (NHN) Study.

Further to past comment on the Vaughan NHN Study, there remains significant concern with
proposed revisions to the policies as presently proposed, which are detailed below.

1. Palicy 3.3.2.2 - Non-evaluated/Other Wetlands

From review of the provided text, it is our understanding that the intent of the proposed policy
revisions is to provide a clear differentiation between: i) wetlands evaluated as provincially significant
and those subject to the Qak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and Greenbelt Plan; and ii) all “other”
wetlands (previously referred to as “non-evaluated” wetlands).

The existing policy text in the VOP 2010 states that “non-evaluated wetlands...shall be assessed for
their significance, in accordance with criteria provided by the Province...” This implies that, prior to
any development or site alteration, a wetland would have to be evaluated in accordance with the
Ontario Wetland Evaluation System {(OWES), which is the provincial standard.

Placing the onus on an individual landowner to evaluate a wetland under OWES is inappropriate, for
the following reasons:

« the determination of a wetland's significance has always been and should remain the
responsibility of the Province through the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry

(MNRF);

+ OWES is nof the method by which wetlands are assessed for function through the
development process; this is done through an Environmental Impact Study (EIS);

¢ In almost all cases an OWES wetland evaluation involves examining additional private
properties for which access is not availlable, It is inappropriate to require a “wetland
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complexing” exercise that could encompass many discrete wetland units extending across
many square kilometres (under OWES the evaluator cannot simply confine an evaluation
to a given parcel of land with imposed boundaries); and

» Not only are evaluations under OWES very expensive and time consuming, but the
additional delays (and associated costs) incurred while waiting for the evaluation to be
reviewed and accepted by the MNRF will add considerable time to an already lengthy and
ONEerous process.

The “Discussion” notes related to this policy indicate that the proposed revisions/additions to the
policy text are “in conformity with ROP 2010 policy 2.2.38” and “consistent with ROP 2010 policy
2.2.42", However, the proposed revision to VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2 slill states that “other wetlands
shall be assessed for their significance [emphasis added], in accordance with criteria provided by the
Province...” This language goes beyond the ROP 2010 policies.

ROP 2010 policy 2.2.39 does not include the word “significance’, and makes ng_reference to the
application of provincial assessment criteria [i.e.,, OWES). Rather, 2.2.39 requires “an environmental
impact study that determines their importance {emphasis added], functions and means of protection
andfor maintenance of function, as appropriate, to the satisfaction of the approval authority”.

The phrase “shall be assessed for their significance” was removed from a previous version of ROP
2010 policy 2.2.39 in recognition that it was the specific intent of the Regional Municipality of York to
not require a formal wetland evaluation using OWES. However, the revised VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2
continues to adopt this {now superseded) language. Furthermore, the new subparagraph (c) refers to
“other” wetlands “evaluated in accordance with the Region Official Plan”, which is misleading since
the Region does not require an “evaluation” per se. Therefore, the revised VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2 is

not “in conformity with ROP 2010 policy 2.2.39".

New subparagraph (c) also recommends that in cases where an “other” wetland is determined to be
appropriate for protection, it “shall have a vegetation protection zone generally no less than 15
metres”. This part of the policy also differs from that of the Reglon, which does not stipulate the width
of a buffer for any “non-evaluated” or “other’ wetlands. Rather, an EIS should determine if a wetland
warrants protection and if so, why and by what means. This may include the provision of a vegetation
protection zone; however, its width should be dictated by site-specific conditions, not prescribed.

It is Beacon’s recommendation that VOP 2010 needs to reflect ROP 2010 policies 2.2.39 through
2.2.42.

2. Policies 3.2.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 - Woodlands

Based on Beacon's review of VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4 (Core Features), the results of the NHN Study,
and through many previous discussions with City staff and their NHN consultant (North-South
Environmental), it had consistently been our understanding that Core Feature woodlands were
defined as woodlands greater than 0.5 ha. This understanding was confirmed by the following
statement on p. 29 of the Phase 2-4 NHN Study report {North-South Environmental, May 2014): “All

Page 2
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woodland patches greater than 0.5 ha in size are included in the NHN" and by Schedule 2b (Natural
Heritage Network - Woodlands), whereby all woodlands >0.5 ha are mapped.

However, in reviewing the proposed text revisions to VOP 2010 3.3.53, it is now apparent that the City
intends to include all weodlands >0.2 ha as Core Features, not simply those that are 0.5 ha. These
0.2 to 0.5 ha woodlands are not shown on Schedule 2b, nor do any woodlands falling into this size
range appear as Core Features on Schedule 2 — Natural Heritage Network {either in the current VOP
2010 or as proposed in the North-South report}.

Furthermore, additional study by a landowner is now required to assess whether these smaller
woodlands “meet tests of significance as set out In the ROP 2010", if these woodlands do not meet
these “tests” they “can be modified subject to habitat compensation”, The proposed VOP 2010 policy
3.3.3.3 does not, however, provide any explanation of what is meant by “compensation”, other than to
make reference to providing "a net ecological gain”. It is assumed that the City’'s definifion of
“compensation” means, at a minfmum, the 1;1 replacement of a woodland feature in ferms of area,
plus some unspecified additional area to achleve a “net gain”,

In our view, the inclusion of these smaller woodlands constitutes a major change from the original
VOP 2010, specifically policy 3.3.3. It not only broadens the definition of a Core Feature woodland,
but places considerable onus on a landowner to; 1) undertake further assessments; 2) await the City
and TRCA's decision; and 3) even if successful in "“meeting the test”, to provide (likely very costly)
campensation in the form of an equivalent amount of land plus some additional area.

One of the City's stated objectives in revising policy 3.3.3.3 of VOP 2010 was to reflect the woodiand
policies in ROP 2010. However, the proposed new language does not achieve this, and even further
confuses the issue. The “lests” described in the proposed policy do not reflect ROP 2010, policies
2.2.48 and 2.2.48. The fundamental difference is that these ROP 2010 policies speak to the “tests”
under which development or site alteration could occur within a “significant woodland” (l.e., a
woodland >0.5 ha) situated within an Urban Area. The proposed policy language in 3.3.3.3 and
3.3.3.4 only applies fo non-significant (i.e., 0.2 to 0.5 ha) woodlands and does not permit development
or site alteration in any wooedland deemed “significant” under the Region’s definition (i.e., >0.5 ha).

Finally, it does not appear that there are any circumstances under which development or site
alteration could occur within all or a portion of a woodland >0.5 ha (noiwithstanding the few
exceptions listed under proposed VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.7), even though ROP 2010 policy 2.2.49
does permit this under certain circumstances. ROP palicy 2.2.49 requires the preparation of a
woodland compensation plan for the removal of a woodland >0.5 ha that is not deemed “significant”
following further study, but does not require compensation for any woodland <0.6 ha.

In cases where compensation for significant woodland removal is permitted under VOF 2010, such
compensation (i.e., replacement) should be encouraged to occur in lands already designated as Open
Space {e.g., within valleylands, floodplains and the non-forested portions of the Greenbelf Plan). This
direction should be included in VOP policies 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4.

It is Beacon's recommendation that any consideration of woodlands 0.2 to 0.5 ha as Core Features
must be excluded since it was clearly not the intent of either VOP 2010 or the conclusions of the NHN

Page 3
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study to include them. Furthermore, the VOP 2010 language should adept the wording of ROP
policies 2.2.48 and 2.2.49 to achieve greater clarity and consistency.

3. Policy 3.2.3.4 — Valley and Stream Corridors

It s unclear how the Minimum Vegetation Protection Zones (MVPZs) associated with “valley and
stream corridors” refate to MVPZs applied to other aquatic features addressed in VOP 2010 {e.g.,
"sensitive surface water features”, valleylands, "headwater drainage features’, ‘waterbodies”,
watercourses, intermittent and permanent stream, seepage areas and springs, efc.). In general, there
are far too many terms used to describe water-related features, many of which are not defined in VOP
2010. The addition of even more terms exacerbates what is already a confusing situation and
appears to result in considerable overlap among definitions.

4. Policy 3.2.3.11 — Boundary Modiflcations

Clarification is required as to what the City means by “modifications” to Core Feature boundaries and
under what circumstances this could cccur. The suggested policy revision indicates that the City will
give consideration to feature boundary modifications through “environmental studies” submitted as
part of the development process”. Furthermore, if the extent of a feature is incorrectly mapped on
Schedule 2, or is mapped bt does not meet any of the criteria to be considered a Core Featurs as
confirmed by further study, corrections should be made to Schedule 2. Such revisions should be

permitted putside of the development process.

5. Policies 3.2.3.13 t0 3.2.3.15 — Enhancement Areas

Beacon agrees with the City's proposed policy revision to 3.2.3.14 whereby “Enhancement Areas
shown on Schedule 2 are conceptual in terms of confext and location” and that the final locations and
boundaries of Enhancement Areas will be determined through further environmental studies.

There is concern with the proposed new policy 3.2.3.15. Clarification is required as to what is meant
by “critical function zone [CFZ] of weflands” and ‘woodiand enhancements fo improve forest
connectivity and interior woodland habitat” (neither of which are defined terms) as types of
Enhancement Areas that are not depicted on Schedule 2. The NHN Study report {North-South May
2014) states that CFZs sumrounding a wetland “are generally in the order of 100 m or more™. To
achieve and maintain a minimum width along a linkage corridor, North-South recommends that
“Linkage Enhancement Areas” should be in the order of 50 to 200 m-wide for “local” corridors and a
minimum of 300 to 400 m-wide for “regional” coridors. Neither “local” nor “regional” corridors are
defined in the North-South report. Finally, the North-South study indicates that “Interior Habitat
Enhancement Areas” result in a minimum forest paich size of 10 to 25 ha for areas sensitive
waoodland species and a minimum patch size of 20 to 40 ha for area sensitive apen country species.

There is also no explanation given as to: 1) when in the planning process these additional areas will
be “evaluated”/defined, 2) how these are to be defined (i.e., based on what criteria), and 3) by whom
they will be “evaluated”/defined (presumably this will be the responsibility of the City, although this is

Fage 4
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not explicitly stated}. At this point there Is no indication whatsoever as to which wetlands will have a
“critical function zone” applied to it, or which woodlands will be subject to “enhancements to improve
forest connectivity and interor woodiand habitat”. Regardless, it is expected that the extent of
Enhancement Areas will ultimately be much greater than is presently depicted on Schedule 2.

Proposed policy 3.2.3.15 indicates that these areas are not depicted on Schedule 2 (presumably
because they have yet to be identified) and that under a new policy 3.2.3.16 these areas, once
identified, “will be Incorporated into the [NHN] as Core Features” without requiring an amendment fo
the Plan.

It appears, therefore, that the inclusion of Enhancement Areas based on new terms (i.e., “critical
function zone of wetlands” and “woodland enhancements to improve forest connectivity and interior
woodland habitat”) will resulf in a redefinition of the NHN based on criteria that are not described in

policy 3.2.3.13 of VOP 2010.

Given the discussion in section 7.01 of the NHN Study report (North-South May 2014}, these “future”
(but as yet unidentified) Enhancement Areas are expected to be very large and will therefore result in
a significant expansion of the NHN. This is a very significant concern, as it not only adds to and
redefines the constituent components of the NHN but raises considerable uncertainty as to the full
extent of the lands that wiil ultimately appear as Core Features on Schedule 2. In our view Schedule 2
should be as definitive as possible, and not subject to substantive changes based on unknown fufure

evaluations.

6. Policies 3.2.3.7, 3.2.3.11, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4

In all of the above listed policies the wording has been changed from “to the satisfaction of the City
and jn_consultation with [emphasis added]) the Toronto and Region and Conservation Authotity” to
now read: “to fhe satisfaction of the City and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority”. This
goes beyond the corresponding ROP policies, which all use the words: “in consultation with”. The
Region’s language accurately reflects the TRCA’s advisory role with respect to the interpretation and
application of ROP policy and should be similarly applied to the VOP.,

7. Policy 3.3.5.1 « Aquatic Biodiversity

Although the City is not intending fo modify subparagraph b), we recommend that the current wording:
“...ensuring any permitied development maintains pre-development water balance...” be followed by
“through the implementation best management practices to the safisfaction of the City in consuitation
with the TRCA.” If “best management practices” is not already a defined term in VOP 2010 it should
be made one.

Page §
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Woe trust that the City will give these comments due consideration when revising the above policies
and finalizing VOP Schedules 2, 2a, 2b, and 2c. As always, we are available to meet with City staff to
further discuss these matters, with the objective of achieving policy language that is clear and fair.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with our comments.

Yours truly,
Beacon Environmental

=YY VA G

Donaid M. Fraser, M.Sc.
Principal

cC. John MacKenzie, City of Vaughan
Roy McQuillan, City of Vaughan
Block 42 Landowners Group

Page 6
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City of Vaughan

216 Chrislea Road
Suite 103
Vaughan, ON

L4L 855

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L4A 1T1

Attn:  Jeffrey Abrams, City Clerk

Re: Comments on Natural Heritage Study - City File - 25.5.4
Committee of the Whaole Meeting April 14, 2015
Vaughan 400 North Landowners Group
Blocks 34W and 35

We write on behalf of the Vaughan 400 North Landowners Group {Blocks 34W and 35).

The current approvals for the lands owned by the Group are embodied in OPA 637, the
resuft of an 0.M.B. mediated settlement involving the Province, Region, City and our
clients. OPA 637's underlying policies for natural heritage purposes are in OPA 450, That
is the basis upon which the multi-party agreement was struck.

A meeting was held on October 17, 2014 hetween representatives of the Group, City
Staff and the NHN consuitant team. Meeting minutes were prepared by the City which
confirm agreement that OPA 637 is based on OPA 450 policies, and that it is these
underlying policies which are applicable to Blocks 34W & 35, not the new NHN policies, if
they are ultimately approved.

We requested written acknowledgment to this effect on Januvary 30, 2015. We received
no response. Also, based on our review of the April 14, 2015 Natural Heritage Network
Report to the Committee of the Whaole, there is no acknowledgement to this effect. At
best, on Pages 11 and 12 of Attachment 3 (responses to public comments) the City
appears to recognize that the lands are under the OPA 637 and OPA 450 policy regimes
{as incorporated in sec. 11.4 of VOP2010), although it is not explicitly stated. Moreover,
the Report does not say that the new NHN polices are not applicable to Block 34W and
35, but rather states that "the results of the NHN study can inform the Black Plan
process.” This is also discussed in Section 4 e, which states the NHN study can “inform”
the block plans, including for the Hwy 400 North Employment lands.

HPGl's meeting minutes from our Oct. 17, 2014 meeting with City Staff are clear: OPA
450 and 637 are the applicable policy framework for the Block 34W and 35 block plan
process. Therefore, and once again, we request written confirmation that OPA 637 is

T 005-264-7678 | www.humphriesplanning.com

F: 805-264-8073

i ~ Do Something Good Everyday! ~
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based on OPA 450 policies, and that it is these underlying policies which are applicable to
Block 34W & 35, not the new NHN policies. In addition, the proposed OPA and mapping
should specifically say that this is the case,

Should you have any questions, please contact the undersigned at extension 246.

Yours truly,
HUMPHRIES PLANNING GROUP INC.

VTP oty

Mark McConville, MCIP, RPP, MScPI
Senior Planner

cc: Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner
Clients
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From: Martha Bell [mailto:martha_bell@yahoo.com] Item: ‘

Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 12:13 PM

To: Clerks@vaughan.ca; Bevilacqua, Maurizio; lafrate, Marilyn; Carella, Tony; Shefman, Alan; DeFrancesca, Rosanna; Di
Biase, Michael; Racco, Sandra; Rosati, Gino; Ferri, Mario

Subject: Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements

Do you have any talking points? Here's a start. | can't go into too many details at this point.

Dear Mayor Bevilacqua and Councilors,

As you know the earth is in environmental crisis. Biodiversity disappearing faster than in the time of the dinosaurs;
climate change; and a range of impacts that further threaten living species, clean water, air and soil.

Municipal decisions are where the rubber hits the road; where the fate of species is decided by land management
decisions. The City's latest Official Plan has set the City in a new direction to work toward sustainability of Vaughan's
people, economy, AND it's natural heritage. We commend Vaughan's Council and City management for this.

In the case of natural heritage on private property, including that owned by developers, | hope that the City can take the
approach of working with the owners to help them see the bigger picture of what the natural heritage network means for
the health of the small piece of the planet in our care and how losing it inch by inch will weaken the larger network or
break a link in the continuous chain needed to support species over a much larger area.

You're about to make a critical decision. Please make it in favour of the planet's threatened life-support system. Please
use every instrument available to save the Vaughan's natural heritage.

Sincerely yours,
Martha Beli
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TO: MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF COUNCIL e
FROM: JOHN MACKENZIE, COMMISSIONER OF PLANNING

SUBJECT: ITEM#1 ~ REPORT #17 — COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE — APRIL 14, 2015

NATURAL HERITAGE NETWORK INVENTORY AND IMPROVEMENTS,
STUDY COMPLETION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

AMENDMENT TO THE VAUGHAN OFFICIAL PLAN 2010

FILE #25.5.4

WARDS1TOS5

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning recommends the following be added to the recommendations in Item #1,
Report #17;

1. . That prior to Council's adoption of the implementing amendment to VOP 2010, as part of the final
staff review, staff continue negotiations with representatives of the landowners including BILD and
other stakeholders, in order to resolve or minimize any remaining issues concerning the content of
the draft amendment;

2. That upon completion of the negotiations, staff report to Council at the time of adoption of the
amendment on the following matters:

a) The nature of the agreed to changes to the amendment and the resulting modifications to
the text or the schedules;
b) Any remaining areas where consensus has not been reached;

3. That any changes to the limits of the Natural Heritage Network resuiting from this process be
reflected as required on any affected schedules to VOP 2010.

Background — Analysis and Options

City staff has continued to meet with representatives of the Building and Land Development Association
(BILD} and the representatives of number of affected landowners to identify and resolve any remaining
concerns over the Natural Heritage Network (NHN) Study. The latest meeting took place on April 9,
2015. Its purpose was to discuss the proposed amendments to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 {(VOP
2010} resulting from the NHN Study.

Arriving at consistent interpretations of the policies was at the forefront of the discussions. The meeting
was productive and consensus was achieved on a number of issues. The identified responses maintain
the overall intent of the environmental policies, while providing greater clarity in their interpretation. The
following issues respeciing the Schedules and five text policies were addressed. Recommendation 2 in
the April 14, 2015 Committee of the Whole report speaks to staff reporting back to Council. As part of
the process for finalizing the draft amendment staff will be drafting implementing language to reflect the
refinements and the outcome of discussions with BILD and landowner negotiations prior to bringing
forward the amendment for Councii adoption.



Maodifications will be pursued in the following areas:
Infrastructure in Core Features

It was discussed that policy 3.2.3.7 could he interpreted to permit infrastructure in Core Features
only when authorized through an Environmental Assessment (EA), whereas the policy intent is to
recognize the EA process as one mechanism to approve infrastructure projects along with
approvails through other Acts which could also result in infrastructure being approved in Core
Features.

Schedules 2A (Hydrologic Features and Valleylands), 2B (Woodlands) and 2C (Significant
Wildlife Habitat)

It was agreed that a notation can be included on Schedules 2A to 2C to indicate that the
information presented is intended to inform the implementation of the policies in Chapter 3 to
delineate the NHN. The notation will draw on a similar notation found in Figure 3 “Greenlands
System within York Region” of the Region of York Official Plan.

Wetlands

In refation to wetland assessments in VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2, it was suggested to remove the
text referring to an assessment “in accordance with criteria provided by the Province". This
allows the VOP 2010 to conform to the Provincial Policy Statement while providing for an
approach to categorize “other wetlands” into two groups: those that are determined to require an
evaluation according to Provincial criteria; and wetlands that can be assessed to determine their
importance, functions and means of protection and/or maintenance of function. The industry is
concerned that an assessment involving the provincial criteria is not feasible or required in all
circumstances. This change in approach and the language of the policy addresses a practical
concern about achieving provincial criteria regarding all wetland assessments when it may not be
required.

Woodlands

A minor change was discussed for the test to permit development or site alteration in a woodland
that is not a significant woodland.

Enhancement Areas Not Depicted on Schedule 2

it was recommended that a reference to a specific dimension for ecological corridorsflinkages be
removed in favour of an updated policy that emphasizes the function of an ecological linkage to
facilitate species movement for target species of concern (e.g. appropriate corridor widths for
migrating amphibians).

Other issues remain for BILD and certain landowners. They include concerns related to the compensation
policy for features that may be impacted, where such impacts are unavoidable. On the matter of
compensation, definitive policies have not been developed in relation to compensation at this time.
During the discussion with BILD it was suggested that staff could work with stakeholders to develop a
draft protocol that reflects best practices. Once a draft protocol is developed it would be brought forward
in a separate report to Committee of the Whole and Council in the future.

Conclusicn

Additional discussion prior to Council consideration of the amendment holds the prospect of resolving
some or all of the above noted matters. In order to take advantage of this opportunity, it is recommended
that staff receive direction on all of the matters in the report, continue with negotiations and report back to



Council when the amendment is considered. The recommendations set out above, if approved by
Councit will allow staff to continue discussions and to update Council on the ocutcome,

Respectfully submitted,

&

JOHN MACKEN
Commissioner of Planning

/im

Copy To: Barbara Cribbett, Interim City Manager
Jeffrey A. Abrams, City Clerk
Roy McQuillin, Acting Director of Policy Planning
Tony lacobelli, Senior Environmental Planner
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By E-Mail Only to jeffrev.abrams@vaughan.ca

Mr. Jeffrey Abrams Item:

City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Atiention: Mayor Bevilacqua and Council Members

Your Worship and Members of Council:

Re: Item 1, Commitiee of the Whole Meeting, April 14, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements
Study Completion and Recommended Amendment to
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (the “Proposed Amendments”)
Block 66 West Landowners Group Inc. (“Block 66”)

We write on behalf of Block 66, The purpose of this letter is to respectfully request
that this matter be deferred to allow for discussions with our clients to continue.

We continue to have concerns with the NHN Study and the Proposed
Amendments. Our primary concern is the speed with which the City is proceeding.
The NHN Study Staff Report was only made available last week. This does not
allow our clients a fair and practical opportunity for review and continue dialogue
with you or your Staff.

Also significant is the proposal to defer a decision on the NHN habitat
compensation protocol {the “Protocol”), treat it separately and shield it from the
scrutiny of the Planning Act public consultation process. The Protocol, Proposed
Amendments and NHN mapping must be adopted at the same time, and must be

part of a comprehensive and complete Official Plan Amendment process.

We request that [ be added to the list of delegates for the Committee of the Whole
meeting.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with these comments.

Yours sincerely,
DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

copy: Ms. Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan
Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner, City of Vaughan
Mr. Ryan Mino-Lehan, KIM Planning
Mr, Rick Hubbard, Savanta Inc.
Clients
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Lawyers

The Fifth Floor
99 Spadina Ave
Teoronto, Ontario
M5V 3P8

T 416,977.7088
F 416.977.8931
davieshowe.com

Pleuse refer to: Katarzyna Shiwa
e-mail: katarzynas@davieshowe.com
direct line; 416.263.4511

File No. 702512

ci7

Communication
cwh =

April 13, 2015

By E-Mail Only to jeffrey.abrams@vaughan.ca

[tem: i

Mr. Jeffrey Abrams

City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Attention: Mayor Bevilacqua and Council Members
Your Worship and Members of Council:

Re: ltem 1, Committee of the Whole Meeting, April 14, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements
Study Completion and Recommended Amendment to
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (the “Proposed Amendments”)
Block 40/47 Developers Group Inc. (“Block 40/47")

We write on behalf of Block 40/47. Our client consists of persons and corporations
who own 239.73 hectares of land located south of Teston Road East, east and
west of Pine Valley Drive and north of Cold Creek {the “Subject Lands”).

The pumose of this lefter is to respectiully vequest that the Subiect Lands be

specifically identified as not being subject to the Proposed Amendments.

The Subject Lands have undergone a lengthy and comprehensive planning
process, including the identification and preservation of natural heritage features,
The Proposed Amendments would result in additional lands being designated as
“Core Feature” on Schedules 2, 2a, 2b and 2c¢; those same lands are currently
proposed for residential and related use in Official Plan Amendment 744 (“OPA
744") and the Block Plan for the Subject Lands.

The level of environmental planning involved in preparing OPA 744 and the Block
Plan was very detailed, including site-specific investigations which delineated both
the limits of development and environmental features to be protected. The OPA
744 and Block Plan process also involved extensive consultation about
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environmental protection matters and mitigation with the City, Region of York,
Toronto Region Conservation Authority and the Ministry of Natural Resources.

The Block Plan application was made on February 4, 2003 under Official Plan
Amendment 600 (“OPA 600”), which was adopted by Council on September 25,
2000. An amendment to OPA 600 was required in order to create an area-specific
comprehensive plan, or Secondary Plan, providing the basis to support land use
designations consistent with the planning approach of OPA 600.

OPA 744 was filed on February 14, 2003 and adopted on February 18, 2014, On
June 24, 2014 Council endorsed modifications, and on September 11, 2014 the
Region of York approved it. The Region’s Decision was appealed to the Ontario
Municipal Board by a neighbouring landowner (on unrelated issues), and a
Hearing is scheduled to commence on September 28, 2015.

OPA 744 builds upon the policies of OPA 600 and implements its principles,
including those related to the protection of natural heritage features. On June 24,
2014, Council approved the Block Plan, subject to conditions, which establish the
limits of development and significant natural features that are to be maintained.

The Block Plan is based on detailed planning and surveying, to accurately define
uses through the preparation of a Master Environmental Servicing Plan {“MESP”)
and Environmental Impact Study (“EIS"). Subsequent to the submission of the
latest MESP and EIS in April 2013, and approval of the Block Plan, the following
additional materials have been submitted to the City to address the clearance of

conditions:

1. Azimuth Environmental - Revised Environmental Impact Study Block 40 -
Peninsula Vellore Urban Village City of Vaughan, prepared for Prima Vista
Estates Lid., dated May 2013;

2. Azimuth - Headwater Drainage Features Evaluation, Classification and
Management Block 40/47 Report, dated August 2014;

3. Azimuth - 2014 Seep Monitoring - Block 40/47, City of Vaughan - DRAFT,
dated September 8, 2014;

4. Azimuth — Amphibian Compensation Plan, Block 40/47, dated January 14,
2015;

5. Azimuth - Headwater Drainage Features Evaluation, Classification and
Management Block 40/47, dated November 2014;
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6. Azimuth — Provincially Significant Wetland Units Post Development Effects
Block 40/47, City of Vaughan, dated November 25, 2014,

7. Azimuth — Provincially Significant Wetland Impact Assessment Block 40/47,
City of Vaughan, dated January 14, 2015;

8. EMC Group Lid — Runoff Deficit Mitigation Memo, dated May 16, 2011;

9. EMC - Conceptual Grading Drawing 200161-CG1-CG5, dated August 2014;
and

10.EMC letter dated January 26, 2015 outlining the revisions made to address the
recommendations of the agencies including the following materials:

a) Updated Water Balance Tables, (Tables 1 to 11) and supporting figures
(Figures 1 to 35} and notes;

b) Updated Stormuwater Management Pond Plans (Drawings 200161-P1, P2 &
P3) and related figures; and

¢) Cross sections at grading constraint locations along the development limit.

Draft Plan of Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment submissions have also
been made and were the subject of a public meeting on September 2, 2014, We
anticipate that the Planning Department will be reporting on the clearance and
status of the Block Plan conditions next month, with the Subdivision Plans to
follow shortly thereafter. These applications were made and are being reviewed by
planning Staff under the policy framework of OPA 744, the Block Plan and the

MESP.

We respectfully request that the Subject Lands be specifically excluded from the
Proposed Amendment, or in the alternative that transition provisions be
incorporated to address this area-specific situation.

We also request notice of any item(s), decision(s), report(s) and/or meeting(s)
regarding this matter. Importantly, we require notice in advance of this item being
considered by Council, so our client may have the opportunity to make additional
submissions.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide you with these comments,

Yours sincerely,
DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

copy: Ms, Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan
Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner, City of Vaughan
Mr. Mark Yarranton, KLM Planning
Clients
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April 13, 2015

City of Vaughan
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

LeA 1Tl

Attention: Mr. Jeffrey Abrams
City Clerk

Re:

Committee of the Whole Meeting April 14, 2015

Natural Heritage Study — City File - 25.5.4

Block 34 East Landowners Group

Highway 400 North Employment Lands Secondary Plan (OPA No. 637)

Dear Mr. Abrams,

On behalf of our clients, the Block 34 East Landowners Group, we wish to express our continued
concerns with respect to the Natural Heritage Network Study and proposed policy and mapping
amendments to the City of Vaughan Official Plan. We note that the above noted materials do
not reflect that for lands subject to OPA No. £37 {Highway 400 North Employment Lands), the
applicable underlying policies for natural heritage are in OPA No. 450, not the new NHN policies.

We also note that the April 14, 2015 Natural Heritage Network Report to the Committee of the
Whoie does not include a response 1o our received letter submitted on June 24, 2014,

We request that the proposed OPA and mapping specifically state that the new NHN pelicies do
not apply to lands subject to OPA No. 637.

Yours truly,

KLM PLANBING PARTNERS INC.

T~

ASSOCIATE/SENIOR PLANNER

Cc: Bleck 34 East Landowners Group
Savanta Consulting

Planning ® Design @ Development
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Magnifico, Rose Communication
Subject: FW: NHN Study Item 1, CW April 14th ltem: i

From: Cam [mailto:cam.milani@milanigroup.ca]
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2015 3:42 PM

To: Clerks@vaughan.ca

Cc: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Di Biase, Michael; Rosati, Gino; Ferri, Mario; Iafrate, Marilyn; Carella, Tony; DeFrancesca,
Rosanna; Racco, Sandra; Shefman, Alan; MacKenzie, John
Subject: NHN Study Item 1, CW April 14th

Dear Members of Council,
With regards to the above noted item, | have the following comments and concerns:

1. Inaccuracies in the mapping are apparent across all of Vaughan, all of which we object to. We not only object to
site specific mapping errors on properties we own, but on the mapping across the entire City. For example, the
Rizmi Lands are inaccurate, VOP Appeal #21 Lands are inaccurate, the NE corner of Dufferin and Teston Rd. Are
inaccurate, Kortright Center is inaccurate and Boyd Park is inaccurate, just to name a few.

2. A habitat compensation protocol is very interesting. | lock forward to helping craft such a protocol. Itgoesa
long way to creating flexible environments and likely increasing the amount of land set aside for environmental
protections.

3. As Council is aware, you passed the following resolution On December 11™, 2012 (item 2, Report No. 51,
Committee of the Whole {Working Session): “That a notwithstanding clause, similar to that found in Section
5.4 b) of OPA 604 amending OPA 332 (Oak Ridges Moraine Conformity OPA) be incorporated into the NHN
Inventory and improvement Plan for those areas within the jurisdiction of the municipality” This clause is still
missing from the document. | don’t know why.

4. The document provides too much discretion regarding policy interpretation to external agencies such as the
TRCA. There are no accountability measures in place with those external agencies. Such policy interpretations
should be brought into the Vaughan Planning department, especially since this is Vaughan Official Plan, not the
TRCA Official Plan. The only policy interpretations that the TRCA should have are those that are given to them
under provincial authority, which is under the Conservation Authorities Act. The TRCA should not be included in
clauses that say things like : “....to the satisfaction of.....the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority”, unless
it is under their provincial authority, like their Regulated Area and Flood Plains. Everything else is duplicitous
and overly regulatory, not to mention undemocratic since the TRCA is not an directly elected body with
democratic checks and balances, it is an appointed body. The City of Toronto for example has 5 private citizens
on the Board.

5. All TRCA owned lands in their entirety should be included in the NHN Core Features. For example, the entire
Kortright Center and the Boyd Conservation Ares should be entirely Core Features. Right now they are not. The
current mapping shows them as partially developable lands.

6. Setbacks are too large. 10m is sufficient. Sometimes less where appropriate.

Yours Truly,
Cam Milani
Milani Group of Companies
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Development Planning Department April 13, 2015
City of Vaughan File 4750

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario L8A 1T1

Attn: Mr. Jeffrey Abrams, Clerk

Dear Sir,

RE: Committee of the Whole
Item 1
Natural Heritage Nefwork Inventory and Improvements, Study Completion
City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planner for the owners of 8000 Bathurst Street in the City of Vaughan.
Official Plan Amendment (OP.13.013) and Zoning Bylaw Amendment (Z.13.036) applications have
been submitted to the City of Vaughan and are currently under consideration by the municipality.
The development applications anticipate the full build-out of the site excluding the natural valley
lands, and associated buffer, at the north-east portion of the site.

We have had the opportunity to review the April 14, 2015 staff report, entitled “Natural Heritage
Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and Recommendations Amendment fo
the Vaughan Official Plan 2010, including related attachments. We understand that the
recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the
Vaughan Offictal Plan Volume 1 (VOP 2010), are being considered by the Committee of the Whole
on April 14, 2015.

Previous comments on the Nafural Herifage Network Study were submitted to City staff on June
10, 2014. These comments included an assessment by a certified arborist that the wooded area
on the subject property should be properly classified as a ‘Plantation’ and not a natural area.
Based on our review of the staff report, and related attachments, our concerns have not been
addressed. We have enclosed our previous submission to City Staff, setting out our concern
regarding the proposed woodland depicted on Schedule 2B. These concerns remain.

We request formal notice of the decision on this matter by the Committee of the Whole and Coungil.
Please contact Courtney Heron-Monk (ext. 401) or the undersigned if you have any questions.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4AK 5K8 T.905.738.8080  Qakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Qakville, Ontaric LBH 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario MSA 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905,738.6639



Yours truly,
Weston Consulting

Kurt Franklin MAES, MCIP, RPP
Vice President

Cec Mayor and Members of Council
Tony lacobelli, City of Vaughan
Shafig Punjani, ISIJ
Kim Beckman, Davies Howe

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario LK 5K8 T. 905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road £,
Suite 114, Oakville, Ontario LM 7G3 T.905.844.8749 Toronta Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontario M5A 2X1 T. 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F, 905.738.6639
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planning + urban design

Development Planning Department June 10, 2014
City of Vaughan File 4750
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1

Attn: Mr. Tony laccbelli, Sr, Environmental Planner

Dear Sir,

RE: Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study
9000 Bathurst Street
City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planner for the owners of 9000 Bathurst Street in the City of Vaughan.
Official Plan Amendment (OP.13.013) and Zoning Bylaw Amendment (Z.13.036) applications have
been submitted to the City of Vaughan and are currently under consideration by the municipality.
The development applications anticipate the full build-out of the site excluding the natural valley
lands, and associated buffer, at the north-east portion of the site.

We have reviewed the Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study City of Vaughan, dated May
2014, and the associated mapping. Schedule 2B-Woodiands incorrectly identifies a woodfand
area on the subject property outside of the valley lands (see attached). We request that this
designation be removed from the NHN mapping as the area is not a woodland area.

Materials submitted with the development applications state that the incorrectly identified
woodland area is actually a plantation. Attached please find a letter prepared by Ontario Tree
Experts summarizing their evaluation of the area and their determination that the area is a
plantation. The 2010 Official Plan definition of Woodland specifically excludes "a plantation
established for the purpose of producing Christmas frees or nursery stock.”

Based on this evidence, we request that the incorrectly identified wooadfand area on the subject
property be removed from all future mapping. If you have any questions, please contact the
undersigned and we will be glad to assist. Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario LAK 5KB T, 905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Suite 114, Oakville, Ontarto L6H 7G3 T. 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Berkeley Street, Toronto, Ontarlo M5A 2X1 T. 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-B00-363-3558 F. 905,738.6629



Yours truly,
Weston Consulting

Kurt Franklin MAES, MCIP, RPP
Vice President

Cc Shafiq Punjani, ISIJ
Jody Steiger, OnTree

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontaric LAK5K8 T.905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
Sulte 134, Cakville, Ontarlo LBH 7G3 T, 905.844.8749 Toronto Office 127 Serkeley Street, Toronte, Ontarlo M5A 2X1 T, 416.640.9917
westonconsulting.com 1-800-363-3558 F. 905,738.6639
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Ontario Tree Experts
22 Passmore Avenue
Toranto, ON M1V 4T1
Tel: 416.412.2100
Fax: 416.412.2101

antree.ca

June 9, 2014

RE: Plantation at 9000 Bathurst Street

The purpose of this report is to outline general features of a treed area in order to
identify it as a plantation. The treed area is located in the south west portion of the lot at
9000 Bathurst Street. A recent study prepared for the City of Vaughan by North-South
Environmental Inc. (“Natural Heritage Network”) has tentatively identified the area as a
woodland.

The treed area was identified in the study as a woodland based solely on aerial
photographs. While the area is treed, and does meet the study’s size criteria of needing
to be a minimum .50 hectares, a closer examination reveals that the area is man made,
most likely originally as a tree farm.

The trees are planted on a ridge and furrow field, in straight rows with scattered
groupings of different species. The east and larger portion consists of evergreen
species, dominated by white spruce with scattered groupings of red and Scots pines.
The smaller west portion consists of deciduous trees with rows of silver maple and
Carolina poplar. Over the years, various other species have established on the
perimeters, including aspen, buckthorn and green ash.

In size, the plantation is approximately 87 meters from south to north, and 133 meters
from east to west. | have estimated that there are approximately 59 rows of planted
trees. The evergreen trees are spaced approximately 1.5 meters apart, while the
deciduous trees are spaced approximately two meters apart. The average DBH of the
trees is 15 to 25 cm., indicating an age of less than 30 years.

Itis apparent that the treed area at 9000 Bathurst Street did not arise naturally and is not
part of the original woodland cover in the City of Vaughan. Species groupings and
spacing suggest planting for the purpose of consumer production, possibly as a tree
farm. Therefore, the area should be identified as a plantation and not as woodlands and
should be removed from the mapping in Schedule 2B of the “Natural Heritage Network”
study.

Sincerely,

Jody Steiger
ISA Certified Arborist #0ON-0338




Magnifico, Rose

Subject: FW: OMB Case No. PL111184 - Novagal Development Inc. - Committee of the Whole
Public Meeting, Report No. 17 - Item No. 1
Attachments: April 14 2015 Letter to Mayor and Members of Council, City of Vaughan (01352174) PDF
¢33
Communication ,
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From: Caterina Facciolo [mailto:CFacciolo@bratty.com]

Sent: Tuesday, April 14, 2015 10:03 AM

To: Bevilacqua, Maurizio; Di Biase, Michael; Ferri, Mario; Rosati, Gino; Iafrate, Marilyn; Carella, Tony; DeFrancesca,
Rosanna; Racco, Sandra; Shefman, Alan

Cc: Abrams, Jeffrey; Iacobelli, Tony; MacKenzie, John; 'lognibene@remingtongroupinc.com'; 'Donald Fraser'; Linda Lau;

rmason@klmplanning.com

Subject: OMB Case No. PL111184 - Novagal Development Inc. - Committee of the Whole Public Meeting, Report No, 17 -
Item No. 1

Mr. Mayor and Members of Council:

Please find attached hereto corespondence regarding item No. 1 on today's 1 p.m. Commitiee of
the Whole Meeting Agenda.

For reasons noted in the attached, we are hereby requesting, on behalf of Novagal Development
Inc., that the Committee defer the consideration of the matter to allow for discussions as between
City Staff and the affected landowners to continue.,

We understand that we are not alone in our request for a deferral, and that you will hear from other
landowners in this regard.

Yours truly,

Caterina Facciolo
LL.B, LL.M.

BRATTYS "

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS

P (905) 760-2600 ext 293
F (905) 760-2900

cfacciclo@bratty.com

7501 Keele Street, Suite 200
Vaughan, Ontario L4K 1Y2

www.bratty.com

‘Ranked by Canadian Lawyer as ane of Canada's top 5 Commercial Real Estate Boutiques”
This email is confidential. Please destroy all copies if you are not an intended recipient. Visit www.bratty.com for our privacy policy.
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BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS

PLEASE REFER TQ:
Caterina Facciolo (Ext: 293)
Email: cfacciclo@bratty.com
Linda Lau (Ext; 263)

Email: flau@bratty.com
Telephone: (905)760-2700

April 14, 2015

Delivered via E-mail

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1TT

Aftention:  Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members Council

Dear Mayor and Members of Council

Re: Committee of the Whole Public Meeting, Reporf No. 17 - liem No. 1
Natural Herltage Network Inventory and Improvements (the "Study™)
Study Completion and Recommendations
Amendments fo City of Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (“VOP2010™)

OMB Case No. PL111184
Novagal Development Inc, - Appellant No. 52

We are the solicitors acfing on behalf of Novagal Development Inc. (“Novagal") with
respect to the above referenced matter.

We have previously written to Council regarding the Study. Enclosed herein is o copy of
our prior correspondence.

As you may know, our client is an appellant to the VOP2010, and remdins a party to
those proceedings. Novagal's appeal applies to lands owned by Novagal and lands
for which Novagal acts as a manager. Specifically, the Novagal appeal also relates fo
lands owned by the following landowners: Galnova Developments Inc.; Bragal
Developments Inc.; Branova North Developments Inc.. and Branova Souih
Developments Inc. (see attachment for location of the respective lands).

We noted in the attached letter of June 23, 2014 that our clienf had been actively
involved in the Study and had been working with City Staff with respect to same.
Unfortunately, since that time, our client's involvement in this process has been minimal
as they have not been extended invitations fo the respective meefings that appear to
have taken place as between City Staff and other landowners.

7501 Keele Street, Suite 200 Vaughan, Ontario  L4K 1Y2 T 205-760-2600 F 905-760-2900 www.bratty. com




2.
Qur client is now in receipt of the consultant's Study and the Staff Recommendations
Report being the subject of this Commitiee's consideration. OQur client has concerns
with the process being followed in this regard, and with how the proposed
amendments o the YOP2010 are being communicated to the landowners, and has
questions regarding same.

Because of the short time frame between the release of the Staff Recommendations
Report enclosing the Study and the Committee of the Whole Meeting, our client has not
had an opportunity to review the documents with its respective consultants, and
accordingly does nof have a sufficient appreciafion of the impacts of the proposed
amendments to the VOP2010 to comment on same. However, based on the
preliminarily review conducied, it does appear that substantial changes are being
proposed to the VOP2010 that were not identified as part of the June 17, 2014 Public

Hearing.

Accordingly, | am writing herein to confirm that Novagal continues to have concerns
with respect to the Study and, more specifically the proposed modifications to VOP2010
being proposed in the Staff Recommendations Report to this Committee. Specifically,
Novagal s concerned with the proposed timing for the approval of same, as it,
nofwithstanding its appellant status, has not been invited to participate in the process,
except for receiving notice of this non-statutory public meeting. Our client is hopeful
that the Committee will see fit to defer consideration of the Staff Recommendations
Report so as fo allow it, and other landowners, an opportunity to have its concerns
resolved through further discussions with City Staff, prior to the approval of any
amendments to the VOP2010.

We reiterate our formal request for Notice of any proposed amendments to the Official
Plan which may result from the Studly.

Should you have any guestions or concerns with respect to the foregoing, please do
not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,
BRAITYS LLP

cc: Jeffrey Abrams, City of Vaughan
Tony lacobelli, City of Vaughan
John Mackenzie, City of Vaughan
Luch Ognibene, Novagal Development Inc.

7501 Keele Street, Suite 200 Vaughan, Ontario  L4K 1Y2 T 905-760-2600 F 905-760-2900  www.bratfy.com




BRATTY AND PARTNERS, Lip

BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS

PLEASE REFERTO:

Barry Horoska (Exi 339)
Email; bhorosko@braty.com
Calerina Facciolo (Exd: 293)
Email: cfacciolo@braty.com
Telephone: {905)760-2700

June 23, 2014
Deltvered via E-muail

City of Vaughan
2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, ON L6A 1T1

Attention:  Mayor Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members Council

Dear Mayor and Members of Council

Re: Committee of the Whole Public Hearing Report ltem 6
Vaunghar Natural Heritage Network
Inventory and Improvements Phases 2 to 4
Final Consulting Team Report and Recommendations
Amendments to City of Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (“VOP2010”)
OMB Case No. PL111134
Novagal Development Inc, — Appellant No. 52

We are the solicitors acting on behalf of Novagal Development Inc. (“Novagal™) with respect to
the above referenced matter.

QOur client is an appellant to-VOP2010.~ Novagal’s appeal applies to lands owned by Novagal and
lands for which Novagal acts as a manager for. Specifically, the Novagal appeal also relates to
lands owned by the following landowners:

¢ (Galnova Developments Inc.;
e Bragal Developments Inc.;

-e _ Branova North Developments Inc.; and
e Branova South Developments Inc.

Please see attached hereto a map indicating the landownership of each of the land holdings for
which the Novagal appeal applies.

Our client has been actively involved in the Nataral Heritage Network Study and has been
working with City staff with respect to same, and has made previous submissions. While our
client continues to have concemns with respect to the Natural Heritage Network Study and the
proposed modifications to VOP2010 being proposed in the Final Consulting Team Report and
7501 Keele Street, Suite 200 Vaughan, Ontario 14K 1Y2 T 205-760-2600 F 905-760-2900 www bratty. com
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Recommendations, our clicnt is hopcful that its concems can be resolved through further
discussions with City staff.

Iirespective of our appeals to VOP2010, we formally request Notice of any further proposed
amendments to the Official Plan which may result from the City’s Natural Heritage Network

Study.

Should you have any questions or concerns with respect to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to
contact the undersigned.

Yours truly,
BRATTYSLLP

Caterind Facciol

encl:

cc;  Jeffrey Abrams, City of Vaughan
Tony Iacobelli, City of Vaughan
John Mackenzie, City of Vaughan
Luch Ognibene, Novagal Development Inc.

7501 Keele Street, Suite 200 Vaughan, Ontario  L4K1Y2 T 905-760-2800 F 8905-760-2900  woww.hrafty.com
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REFAINGTON GROUP - WASHVILLE LANDS [VAUHAN)

ALNOVA DEVELOPIEIIS BIC (7244 hoves)
OPLAGAL CEVELOPRAENTS RIC {13357 Reeas)
BAAZAL DEVILOPIMEMTS KT, (5354 Acras)

D ERARCY A ROSTH DEVELDFMENTS RiC. (4749 Aeres}
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WESTON Communication
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Mayor and Members of Council April 14, 2015
City of Vaughan File 5303-2

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 1T1

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

RE: Phase 2 - 4 Natural Heritage Network Study (March 2015)
Woodbridge Park Ltd. (Steeles Avenue West and Gihon Spring Drive)

Weston Consulting has been retained by Woodbridge Park Ltd. to provide planning services in
support of a proposed mixed use development at the north east corner of Steeles Avenue West
and Gihon Spring Drive in the City of Vaughan (the ‘subject property’) consisting of low rise
residential and commercial uses.

The subject property is approximately 5.99 hectares (14.8 acres) in area and has been
extensively madified through past activity including periodic ploughing and a layer of fil
averaging approximately 7 metres in depth based on the boreholes drilled to investigate the
geotechnical properties of the site. It is currently vacant and gradually slopes downwards
towards the north east corner of the site with a depression near the northemn boundary of the
property. We understand that the depression was built in association with the CN Rail line to the
north has been designed to convey storm water flows from the subject lands, CN Rail lands, and
the adjacent property.

Based on our review of the ‘Natural Heritage Network Inventory and improvements” report,
prepared for Committee of the Whole on April 14, 2015, the City is proposing to amend Chapter
3 and Scheduie 2 “Natural Heritage Network” to the Vaughan Official Plan (2010). In regards to
Woodbridge Park Ltd., Attachment ‘3’ of the report recommends the following:

» “The drainage feature at the north end of the parcel and south of the railway is removed
from the Core Features. TRCA has evaluated the drainage feature and agreed to remove
it from the reguiation area.

*  “The parcel is removed from the significant wildlife habitat (SWH) mapping and from the
Core Features. Lands to the north of the railway remain as SWH and Core Features.”

» “As noted in the scoped EIS provided in the submission, the lands do not qualify as
SWH for Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Bird habitat.”

The parcel has been removed as a Core Feature from the updated Schedule ‘2', Natural
Heritage Network; however, with regard to the designation of *SWH Shrub/Early Successional

Vaughan Office 201 Miflway Avenue, Suite 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K 5K8 T, 905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
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Breeding Birds’ in Schedule '2C’, the parcel remains within the mapped area and is not removed
despite the recommendation set out in Attachment ‘3’ of the report.

We request that Schedule 2C be updated to remove the subject property from the 'SWH Shrub
Successional Breeding Birds' designation.

Yours truly,

Weston Consulting

Per:

Tim Jesspp, MES, MCIP, RPP
Associate

c. P. Smith, Woodbridge Park Ltd.

T. lacobelli, City of Vaughan
M. Caputo, City of Vaughan
K. Ursic, Beacon Environmental
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WESTON . 15
CONSULTING cow: A{:{W)

ltem: |
planning + urban design
Mayor and Members of Council Aprit 14, 2015
City of Vaughan File 5873-1

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario L6A 171

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

RE: Phase 2 — 4 Natural Heritage Network Study (March 2015)
11211 Weston Road, City of Vaughan

Weston Consulting is the planning consultant for the owner of the property municipally known as
11211 Weston Road, in the City of Vaughan (the ‘subject property").

The subject property is located on the east side of Weston Road, between Kirby Road and
Teston Road. It is approximately 25 acres in area. The eastern portion of the subject property
(approximately 19.5 acres) is located within the Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt Plan.
The western portion of the Subject Property (approximately 5.5 acres) is located outside of the
Greenbelt Plan.

Further to our comments in January and June of 2014 regarding the subject property, we have
reviewed the Final Report proceeding to Committee of the Whole on April 14" (Item 1). Based on
our review of the ‘Phase 2 -~ 4 Natural Heritage Network Study’ (NHN Report), dated March
2015, it appears that the draft Schedules as presented in Figure 5-8 of the NHN Report do
identify the following:

1. The designation of “Woodlands” on or near the subject property as illustrated on the
proposed Schedule 2B attached to the NHN Study Report,

2. The designation of 'SWH Amphibian Breeding Habitat — Woodlands®” on or near the
subject property in accordance with Schedule 2C attached to the NHN Study Report; and

3. The designation of ‘SWH Special Concern Woodland Breeding Birds” on or near the
subject property in accordance with Schedule 2C attached to the NHN Study Report.

We wish to reiterate that we have recommended that the portion of the subject property outside
of the Greenbelt Plan be removed from the designations as identified on Schedule 2B and 2C.
We acknowledge that Staff has recommended in Attachment 3 to the Staff Report that the matter
be addressed through the Black Plan process however, due to the recent nature of the OMB
Board Order which removed the Natural Heritage Network designation on the portion of the
subject property outside the Greenbelt Plan, we are of the opinion that it is appropriate to
address this designation discrepancy at this stage rather than in the Block Plan Process.

Vaughan Office 201 Millway Avenue, Sulte 19, Vaughan, Ontario L4K SKB T.905.738.8080  Oakville Office 1660 North Service Road E.,
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Please contact me at extension 225 if you have any further questions.

Yours truly,
Weston Consulting

Japle McFarlane, MES (P)), MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

c. Amber Stewart, Amber Stewart Law
Clients
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HUILDING & CREATER G4 Item:

Butkting Industry snd bared
Duvehpment Azsuclztion

April 14, 2015

Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole
City Hall, City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive

Vaughan, Ontario

LeA 1T1

Dear Chair and Members of the Committee of the Whole,

RE:  Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and
Recommendations. Amendment to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (file #25.5.4)

The Building Industry and Land Development Association is in receipt of the April 14t Staff Report for the
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and Recommendations Amendment
to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (File #25.5.4), and we offer you the following comments.

Firstly, we acknowledge and appreciate the effort of City Staff to organize a meeting on April 9t with BILD
York Chapter members to discuss the study and recommendations. Extensive discussion took place at the
meeting and we appreciate Staff's ongoing commitment to our group.

At a site-specific scale, we recognize that there were several items that were raised by representatives of
the landowner group(s) and we understand that they have submitted these detailed technical comments to
the Committee. BILD appreciates that at the meeting, Senior Staff expressed a willingness to continue these
discussion at the block plan level.

On a city-wide basis, BILD York Chapter members believe that the City’s method of evaluating wetlands and
the size parameter to determine if a woodlot would be considered a core feature, could be strengthened to
directly align with the Regional Official Plan.

Of particular interest to BILD York Chapter members is the forthcoming habitat compensation protocol.
BILD recognizes that this protocol will aid in the implementation of Vaughan’s Natural Heritage Network
and we trust that it will be brought back, as part of this public OPA process. We would be happy to help
facilitate conversations between the City and the Development Industry on this matter, when appropriate.

BILD would like to thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the aforementioned City Staff
Report and we look forward to meeting with Staff again. Please feel free to contact the undersigned if you
have any comiments or concerns.

Sincerely,

e

Danielle Chin, RPP, MCIP
Senior Planner

ce: Michael Pozzebon, BILD York Chapter Chair
Paula Tenuta, Vice President, Policy & Government Relations, BILD
BILD York Chapter members 0 UpistreRd. Buita 109
Horth York, O AR BY
Tak 416.391.3445

Fax: $16.381.2116

vz gthba.co
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Quinto M. Annibale*

*Quinte Annibale Professional Corporation
Direct Line: 416-748-4757

E-mail: gannibale@loonix.com
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By E-Mail Only to jefferey.abrams@vaughan.ca

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

LA 1T1

Attention: Your Worship Maurizio Bevilacqua and Members of Council

Dear Your Worship and Members of Council:

Re: Item 1: Committee of the Whole Meeting, April 14, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements Study Completion and
Recommendations
Amendment to the Vaughan Official Plan, 2010
Lormel Developments Ltd.
Part of Lots 28 & 29, Concession 4, Parts 1, 2, & 3 on plan 65R32753, City of
Vaughan
11273 Jane Street, City of Vaughan

I am the solicitor for Lormel Developments Ltd. (“Lormel”). Lormel is the owner of approximately
52.6 hectares of land located in Block 27 of the City of Vaughan (the “City™), legally described as Part
of Lots 28 & 29, Concession 4, Parts 1, 2, & 3 on plan 65R32753, City of Vaughan and municipally
known as 11273 Jane Street, City of Vaughan.

Lormel has been actively involved in the natural heritage network study process ("NHN Study”),
working with City staff and attending at Council meetings and public meetings both as a member of
the Block 27 Landowners Group {“Landowners Group”) and as an individual property owner.

The purpose of this letter is to request that this matter be deferred and referred back to staff for
further consultation with stakeholders.

There are significant problems with the NHN Study and the proposed amendments to the Vaughan
Official Plan, 2010, which should be addressed prior to the amendments being adopted by this
Council. Some of these problems were detailed in a letter sent to the City of Vaughan on behalf of the
Landowners Group on January 30, 2015. Many of the problems with the NHN Study and proposed
amendments have been raised with City staff on several occasions and have yet to be addressed.

Lormel also has serious concerns respecting the speed with which the City is proceeding. The NEN
Study and proposed amendments were made available for review late last week and are to be

Woadbme Place » 335 Gus




Page [2

considered by the Committee of the Whole on Tuesday April 14, 2015 — this has not provided a
practical opportunity for my client or its consultants to review and provide comments respecting the
NHN Study and the proposed amendments. Further, it makes a meaningful dialogue between my
client and City Counecil/City staff all but impossible,

My client remains hopeful that its concerns can be resolved and looks forward to continuing to work
with the City respecting this matter.

Should you have any questions with respect to the foregoing, please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.
Yours truly,

LOOPSTRA NIXON LLP

cc John MacKenzie, Commissioner of Planning
ce Client
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Natural Heritage Network Study

Committee of the Whole
April 14, 2015
Vaughan City Hall, Council Chamber
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COMPLETED FOUR PHASES OF VAUGHAN’S
NATURAL HERITAGE NETWORK STUDY

Phase 1: GIS
Mapping and
Target Setting

Phase 3: NHN Phase 4: Land
Summary and Securement
Recommendations Strategy

Phase 2: NHN
Field Work

Stakeholder & Community Engagement

Outcome of Green Directions Vaughan and
Vaughan OP initiatives

* Open Houses/Community Forum (June 28 and

October 4, 2012; November 13, 2013)

| < Committee of the Whole reports (December 12,
2012; December 3, 2013; and June 17, 2014)

* First Nations consultation

o Stakeholder sessions

More than 20 landowner meetings

"'VAUGHAN



COMPREHENSIVE GIS DATABASE
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REFINEMENTS TO SCHEDULE 2 AND POLICIES
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REFINEMENTS TO SCHEDULE 2 AND POLICIES

* Changes to mapping and draft policies have been made
to reflect valuable input from stakeholders;

* Mapping updated to reflect development approvals
process and property boundaries;

« Mapping reflects outcomes of field studies (Phase 2) and
synthesis of data (Phase 3), integrated with the policy
review.

‘[ VAUGHAN
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SCHEDULE 2A - Hydrologic Features and Valleylands
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SCHEDULE 2B - Woodlands
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SCHEDULE 2C - Significant Wildlife Habitat
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AMENDMENT TO VOP 2010

Recommendations affect 14 policies and seven

definitions, including:

« Clarification of application of vegetation protection
zone to valley and stream corridors in policy 3.2.3.4;

e Introduced “sensitive surface water features” into
policy 3.2.3.4;

e Field verification of watercourses and introduction of
the term, headwater drainage feature;

 Clarification of modification of Core Features and
compensation in relation to wetlands and woodlands
not deemed significant.

‘! VAUGHAN



Approaches, tools, potential
partners and funding
opportunities detailed in
Phase 4.
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BENEFITS OF THE NHN

Baseline information to define restoration activities, to
inform infrastructure projects, and track progress

Updated, accurate database that reflects input from
Vaughan stakeholders

More certainty about what needs to be protected and the
process to follow to define developable areas

Creates a frame of reference for discussions with all
stakeholders, whether the development community, for
stewardship activities, or ongoing monitoring.

» Data Sharing

‘t VAUGHAN




NEXT STEPS

* Finalize and approve amendment to VOP 2010
* Revise Environmental Management Guideline (EMG)

* Prepare draft Compensation Protocol in consultation with
stakeholders (BILD, Sustainable Vaughan, etc.)

« Draft Management, Restoration and Stewardship Plan,
including priority actions, cost estimates, and potential
partnership and funding opportunities

* Ongoing improvement of GIS data as tracking and
monitoring tool

‘ VAUGHAN



COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE APRIL 14, 2015

NATURAL HERITAGE NETWORK INVENTORY AND IMPROVEMENTS,
STUDY COMPLETION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

AMENDMENT TO THE VAUGHAN OFFICIAL PLAN 2010

FILE #25.5.4

WARDS1TO5

Recommendation

The Commissioner of Planning in consultation with the Acting Director of Policy Planning

recommends:

1. THAT the final report, “Phase 2-4 Natural Heritage Network Study, City of Vaughan”,
forming Attachment 1 to this report as prepared by North-South Environmental Inc., BE
APPROVED;

2. THAT the recommended amendments to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage

Network” to the Vaughan Official Plan Volume 1 (VOP 2010), set out in Attachment 4, be
endorsed and that the resulting amendment be brought forward for adoption by Council,
subject to final staff review, for approval by York Region and the Ontario Municipal Board
(OMB), as required,;

3. THAT staff continue to update the Natural Heritage Network database through the
ongoing addition of information to characterize habitat type and habitat quality, to inform
progress in meeting ecosystem targets, in tracking modifications resulting from the
development application review process, and in doing so seek out partnerships in the
municipal, agency, non-government and academic sectors to participate in maintaining
and enhancing the database;

4, THAT staff report to Council regarding the development of a management, restoration
and land stewardship program to identify potential ecological restoration and stewardship
projects, in consultation with appropriate City departments and partner agencies to
identify implementation options and funding strategies on a project by project basis; and

5. THAT staff, in consultation with stakeholders, develop a habitat compensation protocol
based on the habitat compensation principles in this report as a supporting tool to
implement the policies of the VOP 2010 regarding the Natural Heritage Network and that
the resulting draft protocol be brought forward for Council consideration.

Contribution to Sustainability

Two specific action items in Green Directions Vaughan (2009), the City's Community
Sustainability and Environmental Master Plan, relate to the need to complete a natural heritage
system.

1.3.2. Through the development of the City’s new Official Plan, and in partnership with the
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, ensure protection of remaining natural
features and explore opportunities for habitat restoration in headwater areas, along
riparian corridors, and around wetlands.

2.2.4. Develop a comprehensive Natural Heritage Strategy that examines the City’s
natural capital and diversity and how best to enhance and connect it. As part of this
action:

e Develop an inventory of Vaughan’'s natural heritage, and identify opportunities for
habitat restoration;



e Ensure that policies in the City’s new Official Plan protect all ecological features and
functions as per current provincial and regional policies, and also include
consideration for locally significant natural features and functions;

e Develop policies to create opportunities for near urban agriculture within Vaughan's
rural areas, through policies described in the City’s new Official Plan.

The refinement of the Natural Heritage Network and development of a stewardship strategy in
Phases 2 through 4 of the Natural Heritage Network Study are key elements that support Green
Directions Vaughan.

Consistent with Green Directions Vaughan, the Environmental policies in Chapter 3 of VOP 2010
direct that appropriate studies be undertaken to determine the precise limits of “natural heritage
features and any additions to the mapped network”. VOP 2010 is also consistent with the York
Region Official Plan, which directs local municipalities to develop local greenlands systems.

Economic Impact

The budget for undertaking the Natural Heritage Network Study was included in the 2011 Capital
Budget (PL-9025-11) on the basis of a two part allocation. Phase 1 was treated as a stand-alone
project and was funded in the amount of $52,400. In the 2012 Capital budget, the funding for
Phases 2, 3, and 4 was approved at $199,700. The total budget for the preparation of the Natural
Heritage Network Study was $252,100. A contract Change Order was approved by Council on
September 2, 2014 in the amount of $46,372.36, for the purposes of completing the Natural
Heritage Network Study, recognizing the interest from stakeholders for more detailed
consultation. This Change Order also addressed the need for additional work taking into account
the approval of the City-adopted amendments to the Vaughan Official Plan 2010. The contract
change order was funded based on: (i) the balance remaining from the existing Capital Project
(PL-9025-11) in the amount of $28,299.64; and (ii) additional funds in the amount of $18,072.72,
sourced 40% or $7,229.09 from City-Wide Development Charges (CWDC) — Management
Studies and 60% or $10,843.63 from the 2014 Policy Planning Operating Budget — Professional
Fees.

Natural Heritage Network Study- PL-9025-11

Phase 1 Budget (approved in 2011) 52,400
Phase 2, 3, 4 Budget (approved in 2012) 199,700
Change Order (approved in 2014)* 18,073
Total Budget 270,173
Less: Commitments/Expenses to Date 244,640

(includes 1.76% HST)

3% administration fees 7,339
Remaining Budget 18,193

* Note: 40% funded by City-Wide Development Charges (CWDC)- Management Studies and
60% by Policy Planning 2014 Operating Budget- Professional Fees

Communications Plan

A communications and public consultation plan was implemented as part of the process of
conducting Phases 2 to 4 of the Natural Heritage Network Study. A summary of the stakeholder
and broader public consultation processes and resulting outcomes was provided in the staff
report to the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) on June 17, 2014. Further consultation has
been undertaken after the June 17, 2014 Public Hearing. Submissions were made during the
post-hearing public comment period and are addressed in this report. This process is summarized
in Part 1 of the section, “Background- Analysis and Options”.



Purpose

The purpose of this report is to obtain approval of recommended amendments to select policies
of Chapter 3 (Environment) and Schedule 2 of the VOP 2010 and to proceed with the finalization
of the amendment for Council’s adoption; and in the case of Schedule 2, which is under OMB
appeal, to support its timely approval. Recommendations are also provided to report on the
implementation of the findings of the NHN Study with regards to preparation of a management,
restoration and land stewardship plan and a compensation protocol.

Background - Analysis and Options

This report is structured into two main components.

e Parts 1 to 3 below address the finalization of the NHN Study. Part 1 provides a summary
of consultation that took place during the public comment period after the June 17, 2014
meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing). Parts 2 and 3 address the
finalization of the consulting team report (Part 2 and Attachment 1) and the
recommended amendments to VOP 2010 (Part 3 and Attachment 4).

e Part 4 begins to demonstrate how the results of the NHN Study, including the
comprehensive GIS database, can be used to develop a management, restoration and
stewardship plan consistent with policy 2.1.2 of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
such that “the long-term ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems,
should be maintained, restored or, where possible, improved”.

1. Summary of Public Comment Originating with the June 17, 2014 Meeting of the Committee of
the Whole (Public Hearing)

Public consultation during the NHN Study process was documented in previous staff reports and
included the following meetings and/or presentations up to June 17, 2014:

e 7 public meetings, including open houses and Committee meetings of Council;

e 4 community consultation events;

e Several presentations to stakeholders such as the Kleinburg Area Ratepayers
Association and the Building Industry and Land Development Association (BILD);

e Over 20 meetings with individual landowners and/or their consultants; and

e Web-based information updates include interactive mapping and an online survey.

In response to the consulting team report and staff report received by Committee of the Whole
on June 17, 2014, 28 submissions were received by the City in relation to specific land
development issues (Attachment 3). One submission was received from a resident commenting
on the relation of the NHN Study to transportation infrastructure. The City also received
comments from the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) identifying recommended
modifications to the consulting team report. Specific responses are addressed in this report along
with any required changes to Chapter 3 and Schedule 2 of the Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP
2010).

Seven of the submissions pertained to appeals to VOP 2010. The City will be addressing these
matters through the VOP 2010 Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) process, as required.

The City provided responses to eight of the submissions to address the following issues:

e Two letters to clarify that NHN matters would be resolved through mediation with respect
to the Vaughan Metropolitan Centre;

e Two letters indicating that the matters raised in the submission would be considered as
part of the NHN Study and that the City may request further information; and

e Four letters (Blocks 27, 34/35, 66, North Kleinburg/Nashville) recommending a meeting to
address issues raised as a result of the Block Plan Process.



Responses were not provided for six submissions which pertained to ongoing development
applications. Any changes to the NHN will result from the development review process in these
cases.

In total, seven further meetings were held to discuss Block Plan scale matters and interpretation
of policy related to defining the NHN (Blocks 27, 34/35, 41, 42, 60, 66, and North
Kleinburg/Nashville). Meeting notes, including specific action items, were delivered to the meeting
participants through October and November 2014.

On January 12, 2015, a summary of recommended policy amendments was distributed to the
stakeholders that provided submissions during the public comment period. The policy
recommendations represented a synthesis of the information gathered from submissions and
meetings during the public comment process, which took place after the Public Hearing on June
17, 2014. City staff also consulted with the Province, York Region and TRCA in preparing the
policy recommendations, which were prepared to conform to the approved Region Official Plan
(ROP 2010) policies.

The City requested comments by January 30, 2015 on the recommended policy amendments for
evaluation in the finalization of the VOP 2010 amendment. Six submissions were received by
January 30, 2015, including one with specific recommendations for policy amendments. Two of
the six submissions did not address policy recommendations, but spoke to process matters
related to the Highway 400 North Employment Lands and portions of the Vaughan Mills Centre
Secondary Plan.

Comments received by the City have been incorporated into the NHN Study documents as
described below.

2. Revised Consulting Team Report for Phases 2 to 4 of the NHN Study

The majority of the submissions and consultation during the public comment period addressed
the mapping criteria and policy assessment in section 7 of the consulting team report.
Incorporation of comments from TRCA and changes to the figures describing field study locations
to make them more legible comprise other revisions. The revised consulting team report forms
Attachment 1 to this report.

a. NHN Mapping Changes

Changes to the Core Features mapping are documented in Attachment 2. The changes result
from: stakeholder consultation and submissions to the June 17, 2014 meeting of the
Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing); review of recent development application
approvals; and review of previous VOP 2010 modifications to ensure changes have been
incorporated into the GIS data.

No further changes to headwater drainage features (HDFs) were made in the post-Hearing
comment period. Removal of select reaches of HDFs in Blocks 27, 41 and 59, based on
agreement between the results of field visits by the City’s consultants and the results of
landowner efforts, was already incorporated into Schedule 2 that was made available for the
June 17, 2014 meeting of the Public Hearing. The protocol for these changes is described in
the report of the consulting team (Attachment 1).

b. Public Comment Period Subsequent to the June 17, 2014 Public Hearing

Responses to submissions to the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole
(Public Hearing) are provided in Attachment 3 and summarized above in Part 1 of this
section, “Background- Analysis and Options” of this staff report.



3. The Amendment to VOP 2010

The amendment includes revisions to 13 policies in Chapter 3, revision to one policy in Chapter 9,
introduction of two new policies in Chapter 3, and changes regarding seven definitions. Schedule
2 “Natural Heritage Network” is revised and three new Schedules identifying the components that
make up the NHN have been added: Schedule 2A “Hydrologic Features and Valleylands”;
Schedule 2B “Woodlands”; and Schedule 2C “Significant Wildlife Habitat”. The draft amendment
is provided in Attachment 4.

The policy amendment is the result of a synthesis of information received as part of the
stakeholder consultation for the NHN Study, including:

o Review of the 28 submissions received by the City in response to the Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing) on June 17, 2014;

e Discussion items for the seven meetings held on October 17, 2014, October 20, 2014,
October 22, 2014 and November 14, 2014 regarding Block Plan scale matters; and

o Responses received by January 30, 2015 on the recommended policy amendments
issued on January 12, 2015.

One of the primary concerns of the landowners was the identification of the Natural Area Network
and related features on the amended Schedule 2 and the new Schedules 2A, 2B, and 2C.
Generally, it was thought that depicting them in the manner shown entailed a level of certainty
that would not be amenable to further modification. In addition, there was the concern that the
features were shown more extensively than needed or were potentially marginal and may not be
worth preserving.

The underlying policy approach provides that the Chapter 3 policies of the plan override the
mapping schedules when considering the preservation or final delineation of a feature or the NHN
boundary. This refinement would take place sequentially through the development approval
process as more precise environmental information is accumulated through the Secondary Plan,
Block Plan, subdivision and zoning processes. The boundaries would ultimately be created by
the plan of subdivision and the feature would be zoned appropriately. As a result, given the level
of information available at this point (i.e. in the City-wide Official Plan) and the scale of the
mapping, the features and boundaries have been drawn more generally, in anticipation of the
more detailed information that will emerge later.

Staff is moving in this direction. In developed areas, the Natural Heritage Network features reflect
the limits identified by the approved developments. Various parcels, like Blocks 27 and 41 are
subject to Secondary Plan processes. As such, in addition to the information produced by the
NHN study, a substantial amount of data has been assembled by the landowners. In some
instances, this information has been made available to the City. In reviewing the original drafts of
the schedules, it was agreed that if the same conclusions were reached by both the City and
landowners’ consultants then there could be an amendment to the schedule to reflect this
outcome. A number of these circumstances have been noted above, such as the removal of
select reaches of headwater drainage features from the Core Features in Blocks 27, 41 and 59.

This “precautionary” approach ensures that a potential attribute is clearly identified and can be
subject to an appropriate level of review. It will be subjected to a rigorous refinement process,
which will result in an accurately delineated feature or system, based on the best available
information and science. It is also noted that the landowner, as the applicant, will be a participant
in this process. These principles have already been applied successfully. Block 55 (Kipling
Community — North Kleinburg-Nashville Secondary Plan) has achieved Block Plan approval and
draft plan approval has been obtained for the majority of the block.

The evaluation of stakeholder information involved a policy-by-policy review and discussions with
the Province, York Region and the TRCA to ensure agency agreement. Highlights of the
refinements to Schedule 2 and the policy amendments are described below.



a. Changes to Schedule 2

e There are numerous small corrections to Core Features based on previous development
approvals and interpretation of the digital data (see Attachment 2).

e Enhancement Areas depicted on Schedule 2 are targeted for potential open country
habitat and select restoration areas. A new Enhancement Areas policy is recommended
to identify categories of Enhancement Areas not depicted on Schedule 2, including:
north-south linkages for Robinson Creek and in the Purpleville Creek watershed;
wetlands; and woodlands. The Enhancement Areas rationale and criteria are discussed
in the report of the City’s consulting team (Attachment 1).

e The linkage Enhancement Areas for Robinson Creek and Purpleville Creek watershed
are removed and replaced with a description in the text of a new policy, as noted above.

e Waterbodies, except kettle lakes, are removed from the Core Features and policy is
included to direct the evaluation of waterbodies to determine if they are sensitive surface
water features.

b. Policy Review

e Clarification is provided in the consulting team report regarding the mapping of
watercourses and the policies directing the delineation of the feature extent of
watercourses and application of a minimum vegetation protection zone. Text regarding
the delineation of the feature extent for valley and stream corridor is added in policy
3.2.3.4 of VOP 2010.

e Stakeholder comments and discussions noted implementation issues and discrepancies
with the Region Official Plan regarding the precautionary approach for valley and stream
corridors, wetlands and woodlands. These policies in section 3.3 of VOP 2010 have
been revised to aid in policy implementation regarding modification of these Core
Features and compensation. General references to modification of Core Features and
compensation are removed from Policy 3.2.3.11, which now speaks to the precise
delineation of Core Features.

e The specific policies that address the modification of these Core Features include: policy
3.3.1.4 regarding public works in valleys; existing policy 3.3.1.5, to be re-numbered
3.3.1.6, regarding modification to watercourses; proposed new policy 3.3.1.5 addressing
field verification of watercourses; proposed amended policy 3.3.2.2 addressing wetland
protection and/or maintenance of function; and proposed amended policies 3.3.3.3 and
3.3.3.4 allowing for modification of woodlands that do not meet tests for significant
woodlands according to the Region Official Plan, subject to a woodland compensation
plan.

4. Management and Restoration of the Natural Heritage Network

Land clearing for early settlement and urbanization has resulted in highly fragmented natural
areas in southern Ontario. While targeted ecological restoration is important across southern
Ontario, agricultural landscapes can support biodiversity in fragmented woodlands and wetlands
and allow for some wildlife movement. Urbanization, however, creates barriers to species
dispersal, such that it is important to improve habitat condition and provide linkages to ensure a
viable network and species persistence.

The discussion below identifies key implementation measures for the management and
restoration of the NHN over time. Good spatial data and knowledge of habitat condition allow for
targeted management, restoration and stewardship actions that can be budgeted and
demonstrate improvement in ecosystem targets and natural capital assets. Improving habitat
condition will maximize the functions of the NHN not just for biodiversity, but in the provision of
ecosystem services that benefit Vaughan citizens.



a. Significant Wildlife Habitat

The location of significant wildlife habitat (SWH) identified in the NHN Study is important
information for determining the management and restoration opportunities available to the
City. Ecological restoration in the vicinity of SWH, such as for breeding bird habitat and
amphibian habitat, will increase the viability of the habitat and the likelihood of persistence of
these species. This is an efficient use of funds obtained and/or allocated for ecological
restoration.

Area-Sensitive Woodland Breeding Birds

Woodland patches that meet thresholds for woodland area-sensitive bird breeding habitat are
already considered Core Features of the NHN due to the size and function of the woodlands.
The presence of bird species that utilize interior habitat conditions reinforces the need to
maintain the ecological functions associated with woodland interior habitat through
restoration and/or enhancing direct linkages and functional connectivity. Of the nine
woodlands that are SWH, two are part of TRCA-owned properties such that the City can work
with the TRCA on management plans to improve habitat conditions. Four woodlands are
aligned with the Natural Core designation in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan
(ORMCP) and two woodlands are located in the Natural Heritage System of the Greenbelt
Plan, such that restoration and/or managing edge habitat through stewardship efforts can
improve interior forest habitat conditions. One woodland is in the urban area, such that
opportunities for restoration and enhancing connections in the adjacent wooded valleylands
will be important for long-term species persistence. In the case of the woodland in the urban
area, the Environmental Impact Study as part of a Block Plan submission included data from
independent field observations that supports the identification of SWH for woodland area-
sensitive bird breeding habitat, lending credibility to the assessment in the NHN Study.

Special Concern Woodland Breeding Birds

Almost 70 woodlands provide habitat for Special Concern woodland breeding bird species,
identified by the presence of Eastern Wood-Pewee and/or Wood Thrush, both of which have
the status of Special Concern in Ontario. Most of the woodlands are in the Humber River
watershed and associated with valleylands and/or in the Natural Heritage System overlay of
the Greenbelt Plan, as well as associated with the Natural Core designation of the Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan. Several of the woodlands are associated with TRCA
properties, including two of the larger woodlands in the Nashville Conservation Reserve.
Important management and restoration activities to improve the likelihood of persistence of
Special Concern woodland bird species in these areas includes: valleyland restoration in
collaboration with TRCA; and land stewardship in the Provincial Plan areas, starting with land
owner contact to understand the interest and available stewardship options.

Several woodlands located in the Urban Area that support Special Concern woodland bird
species are notable and may require specific management activities:

e Located in the valley of Rainbow Creek, woodlands west of Hwy 27 and south of
Langstaff Road will be further impacted by the Hwy 427 extension, such that
valleyland restoration may mitigate such impacts;

e Woodlands south of Hwy 7 and east of Martin Grove Road associated with the
Veneto Club;

e At the southwest corner of Huntington Road and Nashville Road, the woodland
identified as Stand 66-02 in the Rural Focus Area Woodland Ecosystem Assessment,
and assessed as having “Moderate” ecological function, is potentially impacted by the
GTA West Corridor route and proposed pipeline projects including TransCanada
Pipelines;

e Block 18 woodland complex in the Upper West Don is identified as a Priority 4
regeneration site in the Don River Watershed Plan; and



e Baker's Woods in the Upper West Don is identified as a Priority 3 regeneration site in
the Don River Watershed Plan.

Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Birds

Most of the eight SWH patches under this category are in valleylands and are included in the
Core Features of the NHN. There are three areas that occur outside of valleylands that meet
thresholds for SWH for shrub/early successional breeding birds. These areas are not
included in the Core Features. They are designated for urban development, tend to be
outliers in the distribution of this type of SWH, and represent a minor component of the SWH
patches (approximately 10%). There is low likelihood of maintaining these areas as suitable
habitat. Meanwhile, larger SWH patches for shrub/early successional breeding bird habitat
exists in the Humber River valley and are essentially connected along the valley corridor.

The two largest areas of SWH habitat for shrub/early successional breeding birds are in the
TRCA-owned Nashville Conservation Reserve. Some of the habitat has also been identified
as habitat for woodland breeding birds that are listed as Special Concern. Hence,
management prescriptions for the Nashville Conservation Reserve offer potential for the
persistence of both woodland and early successional habitat types.

Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat

As noted in the report by North-South Environmental (Attachment 1), only one area in
Vaughan meets the thresholds for SWH for area sensitive open country bird breeding habitat.
Approximately half of the area is in the Greenbelt Plan and the remainder of the site is in the
Non-Urban Area designation in the VOP 2010.

The City's consulting team also identified 56 habitat patches utilized by grassland species
listed as Threatened (Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark) under the Endangered Species Act,
2007 (ESA). A further review of these habitat patches is required to determine the feasibility
of maintaining grassland and/or open country habitat. In addition, such a review should
consider the amount of suitable open country habitat to maintain at any given time. Lands in
agricultural production for hay and pasture, for example, can support grassland/open country
bird species

Preparing a land stewardship and management plan for open country bird species, including
habitat of species regulated under the Endangered Species Act (2007), should be a priority
for the City. This may assist in implementing habitat compensation for habitat regulated under
the ESA, such as for Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark, to assist in approving development
applications.

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Woodland)

Approximately 60 woodland patches meet thresholds for SWH for woodland amphibian
breeding habitat, where the associated wetlands are within 120 metres of the woodland.
These areas are included in the Core Features based on the woodland habitat.

The larger woodland patches that meet the SWH thresholds for woodland amphibian
breeding habitat occur in TRCA-owned properties (Nashville Conservation Reserve, Kortright
and Boyd) and in the Natural Core designation of the ORMCP (also corresponding with the
Maple Uplands ANSI).

Smaller woodland patches meeting thresholds for SWH for woodland amphibian breeding
habitat are largely located in the Natural Heritage System overlay of the Greenbelt Plan area
and the Natural Linkage designation of the ORMCP area. Once again, this emphasizes the
need to develop a land stewardship approach for landowners in the Greenbelt Plan and
ORMCP areas to understand potential restoration and/or securement opportunities.



Several woodland patches are located in greenfield areas proposed for development (Blocks
27, 59 and 60). The SWH in Block 60 is located in and immediately adjacent to Robinson
Creek, which provides an opportunity to maintain and enhance this habitat as part of the
valley system. The SWH in Block 59 is located in the power transmission corridor and within
200 metres of Robinson Creek, although soon to be separated from Robinson Creek by the
Hwy 427 extension. As a result, discussions with Hydro One regarding transmission line
management, with MTO regarding the detailed design of Hwy 427, and with TransCanada
Pipelines regarding mitigation and management of the pipeline right-of-way is critical to the
long-term persistence of this habitat. Furthermore, this area is listed as SWH in part because
of observations of the Western Chorus Frog, which is listed federally as Threatened and for
which there is a draft recovery plan.

Amphibian Breeding Habitat (Wetland)

Ten wetlands meet thresholds for SWH for amphibian breeding habitat and distributed as
follows:

5 wetlands are in the Humber watershed in the Greenbelt NHS;

3 wetlands in the Natural Linkage designation of the ORMCP;

One wetland associated with a riparian corridor in Block 27; and

One wetland in the Hwy 400 North Employment lands and outside of the Greenbelt
Plan area.

Given the few occurrences of SWH for wetland amphibian breeding, these areas should be
prioritized to explore land stewardship approaches for those wetlands in the Greenbelt NHS
and ORMCP. Protection of the wetlands in future urban areas will be evaluated as part of the
Secondary Plan and/or Block Plan review process.

The following table summarizes the initial considerations in developing a management and
restoration plan for the Natural Heritage Network with a focus on improving the likelihood of
persistence of existing significant wildlife habitat. A future report to Council will address the
restoration opportunities in more detail, including cost estimates and available external
funding as part of a business plan.

Significant Wildlife
Habitat

NHN Objectives Restoration/Management

Opportunities

Area Sensitive
Woodland Breeding
Birds — ORMCP
Natural Core and
Maple Uplands ANSI

Measurable increase in
the amount of interior
forest

Explore management and site restoration
for North Maple Regional Park

Functional connectivity
and edge management

Explore private land stewardship for
landowners in the Greenbelt Plan and
ORMCP areas.

Area Sensitive
Woodland Breeding
Birds — TRCA
properties

Measurable increase in
the amount of interior
forest and overall forest
cover

Explore City and TRCA collaboration for
funding options for restoration activities.

Special Concern
Woodland Breeding
Birds

Improve quality,
connectivity and extent
of valley woodlands

Priority restoration in valleylands in
collaboration with TRCA.

Landowner contact to determine
stewardship opportunities for lands in the
Greenbelt Plan area.

Improve woodland
patch size

Priority restoration in TRCA properties
(Nashville Conservation Reserve and
Kortright)

Improve quality and
functional connectivity

Landowner contact to determine
stewardship opportunities for lands in the




Significant Wildlife NHN Objectives Restoration/Management
Habitat Opportunities
of woodlands Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas.
Identify restoration opportunities with
Nature Conservancy Canada regarding
the MacMillan Nature Reserve
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Explore City and TRCA collaboration for
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical funding options for restoration activities.
TRCA properties function zone of
wetlands
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Landowner contact to determine private
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical land stewardship opportunities.
Maple Uplands ANSI, | function zone of
Greenbelt and wetlands
ORMCP areas
Woodland Amphibian | Improve population Seek to collaborate with Hydro One and
Breeding Habitat — viability and critical utilities including TransCanada Pipelines
Transmission Lines function zone of regarding land management options, as
wetlands well as input to MTO regarding Hwy 427
Detailed Design.

b. Ecosystem Targets and NHN Scenarios

The total area of the Natural Heritage Network (NHN) is 6,943 hectares. This does not
include parts of the Greenbelt Plan and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP) in
agricultural lands, but only those lands meeting criteria for Core Features and the minimum
vegetation protection zone, or 30 metre area of interest for stream corridors (i.e.
watercourses outside of defined valleys). Lands identified as feature types (valleys, wetlands,
woodlands) comprise 4,989 hectares. Core Features include other lands without existing
natural habitat: lands deeded into public ownership (36.3 hectares); significant wildlife habitat
(66.9 hectares) not associated with a valley, wetland or woodland; and lands zoned open
space without natural cover (21.6 hectares). While approximate, it demonstrates that areas
generally protected as feature types comprise 5,114 hectares (18.6% of Vaughan), such that
lands mapped as vegetation protection zones or the 30 metre area of interest comprise 1,829
hectares (6.7% of Vaughan). Woodlands and wetlands comprise 3,262.5 hectares or 11.9%
of Vaughan.

As noted above, existing natural features within the NHN comprise about 4,989 hectares.
However, the area of the NHN with restoration potential is not a simple subtraction of this
amount from the total NHN (6,943 — 4,989 = 1,954 hectares). For example, it is noted in the
PPS (2.1.9) that natural heritage protection is not intended to limit the ability of agricultural
uses to continue. As such, the vegetation protection zones to wetlands and riparian areas as
shown on Schedule 2 in the Agricultural designation are not de facto restoration areas.

Specific restoration scenarios can be identified to inform the appropriate ecosystem targets
for Vaughan’s NHN and identify priority activities. Three restoration scenarios are described
below and is intended to illustrate potential restoration and the approach to track outcomes
against ecosystem parameters:

e Scenario 1 - Areas without natural cover in well-defined valleys (i.e. below the crest
of slope), already identified as Core Features, comprising 1,316 hectares, of which
378.6 hectares in the upper Main Humber and upper East Humber River valleys is
selected to illustrate woodland restoration potential;

e Scenario 2 - Areas of the Greenbelt Plan that can reasonably be expected to be
restored, which will be surrounded by urban development (i.e. Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands and New Community Areas), including (i) areas in the NHN




without existing cover (i.e. valley lands without cover and vegetation protection zones
to features) comprising 135 hectares and (ii) lands outside of the Core Features of
the NHN, but within the Greenbelt Plan, comprising another 132 hectares; and

e Scenario 3 - Specific restoration opportunities on public and/or conservation agency
lands, such as the North Maple Regional Park, MacMillan Farm, and lands already
deeded into public ownership.

Ecosystem Guideline Existing Scenario 1 | Scenario 2—- | Scenario 3 -
Parameter’ Target1 Condition | — Example Example Site Specific
Valleyland Greenbelt Restoration
Restoration Plan Options
Restoration
Woodland Cover 30% 11.2% 12.7% 13.7% 13.9%
(% of Municipality) 3,070.6 ha 3491.9 ha 3,758.6 ha 3,800.1 ha
Interior Woodland” >10% 144.8 ha 277.7 ha 314 ha 326 ha
(% of Municipality) 0.53% 1.01% 1.16% 1.21%
Largest Woodland 200 ha 152 ha 721 ha 721 ha 721 ha
Patch for
Watershed (ha)

' Environment Canada 2013
2 Proportion of forest cover that is 100 metres or further from the forest edge.

If it is assumed that these areas are restored only to woodland cover, for the purposes of this
example, then progress towards ecosystem targets can be demonstrated as shown in the
table above. The scenarios are calculated to be cumulative, such that Scenario 1 (select
valleyland restoration) is added to the existing woodland cover, then Scenario 2 (select
Greenbelt Plan restoration) is added to Scenario 1, and so on.

Major infrastructure projects and urban development will continue to impact the NHN. For
example, the dramatic increase in the largest contiguous woodland patch in the scenarios
above, while almost entirely in the Greenbelt Plan and largely on public lands, is misleading
as the upper Main Humber and East Humber valleys will be fragmented by the proposed
GTA West Transportation Corridor. Some of the lands also have long-term leases for
agricultural and other uses. Nonetheless, the examples of restoration opportunities shown
above demonstrate that a management and restoration program can dramatically improve
the NHN over time. Improving overall woodland cover is important for biodiversity and the
provision of ecosystem services. However, as shown by the doubling of interior forest habitat
and dramatic increase in the largest contiguous woodland patch in the example scenarios
above, it is more important to target restoration for maximum ecological gain. This should
also consider proposed new infrastructure that will fragment existing habitat and constrain
restoration options. A more detailed approach to assess restoration potential, together with
partner agencies such as the TRCA, York Region, Oak Ridges Moraine Land Trust and the
Nature Conservancy Canada, can inform appropriate ecosystem targets, provide cost
estimates for restoration and identification of potential external funding, and demonstrate
progress towards the targets on an annual basis.

c. Habitat Compensation Principles

Value of a Natural Heritage System

As explained in ICLEI Canada’s report, “biodiverCITIES: A Primer on Nature in Cities” (ICLEI
Canada and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 2014), Vaughan’s Natural Heritage
Network is one component of urban biodiversity which, as well as protected and restored
natural areas, also includes naturalized parks and greenspaces, the urban tree canopy, and
green roofs and other low impact development installations. In addition to wildlife habitat and
amenity space, Vaughan’s NHN provides a range of ecosystem services of benefit to
residents, including: stormwater management, water regulation, flood attenuation, erosion




control, nutrient cycling, carbon storage and climate change mitigation, and removal of small
particulates in the air that would otherwise contribute to smog. More and more municipalities
are documenting the economic value of green space and green infrastructure (Town of
Aurora 2013, Town of Oakville 2006).

Habitat Compensation Principles

Of the 27,435 hectares that comprise Vaughan, only 11% of lands are in woodland cover and
1.5% as wetland habitat. This is well below the woodland cover target set by York Region
(25%) and the minimum wetland cover target (6% of each subwatershed) recommended by
Environment Canada (2013). Not only is a targeted restoration strategy required to
regenerate habitat that has been modified through settlement, it is also critical to ensure no
further loss of existing habitat. Specific policies in the VOP 2010 articulate provisions for
modification of valley and stream corridors, wetlands and woodlands under specific
circumstances and subject to compensation.

Habitat compensation, or often referred to as biodiversity offsetting, involves identifying
measurable conservation outcomes to compensate for adverse biodiversity impacts and/or
habitat loss of a proposed project. There are valid concerns that past examples of habitat
compensation in Canada and elsewhere has not resulted in a net ecological gain, particularly
when existing quality habitat has been removed and compensated by restoration areas that
require considerable management effort over many years or even decades and monitoring
for establishment and regeneration. For this reason, it is important for the City of Vaughan to
pursue a habitat compensation framework with clear principles to create more certainty that
the result will be a net positive conservation outcome. Several Ontario municipalities, the
TRCA, and Ontario Nature are in various stages of exploring habitat compensation
frameworks. As noted in the report by Ontario Nature (Ontario Nature 2014), effective
implementation of habitat compensation can:

e Position industry as a positive force in biodiversity conservation efforts;

e Ensure that offset providers (e.g. farmers, landowners, conservation organizations,
municipalities) have the financial means to undertake conservation efforts on their
lands; and

e Provide an overall net gain for biodiversity.

It is recommended that the following principles guide the future development of a habitat
compensation framework for the City of Vaughan.

Principle 1 — The main objective is to strengthen the long-term viability of the NHN.
Implementing habitat compensation should not simply be seen as numbers game to meet
guantitative targets. Conservation design principles suggest that larger habitat patches
and greater connectivity between habitat patches is the most effective way to promote
long-term ecological viability. This should guide the evaluation and selection of
compensation options. Furthermore, while a goal is to ensure areas have natural self-
sustaining vegetation, it is the reality in urban areas with constant pressure on
biodiversity that management will be required of certain areas.

Principle 2 — Habitat compensation is a conservation tool of last resort. Direct impacts to
the NHN should be avoided and impacts of adjacent land uses should be mitigated,
consistent with the interpretation in the PPS, the York Region Official Plan and the VOP
2010. Any unavoidable negative impacts should be minimized to the extent possible.
Compensation then allows for any residual impacts to be offset by identifying appropriate
conservation outcomes.

Principle 3 — Habitat compensation shall achieve an overall net ecological gain. The City
of Vaughan is below natural heritage target levels expressed in the report, “How Much
Habitat is Enough?” (Environment Canada 2012). Hence, there is a clear need for
restoration actions to meet ecosystem targets, particularly with respect to woodland



cover, extent of interior woodlands, riparian habitat, and wetlands. This principle also
emphasizes that compensation options need to be evaluated so that measurable
conservation outcomes are clear. This can be achieved in two ways. First, it is important
to establish the baseline NHN, which is the natural heritage system of natural features
and the vegetation protection zone (often referred to as a buffer). Hence, net ecological
gain is an addition to the baseline NHN, not just in comparison to the existing modified
and fragmented landscape. Second, ecological gain can be measured by demonstrating
progress towards ecosystem targets. Nonetheless, interpretation of this principle will
need to consider site-specific context, such as whether the proposed development is in
an intensification area (such that off-site compensation will likely need to be considered)
or ‘greenfield’ area, and the quality of the habitat that is impacted.

Principle 5 — Some sites, habitats and features should be off-limits to habitat
compensation, based for example on an assessment of vulnerability and irreplaceability.
This can be viewed as an assessment of risk, in which habitat compensation can be
supported where risk factors are low or favourable. Ontario Nature (2014) has described
the situation of less risk (from a conservation perspective) where:

e There is abundant opportunity to add value (i.e. replacing biodiversity of similar
or higher value);

e The outcome is predictable;
Biodiversity is easy to restore with proven, reliable techniques; and/or
There are still abundant source populations for target species.

Principle 6 — Gains are commensurate with losses (i.e. establish equivalence) within the
planning context of the City of Vaughan, ecological value, and the need for ecological
restoration. This involves determining an appropriate compensation ratio and replacing
“like with like”.

Principle 7 — The conservation outcomes secured through compensation should last at
least as long as the project's impacts, and ideally in perpetuity. Lands restored and
deeded into public ownership clearly meet the intent and overall objective to improve
long-term viability. However, this principle also recognizes opportunities to work on land
stewardship projects with landowners, such as modifying farm practices to support select
species or habitat types.

Principle 8 — While it is preferred to locate habitat compensation on site or near to the
project, the siting and type of compensation should consider the Enhancement Areas
criteria of the City of Vaughan. In this way, habitat compensation can be evaluated in
terms of making progress against ecosystem targets and as articulated in VOP 2010.

It is recommended that staff provide a report to a future meeting of Council to explore a
detailed compensation protocol for the NHN to implement policies in the VOP 2010, and also
to explore opportunities to implement aspects of the Ontario Endangered Species Act (2007).

d. Conservation Land Securement Strategy

A Conservation Land Securement Strategy was prepared by Orland Conservation as part of
the NHN Study and made available for the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing). The Conservation Land Securement Strategy covers a wide range of
issues for consideration by the City and provides a ready-to-use framework to develop
specific action items. Topics covered include partner agencies for implementation and
funding (e.g. York Region, TRCA, Nature Conservancy Canada, Oak Ridges Moraine Land
Trust, Ducks Unlimited and the Ontario Farmland Trust), detailed steps regarding landowner
contact, disposition policy, and communicating success. The discussion above regarding the
maintenance of significant wildlife habitat demonstrates the importance of beginning



landowner outreach as early as possible to identify stewardship options of interest and
importance to Vaughan residents.

A few specific programs being implemented in southern Ontario municipalities are notable as
they can inform the development of a management, restoration and land stewardship
program in Vaughan.

City of Brampton Valleys Naturalization Planting Program

The City of Brampton “Valleys Naturalization Planting Program” has naturalized over 120
hectares of land with 24,000 native trees, 200,000 shrubs and 100,000 perennials over the
period from 2003 to 2012. The project was initiated with a staff recommendation that the City
enter into a 10-year growing contract with a local grower (Sheridan Nurseries Limited) to
supply native trees and shrubs for a long term valley naturalization planting project. This
innovative approach to purchasing plant material was essential to ensuring an ample supply
of the appropriate native species each year, given the tendency of growers to mainly produce
non-native, unsuitable plants at that time. This recommendation was approved by Brampton
Council on November 14, 2001. The City deemed this program imperative to improve the
health, diversity and environmental sustainability of the valley lands within the watersheds of
the Credit River, Fletchers Creek, Etobicoke Creek and West Humber River tributaries. The
$8M cost of the Program over the last 10 years has been supported by Development
Charges (DC) with only the statutory 10% non-DC requirement being contributed from the tax
base. The anticipated cost of the 10-year extension of the program is $9.6M and was
approved by Brampton Council in April 2012.

Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) Bird-Friendly Certified Hay Program

The CVC “Bird-Friendly Certified Hay Program” connects hay growers, hay purchasers and
landowners with land available for growing Bird-Friendly Certified Hay. Hay producers who
register their lands as Bird-Friendly Certified agree to modify pasture practices, such as
delaying hay cutting until July 15™ to support breeding and nesting grassland species, such
as endangered Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark. This is an innovative example of the
working agricultural landscape directly supporting species at risk, particularly in this case as
there are few areas of native grasslands remaining in southern Ontario. A registry allows
users to negotiate hay sale and land rental agreements through the Bird-Friendly Certified
Hay Marketplace. The program was launched in 2014 and accomplishments include: 14
registered participants; eight hay producers that grew 143 acres of Bird-Friendly Certified Hay
on nine farms; at least 78 Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark observed in the fields; and
confirmed five bobolink and eastern meadowlark pairs breeding in the fields.

Valuing Natural Capital Assets

The GIS database prepared as a key deliverable of the NHN Study allows the City to track
the biodiversity contribution of existing habitat, restoration areas and stewardship projects.
The Town of Aurora has measured progress regarding natural heritage protection one step
further by providing a dollar value to the ecosystem services provided by the Town’s natural
heritage areas (Town of Aurora 2013). The Town of Oakville has quantified the urban forest
structure and calculated the ecosystem services benefits in economic terms as a dollar value
(Town of Oakville 2006). These municipalities have also taken steps to ensure proper
valuation of these green assets in the corporate asset management tracking. Below is an
excerpt summarizing the valuation of natural habitat such as wetlands and woodlands, but
also including parks and stormwater management facilities, for the Town of Aurora.

“The value of Aurora’s natural assets is estimated at approximately $7.4 million
annually. This amount does not include the value of street trees and other urban trees.
This is a significant value attributed to the protection of environmental features,
reduction in greenhouse gases and other ecological benefits. The entire budget for
Aurora in 2012 including water rates, was approximately $62 million. Without the values



of Aurora’s natural capital assets it is possible that the overall budget of the Town could
potentially be increased by $7.4 million, which is a 12.4 per cent increase per year, to
replicate or replace the ecosystem services and other benefits that Aurora’s Natural
Capital Assets provide. Typically natural assets provide economic benefits that do not
require an outlay of tax dollars to maintain.”

e. Implications of the NHN Study Findings

Informing New Development

Provision of a complete GIS database was a key deliverable of the NHN Study. For
Development Planning staff, the GIS data regarding the NHN can be used to more efficiently
and effectively process development applications. Staff in Policy Planning, Parks
Development, Parks and Forestry Operations, and Engineering can utilize the data for long-
range planning purposes.

Findings of the NHN Study can also inform the Secondary Plan and/or Block Plan processes
for the new development areas in Vaughan (i.e. New Community Areas, Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands, and the West Vaughan Employment Area), including:

e Measures to maintain significant wildlife habitat (including linkages related to SWH),
are to be addressed in the Terms of Reference for an MESP and/or EIS in the Block
Plan process. This has implications regarding the assessment of adjacent lands
according to the Provincial Policy Statement, ROP 2010 and VOP 2010 policies.

e SWH in the Greenbelt Plan has implications for assessing adjacent lands in terms of
establishing an appropriate vegetation protection zone, including:

- Several locations of SWH for amphibian breeding habitat (woodlands); and
- SWH for woodland species of conservation concern (Wood Thrush, Eastern
Wood-pewee).

o Consideration of improvements to the NHN adjacent to the Greenbelt Plan area to
consolidate the NHN and consider recommending that these areas be included in the
Greenbelt Plan as part of the Provincial Plan review (i.e. addition to Greenbelt Plan
area) and addition of remnant lands that may potentially be purchased for the GTA
West Corridor that are excess to the needs of the ultimate alignment.

e Amended Enhancement Areas policies identify Robinson Creek for appropriate study
to design a viable north-south ecological corridor in the West Vaughan Employment
Area.

e Maintenance of SWH in the West Vaughan Employment area requires interacting
with Hydro One Networks (management of lands for transmission corridor and
transformer station), MTO (detailed design of Hwy 427 extension) and TransCanada
Pipelines to ensure ecological functions, such as hydrological connections and
wildlife corridors, are sustained.

e Possible funding under species at risk stewardship funds for Western Chorus Frog
(Federal) and Barn Swallow in the West Vaughan Employment Area.

e Develop habitat compensation/biodiversity offsetting policies as part of Secondary
Plan policies for the New Community Areas.

e Ensure NHN policies in the Secondary Plan for New Community Areas is aligned with
the Region’s Greenlands System policies.

e Consider alignment of Redside Dace recovery habitat options with Greenbelt Plan
restoration opportunities in the western branch of Purpleville Creek.

e Maximize restoration options in the Greenbelt Plan lands in the New Community
Areas and Hwy 400 North Employment Lands.

Secondary Plans for New Community Areas

The New Community Area Secondary Plans are now underway for Blocks 27 and 41.
Significant technical work for these lands has been undertaken to set the terms of reference



for the required subwatershed studies and to inform the early planning of these areas. Some
refinements of the NHN have already been made, such as those regarding headwater
drainage features, and further refinements will be outlined through the detailed work to be
undertaken as part of the Secondary Plans and ensuing Block Plan development process.

Greenbelt Plan and ORCMP Review

On February 27, the Government of Ontario launched a coordinated review of the Growth
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, the Niagara Escarpment Plan, the Oak Ridges
Moraine Conservation Plan and the Greenbelt Plan as required under their respective
legislation. These four provincial land use plans work together to manage growth, protect
agricultural lands and natural environment, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and support
economic development in Ontario’s Greater Golden Horseshoe and Greenbelt. The
coordinated review has two rounds of consultation. The first seeks input to inform the
development of amendments to the plans, and the second is to consult on proposed
amendments, if any. May 27, 2015 is the deadline to submit comments on the first round of
reviews.

The findings of the NHN Study can inform the City’s submissions to the Province regarding
any amendments to the boundaries of the Greenbelt Plan or the ORMCP to support the NHN.
The City can anticipate parts of the Greenbelt Plan that can be restored from current
agricultural use to natural habitat for those Greenbelt Plan lands that will be surrounded by
new development, such as in the New Community Areas and the Hwy 400 North
Employment Lands. Many parts of the Greenbelt Plan and the Natural Linkage designation in
the ORMCP, however, will be maintained as productive farm land. An agricultural matrix is an
important part of a vibrant countryside and should be promoted as part of a food strategy,
and can also contribute to an ecologically viable Natural Heritage Network. An agricultural
matrix is more permeable for wildlife movement than urban development, can be part of the
working landscape within the NHN, and is contributing to the presence of significant wildlife
habitat in the Provincial Plan areas.

Clarification of select policies in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP will be of interest in
implementing the VOP 2010 policies regarding the NHN. New infrastructure has the potential
to fragment existing habitat and limit restoration opportunities. New policy language to assist
in interpreting infrastructure policies in the Provincial Plans will be useful to the City. This
could include strengthened policy language to require the study of cumulative effects,
mitigation and maintenance of ecological function for areas affected by proposed
infrastructure, and the provision of habitat compensation for unavoidable negative impacts to
the NHN. Recreational use policies are also of interest to fast-growing municipalities.
Specifically regarding natural heritage, clarification of the application of a vegetation
protection zone outside of the Provincial Plan areas, policies regarding connectivity of natural
heritage features, and consideration of the urban river valley designation are of interest to the
City.

GTA West Corridor Environmental Assessment and Hwy 427 Extension

Major infrastructure projects have the potential to remove and fragment remaining habitat in
Vaughan. The prognosis for the NHN is that actual habitat (woodlands, wetlands) is likely to
decline before ecological restoration activities result in improvements to the NHN as
measured against ecosystem targets. Depending on the route selection for the GTA West
Corridor, the two highway projects have the potential to cross up to 30 streams, remove up to
30 hectares of woodland cover, and impact up to 30 individual wetlands. The Hwy 427 EA is
complete, such that efforts to mitigate impacts to the NHN rely on the ability to influence
detailed design aspects of the project. For the GTA West Corridor, the City has an
opportunity to influence the route selection to minimize negative impacts to the NHN, but also
to recommend restoration strategies and compensation measures to offset impacts.
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Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020/Strategic Plan

The Natural Heritage in the City report is consistent with the Vaughan Vision 2020 Strategic Plan,
through the following initiatives, specifically:

Service Excellence:
e Lead & Promote Environmental Sustainability
Management Excellence:

e Manage Growth & Economic Well Being
o Demonstrate Leadership & Promote Effective Governance

This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council.

Regional Implications

Policies in the ROP 2010 support the effort of local municipalities to identify local greenlands
systems. York Region staff were consulted during the study process. York Region is the
approval authority for amendments to the VOP 2010 that will be adopted as a result of this study.

Conclusion

The NHN Study has involved policy analysis, field studies and ecological research; and
throughout the process, public and landowner consultation was undertaken. The
recommendations to Council are directly related to the key Study deliverables:

e A comprehensive GIS database of the NHN and component features that can be used
immediately by Development Planning staff in the review of applications, to be shared
with other City departments, and as critical base information to implement a long-term
management, restoration and land stewardship program;

e Amendments to Schedule 2 (Natural Heritage Network) and environmental policies of
VOP 2010, following extensive stakeholder and agency consultation, to improve the
implementation of VOP 2010, to guide efficient urban growth and improve the ecological
viability of the NHN;


http://www.aurora.ca/Live/Documents/AURORA%20-%20ECRA%20CAP%20ASSETS.pdf

o |dentification of key aspects of a long-term management, restoration, land stewardship
and compensation programs for the NHN for the purposes of reporting back to Council on
the development of implementation measures.

On this basis, the measures set out in the Recommendation section of this report are
recommended for adoption.
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City of Vaughan NHN Phase 2-4 Study Report
1.0 INTRODUCTION

Vaughan Vision 2020, the City of Vaughan’s Strategic Plan, begins by acknowledging
the rapid pace of change in the City.

Vaughan is one of Canada’s fastest growing green

cities, with a population of over 250,000. It is . ‘ dlrectlons
projected that the number of residents will e
increase to 430,000 by 2031.

%
9
; &
@@b

The next 25 years will see Vaughan beginning &
the transition from a growing suburban
municipality to a fully urban space. This type
of transition will require long-term thinking
about how best to accommodate and make
the most of new opportunities.

Vision 2020 includes a vision and strategic
goal that acknowledges the need to value and
manage the natural environment.

Vision: A city of choice that promotes diversity, innovation and opportunity for all
citizens, fostering a vibrant community life that is inclusive, progressive,
environmentally responsible and sustainable

STRATEGIC THEME: Lead and Promote Environmental Sustainability

Recognizing the pace of growth in urban areas, the Province of Ontario passed the
Places to Grow Act (2005) and prepared the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe to provide direction and tools for municipalities to manage growth to
optimize benefits and to minimize negative impacts. This includes planning for social,
economic and environmental needs. The revised Provincial Policy Statement (PPS
2014) now includes a policy directing municipalities in southern Ontario to identify
natural heritage systems “recognizing that natural heritage systems will vary in size and
form in settlement areas, rural areas, and prime agricultural areas”.

Vaughan Tomorrow is the City’s growth management program and comprises: Vaughan
Vision 2020; Green Directions Vaughan, the City’s first Community Sustainability and
Environmental Master Plan; and the new Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (VOP 2010),
adopted by Council on September 7, 2010 and subject to further modifications on
September 27, 2011, March 20, 2012 and April 17, 2012, and approved with
modifications by York Region council on June 28, 2012.
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The VOP 2010 includes a Council adopted Natural Heritage Network (NHN) that
represents an interconnected system of core natural features, enhancement areas and
built-up valley lands to protect natural heritage features and ecological functions in a
healthy and resilient system ensuring long term protection and management of
Vaughan'’s native biodiversity. The Natural Heritage Network as currently defined in the
VOP 2010 is shown in Figure 1.

" VAUGHAN

SCHEDULE 2

Natural Heritage
Network

I Core Features
Enhancement Areas

Built-Up Valley Lands.

Greenbelt Plan Area*
Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area*

3] Minister's Decision on ORMCP Designation Deferred
Municipal Boundary

This Schedule is subject to change based on
the N Heritage Network St

The poiicy text in Chapter 3 prevails over the mapping shown on
Schedule 2 in determining the Natural Heritage Network

+ See Schedule 4 for limits and land use information of the

Greenbeit Plan Area and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation
Plan Area

February 2014

Figure 1. City of Vaughan Natural Heritage Network (VOP 2010)

The NHN performs the unique function of providing natural areas able to meet the
habitat needs of native plant and animals that require high quality habitat for their long
term survival. Many species (for example, Spring Peepers, Wood Thrush and Rose
Twisted-stalk) cannot be found where there are high noise levels, vehicle exhaust,
continuous light at night, poor water quality, barriers to movement, etc. that characterize
more built-up urban areas.

The development of a NHN is therefore a long range environmental planning effort
intended to protect the habitat necessary to sustain native plants and animals over the
long term. The NHN is of particular importance in the context of ongoing urban
development in Vaughan, particularly within new community areas.

The NHN is based on the Commitment to Environmental Stewardship as expressed in
the VOP (2010):
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The natural environment is among Vaughan’s most important and cherished
assets. The Humber and western Don Valley systems are prominent on the
City’s landscape and the overall health of those systems is reliant on the
stewardship provided by Vaughan. The watercourses, woodlands, wetlands and
related open spaces and agricultural lands each have an important function in
maintaining ecological vitality and diversity in the City. Protecting flood prone
areas from inappropriate development is critical to ensuring public safety.
Ensuring the quality of our air, water and soil is fundamental to maintaining
overall environmental health. We must also recognize the impacts of climate
change on our environment and plan for both mitigation and adaptation.

The NHN provides for the long-term health of Vaughan'’s natural environment for the
benefit of present and future generations (VOP 2010). Achieving protection requires a
“systems approach” that considers the importance of maintaining and protecting:

ecological features in the environment such as woodlands, wetlands and
watercourses, etc.;

ecological functions of the environment such as water storage and water
guality enhancement by wetlands, winter deer yards provided by dense cedar
woodlands, amphibian breeding habitat in ephemeral forest ponds, open country
or grassland habitat for birds provided by meadowlands, etc.; and

ecological interactions that occur over varying scales of time and space such
as animal predation and herbivory, the daily, seasonal and long term movement
patterns of plants and animals, and the ecological role of natural disturbance
mechanisms such as fire, wind, water, and disease, etc.

1.1 Outline of the Natural Heritage Network Study

The Natural Heritage Network Study is being undertaken to provide high quality
mapping of ecological features in the City of Vaughan and to establish and apply a clear
set of ecological criteria that define Vaughan’s NHN. High quality mapping and clearly
defined criteria will assist in achieving a consistent and transparent approach to land
use planning that meets Vaughan's vision, goals and commitments to environmental
sustainability.

Overall there are three main study objectives:

e Assess the biodiversity contribution and ecological functions of the existing
NHN;

e Develop a GIS database of the NHN, its constituent parts, and relevant
attribute information to provide a clear and transparent rationale for the NHN,
which can be used in the development application process; and

e Prepare a strategy to enhance the NHN to meet select ecosystem targets.
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NHN Phase 1 Study

The phase 1 study completed in December 2012 assembled the available natural
heritage information into a digital geographic database and established a set of criteria
to define the NHN based on provincial and municipal policies and guidelines (North-
South 2012).

NHN Phase 2-4 Study

To meet these objectives there were four main study components in the phase 2-4
study:
» Field investigations that focus on Headwater Drainage Features (HDF)
and Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH);
» Develop a recommended approach to identify and map a Natural Heritage
Network (NHN) for Vaughan;
» Prepare a Land Securement Strategy; and
+ Develop and implement a Community Engagement Plan.
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2.0 THE CHANGING ENVIRONMENT OF SOUTHERN ONTARIO

Over the past fifty years the extent and intensity of urban development has
fundamentally changed the character of southern Ontario within an area extending from
Oshawa to Hamilton and northward from Toronto to Newmarket. The change has
occurred in large measure as urban development expanded into agricultural lands,
which previously separated smaller towns and larger cities.

Over this same time period the approach to protecting natural areas within new areas of
urban development has changed substantially. In the 1950’s the approach was to
maximize the area available for urban development by removing woodlands and
wetlands and where possible putting watercourses in concrete channels that in some
cases were buried. Through the 1960’s and 70’s - : =
greater effort was made to protect the most
significant natural areas through Environmentally
Significant/Sensitive Area programs, an
approach described as protecting “islands of
green”. In the 1980’s protecting natural areas
began to take a “systems approach”, considering
the need for the protection of larger core
protected areas and ecological corridors linking
isolated natural areas; an approach requiring the
protection of open fields and agricultural lands as “enhancement areas”.

2.1 A “Systems Approach” to Natural Heritage Network Planning

The protection of large, diverse, well connected habitat patches capable of sustaining
populations of native plants and animals and facilitating natural movement patterns is
the essence of a NHN. A fundamental tenet of biodiversity conservation is that a
natural heritage system should be capable of protecting a full range of native plant and
animal species and communities indigenous to an area, as well as the biological
conditions that support them (Ontario’s Biodiversity Conservation Strategy 2011).
Increasingly NHN'’s are also being recognized for the many “ecosystem services” they
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provide, such as tree canopies that provide shade and mitigate the heat generated by

urban landscapes, groundwater infiltration, habitat for pollinators essential for

agriculture, carbon storage to mitigate climate change, filtration of pollutants from air
and water, water storage to mitigate flooding, and mental and physical human health

benefits.

The identification of a NHN in areas undergoing land use change from rural to urban
land uses is extremely important owing to the many substantial environmental impacts
inherent in urban environments. In southern Ontario’s rural landscapes the plants and
animals present are relatively stable, occupying and moving among the available habitat
patches in the relatively “soft” agricultural landscape. When urbanization occurs, the
agricultural landscape is dramatically transformed to homes, roads, commercial
development, places of work, parking areas, etc. This creates a “hard” urban landscape
with a variety of negative impacts which can lead to a decline in habitat quality and a
reduction in plant and animal diversity. The Toronto Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA) has recorded 418 native flora and fauna species in urban areas of their
jurisdiction and 1111 native flora and fauna species across the entire TRCA jurisdiction

(Figure 2).
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Figure 2: TRCA records of species diversity in the Greater Toronto Area
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2.2 The Components of a Natural Heritage Network

The components of a NHN include core areas, linkages and enhancements identified
at a variety of geographic scales including local scales (e.g. small habitat patches and
local linkages between woodlands and wetlands) and regional scales (e.g. large habitat
patches forming centres for biodiversity and regional scale linkages connecting to the
Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine). Recent studies (Chapa-Vargas and Robinson
2013, Cottam et al. 2009, Fabian Y. et al. 2013, Ritchie et al. 2009) show that
landscapes with larger amounts of natural cover (i.e. the total amount of woodland,
wetland, and open habitat) support higher biodiversity, suggesting a NHN should
identify components (cores areas, linkages and enhancement areas) that achieve
targets intended to protect a high percentage of natural cover within the landscape.

Core Areas

Core areas are remnant natural features such as woodlands and wetlands. They
typically occur as “patches” on the landscape and may be very large (100 - 200 ha or
more), or relatively small (1-2 ha). The significance or importance of a core area will
depend primarily on its size, condition, extent of natural cover in the planning area (in
landscapes of low natural cover, lacking large natural features, all core areas of any
size may be important enough to include in a NHN), configuration (high interior-to-edge
ratio are preferred over those with linear or convoluted shapes), diversity of
communities, presence of Species At Risk or Conservation Concern, and areas
providing habitat for species with very specific or demanding habitat requirements (e.g.,
colonial nesting birds or species requiring large areas of habitat). Core Areas often
contain important hydrological areas such as headwaters, recharge areas, wetlands and
discharge areas.

To ensure the long term protection of biodiversity it is important to identify very large
Core Areas (50 to 200 ha) that are capable of sustaining viable populations of area-
sensitive species. These large Core Areas have been referred to as “Centres for
Biodiversity”. Environment Canada (2013) has provided guidance for the size of Core
Areas needed to support a high diversity of native species. These large Core Areas act
as “reservoirs” that facilitate re-colonization of smaller, marginal Core Areas in the NHN,
where populations may be locally extirpated. In some landscapes, such large natural
features may be lacking, and they may need to be created through identifying
“‘Enhancement Areas” (see below).

Linkages

A distinguishing characteristic of a NHN is that linkage areas among Core Areas are
identified to ensure remnant habitat patches are functionally connected to mitigate the
impacts resulting from fragmentation and the barriers to movement that are an inherent
part of urbanization. It is helpful to recognize that many species adapted to rural
landscapes can migrate and disperse across agricultural fields, even though they may
not appear as natural linear linkages. The identification of linkage functions is required
to maintain, and where possible enhance, this connectivity. Preferably, linkages will be
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identified along existing natural features (e.g., valleylands). However, in some cases,
linkage functionality is achieved through the identification of “Enhancement Areas” (see
below) that are restored to create suitable habitat.

Linkages may be of varying widths depending on their function. Major linkages that
serve to connect features at a Regional or Provincial scale should be wide enough to
incorporate habitat that allows the full life cycle for plant and animal species with poor
dispersal capability (e.g., non-flying insects, many species of plants, small mammals,
etc.) and for habitat-specific species (e.g. area-sensitive woodland species). Such
linkages may be 300-600m or more wide. At a local scale, the primary function of
linkages may be to allow wildlife to complete important life cycle requirements (e.g.,
facilitate amphibian movement from ponds to woodlands), and may be narrower (less
than 100m).

Enhancement Areas

Enhancement Areas are areas without obvious environmental features, such as old
fields, pasture lands, and active agricultural lands, that are included in a NHN to achieve
objectives related to Core Area or Linkage habitat enhancement. For example,
individual Core Areas may be enhanced by including areas that reduce the amount of
edge and increase the size of a core to include interior habitat; multiple Core Areas
located in close proximity may be enhanced by identifying an enhancement area
between the individual cores to form a cluster of features that create a single large Core
Area. In many cases, Core Areas comprised of watercourses and valleylands will
benefit from the identification of enhancement areas along the watercourse or
valleyland to improve ecological functions such temperature regulation, addition of food
sources, filtering of surface run-off, etc. as well as the linkage function often associated
with these areas. Local and regional scale Linkage Areas in a NHN will include
Enhancement Areas necessary to maintain the width and natural habitat required to
provide continuous, functional ecological connections.
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3.0 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

Community engagement was undertaken with a wide range of stakeholders in a variety
of forums to share information about the approach to refine and enhance the NHN and
to seek support of and input to the NHN. Below is a brief description of the key
community engagement initiatives that have been undertaken, while a complete
description including key discussion points is available in Appendix 1.

3.1 Community Stakeholder Workshops

Four stakeholder sessions were held between October 2013 and March 2014 to discuss
Vaughan’s Natural Heritage Network Study. These sessions were advertised to a wide
range of external stakeholders representing: government and agencies (including
adjacent municipalities and local conservation authorities), educational institutions,
environmental groups, community groups and residents associations, recreational
facilities, business and development organizations, local utilities and transit, and
arboriculture firms. Workshop sessions included welcoming remarks from Tony
lacobelli (Project Manager, City of Vaughan) and a presentation on the project given by
Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental, Project Lead for the consulting team). Susan
Hall from Lura Consulting facilitated the community discussions and solicited input from
participants. The purpose of the workshops was to obtain input from stakeholders
including: (1) existing or potential future initiatives that may contribute to the NHN; (2)
opportunities and constraints that influence the NHN; (3) suggestions for evaluating
criteria to establish the NHN scenarios.

3.2 City of Vaughan Staff Sessions

A session with City of Vaughan staff was held on October 29", 2013 to provide an
update on Vaughan’s NHN Study and to discuss the relationship of the NHN to other
studies and projects underway or planned for the City. Seventeen staff members
participated from a wide range of departments including Development Planning, Parks
Development, Building Standards, Policy Planning, Parks and Forestry, Environmental
Sustainability, Transportation Engineering, Asset Management, ITM,
Innovation/Continuous Improvement and Engineering Services. The session included
welcoming remarks from Tony lacobelli (Project Manager, City of Vaughan) and a
presentation by Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental, Project Lead for the
consulting team). Susan Hall from Lura Consulting facilitated the discussions and
solicited input from participants. The purpose of the workshops was to obtain input
including: (1) existing or potential future initiatives that may contribute to the NHN, such
as ongoing or future Master Plan studies; (2) opportunities and constraints; and (3)
decision-making criteria to inform the assessment of the NHN against ecosystem
targets.
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3.3 Community Forum

The City of Vaughan hosted a Community Forum on November 13", 2013 to seek
community input for both the Natural Heritage Network Study (Phase 2-4) and the
Climate Action Plan as both projects fall under the Green Directions Vaughan, the City’s
Community Sustainability and Environmental Master Plan. In total there were 57
participants. The forum was advertised in the local paper, on the City website,
distributed to all stakeholders who had participated in earlier sessions, posted on the
City's social media feeds and invitations were issued to an extensive list of residents
through the Planning Department. The community forum featured an open house from
6:30 — 7:00 p.m. and marketplace where participants could find out about other
programs and projects by the conservation authority, Enbridge, Powerstream, Earth
Hour and others. The forum began with welcoming remarks from John MacKenzie
(Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan), followed by an overview presentation
about the two projects given by Susan Hall from Lura Consulting. The remainder of the
evening was dedicated to a “world café” format which included the following three
stations:

e Climate Action Plan station where there was a brief overview presentation
provided by Chris Wolnik and Jeff Garkowski (City of Vaughan and Lura
Consulting) about the CAP and participants were encouraged to provide their
input to the CAP vision, goals and key actions.

e Land Securement Strategy station, where Kate Potter (Orland Conservation)
provided participants with an educational presentation on the variety of options
that exist for land securement beyond land purchase. Kate reviewed land
securement tools such as land donation, split receipt, conservation severance,
bequest, conservation easement agreement and life interest agreement.

e NHN station which included a brief overview presentation by Brent Tegler (North-
South Environmental consultant lead for the NHN study) followed by a facilitated
discussion.

3.4 Online Public Questionnaire

The online survey was designed to provide participants with an opportunity for input
and suggestions on the proposed vision for the NHN, on what might be considered
Vaughan’s most significant natural heritage assets and what might be the major issues
facing the protection, management and enhancement of these assets. The survey also
included questions in regard to the proposed approach to developing the NHN and the
criteria proposed to evaluate NHN scenarios.

3.5 Landowner Meetings

A series of meetings were held with individual landowners in two rounds,
(November/December 2013 and January/February 2014) to provide an opportunity for
landowners to discuss in detail work being undertaken in the Phase 2-4 study relevant
to their properties. The first session was held to review the objectives of the study, to
share data obtained during the 2013 field season and to review natural heritage
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information that might be available for specific landowner areas. The second round of
meetings was held to review and seek input on the draft results of applying criteria to
develop the NHN and the approach proposed for NHN scenario testing. Tony lacobelli
(Project Manager, City of Vaughan) and Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental,
Project Lead for the consulting team) conducted the meetings.

3.6 York Region Advisory Liaison Group

On May 5™, 2014 City of Vaughan staff presented the findings to date of the Natural
Heritage Network Study, including refined mapping details and results of the
assessment of significant wildlife habitat to a meeting with the York Region Advisory
Liaison Group (YRALG).

The particular discussion topics addressed with the audience representing farmers and
owners of agricultural lands included the following:

e The YRALG noted that the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) notes the importance
of agriculture in relation to natural heritage. The City responded that either the staff
report or consulting team report can indicate that PPS policy 2.1.9 states that
“Nothing in policy 2.1 [regarding natural heritage protection] is intended to limit the
ability of agricultural uses to continue”. This is an important consideration for
stewardship approaches to improve vegetation protection zones, for example,
associated with identified features (such as wetlands, woodlands, and
watercourses). Restoration of VPZs could constitute a significant loss of productive
land.

e There was a discussion of headwater drainage features, intermittent and/or
ephemeral streams and that inclusion of these features in the NHN could be
perceived as an additional cost to doing business, such as to erect a building for
uses ancillary to agricultural uses. In such a case, permitting for the building may
require an Environmental Impact Study.

e The YRALG advised not to identify Enhancement Areas in the Greenbelt Plan and
ORMCP areas, but to recognize that the Provincial Plan areas address continued
agricultural uses.

e It was noted while there is good uptake of the Environmental Farm Plan program in
Ontario (70-80% uptake), it is not known which lands have Environmental Farm
Plans in place as the information is not public. It was suggested that this information
would need to be gathered through landowner contact as part of a
stewardship/securement approach by the City.

e |t was noted that setbacks along rural roads provide for vegetation restoration that
can be beneficial for linkages and connectivity for wildlife movement.

e Management approaches to maintain significant wildlife habitat for open country
species was discussed. Several parts of the City may need to be identified so that
one or two areas are maintained in suitable vegetation cover in any given year. Hay,
for example, is often grown for several years as the species used for hay (grasses
such as Timothy or legumes such as alfalfa) are perennials. Switching the crop to
corn, for example, is not suitable for open country species. Yet, identifying several
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areas of the City for suitable vegetation cover, and generally maintaining agricultural
production in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas of Vaughan, could be a
strategy to maintain open country species.
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4.0 FIELD STUDIES CONDUCTED IN SUPPORT OF THE NHN
41 Frog Call Surveys

4.1.1 Selection of Amphibian Survey Sites

Surveys to inventory calling frogs were conducted at select locations throughout the City
of Vaughan. Selecting locations for point count surveys was in part based on reviewing
locations previously surveyed by the TRCA. Those locations surveyed pre-2008 by the
TRCA were selected to update this older data and determine if land use changes have
resulted in a change in frog presence and abundance.

Additional sites were selected for surveying based on TRCA mapping. Wetlands less
than two hectares in size within 100 m of a woodland were identified through GIS as
priority sites for amphibian surveys. Additional amphibian breeding sites that had not
been previously surveyed by the TRCA were also identified through field
reconnaissance. Surveys were also completed on block plan areas where permission
was granted and information was provided by the landowners’ ecological consultant
regarding amphibian habitat.

4.1.2 Amphibian Survey Methods

Three rounds of surveys were completed according to the Marsh Monitoring Program
Participant’s Handbook for Surveying Amphibians (Bird Studies Canada, 2008). A total
of 68 points were surveyed with the number of visits in part dependent on landowner
permission. Each visit was conducted in mild temperatures (above 5°C for the first
survey, above 10°C for the second survey and above 17°C for the third survey, with little
or no precipitation, between sunset and approximately one hour after midnight (surveys
were only conducted after midnight as long as temperatures remained warm). Frog
abundance was assessed using accepted guidelines as follows:

Code 1: Individuals can be counted; calls not simultaneous
Code 2: Calls distinguishable; some simultaneous calling
Code 3: Full chorus; calls continuous and overlapping

4.2 Headwater Drainage Feature Surveys

Headwater drainage features (HDFs) were surveyed throughout the City of Vaughan on
private and public lands. Headwater draining features are defined as “non-permanently
flowing draining features that may not have defined bed or banks; they are first-order
and zero-order intermittent and ephemeral channels, swales and connected headwater
wetlands, but do not include rills or furrows” (TRCA 2013). Headwater drainage
features are often not mapped as they are located in the upper reaches of watercourse
catchments, therefore locations of potential headwater drainage features were selected
through Arc Hydro modeling completed by the TRCA. Arc Hydro is a desktop tool that
operates by using GIS to complete geospatial analysis to predict where water flow
occurs on the landscape. HDF sample sites were originally selected by the TRCA and
based on the following criteria:
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e Connection to Redside Dace streams or coldwater streams;

¢ Representation of lower functioning features;

e Locations that represent a potential change in feature form, vegetation,
and/or flow; and

e Lands subject to future development applications.

Only those points were surveyed where access was permitted and that met the
following criteria:
e The drainage feature had a minimum 30 ha catchment area, identified lines had
a minimum drainage area of 2.5 ha and were identified as being connected
downstream via a surface outlet;
e The feature was relatively permanent in the landscape (i.e. if ploughed, would
reappear following subsequent runoff events); and
e The feature had sufficient seasonal flow to have the potential to move bedload.

Of the total number of potential HDF sample sites identified, 57 points along modelled
HDFs were surveyed between April 17" and May 30", 2013 (Figure 3). Thirty-two
additional points were investigated but were deemed not to meet the definition of an
HDF. Where more than one point was completed on an HDF, points were spaced at
least 250 m apart. A second survey was completed in mid-July at 12 points where
there was a potential they could be permanent features (Figure 3). Following the first
HDF assessment in the spring, HDF’s were considered potentially permanent features if
they exhibited one or a combination of the following characteristics:
e channel form was complex with clearly defined bed and banks, evidence of
erosion/sedimentation, and sorted substrate
e the channel had not been modified recently for agricultural landuse due to
inability to grow crows successfully in permanent water feature
e Wetland contained vegetation that requires permanent standing water or deeper
areas where water would remain throughout the year

Data was collected based on methods outlined in the Ontario Stream Assessment
Protocol, Section 4, Module 9 (Instream Crossing and Barrier Attribution) (April 2013)
and Module 10 (Assessing Headwater Drainage Features) (March 2013) produced by
the Ministry of Natural Resources and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

4.2.1 Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment

The assessment of HDFs was based on the Evaluation, Classification and Management
of Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines prepared by the Credit Valley Conservation
and the TRCA (April 2013 Draft and January 2014 Final version). The draft Guideline
document was used for the field evaluation component and the final 2014 Guideline
document was used to determine the management recommendation. The evaluation
involved the use of orthoimagery, GIS data (e.g. soils mapping, wetland mapping, fish
data), data obtained during field investigations and through reviewing environmental
reports completed by private landowners including block landowner groups. The
assessment of each of the HDFs considered, feature form and flow, aquatic habitat,
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terrestrial habitat, in stream features, riparian features, vegetation and wildlife up and
downstream of the HDF.

The science-based evaluation of each feature was used to classify each HDF into a
management recommendation: Protection, Conservation, Mitigation, Maintain
Recharge, Maintain Terrestrial Linkage, and No Management Required. Incorporation
of a HDF into the NHN should be considered on a site specific basis with consideration
of cumulative impacts at the larger landscape level. Those features which are classified
as Protection were recommended to be incorporated into the NHN and be protected
and/or enhanced in situ. Where a feature was classified as Conservation, it was
recommended they also be included in the NHN; however, there may be considerations
for relocation and/or enhancement of the HDF and its riparian zone corridor although
the HDF must remain connected downstream.

Classification of each HDF into management recommendations was completed by
following the flow chart illustrated on Figure 2 of the HDF Guidelines (2013). The
following describes how each category was applied to each HDF in order to come up
with a management recommendation.

Hydrology
Hydrology is classified into three categories: Limited or Recharge, Valued or

Contributing and Important. The classification of an HDF as a hydrology category is
described in Table 1.

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4 page 15



North-South Environmental Inc.
Specialists in Sustainable Landscape Planning

Vaughan NHN Study

Assessment HDF

Legend

Burnside - North-South Environmental
HDF Assessment 2013

(o] Site Assessed - HDF Spring Sampled
O  Site Assessed - HDF Summer Sampling

TRCA HDF Assessment Locations

° Site Not Assessed - No Access

L Site Assessed - No HDF Present

° Site Assessed - HDF Sampled by TRCA

Vaughan Boundary

Figure 3: Location of 2013 Headwater Drainage Feature field site assessments

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4

Kilometers

N

AA)Y North-South Environmental Inc.
Q Spociaists in Sustainable Landscape Planning

A

February 26, 2015

page 16



North-South Environmental Inc.
SpPECIalISts 1IN SuUS tainable Landscape Planning

Table 1. Hydrology classification taken from Table 4 of HDF Guidelines (Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority and Credit Valley Conservation 2013).

TRCA Hydrology Classification

Assessment —
Period Limited or

Recharge Valued or Contributing Important

Spring freshet FC=1or2 FC=3,4,0r5AND FT =1,
(late March —mid- |[AND FT =4 (2,3,4,5,70r8; OR if
April) or7 wetland (FT = 6) occurs
upstream

Late April—May |FC=1or2 .FC=10r2ANDFT =1, 2,
AND FT =4 |3 or 4 OR if wetland (FT = 6)
or7 occurs upstream; OR

i. FC=3,4,0r5AND FT =
4,50r 7 OR if wetland (FT =
6) occurs upstream

July - August FC=2,3,40r5AND
FT=1,2,3,0r8;0OR
FT=6ANDFC =2

Note: The following categories are hierarchical with highest level of function increasing from left to right.
The highest level of function satisfied according to the conditions outlined above is to be used to classify
hydrology for features. Assessments may be completed for important features earlier in the season, but
flow conditions need to be confirmed in summer in order to satisfy the criteria for this class.

OSAP Flow condition codes (FC): 1= no surface water (dry), 2 = standing water, 3 = interstitial flow, 4 =
surface flow minimal (<0.5l/s), 5 = surface flow substantial (>0.5I/s)

OSAP Feature type codes (FT): 1 = defined natural channel (visible banks), 2 = channelized (historically
natural channel, now straight with banks), 3 = multi-thread (> 1 channel), 4 = no defined feature (overland
flow only), 5 = tiled drainage (buried stream/pipe with outlet), 6 = wetland, 7 = swale, 8 = roadside ditch
(channelized running parallel with roadway), 9 = online pond outlet

*Springs and seeps can be assessed based on data from the Upstream and Downstream Site Features
from the field sheet

Fish Habitat
Fish habitat is classified into two categories: Important and Valued. The classification of
these categories is as follows:

1. Important Fish Habitat
a. Fish present year round, Species-at-Risk present or feature provides
critical habitat
2. Valued Fish Habitat
a. Seasonal habitat (e.g. migration, spawning, feeding, cover) and indirect
habitat to sensitive species (RSD) (i.e. if natural channel that would
provide ephemeral habitat to RSD for feeding, etc.)
3. Contributing
a. Allochthonous transport through feature to downstream habitat
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Recharge Hydrology

Recharge hydrology was determined through base mapping of Ontario soils from
OMAFRA by cross referencing the HDF point with sandy or sandy loam soils with good
drainage.

Riparian Vegetation

Riparian vegetation is either considered as Important or not and is considered Important
if it contains the following attributes: FT = 6 or Riparian Vegetation =5, 6, or 7 where it
covers >50% of the area within 40 m upstream and downstream of the point (see Table
2).

Table 2. Riparian Vegetation classification taken from HDF Guidelines (Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority and Credit Valley Conservation 2014).

Riparian
Vegetation | Description Observation
Code
Over 75% of the soil has no vegetation; includes hard
1 None o
surfaces such as roads and buildings
5 Lawn Grasses that are not allowed to reach a mature state

due to mowing

Planted or tilled in preparation for agricultural crops;
3 Cropped Land plants typically arranged in rows (due to machine-
planting); may be subject to periodic tillage

Pasture/Forage | Grasses and forbs that are not allowed to reach a

4 Crops mature state due to grazing by livestock.
Less than 25% tree/shrub cover; characterized by
5 Meadow
grasses, forbs and sedges
More than 25% and less than 60% trees and shrubs
interspersed with grasses and forbs (a transitional area
6 Scrubland .
between meadow and forest, with trees generally less
than 10 cm in diameter at breast height)
More than 60% of the canopy is covered by the crowns
7 Forest
of trees
8 Wetland Dominated by water tolerant wetland plants including

rushes, and water tolerant trees or shrubs

Terrestrial Habitat
Terrestrial habitat is classified into three categories: Important, Valued and Contributing.
The classification of these categories is as follows:

1. Important
a. FT =6 with breeding amphibians*
2. Valued
a. FT =6 acting as stepping stone for amphibians but no breeding
amphibians (look for wetlands within 400 m)
3. Contributing
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a. Riparian Vegetation =5, 6, 7 within 0-10 m that functions as riparian
habitat along corridor with sampling point connecting two habitat features
to facilitate movement of wildlife through corridor

4.3 Breeding Bird Surveys

The focus of breeding bird surveys was on identifying significant wildlife habitat (SWH)
for breeding birds, particularly SWH related to successional areas and smaller forest
patches. Though wetlands and large forest habitats can be considered SWH, they were
considered a lower priority as generally they already met the criteria to be included in
the NHN.

4.3.1 Selection of Breeding Bird Survey Sites

TRCA Ecological Land Classification (ELC) mapping, where available, was initially used
to select habitat for surveying based on size. Additional habitat patches were selected
in the field based on ground-truthing of aerial photography.

Selection of Areas to be Investigated as SWH for Open-country and Thicket-nesting
Birds
Areas selected for bird surveys were initially focused on finding SWH for thicket-nesting
and open-nesting bird species. Criteria shown in MNR Draft SWH Ecoregion 6E
Criterion Schedule and Draft SWH Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule (MNR 2012)
(Appendix 2) were used to guide the habitat on which to focus. While it is understood
that these criteria are in draft form, they provide useful concrete guidance in initial
screening for SWH. Ecoregion schedules include criteria related to size and those
related to indicator species. Initial selection focused on habitat patches that met
ecoregion criteria for size. The habitats of highest priority were the following:

e Cultural meadows greater than 30 ha; and

e Cultural thickets greater than 10 ha.

The initial screening also included obtaining information on presence of certain bird
species from previous surveys, as Ecoregion schedules include criteria related to the
presence of thicket- and grassland-dependent bird species. Bird surveys conducted by
TRCA were available for the study area, so they were screened for the presence of
indicator species noted in the past.

Priority bird species identified in the draft Ecoregion criteria for determination of open-
country SWH are shown in Appendix 2. The presence of two or more of these listed
species indicates SWH in both Ecoregion 6E and 7E. In addition to listed species, the
presence of species listed as Special Concern under the Endangered Species Act,
2007 or species evaluated by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada (COSEWIC) as Threatened or Endangered (even though not yet listed) can
also be considered indicators of SWH. The species noted on the Ecoregion schedules
that meet these criteria was Short-eared Owl. Common Nighthawk has been
designated a species of Special Concern and therefore was considered in this study as
an indicator species of open-country SWH.
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Priority bird species identified in the draft Ecoregion criteria for determination of thicket
SWH in Ecoregion 6E are shown in Appendix 2. Patches of cultural thicket supporting
one indicator species plus two common species meet the criterion for SWH. The 2012
draft Ecoregion criteria included two species of Special Concern that could also be used
as indicators of SWH: Golden-winged Warbler and Yellow-breasted Chat. However,
these two species have since been designated Endangered under the ESA. Therefore
they cannot be used as indicators of SWH. There are no species of Special Concern
found in thicket habitats in the Vaughan area.

In addition to criteria related to size and species, there are some habitat criteria that are
also provided for evaluation of SWH. To qualify as open-country SWH, grasslands
should not include Class 1 or 2 agricultural lands, and should include lands not being
actively used for farming (i.e. no row cropping or intensive hay or livestock pasturing in
the last 5 years). Grassland sites considered significant should have a history of
longevity, either abandoned fields, mature hayfields and pasturelands that are at least 5
years or older. To qualify as thicket SWH, habitat must consist of shrubland or early
successional fields, not class 1 or 2 agricultural lands, not being actively used for
farming (i.e. no row-cropping, haying or live-stock pasturing in the last 5 years).

However, since it was not always possible to evaluate the condition of the habitat from
roadsides, a conservative approach was taken that mapped as SWH all habitat that
gualified because of the size and presence of indicator species. In addition, the
exemption for Class 1 and 2 agricultural lands was not taken into consideration as the
protection afforded within an NHN would only come into play if the land use changed
from agricultural to urban, when the lands would no longer be useful for agriculture.

Surveys were focused on areas where bird surveys had not already been completed by
TRCA, or where TRCA had completed surveys before 2005. However, a few surveys
were completed in larger patches where access was available in order to provide a
context for surveys in smaller habitat patches that could only be surveyed from the road.

Selection of Areas to be Investigated as SWH for Woodland Area-sensitive Birds
Selected smaller forests were investigated to determine whether there were smaller
clusters of forest habitat that together would support species that are considered area-
sensitive. Surveys therefore included forest clusters that considered together would
comprise at least 20 ha; where at least one patch was a minimum of 10 ha, and as long
as individual patches were smaller than 20 ha. The rationale for this was that forests
over 20 ha are considered significant woodlands and would thus be included in the
NHN. In addition, larger forests have generally been surveyed by TRCA. An additional
habitat criterion noted in Ecoregion schedules, that the interior forest habitat should be
>200 m from the forest edge, was not considered in selection of habitat for surveying as
the purpose of woodland surveys was to determine whether larger clusters of forest
supported area-sensitive species.
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TRCA's data were examined for the presence of woodland area-sensitive bird species.
Woodland area-sensitive species considered indicators in the Ecoregion Schedules for
both 7E and 6E are shown in Table 3 of Appendix 2. In addition to indicator species,
the presence of species listed as Special Concern under the Endangered Species Act,
2007 or species evaluated by the Committee on the Status of Endangered Wildlife in
Canada as Threatened or Endangered (even though not yet listed) can also be
considered indicators of SWH. Canada Warbler was listed in Ecoregion schedules as
the only species that meets this criterion. However, as of 2013, two additional species
have been designated Special Concern: Wood Thrush and Eastern Wood-Pewee.
Thus, SWH mapped in this study includes forest patches that supported Wood Thrush
and Eastern Wood-pewee.

4.3.2 Breeding Bird Survey Methods

Landowner contact was initiated for properties that were a priority for surveys.

However, there were very few sites where permission was granted to access the site.
Site surveys were conducted within sites if permission could be obtained, but most were
conducted from roadsides.

Fifty-one point count surveys were conducted according to Environment Canada
protocols for point counts. Points from which surveys were conducted are shown in
Figure 4. Two surveys were conducted at 45 of the points, in the early part of the
season (June 4™ to 8™ and the late part of the season (June 18™ to 19™). Six additional
points were surveyed only on one occasion, as a result of permissions being granted at
later dates. All surveys were conducted between 5:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m., in fair
weather with wind less than 4 on the Beaufort Scale. Each point count consisted of
passive listening for 10 minutes. All birds heard or seen during each ten minute point
count were noted.
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4.3.3 Delineation of Significant Wildlife Patches for Birds

Patches of Significant Wildlife Habitat were initially identified on the basis of the
presence of indicator species for each of the habitats in question (open-country, thicket
and woodland), using both TRCA and NSE 2013 data. If the patch met the criteria
according to the species present, it was then delineated through interpretation of its
boundaries on aerial photography, assisted by TRCA mapping (if available) or, for
woodlands, woodland patch mapping. The presence of indicator species coupled with
the minimum patch sizes shown in Ecoregion schedules (30 ha for open-country
habitat, 10 ha for thicket habitat and 30 ha for woodland habitat) was used to designate
the patches as SWH for open-country species, thicket species and woodland species.
No size criterion was required to designate habitat as SWH on the basis of Special
Concern species listed under the ESA or species evaluated as Threatened or
Endangered by COSEWIC.

Two area-sensitive grassland species considered Threatened under the ESA were
noted widely within meadows in the study area: Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark.
Despite their area-sensitivity, these species are not considered indicators of significant
open-country habitat because their habitat is regulated by the Endangered Species Act,
2007. However, because most surveys were conducted from roadsides, there was the
potential for some of the species that inhabit the same habitat as Bobolink and Eastern
Meadowlark to be overlooked if they were at a distance from the roadside that they
could not be heard. Therefore, habitats where Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark
occurred were considered areas of potential SWH and so these patches were mapped
and have been provided in the digital database provided to the City for future reference.

Barn Swallow is also considered a Threatened species under the Endangered Species
Act. This species depends on human-made structures for breeding. Eight records of
Barn Swallow were noted, but the habitats were not mapped as the breeding locations
were likely in neighbourhoods adjacent to natural areas. Habitat for Barn Swallow would
not be considered SWH, as it is regulated under the ESA.

4.4 Bluff Surveys

Bluff communities have the potential to contain rare plants (e.g. prairie species) and
animals (e.g. Bank Swallow) and as such were surveyed along a reach of the Humber
River by canoe between the northern limit of Vaughan and Nashville Road. The survey
was completed on September 19th, 2013. Bluff communities were identified according
to the Ecological Land Classification (Lee et. al. 1998) description.

Bank Swallow have recently been designated as Endangered under the ESA. Bluff
habitat for these species is thus regulated by the ESA.
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5.0 ANALYSIS OF FIELD DATA
5.1 Significant Wildlife Habitat

The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) (2000; Appendix Q) provides
guidance for evaluating Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH), however, the SWHTG does
not include detailed criteria to aid in the identification of SWH. More detailed draft
criteria for evaluating SWH have been developed by the Ministry of Natural Resources
(MNR) for some areas of the province; (see Appendix 2 for Draft Significant Wildlife
Habitat Ecoregion 6E Criterion Schedule and the Draft Significant Wildlife Habitat
Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule, MNR 2012). These draft criteria were used with the
available spatial data (e.g. woodland, wetland, meadowland, successional woodland,
orthoimagery, etc.) and species location data (North-South Environmental field data
2013 and TRCA data) for Vaughan to identify SWH; the criteria for eco-region 6E were
applied to those areas within the Oak Ridges Moraine, and the criteria for eco-region 7E
were applied to the remainder of Vaughan.

The SWH analysis has identified and delineated “Confirmed SWH” and this information
has been added to the digital database used in defining the NHN in Vaughan.

5.1.1 Analysis of Amphibian SWH (Woodland and Wetland)

The Significant Wildlife Habitat Technical Guide (SWHTG) (2000; Appendix Q) provides
guidance for evaluating woodland amphibian breeding habitat. However, it lacks
concrete criteria for identifying significant wildlife habitat. Draft criteria for evaluating
significant wildlife habitat for both amphibian woodland and wetland habitat are provided
in the Draft Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 6E Criterion Schedule and the Draft
Significant Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule (MNR 2012). These draft
criteria were used to identify significant wildlife habitat where the criteria for eco-region
6E were applied to those areas within the Oak Ridges Moraine, and the criteria for eco-
region 7E were applied to the remainder of Vaughan.

Data obtained from surveys completed by North-South in 2013 and data obtained from
the TRCA were both used in evaluating features as significant wildlife habitat for
amphibians. TRCA data from 2005 and 2008 were deemed acceptable if the current
habitat (e.g. woodlands, wetlands and breeding ponds and their surroundings)
appeared unaltered based on a review of orthoimagery of the features present at the
time of the surveys. The abundance of frogs calling can change daily as well as
annually based on climatic differences (e.g. temperature, precipitation); as such, the
highest abundance code was used in the analysis, including data obtained in 2008, if
the habitat had not been altered since the time of earlier surveys.

Woodland amphibian breeding habitat was identified in Ecoregion 7E where two or
more of the listed frog species were present (Table 3) with at least 20 individuals
recorded. In Ecoregion 6E (the Oak Ridges Moraine) woodland amphibian breeding
habitat was identified where one or more of the listed frog species was noted. The
habitat included the woodland and wetland ELC polygons combined where the
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wetland/pond was within 120 metres of the woodland. A presumed travel corridor
connecting the woodland and wetland/pond breeding habitat was also included as part
of the significant wildlife habitat.

Where the wetland was over 120 metres from a woodland, was at least 500 m?, and
sufficient numbers and diversity of amphibians were present, the habitat was evaluated
as wetland amphibian breeding habitat. Wetland amphibian breeding habitat was
identified in Ecoregion 7E where two or more of the listed frog species (Table 3) with at
least 20 individuals was recorded. In Ecoregion 6E, wetland amphibian breeding
habitat was identified where three or more of the above listed frog species was recorded
with at least 20 individuals. The ELC ecosite wetland area and the shoreline are
considered the significant wildlife habitat where the wetland/pond was at least 500 m?.

Table 3. Criteria used to evaluate amphibian woodland and wetland significant wildlife
habitat.

Significant Froa Species Criteria for Eco- Criteria for Eco-
Wildlife Habitat A region 7E region 6E

e Gray Treefrog |Two or more of the |One or more of the
e Spring Peeper |listed species with at |listed species with

Amphibian e \Western Chorus |least 20 individuals |at least 20
Woodland Frog individuals
e Wood Frog

e Gray Treefrog Two or more of the | Three or more of
e Western Chorus |listed frog species the listed frog

Frog with at least 20 species with a least
e Northern individuals 20 individuals
Leopard Frog
Pickerel Frog
Green Frog
Mink Frog
Bullfrog

Amphibian
Wetland

5.1.2 Significant Wildlife Habitat Based on Breeding Bird Species

Table 4 provides a summary of types of SWH within the Vaughan study area, derived
as a result of field surveys in 2013 as well as TRCA surveys. The number of habitat
polygons and the areas of polygons are also summarized in Table 4. The following
sections provide a description of the derivation of each type of SWH.
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Table 4. Significant Breeding Bird Habitats noted within the Vaughan Study Area

Number Average Size
Tvoe of Habitat Total of Area of Range of
yp Area (ha) Patches Patches
Patches
(ha) (ha)
SWH Area _Sensmve Open Country 46.97 1 46.3 46.97
Breeding Birds
SWH Special Concern Open
Country Breeding Birds (Common 19.16 1 19.2 19.16
Nighthawk)
SWH Special Concern Woodland 2110
Bird Species (Wood Thrush and 1641 67 24.4 .
129
Eastern Wood-pewee)
SWH.Area-sensmve Woodland Bird 638.63 9 71.0 23.1to
Species 130.5
SWH Shrub/Early Successional 34.4to
Breeding Birds 998.94 8 124.9 385.6
SWH for Shrub/Early Successional 34.4 to
Breeding Birds and Threatened 142.34 1 142.3 .
. . 203.9
Grassland Bird Species
Potential SWH - Habitat for 0.24 to
Threatened Grassland Bird Species | 1143.99 56 20.4 1'14 4
(Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark) '

5.1.3 SWH for Area Sensitive Open Country Breeding Birds

Only one patch of open—country breeding bird SWH was noted in the study area. This
area was designated on the basis of the presence of both Grasshopper Sparrow and
Vesper Sparrow, noted by TRCA in 2012, within a habitat patch of approximately 46 ha.

One other open-country indicator species, Savannah Sparrow, was noted widely within
the study area. However, as noted in the Methods section, two indicator species are
required to indicate SWH [see also MNR Draft SWH Ecoregion 6E Criterion Schedule
and Draft SWH Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule (MNR 2012) provided below in
Appendix 2]. Savannah Sparrow is considered area-sensitive by MNR, but it is on the
lower end of the spectrum of area-sensitivity, and is very flexible in terms of habitat: it
can nest in croplands such as wheat and corn fields (personal experience). Other
indicator species, which include Upland Sandpiper, Grasshopper Sparrow, Vesper
Sparrow and Northern Harrier, were rarely noted within the study area (Upland
Sandpiper was not noted within the study area by TRCA or by NSE). Northern Harrier
were noted occasionally, but they range widely while foraging so even though there was
one occasion that a northern Harrier was noted in a habitat where Savannah Sparrows
were noted, there was no evidence that the Northern Harrier was breeding so this patch
was not delineated as SWH.

This habitat also supported two area-sensitive grassland species for which habitat is
regulated by the Endangered Species Act, 2007 and thus cannot be considered
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indicator species of SWH: Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark. However, the presence
of these species is a further indication that the habitat is important for area-sensitive
grassland bird species.

5.1.4 SWH for Special Concern Open-Country Breeding Birds

Common Nighthawk, a species of Special Concern under the ESA, was noted
conducting breeding displays within the power line corridor at the southeast corner of
the study area, just south of Highway 407. This species breeds on gravelly surfaces on
the ground and on rooftops, and conducts displays in open areas. It forages on aerial
insects in a variety of habitats. The power line corridor provides suitable foraging
habitat and breeding habitat is likely present within or in close proximity to the power
line corridor.

5.1.5 Habitat for Threatened Area-sensitive Grassland Species

As noted in section 4.3.3, Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink cannot be considered
indicator species of SWH, as they are regulated by the ESA. However, their presence
is an indication that the habitat is suitable for area-sensitive grassland species, which
includes all species considered indicators of SWH for open-country species by MNR.
Savannah Sparrows were also frequently found in these habitats. There is the potential
for additional indicator species in these habitats, especially since the 2013 surveys were
conducted from roadsides and not all parts of the habitat could be surveyed.

5.1.6 SWH for Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Birds

Eight patches of SWH for thicket-nesting species were noted, mainly on the basis of
finding the indicator species Brown Thrasher plus two of the common species: primarily
Willow Flycatcher, Eastern Towhee and Field Sparrow, with occasional Black-billed
Cuckoo. Only one Clay-coloured Sparrow (also considered an indicator species) was
found within the study area, and this area did not support additional qualifying species.

The patch sizes for these habitats were on average larger than other types of SWH
noted within the study area. One reason for this may have been that the polygons were
sometimes difficult to delineate, as thicket habitat tended to occur as patches
interspersed with small patches of woodland, wetland and open field. In one case,
Eastern Meadowlark and Bobolink were noted in open areas among patches of thicket
in a large natural area that supported many thicket indicator species.

5.1.7 SWH for Area-Sensitive Woodland Breeding Birds

Area-sensitive woodland breeding birds were noted rarely within the 2013 surveys,
indicating that the clusters of smaller forest patches studied in 2013 did not readily
support area-sensitive woodland species. The lack of area-sensitive species may have
also been partly because most surveys in 2013 were conducted from roadsides. The
only woodland area-sensitive birds noted in 2013 surveys were Red-breasted Nuthatch
(two records) and Scarlet Tanager (one record), and these birds were not found with
other area-sensitive species.
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Most of the delineation of woodland area-sensitive bird SWH incorporated larger forests
studied by TRCA. TRCA's surveys incorporated some of the largest forests in
Vaughan. The most common area-sensitive bird species found by TRCA were
Ovenbird (51 records), Scarlet Tanager (45 records), Red-breasted Nuthatch (25
records), Black-throated Green Warbler (12 records), Veery (7 records), Winter Wren (4
records) and Yellow-bellied Sapsucker (1 record).

5.1.8 SWH for Special Concern Woodland Species

Sixty-seven patches of woodland support Eastern Wood-pewee, of which thirty-one
patches also contain Wood Thrush (Table 4). Both species have a status of Special
Concern in Ontario, and Wood Thrush was also recently designated Threatened in
Canada by COSEWIC. This species is not considered area-sensitive by MNR, though it
is often found in larger and more mature forest patches (personal experience). Most,
though not all, habitats occupied by area-sensitive woodland species were also
occupied by Wood Thrush. Conversely, however, most habitats occupied by Wood
Thrush were not occupied by area-sensitive birds.

Eastern Wood-pewee and Wood Thrush are identified as priority landbird species for
conservation planning in the Ontario Landbird Conservation Plan (Ontario Partners in
Flight 2008).

5.2 Headwater Drainage Feature Analysis

North-South Environmental completed comprehensive analysis of HDF including field
data collection in spring and summer 2013 and data analysis following the revised
TRCA/CVC HDF Guidelines (2013). The analysis results have been provided to
Vaughan as part of the digital GIS database for future reference. Analysis results
provide one of the following management recommendations:

e Protection
Conservation
Mitigation
Maintain Recharge
Maintain Terrestrial Linkage
No Management Required

For those HDF which, through comprehensive field data collection and analysis, receive
a management recommendation of “protection”, “conservation” or “maintain terrestrial
linkage” it is recommended that these HDF be included in the NHN for Vaughan. For
those HDF which receive other management recommendations, but particularly
“mitigation” and “maintain recharge”, it is recommended that any proposed development
should maximize the implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) measures as
recommended by Conservation Authorities (CVC/TRCA 2010) to reduce the impact of
development on surface water flow, ground water infiltration and evapotranspiration.
Based on the HDF field studies and analysis completed as a part of this project the

following recommendations are made to strengthen future HDF studies:
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e Asingle field visit is insufficient to make a final management recommendation,
particularly in regard to Hydrology Classification, early and late spring field
sampling as well as summer field sampling are needed to fully characterize the
conditions of HDF.

e A desktop exercise using orthoimagery (and other available digital/hard copy
data) is recommended prior to field analysis in addition to post field analysis to
consider additional information such as presence of riparian habitat, digital soils
information, vicinity to wetlands, vicinity to known amphibian habitat, and
movement corridor function between wetlands/woodlands, ponds and forests.

e Agricultural tilling/plowing removes evidence of a channel (if present) making the
determination of “Feature Type” difficult (or erroneous). We recommend
sampling be completed prior to spring tillage/plowing. If this is not possible we
recommend an effort may be made to look upstream/downstream beyond the
area of tillage and/or similar adjacent HDF to make an accurate determination of
Feature Type.

e Agricultural land use may remove and prevent the development of wetland
vegetation. We recommend evidence of upstream wetland vegetation or strong
evidence of downstream wetland vegetation should be taken into consideration in
determining the “potential” presence of a wetland feature.

e We recommend data sheets include the following sections to record additional
data important to determining a management recommendation (including data
that may be compiled from additional sources such as orthoimagery):

o fish presence with comment line to note species [information used to
determine hydrology];

o benthic insects present with comment line to note species [information used
to determine hydrology];

o amphibian presence with comment line to note species present and
recommendation requiring amphibian survey [information may be used in
determining terrestrial habitat classification];

o presence of habitat (wetland, woodland, thicket) upstream, downstream, and
adjacent and the estimated distance [information may be used in determining
terrestrial habitat classification in regard to stepping stone function for
amphibians and movement corridor function for other wildlife]; and

o check box to recommend summer sampling for presence of flow and/or
standing water in a wetland (include footnote outlining requirement for
summer sampling based on Flow Condition of 5 recorded during spring base
flow sampling and/or presence of a wetland with obligate wetland species )
[information used to determine hydrology].
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6.0 DIGITAL DATA AVAILABLE IN THE GIS DATABASE

Digital data from a wide variety of sources was assembled to provide the foundation for
development of the NHN. Sources of data included:
e data from the Province’s digital data warehouse - Land Inventory Ontario (LIO);

data made available by York Region;

data made available by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority;
digital data from the City of Vaughan; and

data collected from field studies conducted for the NHN study.

A variety of types of data are in the GIS database including:
¢ information on the natural environment such as information on woodlands,
wetland and watercourses, crest of slope, etc.;
e information regarding designated areas such as provincially designated Areas of
Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI) or Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW);

and

¢ information regarding existing land use designations such as the provincial
Greenbelt Natural Heritage System and Oak Ridges Moraine Core and Linkage
Area, York Region’s Greenlands, and City of Vaughan Open Space and property

boundaries.

In some cases the available digital data was updated to reflect current conditions in
Vaughan. For example, areas of woodland in the digital database that are no longer
present due to removal for urban development were removed to update the digital
database. The complete list of available digital data is shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Digital Data available in the City of Vaughan digital data set.

DIGITAL DATA

SOURCE(S)

DESCRIPTION

Forest/Woodlands

York Region, LIO,
TRCA

Woodland identified through interpretation
of aerial imagery and field investigations
Significant woodlands identified based on
York Region criteria

Wetlands

LIO, TRCA

Wetlands identified through interpretation of
aerial imagery and field investigations.
Provincially Significant Wetlands identified
based on Provincial criteria and noted in
LIO data.

Meadowlands

TRCA

Meadowlands identified through
interpretation of aerial imagery and field
investigations.

Flora & Fauna

TRCA, NSE

Point locations of species observations
based on field studies undertaken by TRCA
and North-South Environmental (NSE)
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DIGITAL DATA SOURCE(S) DESCRIPTION

Significant NSE, TRCA As determined through analyses described

Wildlife Habitat in this report based on Draft Significant
Wildlife Habitat Ecoregion 6E Criterion
Schedule and the Draft Significant Wildlife
Habitat Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule
(MNR 2012)

Watercourses LIO, TRCA Watercourses identified through
interpretation of aerial imagery and field
investigations.

Waterbodies LIO, TRCA Waterbodies identified through
interpretation of aerial imagery and field
investigations.

Crest of Slope TRCA The crest of slope was identified digitally
using a Digital Elevation Model (DEM)

Oak Ridges York Region Includes Oak Ridges Moraine Core and

Moraine Linkage Areas

Greenbelt Plan York Region Includes Greenbelt Natural Heritage
System

York Regional York Region Includes areas designated York Regional

Greenlands Greenlands in Vaughan

System

Areas of Natural LIO Includes Earth Science and Life Science

and Scientific Areas of Natural and Scientific interest

Interest within the City of Vaughan

Environmentally | TRCA Includes areas designated Environmentally

Significant Areas Significant by the TRCA

City of Vaughan Vaughan Includes existing property boundaries and

Zoning

zoning maintained by the City of Vaughan
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7.0 CRITERIA USED TO IDENTIFY A NHN FOR VAUGHAN

The criteria used to determine areas included in Vaughan’s NHN are based on
ecological principles intended to achieve the goal established for the NHN while also
conforming to policies of the Province, York Region and the City of Vaughan.

To identify a Natural Heritage Network (NHN) consisting of core areas &
enhancement areas that form a robust, linked ecological system of resilient natural
habitats providing long term protection of native biodiversity. (NHN Goal statement)

The criteria used in identifying what natural features and areas in Vaughan are included
within the NHN are described below. Criteria are applied to the available digital data set
(see Section 6) following one of three methods briefly described as:
1. criteria are applied directly to digital data to identify NHN areas without any
further modification (e.g. Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest);
2. criteria are applied to digital data and a vegetation protection zone of a specified
width is added to natural heritage features, to identify NHN areas; or
3. digital data are analyzed based on the criteria described below to identify an area
for inclusion in the NHN.

Protection of species at risk as required by the Federal Species at Risk Act (2002) and
Provincial Endangered Species Act (2007), including the protection of habitat for
Endangered and Threatened species and Fish Habitat, is addressed through the
policies in the VOP 2010 in accordance with appropriate federal and/or provincial
legislation. As a result, NHN criteria are not established specifically to map habitat of
Endangered and Threatened species and Fish Habitat, although such habitat is often
included in the natural features identified below.

The discussion below provides the rationale for the revision of Schedule 2, the Natural
Heritage Network (see Figure 5 in this report), of the Vaughan Official Plan (VOP 2010).
Schedule 2 depicts Core Features and Enhancement Areas, which are described in
policy in section 3.2 of the VOP 2010. In response to requirements set out by York
Region and the Province, the City proposes to add Schedules to depict the features
used as the basis for the NHN:

e Schedule 2A Hydrologic Features and Valleylands (Figure 6 in this report);

e Schedule 2B Woodlands (Figure 7 in this report); and

e Schedule 2C Significant Wildlife Habitat (Figure 8 in this report).
As described below, not all features depicted on proposed Schedules 2A, 2B and 2C
are included as Core Features on Schedule 2.

7.1 Woodlands
Core Features Mapping Criteria: Woodland patches 0.2 hectares in size and greater

are included in the NHN, consistent with VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(c). For Core
Features on Schedule 2, a 30 metre vegetation protection zone is added to
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woodlands within the Greenbelt NHS and Oak Ridges Moraine Core and Linkage
designations; in all other areas a 10 metre vegetation protection zone is added.

Schedule 2B depicts all woodlands, some of which are not included in the Core
Features as a result of previous development approvals, including:
¢ Woodlands determined not to be protected through the Block Plan
application process, including some woodlands within lands designated and
zoned for active parkland purposes; and
e several isolated woodlands in estate lots having been the subject of previous
Draft Plans of Subdivision.

Justification: Approximately 88% of the original woodland cover has been removed
in the City of Vaughan. This substantial reduction in native woodlands is more
critical because the remaining woodland patches are much smaller, they often lack
interior conditions, and they are often highly disturbed due to unsustainable logging,
agricultural grazing and recreational use practices. As a result, woodland
conservation is a high priority and there is need for programs to increase woodland
cover.

Policy Implications: The criteria above to define woodlands as part of the NHN are
consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(c), in which it is noted that Core Features of the NHN
include “woodlands including those identified as significant, with a minimum
vegetation protection zone as measured from the woodlands dripline of 10 metres,
or 30 metres for those woodlands within the Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt
Plan Areas”. The definition for woodlands in the VOP 2010 includes woodlands at
least 0.2 hectares in size.

Policy 3.3.3.3 is intended to provide tests to determine if development and/or site
alteration can occur in a woodland in the Urban Area, in which case woodland
enhancement is required in accordance with policy 3.3.3.4. Submissions received
during the public comment period following the June 17, 2014 Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing) noted inconsistencies between the VOP 2010 policies and
those of the York Region Official Plan (ROP 2010). The VOP 2010 policies are
intended to allow for modifications to woodlands that are not considered significant,
subject to appropriate compensation. The ROP 2010 policies allow for modification
of woodlands that meet the tests of significance in ROP 2010 policy 2.2.45, but are
not considered significant according to the tests in ROP 2010 policy 2.2.48. As the
City of Vaughan has only 11% woodland cover, the VOP 2010 policies are intended
to ensure no further loss of woodland cover, but provide flexibility to allow for
woodland removals subject to compensation so that a more ecologically viable NHN
is created over time.

Based on the stakeholder consultation, it is proposed to amend VOP 2010 policies
3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 to clarify the policy approach. Policy 3.3.3.3 is simplified and
refers to tests of significance in the ROP 2010, being ROP 2010 policies 2.2.45 and
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2.2.48. VOP 2010 policy 3.3.3.4 is simplified to refer to the circumstances for which
policy 3.3.3.3 applies.

The proposed amendments are provided below.

3.3.3.3. That notwithstanding policy 3.3.3.1 and policy 3.3.3.2, within the Urban

Area on Schedule 1A, and outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine

Conservation Plan and Greenbelt Plan Areas, development or site

alteration may be permitted in a woodland if all of the following are met:

a. the woodland is not a significant woodland as defined by the Region;

b. impact to the woodland is unavoidable and/or the woodland is not
suitable for restoration and rehabilitation, as demonstrated through
an assessment of development alternatives to the satisfaction of the
City, York Region and the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority; and

c. a net ecological gain can be provided to the Natural Heritage
Network, as measured by attributes such as size, habitat condition
and landscape context, to the satisfaction of the City, York Region
and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, should all or
part of the woodland be modified.

Proposed addition to Policy 3.3.3.4:

3.3.3.4 That should policy 3.3.3.3 apply, a woodland determined not to be
significant can be modified where compensation is provided to the
satisfaction of the City, Region and the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority. A woodland compensation plan shall be provided that
addresses woodland restoration and demonstrates net ecological gain to
the Natural Heritage Network to satisfaction of the City, Region and the
Toronto aned Region Conservation Authority. The restoration area(s)
shall be incorporated into the Natural Heritage Network.

It is also proposed to amend the definition of a woodland in the VOP 2010 to be
consistent with the ROP 2010 to assist in the interpretation of the woodlands
policies.

A treed area of land at least 0.2 hectare in size with at least:
a. 1000 trees of any size, per hectare;
b. 750 trees measuring over 5 centimetres diameter at breast height, per
hectare;
c. 500 trees measuring over 12 centimetres diameter at breast height, per
hectare; or,

d. 250 trees measuring over 20 centimetres diameter at breast height, per
hectare,
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but does not include a cultivated fruit or nut orchard, a plantation established for
the purpose of producing Christmas trees or nursery stock. For the purposes of
defining a woodland, treed areas separated by more than 20 metres will be
considered a separate woodland. When determining the limit of a woodland,
continuous agricultural hedgerows and woodland fingers or narrow woodland
patches will be considered part of a woodland if they have a minimum average
width of at least 40 metres and narrower sections have a length to width ratio of 3
to 1 or less. Undeveloped clearings within woodland patches are generally
included within a woodland if the total area of each clearing is no greater than 0.2
hectares. In areas covered by Provincial Plan policies, woodland includes treed
areas as further described by the Ministry of Natural Resources.

It is proposed to amend the definition of significant in regard to woodlands in order to
remove the reference to ROP 2010 policy numbers.

c. In regard to woodlands, an area which is ecologically important in terms of
features such as species composition, age of trees and stand history;
functionally important due to its contribution to the broader landscape because
of its location, size or due to the amount of forest cover in the planning area;
economically important due to site quality, species composition, or past
management history; or an area that meets criteria for significant woodlands in
the York Region Official Plan; and

7.2 Wetlands

Core Features Mapping Criteria: All wetlands within Vaughan are included within
the NHN. A 30 metre vegetation protection zone is added to all wetlands.

Justification: Over 85% of the original wetlands have been removed in the City of
Vaughan. Wetlands are among the most important biological communities providing
critical breeding habitat, and seasonal and overwintering habitat to hundreds of
species. As well wetlands perform important hydrologic functions of water storage,
attenuation and infiltration. Protecting and restoring wetland habitat and functions is
a critical part of protecting Vaughan’s natural heritage.

Policy Implications: It is noted in VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(b) that Core Features of
the NHN include “wetlands, including those identified as provincially significant, with
a minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone”. Hence, the mapping criteria above
is consistent with VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(b). Furthermore, VOP 2010 policy
3.3.2.3 subparagraph (d) addresses the need for an appropriate vegetation
protection zone (VPZ), which may be greater than 30 metres for a provincially
significant wetland (PSW) depending on the ecological functions of the PSW and the
impacts of the adjacent development.

Submissions received during the public comment period following the June 17, 2014
Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) noted inconsistencies between VOP 2010
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policy 3.3.2.2, the policy addressing PSWs and other wetlands, and the wetland
policies in the ROP 2010. As a result, policy 3.3.2.2 is amended to address the
following issues:

e Clearly noting that PSWs and Provincial Plan Area wetlands require a
minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone;

e Replacing the term “non-evaluated wetlands” with “other wetlands”;

¢ Noting that other wetlands that may be impacted shall be evaluated according
to criteria provided by the Province, consistent with section 4.7 and the
definition of “significant” in the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS), 2014;

e Adding a subparagraph to address ROP 2010 policy 2.2.36 with respect to
evaluated wetlands and to recognize either: (i) the situation where the
evaluated wetland is identified on Map 4 of the ROP 2010, in which case a
VPZ generally no less that 15 metres is required; or (ii) the evaluated wetland
is not recognized on Map 4 of the ROP 2010, in which case the VPZ is
determined through an EIS and/or appropriate studies; and

e Adding a subparagraph to address the circumstance in which a wetland that
is not a PSW is determined to be maintained on the landscape, but not likely
to persist in its current location in the post-development context, such that it
can be modified, subject to compensation.

The proposed amendment to policy 3.3.2.2 is provided below.

3.3.2.2. Provincially significant and Provincial Plan Area wetlands and their
minimum vegetation protection zone of 30 metres are included as Core
Features. Notwithstanding policy 3.3.2.1.a, prior to development or site
alteration approval, other wetlands that may be impacted shall be
assessed for their significance, in accordance with criteria provided by
the Province, and to determine their importance, functions and means
of protection and/or maintenance of function to the satisfaction of the
City, Region, and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.
Other wetlands and newly identified wetlands:

a. determined to be provincially significant shall be protected according
to Provincial requirements and the policies of this Plan;

b. within the Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas will be
subject to the requirements of those plans;

c. evaluated, where their importance and function are determined
appropriate for protection, but not determined to be provincially
significant, shall be protected in accordance with the Region Official
Plan including a vegetation protection zone determined through
appropriate studies;

d. determined to have ecological functions to be protected shall
generally be maintained in their current location, unless a wetland
would not persist in the post-development situation, in which case it
can be modified subject to compensation of the same to the
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satisfaction of the City and Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority.

7.3 Crest of Slope

Core Features Mapping Criteria: All areas within the crest of slope are included
within the NHN. Within the Greenbelt NHS and the Oak Ridges Moraine Natural
Core, Natural Linkage and Countryside designations, a 30 metre vegetation
protection zone is added. In all other areas a 10 metre vegetation protection zone is
added.

Justification: Valleylands are complex, dynamic riverine landscapes that change
over time due to the action of running water. The large valley systems of the Don
River and Humber River formed in part in association with high water flow that
occurred over 10,000 years ago as glaciers retreated. In southern Ontario
valleylands represent some of the most significant continuous natural areas
remaining. Valleylands protect terrestrial communities such as forests, thickets,
meadowlands, and cliff communities as well as aquatic communities such as
wetlands, seasonally flooded areas, cut-off river channels such as oxbows, and a
variety of active main and secondary braided river channels.

The City recognizes that the information regarding crest of slope estimates the valley
top of bank and/or stable slope. The evaluated top of bank and/or stable long term
slope may differ from the crest of slope when more detailed assessment is
undertaken as part of a development application.

Past development has occurred below the top of bank in certain parts of Vaughan.
These areas are recognized and mapped as Built-up Valley Lands in the NHN. The
mapping of Built-up Valley Lands have not been refined as part of the NHN Study.

Policy Implications: It is noted in VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(a) that Core Features of
the NHN include “valley and stream corridors, including provincially significant
valleylands and permanent and intermittent streams”. It is recognized by the City
that the crest of slope information is: (i) not available for all valley features (i.e. valley
corridors that “can visually be identified from its surrounding landscape” according to
the definition in VOP 2010); and (ii) an estimate of the valley limits. VOP 2010 policy
3.3.1.3 directs that the precise limits of valley and stream corridors are determined to
the satisfaction of the City and the TRCA. Hence, additional policy text is not
required to ensure that valleylands are properly delineated and to accommodate
changes to the NHN as depicted on Schedule 2 of the VOP 2010.

Sections 7.3.1.3 and 7.4.3 of the TRCA'’s “The Living City Policies” provide further
details regarding the delineation of valley and stream corridors and planning
measures relating to the valley and stream erosion hazard. The VOP 2010 policies
are consistent with “The Living City Policies”.
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Proposed amendments to VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(a) regarding valleylands are
intended to clarify the application of the minimum vegetation protection zone within
Provincial Plan areas (i.e. 30 metre minimum VPZ) and elsewhere (i.e. 10 metre
minimum VPZ). Amendments in relation to stream corridors are discussed below in
section 7.4 of this report.

7.4 Watercourses

Core Features Mapping Criteria: All watercourses are included within the NHN.
Some watercourse reaches are not included in the Core Features as a result of
modifications from past development approvals or application of the TRCA/CVC
HDF Guidelines (2013, 2014) in which a management recommendation of
“Protection” or “Conservation” was not achieved (see discussion of HDF in Section
5.2). That is, HDF reaches in which the assessment of the City’s consultants and
the assessment of landowner consultants were in agreement that the management
recommendation was “Mitigation” do not appear as Core Features, but appear on
Schedule 2A as watercourses.

A 30 metre area of interest is added to either side of watercourses for the purposes
of mapping the Core Features on Schedule 2. Policies regarding valley and stream
corridors prevail to precisely delineate these features.

Justification: Watercourses and the associated riparian corridor provide important
habitat for a wide range of terrestrial and aquatic plants and animals. The linear,
connected nature of a watercourse means these areas also provide important
ecological movement corridors and the water conveyed by a watercourse is
important to associated wetlands and waterbodies that intersect the watercourse
along its length.

HDF constitute the majority of the total catchment area (70% to 80%) within a
watershed (Gomi, et al., 2002) and it has been suggested that 90% of a river’s flow
may be derived from catchment headwaters (Kirby 1978). HDFs provide ecosystem
services of benefit to residents including flood attenuation, water storage,
infiltration/recharge, and water quality improvements within watersheds.

The 30 metre area of interest to watercourses for the purposes of mapping the Core
Features on Schedule 2 is not to be confused with the minimum 10 metre vegetation
protection zone for valley and stream corridors (or 30 metre VPZ to valley and
stream corridors in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas). The 30-metre area of
interest for mapping purposes is based on the compilation of studies summarized in
the Environment Canada report, “How Much Habitat is Enough?” (Environment
Canada 2013), for riparian habitat. Excerpts from the text of section 2.2.1 (Width of
Natural Vegetation Adjacent to Stream) of the Environment Canada report are
provided below.
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“The 30-metre width guideline provided here is a minimum general approximation
intended to capture processes and functions typical of the active riparian zone of
a floodplain and the floodplain-to-upland transition with respect to ecological
services provided to aquatic habitat.”

“The riparian width guidelines do not directly include transition buffers beyond the
riparian zone, but transition buffers should be considered in managing the
riparian zone and from an ecosystem management approach. The type of
vegetation and other site-specific conditions beyond the immediate riparian zone
may be of particular importance in the management of urban watersheds, as
urban development entirely changes the characteristic of surface flow that
laterally enters the riparian [zone].”

“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation guideline is not based on a
species- or function-specific need but reflects a general threshold distance for
aquatic health and riparian functions.”

The reference in the Environment Canada document to “the active riparian zone of a
floodplain and the floodplain-to-upland transition” is similar to the valley and stream
corridor provisions to define these features as the greater of the long term stable top
of slope/bank, stable toe of slope, Regulatory flood plain, and/or meander belt.
However, the 30-metre riparian guideline described in the Environment Canada
report is based primarily on studies demonstrating water quality benefits, such as
removal of sediment loads in streams, mitigating erosion impacts of surrounding
land uses, and reducing excess nutrient loading into the aquatic habitat. Hence, for
watercourses that are located outside of defined valleys as estimated by the “crest of
slope” data, the 30-metre area of interest for mapping purposes on Schedule 2
estimates the active riparian zone and floodplain-to-upland transition and reflects the
best available science summarized in the report, “How Much Habitat is Enough?”.
The full application of the policies in Chapter 3 to assess a watercourse to determine
its ecological functions and precise limits, and applying a minimum 10 metre
vegetation protection zone to the feature extent for those watercourses outside of
the Provincial Plan areas, will result in the delineation of Core Features. This may
result in feature and VPZ widths that are more or less than the mapped features on
Schedule 2.

Policy Implications: It is noted in VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(a) that Core Features of
the NHN include “valley and stream corridors, including provincially significant
valleylands and permanent and intermittent streams, with a minimum 10 metre
vegetation protection zone, or a 30 metre vegetation protection zone for those valley
and stream corridors within the Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas”. The
available watercourse data may include watercourses that are ephemeral and/or
headwater drainage features (ill-defined, non-permanently flowing drainage features
that may not have defined bed or banks). In addition, headwater drainage features
occur on the landscape that have not been mapped and delineated on Schedule 2.
As a result, and based on stakeholder input during the public comment period for the
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June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing), it is
recommended to amend the VOP 2010 as provided below.

e Add the following text regarding watercourses as policy 3.3.1.5 in Section
3.3.1 of the VOP 2010. The proposed policy provides for field verification of
watercourse data and identification and management of headwater drainage
features according to standard practices and procedures. The proposed
policy is based on policy 8.8.2 of the TRCA Living City Policies:

That watercourses may need to be confirmed by the City and the Toronto
and Region Conservation Authority through field investigation. Headwater
drainage features (HDFs) shall be identified and managed in accordance
with standard practices and procedures of the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority.

e Renumber policy 3.3.1.5 to 3.3.1.6 and renumber policy 3.3.1.6 to 3.3.1.7

e Add the following definition to Section 10.2.2 (Definitions) of the VOP 2010:

Headwater Drainage Feature (HDFs): lll-defined, non-permanently flowing
drainage features that may not have defined bed or banks; they are zero-
order intermittent and ephemeral channels, swales and rivulets, but do not
include rills or furrows (also see watercourse). HDFs that have been
assessed in accordance with standards and practices of the Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) as “protection” and “conservation”
are subject to TRCA'’s Regulation; those assessed as “mitigation” may be
subject to TRCA’s Regulation.

Together with existing VOP 2010 policy 3.3.1.5 (to be re-numbered to policy 3.3.1.6)
regarding modification to watercourses, the policy framework covers instances
based on appropriate studies, to include watercourses in the NHN that may not have
been mapped as well as modification to watercourses that are included in the NHN.

e Itis also proposed to clarify the feature extent in the Core Features policies.
This serves the purpose of making the distinction between the mapping of
valleys and watercourses on Schedule 2 and the precise delineation
according to policy. The description of the feature extent as provided in
section 7.3 of the Living City Policies document is proposed to be included in
VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(a), as shown below.

3.2.3.4 That Core Features, as identified on Schedule 2, provide critical
ecosystem functions, and consist of the following natural heritage
components and their minimum vegetation protection zones:

a. valley and stream corridors, including provincially significant
valleylands and permanent and intermittent streams, the limits
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of which are determined from the greater of the long term stable
top of slope/bank, stable toe of slope, Regulatory flood plain,
and/or meander belt and any contiguous natural features or
areas, and

I. a minimum 10 metre vegetation protection zone from the
feature limit outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine and
Greenbelt Plan Areas, or

ii. @ minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone from the
feature limit for those valley and stream corridors within the
Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas;

e Given that the valley and stream corridor policies of the TRCA have been
revised in the Living City Policies document, an appropriate reference to
these policies is now required in VOP 2010 policy 3.3.1.2.

3.3.1.2 That valley and stream corridors are defined in accordance with
standard practices and procedures, including management
documents, prepared by the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority as may be amended from time to time.

7.5 Waterbodies

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Waterbodies are included within the NHN where
an ecological evaluation has determined significant natural features and functions
are present. Waterbodies that are determined to be Kettle Lakes (Thompson Lake
in Vaughan) are included as Core Features on Schedule 2. Waterbodies that are
constructed for stormwater management purposes or irrigation ponds on golf
courses are not included in the NHN and not depicted on Schedule 2A.
Waterbodies included in the NHN have a 30 metre area of interest measured from
the waterbody for mapping purposes.

Justification: Waterbodies often occur in association with wetlands or as open water
features providing unique habitat for aquatic plants and animals. Areas of deeper
water are particularly important to provide overwintering habitat for some species
and the larger aquatic habitats needed for fish, waterfowl and aquatic mammals. In
some cases it may be difficult to discern “natural” from “anthropogenic” waterbodies
given the history of settlement and landscape alteration. Hence, in the event a
waterbody is part of a development application, it is anticipated that a more detailed
assessment will be undertaken to determine the ecological features and functions
associated with the waterbody as part of determining an appropriate protection
and/or restoration strategy.

Waterbodies were included as Core Features in the revised Schedule 2 prepared for
the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing). Given
the lack of information in the mapping data, and wide variety of types of waterbodies
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included in the mapping data, the City has determined that only kettle lakes will be
mapped as a Core Features on Schedule 2. However, it is proposed to amend
specific policies in the VOP 2010 to ensure that waterbodies are assessed to
determine their ecological functions.

Policy Implications: VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4 does not specifically include
waterbodies as Core Features, although kettle lakes are specifically noted in VOP
2010 policy 3.2.3.4(g).

It is noted in section 3.4 of the Natural Heritage Reference Manual (OMNR 2010),
regarding identification of a natural heritage system, that:

e Waterbodies, including wetlands, often represent a relatively small
percentage of the total land area, yet they can be disproportionately more
valuable than other areas.

e Itis recommended that measures be taken to protect water features,
wetlands and other areas of hydrological importance (e.g., headwaters,
recharge areas, discharge areas) within natural heritage systems).

The term, waterbodies, is not defined in the Natural Heritage Reference Manual
(OMNR 2010), but Table B-1 in Appendix B includes a description of waterbodies in
relation to the identification of fish habitat as follows:

Where no detailed fish habitat mapping has been completed, all waterbodies,
including permanent or intermittent streams, headwaters, seasonally flooded
areas, municipal or agricultural surface drains, lakes and ponds (except human-
made off-stream ponds) should be considered fish habitat unless it can be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the approval authority under the Planning Act
that the feature does not constitute fish habitat as defined by the Fisheries Act.

Surface water feature is defined in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014)

Surface water feature: means water-related features on the earth’s surface,
including headwaters, rivers, stream channels, inland lakes, seepage areas,
recharge/discharge areas, springs, wetlands, and associated riparian lands that
can be defined by their soil moisture, soil type, vegetation or topographic
characteristics.

The York Region Official Plan (ROP 2010) defines sensitive surface water features
and waterbody as provided below. Sensitive surface water features are identified as
key hydrologic features in ROP 2010 policy 2.2.1(m).

Sensitive Surface Water Features: Water-related features on the earth’s
surface, including headwaters, rivers, stream channels, inland lakes, seepage
areas, recharge/discharge areas, springs, wetlands, and associated riparian
lands that can be defined by their soil moisture, soil type, vegetation or
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topographic characteristics, that are particularly susceptible to impacts from
activities or events including, but not limited to, water withdrawals, and additions
of pollutants.

Waterbody: Lakes, woodland ponds, etc. which provide ecological functions.
For the purposes of determining significant woodlands, waterbody generally does
not include small surface water features such as farm ponds or stormwater
management ponds, which would have limited ecological function.

Given the information in the Provincial guideline documents, the ROP 2010 and
TRCA's Living City Policy document, it is recommended to amend the VOP 2010 as
described below.

Amend VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(h) to include the term ‘sensitive surface water
features’ as follows, which is consistent with ROP 2010 policy 2.2.1(m):

Seepage areas, springs and sensitive surface water features (including
waterbodies), and their vegetation protection zone, and a 30 metre
minimum vegetation protection zone for those seepage areas and springs
in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation and Greenbelt Plan Areas.

Amend policy 3.3.5.1 by adding a subparagraph as follows:

Prohibiting development and site alteration within sensitive surface water
features (including waterbodies), seepage areas and springs, and their
vegetation protection zone unless it is demonstrated through an
environmental impact study that the development or site alteration will not
result in a negative impact to the ecological and/or hydrological functions
of the sensitive surface water feature.

Add the following definitions from the ROP 2010 to Section 10.2.2 (Definitions) of
the VOP 2010:

Sensitive Surface Water Features: Water-related features on the earth’s
surface, including headwaters, rivers, stream channels, inland lakes,
seepage areas, recharge/discharge areas, springs, wetlands, and
associated riparian lands that can be defined by their soil moisture, soll
type, vegetation or topographic characteristics, that are particularly
susceptible to impacts from activities or events including, but not limited
to, water withdrawals, and additions of pollutants.

Waterbody. Lakes, woodland ponds, etc. which provide ecological
functions, and generally does not include small surface water features,
constructed ponds on golf courses for irrigation purposes, or stormwater
management ponds which would have limited ecological function.
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7.6 Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest

Core Features Mapping Criteria: All Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSI)
are included in the NHN. This includes Earth Science ANSI’s and Life Science
ANSI’s.

Justification: ANSI’s are areas of land and water containing natural landscapes or
features that have been identified as having life science or earth science values
related to protection, scientific study or education (PPS 2014).

Policy Implications: There are no policy implications as the NHN criteria for ANSIs
are consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(f) and Section 3.3.6 of the VOP 2010.

7.7 Environmentally Significant Areas

Core Features Mapping Criteria: All Environmentally Significant Areas (ESAS) are
included within the NHN.

Justification: Sites identified as ESAs support areas considered to be some of the
most critical and/or sensitive natural heritage features and functions important to
protecting biodiversity within the City of Vaughan.

Policy Implications: There are no policy implications as the NHN criteria for ESAs
are consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(f) and Section 3.3.6 of the VOP 2010.

7.8 Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat — Amphibians

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Amphibian Breeding Habitat - Woodland (MNR
2012). ). These sites meet the thresholds for significant wildlife habitat in terms of
habitat type and number of species (1or more of the listed salamander species or 2
or more of the listed frog species) in the MNR Ecoregion Criterion Schedule (MNR
2012). See section 5.1.1 of this report for more details regarding identification of
significant wildlife habitat for amphibian breeding.

Justification: These habitats are extremely important to amphibian biodiversity
within a landscape and often represent the only breeding habitat for local amphibian
populations

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Amphibian Breeding Habitat — Wetlands (MNR
2012). These sites meet the thresholds for significant wildlife habitat in terms of
habitat type and number of species (1or more of the listed salamander species or 2
or more of the listed frog or toad species) in the MNR Ecoregion Criterion Schedule
(MNR 2012). See section 5.1.1 of this report for more details regarding identification
of significant wildlife habitat for amphibian breeding.
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Justification: Wetlands supporting breeding for these amphibian species are
extremely important and fairly rare within Central Ontario landscapes.

Policy Implications: There are no policy implications as the NHN criteria are
consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(d) and section 3.3.4 of the VOP 2010.

7.9 Confirmed Significant Wildlife Habitat - Birds

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Open Country Bird Breeding Habitat (MNR 2012).
As noted in section 5.1.3 of the consulting team report, only one habitat patch meets
the thresholds for significant wildlife habitat in terms of habitat composition, patch
size and species requirements (presence of nesting or breeding of 2 or more of the
listed species). This habitat patch is located partly in the Greenbelt Plan NHS and
partly outside of the Greenbelt Plan area.

Justification: This wildlife habitat is declining throughout Ontario and North America.
Species and records show Open Country breeding birds have declined significantly
over the past 40 years based on CWS (2004) trend records.

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Special Concern Open Country Bird Breeding
Habitat (MNR 2012). As noted in section 5.1.3 of the consulting team report, only
one habitat patch meets the thresholds for significant wildlife habitat in terms of
habitat composition and species (in this case, Common Nighthawk). This habitat
patch is located along a power transmission corridor and designated Parkway Belt.
The East Don River also flows through part of this area.

Justification: Confirmed habitat of Special Concern species are considered
significant wildlife habitat (MNR 2012).

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Shrub/Early Successional Bird Breeding Habitat
(MNR 2012). Most of the habitat patches meeting the thresholds for significant
wildlife habitat are located in the valleys of the Main Humber River, Robinson Creek
and Rainbow Creek and mapped as Core Features. Parts of these habitat patches
outside of the river valleys are located on lands designated for development and it is
unlikely that the habitat can be maintained as urban development continues. Hence,
these habitat areas outside of river valleys continue to be mapped as confirmed
significant wildlife habitat on proposed Schedule 2C, but are not mapped as Core
Features.

Justification: This wildlife habitat is declining throughout Ontario and North America.
The Brown Thrasher has declined significantly over the past 40 years based on
CWS (2004) trend records.

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Woodland Area-Sensitive Bird Breeding Habitat
(MNR 2012). The habitat patches meeting the thresholds for significant wildlife
habitat for woodland area-sensitive bird breeding habitat in terms of patch size,
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patch composition and species (presence of nesting or breeding pairs of 3 or more
of the listed wildlife species) are associated with the largest remaining woodland
areas in Vaughan.

Justification: Large, natural blocks of mature woodland habitat within the settled
areas of Southern Ontario are important habitats for area-sensitive interior forest
song birds.

Policy Implications: There are no policy implications as the NHN criteria are
consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(d) and section 3.3.4 of the VOP 2010.

Core Features Mapping Criteria: Woodland Bird Breeding Habitat — Special Concern
Species (MNR 2012). The habitat patches are identified as a result of observations
of Wood Thrush and Eastern Wood-pewee, listed as Special Concern under the
ESA (2007). Six of the woodlands are also identified as SWH for woodland area-
sensitive bird breeding habitat. All woodlands are Core Features as a result of
woodland size, such that the presence of Special Concern species will assist in
setting priorities for management options of the NHN.

Justification: Confirmed habitat of Special Concern species are considered
significant wildlife habitat (MNR 2012).

Policy Implications: There are no policy implications as the NHN criteria are
consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(d) and section 3.3.4 of the VOP 2010.

7.10 Threatened Grassland Species — Birds (Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark)

Fifty-six habitat patches were identified based on vegetation types and observations
of Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark. Both species are listed as Threatened and,
hence, are protected through the ESA (2007). These species are not included as
indicator species in the MNR Ecoregion Criteria for significant wildlife habitat. Hence,
they are not identified as significant wildlife habitat on proposed Schedule 2C at this
time and they are not mapped as Core Features.

These habitat patches are retained in the GIS database to assist in setting priorities
related to research and planning. They represent “Open Country” habitat that may
be further investigated as follows:

a. additional studies working with the MNR to determine habitat which may
be protected under the ESA, including creating and/or enhancing habitat
under subsection 23.6 of the ESA (2007); and/or

b. additional breeding bird studies to determine if SWH indicator Open
Country birds are present (i.e. two or more of indicator birds Upland
Sandpiper, Grasshopper Sparrow, Vesper Sparrow, Northern Harrier,
Savannah Sparrow, and/or one or more of Special Concern species Short-
eared Owl, Common Nighthawk) within large grassland areas (includes
natural and cultural fields and meadows) > 30 ha.
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7.11 NHN Enhancement Areas

Enhancement Areas are NHN areas without obvious natural heritage core features.
They may be identified to connect or enhance core features or they may represent
potential open habitat core areas. Enhancement Areas are identified for inclusion in
the NHN to achieve a variety of ecological objectives which may include:
e providing ecological linkage functions (Linkage Enhancement Areas);
e protection of the Critical Function Zones (CFZ) for wetlands (CFZ
Enhancement Areas);
e meeting specific habitat requirements for target species such as area
sensitive species (Target Species Enhancement Areas); and
e contributing to the size and quality of core areas by reducing edge effects
and establishing or increasing “interior habitat conditions” (Interior Habitat
Enhancement Areas).

Linkage Enhancement Areas

Enhancement Area Mapping Criteria: Linkage Enhancement Areas are defined
based on maintaining a minimum width along a linkage corridor. Local corridors
have a minimum width of 50 to 200 metres while regional corridors have a minimum
width of 300 to 400 metres (Section A.2.3.5 Natural Heritage Reference Manual,
MNR 2010).

Riparian corridors are oriented north-south in Vaughan primarily in the West Don
River watershed, including in the Oak Ridges Moraine, and in the Humber River
watershed extending to the Greenbelt Plan area. Given the existing north-south
corridors, there are two areas of focus for linkage enhancement areas. These are
not specifically depicted on Schedule 2 and shall be evaluated through appropriate
studies.
e Robinson Creek is a defined valley for much of its length in Vaughan. It flows
through an area of Vaughan that will be subject to new development, in the
West Vaughan Employment Area, providing an opportunity to ensure viable
ecological functions as part of the valley system through the development
review process. Of the listed species observed in association with Robinson
Creek, the Western Chorus Frog (listed Federally as Threatened) and Barn
Swallow (listed as Threatened under Endangered Species Act) should be
indicator species to determine Enhancement Area opportunities in more
detail. Robinson Creek also provides an opportunity to connect areas
identified as significant wildlife habitat for woodland amphibian species.
e Upper tributaries of Purpleville Creek extend outside of the Greenbelt Plan in
the ‘Natural Areas and Countryside’ designation in the VOP 2010. Purpleville
Creek is identified for riparian zone regeneration in the Humber River
Watershed Plan. An Enhancement Area in the upper Purpleville Creek
subwatershed supports the regeneration plan for subwatershed 15
(Purpleville) in the TRCA’s Humber River Watershed Plan, which has a focus
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on maintaining cold- and cool-water habitats supporting Brook Trout and
Redside Dace.

Justification: Ecological linkage among natural heritage features such as woodlands
and wetlands is critical for wildlife functions that include daily, seasonal or long-term
movement within the landscape, such as:
e daily movement patterns related to foraging, predation, avoidance, and
resting, etc.;
e seasonal movement to support breeding in ponds and foraging in
woodlands; and
¢ long-term dispersal and/or re-colonization movement among habitat patches
to sustain meta-populations.

Enhancement Areas for east-west linkages are not specifically identified. Given the
pattern of urbanization in Vaughan, and particularly the Hwy 400 corridor, identifying
viable east-west linkages outside of the Provincial Plan areas is limited. As a result,
land stewardship approaches should be pursued to provide functional connectivity in
the working agricultural landscapes of the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas.
Furthermore, this highlights the need for the viable north-south linkages other than in
the Main Humber River, East Humber River and Don River valleys to ensure
population, species and genetic movement.

Woodland Habitat Enhancement Areas

Enhancement Area Mapping Criteria: Woodland Habitat Enhancement Areas are
defined based on improving forest connectivity, size, shape, and achieving minimum
habitat patch size required for interior habitat. Interior habitat for area sensitive
woodland species, for example, is generally considered to be associated with a
minimum patch size of 10 to 25 ha or with a minimum 100 m buffer around all
woodland sides. Interior habitat for area sensitive open country species is
associated with a minimum patch size of 20 to 40 ha.

Justification: Many of the remaining woodland patches present do not have “interior
woodland” and as such these woodlands may not be able to provide the same
ecological functions that support high biodiversity which once existed in the
undisturbed woodlands that dominated southern Ontario, particularly where urban
development surrounds woodland patches. The ability to protect the full range of
native woodland species diversity increases as the size of core areas increases, and
as their shape becomes more regular (circular or square). Core areas that fall below
certain size thresholds are incapable of providing suitable habitat for a large number
of species that require large areas of habitat. These are frequently referred to as
“area-sensitive” species. This is largely attributed to environmental conditions along
the edges of cores (edge effects) that create light levels, soil and air moisture levels,
ambient wind and temperature that are significantly different from conditions that
characterize the “core interior”. Edge effects have been shown to penetrate 100 to
300" metres into a forest patch. Thus to obtain one hectare of “interior conditions”
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buffered by the minimum 100 metre of edge habitat, requires a circular patch size of
approximately nine hectares. However, one hectare of interior habitat does not
provide sufficient habitat for the many area-demanding species common to southern
Ontario and of the historic vegetation that sustained these species prior to European
colonization, as such patch sizes much larger than nine hectares are required.

Specific enhancement areas to augment woodland size, shape, connectivity and/or
interior habitat are not depicted on Schedule 2. In the Greenbelt Plan or ORMCP
areas, the delineation, extent and nature of such enhancement should be developed
based on landowner consultation and development of a stewardship strategy for the
NHN in Vaughan. In the Urban Area, the assessment of adjacent lands as part of an
environmental impact study can include criteria to assess woodland enhancement
options.

Critical Function Zone (CFZ) of Wetlands Enhancement Area

Enhancement Area Mapping Criteria: Critical Function Zone (CFZ) of Wetlands
Habitat Enhancement Areas are protected based on “a good understanding of the
local biophysical context, hydrologic regime and the species using the given
wetland, as well as the nature and extent of their non-wetland habitat requirements
of these species” (Environment Canada 2013). Based on current scientific
knowledge, the literature increasingly indicates that the habitat requirements for
wildlife that depend on wetlands tend to result in the widest and most varied CFZs.
Table 3 in the Environment Canada report, “How Much Habitat is Enough?” (2013),
provides a range of data for species movement to non-wetland areas related to
wetland habitat.

Justification: Environment Canada (2013) provides the following description of the
CFZ: “non-wetland areas within which biophysical functions or attributes directly
related to the wetland occur. This could, for example, be adjacent upland grassland
nesting habitat for waterfowl (that use the wetland to raise their broods). The CFZ
could also encompass upland nesting habitat for turtles that otherwise occupy the
wetland, foraging areas for frogs and dragonflies, or nesting habitat for birds that
straddle the wetland-upland ecozone (e.g., Yellow Warbler). A groundwater
recharge area that is important for the function of a wetland but located in the
adjacent lands could also be considered part of the CFZ. Effectively, the CFZ is a
functional extension of the wetland into the upland.”

At this time, Enhancement Areas to protect the CFZ of wetlands are not identified
either in the urban area designations or in the Greenbelt Plan or Oak Ridges
Moraine Conservation Plan areas. Rather, the criteria and justification for
enhancement to protect the CFZ of wetlands is provided in this report and can be
incorporated into the Terms of Reference for appropriate studies, such as a Master
Environment and Servicing Plan (MESP) or environmental impact study (EIS) for
appropriate development applications. In particular, the PPS and VOP 2010 policies
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require an assessment of adjacent lands to natural features, which shall include the
assessment of the CFZ for wetlands.

Target Species Enhancement Area

Enhancement Area Mapping Criteria: Target Species Enhancement Areas are
identified based on habitat requirements considered necessary to sustain specific
significant species. There are three such areas identified as part of the NHN based
on the requirements of Open Country Breeding Birds: the criteria used for two of the
Enhancement Areas are based on the minimum habitat (40 ha) required to sustain
Area Sensitive Open Country breeding birds; and one area is defined based on the
presence of suitable habitat for a Special Concern Open Country Breeding Bird
(Common Nighthawk). These areas are depicted on Schedule 2.

Justification: Suitable wildlife habitat for many species is declining throughout
Ontario as evidenced by the increasing number of Species at Risk identified by the
Ministry of Natural Resources. For Open Country breeding birds records show
these have declined significantly over the past 40 years based on CWS (2004) trend
records.

Policy Implications for Enhancement Areas

Three policies address Enhancement Areas in section 3.2 of the VOP 2010. It is
proposed to add a policy to address Enhancement Areas that are not depicted on
Schedule 2, to be inserted as policy 3.2.3.15, which is provided below.

Enhancement Areas not depicted on Schedule 2, but that shall be
evaluated for inclusion in the Natural Heritage Network as a component of
an analysis of adjacent lands, include:

a. corridors and/or linkages, with an aim to be 100 metres wide or more to
facilitate species movement, particularly for West Robinson Creek and
in the Purpleville Creek subwatershed;

b. upland habitat of wetlands within which biophysical functions or
attributes directly related to the wetland occur, and based on
knowledge of species present and their use of habitat types; and

c. woodland enhancements to improve forest connectivity, size, shape
and interior habitat.

The evaluation criteria for Enhancement Areas may be further described

in the Terms of Reference for a Master Environment and Servicing Plan

and/or Environmental Impact Study.
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8.0 GENERAL POLICY ISSUES

In addition to the technical criteria and policy scan provided above, several policies in
VOP 2010 should be noted in support of the approach taken to mapping Core Features
and Enhancement Areas.

Policy Prevails over the Mapping (VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.2). A schedule in an official
plan cannot provide the necessary detail to determine development limits and it is
recognized that areas that proceed through a development application will undertake
appropriate studies, including field investigations. VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.2 explicitly
states that the policy prevails over the mapping, and the following revised policy is
proposed to provide greater clarity:

3.2.3.2 That the policy text prevails over the mapping shown on Schedule 2 in
determining the Natural Heritage Network. Identification of elements
comprising the Natural Heritage Network is an ongoing process and as
such the Natural Heritage Network identified on Schedule 2 is based on
the best information available. Schedule 2 may not identify all the natural
heritage features in Vaughan. The precise limits of mapped natural
heritage features, and any modifications to the mapped network, will be
determined through appropriate study undertaken in consultation with
the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority and the Province. This
may occur on a site-by-site basis through the development process or
through studies carried out by the City, Region, Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority or other government agencies.

It may be appropriate to emphasize field verification of natural features in a general
policy statement, similar to ROP 2010 policy 2.2.3. This can replace VOP 2010 policy
3.2.3.11 as shown below.

That Core Features shall be precisely delineated on a site-by-site basis using
procedures established by the Province, where applicable. Such delineation shall
occur through the approval of Planning Act applications supported by appropriate
technical studies such as master environmental servicing plans, environmental
impact studies, natural heritage or hydrological evaluations.

Establishing a Precautionary Approach. VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4 identifies natural
features that comprise Core Features. All valley and stream corridors (policy 3.2.3.4(a)),
all wetlands (policy 3.2.3.4(b)) and all woodlands (policy 3.2.3.4(c)) are Core Features,
including those identified as significant (significant valleylands, Provincially Significant
Wetlands, and significant woodlands in the language of the PPS). Feature-based
policies in Section 3.3 then allow for modification of these features under particular
circumstances and/or based on tests of significance. In this way, policy 3.2.3.4
establishes a precautionary approach for valley and stream corridors, wetlands, and
woodlands. The specific policies that address the modification of these Core Features
include:

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4 page 51



North-South Environmental Inc.
Specialists in Sustainable Landscape Planning

Policy 3.3.1.4 (public works in valleys);

Existing policy 3.3.1.5, to be re-numbered 3.3.1.6 (modification to watercourses);
Proposed new policy 3.3.1.5 addressing field verification of watercourses;
Proposed amended policy 3.3.2.2 addressing wetland protection and/or
maintenance of function; and

e Proposed amended policies 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 allow for modification of
woodlands that are not significant woodlands, subject to a woodland
compensation plan.

Protection in Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine Provincial Plan Areas. Policy 3.2.3.6
establishes that Core Features represent key natural heritage features and key
hydrologic features in the Provincial Plan areas. The policy is proposed to be amended
to provide further clarity as to the prevailing policy.

That Core Features, as identified on Schedule 2, represent key natural heritage
features and hydrologically sensitive features in the Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan Area, key hydrologic features in the Protected Countryside of
the Greenbelt Plan, and key natural heritage features within the Natural Heritage
System of the Greenbelt Plan, as defined by those Provincial Plans. That the
technical papers associated with the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and
the Greenbelt Plan be consulted to provide clarification in implementing the policies
related to Core Features within the Provincial Plan Areas. In the event of a conflict
in the interpretation of the provincial technical papers and the policies of this Plan,
the policy which is more protective of the feature will apply.

9.0 PROPOSED SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS

The VOP2010 Schedule 2 Natural Heritage Network (Figure 5) will be updated to reflect
current conditions in the City of Vaughan. This will include the removal of some areas
of the NHN based on existing or approved development, as well as the addition of some
areas based on the application of criteria described in Section 7.

To provide greater understanding of Schedule 2, the following Schedules are proposed
for the VOP 2010:

Schedule 2 Natural Heritage Network

Schedule 2A Hydrologic Features and Valleylands (Figure 6);

Schedule 2B Woodlands (Figure 7); and

Schedule 2C Significant Wildlife Habitat (Figure 8).

The information proposed for presentation within each schedule is shown in the legends
below.

Schedule 2 — Natural Heritage Network

Legend
e Core Features
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e Enhancement Areas
e Built-up Valleylands (1)

e Greenbelt Plan Boundary(2)
e Greenbelt Natural Heritage System

e Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Boundary(2)
e Oak Ridges Moraine Natural Core and Natural Linkage Designations

This Schedule is subject to change based on the results of the Natural Heritage
Network Study, which will define the Natural Heritage Network by both its natural
features and as a natural heritage system in accordance with the Provincial Policy
Statement.

The policy text in Chapter 3 prevails over the mapping shown on Schedule 2 in
determining the Natural Heritage Network.

For watercourses and waterbodies outside of well-defined valleys, the vegetation
protection zone is to be established according to the policies in Chapter 3 and to the
satisfaction of the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

Enhancement Areas are identified conceptually on Schedule 2 and the text shall be
consulted to determine the final location and design.

(1) Data provided by Urban Strategies.

(2) See Schedule 4 for limits and land use information of the Greenbelt Plan Area
and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan Area

Schedule 2A - Hydrologic Features and Valleylands
Legend
e Provincially Significant Wetlands
e Other Wetlands (may include evaluated wetlands that are not Provincially
Significant or non-evaluated wetlands®)
e Surface Water Features? (headwaters, rivers, stream channels, inland lakes,
seepage areas, recharge/discharge areas, springs)
e Crest of Slope Screening Layer for Valleylands®

other wetlands shall be assessed for their significance, in accordance with criteria
provided by the Province, and to determine their importance, functions and means
of protection and/or maintenance of function to the satisfaction of the City.

to be confirmed through the application of policies of this plan

to be confirmed on a site specific basis

Schedule 2B — Woodlands
Legend
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e Woodlands(1)
(1) Only woodlands 0.2 hectares in size and greater are depicted.

Schedule 2C - Significant Wildlife Habitat'-2

Legend
SWH Amphibian Breeding Habitat — Woodlands
SWH Amphibian Breeding Habitat — Wetlands
SWH Special Concern Open Country Breeding Birds
SWH Area Sensitive Open Country Breeding Birds
SWH Shrub/Early Successional Breeding Birds
SWH Area-Sensitive Woodland Breeding Birds
SWH Special Concern Woodland Breeding Birds

Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) determined through the application of Ministry
of Natural Resources Draft SWH Ecoregion 7E Criterion Schedule (February
2012)

Schedule 2C does not show all SWH in the City of Vaughan. Site-specific
assessments may identify additional significant wildlife habitat in accordance with
criteria established by the Province.
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10.0 SCENARIO TESTING OF VAUGHAN’S NHN

Scenario testing is a means to assess the ability of Vaughan’s NHN to achieve
ecosystem targets aimed at protecting viable habitat that will provide long term
protection of native biodiversity. Scenario testing involves an assessment of natural
heritage features and functions as they currently exist within the NHN and the
evaluation of scenarios that enhance the existing features and functions to better
achieve certain ecosystem targets. Table 6 provides an assessment of baseline

conditions within the NHN

The following ecosystem targets were established in the NHN Phase 1 study and they
are based on guidelines from the Canadian Wildlife Service (CWS) publication “How
much habitat is enough?” (Environment Canada 2013).

Woodland Cover

CWS Forest Habitat Guideline

Forest Habitat in Vaughan

At least 30% forest cover

11 %

At least 10% of forest cover should be
interior forest >100 m from edge

0.5%

At least one large contiguous forest within
each watershed (>200 ha)

Humber Watershed largest forest — 152 ha
Don Watershed largest forest — 92 ha

Wetland Habitat

CWS Wetland Habitat Guideline

Wetland Habitat in Vaughan

At least 10% wetland habitat

1.5%

Protection of a Critical Function Zone
(CFZ) of 100 m from edge of wetland

40 % of 100m CFZ protected by natural
cover (woodland, successional & meadow)

Riparian Habitat

CWS Riparian Habitat Guideline

Riparian Habitat in Vaughan

75 % cover along streams

30 % of stream length in Vaughan have
forest cover within 3 m of stream banks

30 m buffer along streams

45 % of stream length has some forest
cover within a 30 m buffer along stream
banks

Table 6 provides baseline conditions in Vaughan against which ecosystem targets may
be tested. Achieving ecosystem targets can projected through scenario testing that
considers potential contributions to core features of the NHN such as:

« Improving habitat within the existing NHN (i.e. disturbed valleylands and similar
‘open space’ lands protected through development approvals) can substantially
increase progress to select ecosystem targets, such as overall woodland cover.
This will have an overall benefit in the provision of ecosystem services, but does
not address ecosystem targets related to interior woodland or the Ciritical

Function Zone of wetlands.

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4

page 59




North-South Environmental Inc.
Specialists in Sustainable Landscape Planning

* Restoration of Greenbelt Plan lands in areas of planned urban development,
such as the Hwy 400 North Employment Lands and New Community Areas, also
improves overall woodland cover and incrementally improves the Critical
Function Zone of select wetlands. Much of the Greenbelt Plan area in the City of
Vaughan has been identified to include wetlands, such as the recently evaluated
East Humber Provincially Significant Wetland Complex.

* Making the assumption of habitat restoration for the minimum vegetation
protection zone of natural features (Note: in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP
areas this is only a scenario for the purposes of the NHN Study, the City
encourages agricultural practices in the Provincial Plan areas and recognizes, as
in policy 2.1.9 of the PPS, that the NHN is not intended to limit the ability of
agricultural uses to continue). However, the significant improvement in advancing
measures towards select ecosystem targets makes stewardship and
conservation land securement of importance for the City to balance agricultural
uses and natural heritage improvements in these areas. NHN improvement is not
necessarily limited to habitat restoration in the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas
as changes to farming practices may: provide habitat, such as for open country
species; provide functionally connected landscapes between woodlands; and
improve overall water quality while still limiting impacts on agricultural uses.

Examples showing approaches to achieving ecosystem targets defined for Vaughan
through restoration of natural vegetation are provided in Figures 9 to 12, which add to
existing areas of woodland, wetland and riparian cover. Within the NHN identified for
Vaughan, including areas within the Greenbelt NHS and Oak Ridges Moraine Core and
Linkage Areas, there are areas available for restoration. These areas may include the
Vegetation Protection Zone identified for core features such as woodlands, wetlands
and watercourses (Figure 9), areas within valleylands where core features are not
present (Figure 10), NHN Linkage Enhancement Areas (Figure 11) and suitable areas
within the Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine (Figure 12).

The GIS data of the NHN and component features provided as part of this Study allows
for an initial screening of potential restoration areas, and testing the benefits of
restoration in terms of improvement of ecosystem parameters. The initial identification
of restoration areas can then be evaluated by considering criteria such as: ownership
(public or private); within the NHN (i.e. valleylands without natural cover); existing
landowner agreements; alignment with Endangered Species Act stewardship
objectives; alignment with conservation partner objectives (e.g. York Region, TRCA,
Oak Ridges Moraine Land Trust, Ontario Farmland Trust, Nature Conservancy
Canada); and opportunity to obtain external funding for specific projects.
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Table 6: Scenario testing of NHN baseline conditions of existing natural heritage

features and functions

. s Vaughan | Vaughan | NHN NHN
NHN Statistics (January 2014) ha | # % ha | # o%
Total Area 27,435 100 7,053 | 25.7%
Woodland Cover 3,113.30 11.3% 2,976 | 10.8%
Interior Woodland (minimum 100m edge) 140 0.5% 134 0.5%
Largest Woodland Patch - Don Watershed 92
Largest Woodland Patch - Humber 152
Watershed
# of Woodland Patches - Vaughan 662
# of Woodland Patches - Don Watershed 194
# of Woodland Patches - Humber 475
Watershed
# of Woodland t(_) \_Noodland Lln!(age 498 64.7%
Patches (30m minimum separation)
Wetland Cover 422 1.5% 408 1.5%
Wetland CFZ - 100m 3,340 100.0% | 2,127 |63.7%
Wetland CFZ - 200m 6,921 100.0% | 3,545 |51.2%
Natural Cover within Wetland CFZ - 100m 1,458 43.7% 1,330 | 39.8%
Natural Cover within Wetland CFZ - 200m 2,568 37.1% 2,287 | 33.0%
# of Wetland to YV9odlands Lmk_age 499 72 504
Patches (30m minimum separation)
Meadows 1,563 928
Successional Woodlands 2,29 137
Riparian Zone 2,912 100.0% 2,256 | 77.5%
Natural Cover within Riparian Zone 1,379 47.3% 1,295 | 44.5%
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Figure 9: Potential restoration areas shown in yellow are within the Vegetation
Protection Zone of woodland (green), wetland (blue) and riparian areas (blue
watercourse line).

Figure 10: Potential restoration areas shown in orange have been identified to maintain
a minimum width along an ecological linkage corridor associated with NHN Cores Area
shown in red
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Figure 11: Potential restoration areas shown in yellow within valleylands defined by

crest of slope (orange line) to restore native floodplain communities such as bottomland
woodland (green areas).

Heritage System may contribute to regional ecological linkage and the establishment of
large habitat patches contributing to NHN Core Areas shown in red. While
Enhancement Areas have not been specifically delineated in the Greenbelt Plan or Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan areas, this figure depicts examples of potential
restoration areas that serve as an east-west linkage and core woodland enhancement.
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11.0 LAND STEWARDSHIP STRATEGY

This City of Vaughan Conservation Land Securement Strategy is a comprehensive
conservation land securement planning document that includes recommendations and
implementation guidelines for establishing on-the-ground program delivery in Vaughan.

Conservation land securement is the legal acquisition of natural areas or natural
heritage lands through a range of land securement methods to facilitate long-term
protection of land in perpetuity. It requires a willing seller/donor and a willing
buyer/recipient. Such lands are generally held in public or non-profit ownership with the
goal to maintain, if not protect, restore and enhance the natural features and their
contribution to a larger ecological system. These lands typically result in the formation of
parks, trails, conservation areas, nature reserves, etc. Conservation land securement
differs from land procurement which is the acquisition of land that could be considered
‘disposable’ land assets (although disposition of portions of parcels may be advisable in
unique cases).

The advantage of conservation land securement is that there are a range of securement
methods available to the City, its partners, and the landowner that can adapt to each
securement project on a case-by-case basis. This creates a win-win solution that will
benefit the environment and all parties.

Conservation land securement can be done by any organization where their focus is
solely on land securement (i.e. a land trust) or on larger conservation issues (i.e. a
Conservation Authority). Conservation land securement could also be one component
of a larger, public benefit mission (i.e. a municipality or provincial government), provided
that the government body commits to the long-term protection of such properties.
Conservation land securement can be facilitated on an ad-hoc basis; however this is not
an efficient use of limited resources within an organization. Implementation of the
Strategy can take several years to foster relationships with landowners and coordinate
the work necessary to initiate each securement project. Considering the diverse range
of conservation land securement tools and processes, an experienced staff member or
consultant is typically required to oversee implementation of the strategy. See Table 1
for the basic steps of a conservation land securement project. The complete
Conservation Land Securement Strategy (Orland Conservation 2014) proposed for
Vaughan is provided under separate cover.
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12.0

CONCLUSIONS AND NEXT STEPS

The NHN Study deliverables, including proposed amendments to select policies and
Schedule 2 (Natural Heritage Network) of the VOP 2010, will be integrated into
corporate objectives by:

Providing a comprehensive database of natural features and areas, as part of a
connected natural heritage system, for use in the review of development
applications and as a baseline of digital data in a Geographic Information System
(GIS) for ongoing tracking and monitoring;

Providing further details for evaluation of the NHN and environmental aspects in
Master Environment and Servicing Plans (MESPs) and Environmental Impacts
Studies (EIS) related to development applications;

Informing the subwatershed studies and Secondary Plans for the New
Community Areas;

Informing the City’s input to the GTA West (Transportation Corridor) Study;
Informing the City’s input to the upcoming provincial review of the Greenbelt Plan
and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan; and

Providing the framework for a work plan to improve the NHN over time, such as
through actions related to ecological restoration, habitat management, landowner
liaison for stewardship activities, and securing funding for stewardship and land
securement objectives.

Immediate next steps include obtaining further public input prior to the finalization of the
NHN study and proposed amendments to select policies and schedules of the VOP
2010. Ongoing implementation efforts include mid-term and long-term actions such as
documented below.

The City of Vaughan Environmental Management Guideline will be updated to
incorporate key results of the NHN Study.

The NHN Study emphasized refinement of the criteria and mapping of Core
Features and Enhancement Areas of the NHN. As a result, refinement of the
Built-up Valley Lands component of the NHN is required given changes to Core
Features. This is also a component of ongoing tracking and monitoring of NHN
improvement over time.

Identify aspects of the Conservation Land Securement Strategy for
implementation using stewardship and securement approaches to complement
NHN securement through the development review process.
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APPENDIX 1: COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
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Appendix 1: Community Engagement

Community Stakeholder Workshops
e Community sessions - Monday October 21, 2013 - 1:00 p.m. 3:00 p.m. and 5:00
p.m. - 7:00 p.m. at City of Vaughan
e Environmental Non-Government Organizations (ENGOs) session — Monday,
March 3", 2014, 1:00-3:00 p.m., at City of Vaughan
e Sustainable Vaughan — March 24, 2014
e Kleinburg Area Ratepayers Association (KARA) — March 27, 2014

OVERVIEW

Five stakeholder sessions were held between October 21%, 2013 and March 27, 2014 to
discuss Vaughan’s Natural Heritage Network Study. These sessions were advertised to
a wide range of external stakeholders representing: government and agencies
(including adjacent municipalities and local conservation authorities), educational
institutions, environmental groups, community groups and residents associations,
recreational facilities, business and development organizations, local utilities and transit,
and arboriculture firms. Numerous individuals from eleven organizations participated in
the sessions. Each session began with welcoming remarks from Tony lacobelli (Project
Manager, City of Vaughan), followed by a presentation on the project given by Brent
Tegler (North-South Environmental, Project Lead for the consulting team). The meeting
with Sustainable Vaughan was attended by Tony lacobelli and two representatives of
Sustainable Vaughan. Susan Hall from Lura Consulting facilitated the community
discussions and solicited input from participants. The purpose of the workshops was to
obtain input from stakeholders including: (1) existing or potential future initiatives that
may contribute to the NHN; (2) opportunities and constraints that influence the NHN; (3)
suggestions for evaluating criteria to establish the NHN scenarios.

The key themes and discussion points from the stakeholder workshops are summarized
below. Much of the discussions were focused on clarifying the scope of the study
including understanding the natural heritage features and enhancement areas.

[insert key points from KARA and ENGO sessions]

KEY DISCUSSION POINTS
Opportunities

e Official Plan: The NHN plan will provide an opportunity to clearly identify
planning practices for natural heritage. It should be part of the Official Plan and
be connected to recommendations in the secondary and block plans.

e Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine: The Greenbelt and Oak Ridges Moraine
have helped Vaughan manage growth and are helping to preserve natural
heritage land.

Constraints

e Utility Corridors: One participant asked if there will be regulatory development
limits imposed for utility corridor development as part of the NHN. Tony clarified
that the regulatory limits are outlined in the City of Vaughan Official Plan.
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e Land Securement: One participant asked if the City of Vaughan will be
purchasing land for the NHN. The consulting team will be providing an overall
strategy to address land securement options, including easements, land
donations and stewardship agreements. If land securement is a priority for
Vaughan, the NHN plan could recommend setting up a fund to purchase land as
one of its goals.

Evaluation Criteria
Participants suggested the following elements should be considered as part of the
evaluation criteria to select the NHN scenarios:

e Environmental linkages;

Quiality of forest cover;
Buffers on a site specific basis;
Impacts of disease and infections;
Impacts of invasive species; and
e Clearly define the woodlot criteria and requirements.
Additional Discussion Points

¢ Fill regulations: One participant asked if fill regulated areas are included in the
NHN. Tony indicated that the perspective of the NHN is ecological and that the
NHN is based on the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) limits
on fill regulated areas as identified in their guidelines.

e Species at risk: One participant asked how the NHN will address species at risk.
Brent indicated that any delineation of the NHN will not detract from the Species
At Risk legislation. Vaughan has conducted studies on species at risk that will
guide the development of the NHN.

e Enhancement areas: One participant asked if meadowlands were becoming a
significant component of enhancement areas. Brent and Tony indicated that
meadowlands are one of the areas that the City is reviewing for the NHN in
relation to significant wildlife habitat as defined in accordance with Provincial
guidelines.

STAFF SESSION
e Wednesday November 30", 2013 — 9:30 a.m. - 11:30 a.m. at City of Vaughan

OVERVIEW

A staff session was held on October 29™, 2013 to provide an update on the Vaughan
NHN Study and to discuss the relationship of the NHN to other studies and projects
underway or planned for the City. Seventeen staff members participated from a wide
range of departments including Development Planning, Parks Development, Building
Standards, Policy Planning, Parks and Forestry, Sustainability, Transportation
Engineering, Asset Management, ITM, Innovation/Continuous Improvement and
Engineering Services.

The session began with welcoming remarks from Tony lacobelli (Project Manager, City
of Vaughan), followed by a presentation by Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental,
Project Lead for the consulting team). Susan Hall from Lura Consulting facilitated the
discussions and solicited input from participants. The purpose of the workshops was to

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4 page 70



North-South Environmental Inc.

]

obtain input including: (1) existing or potential future initiatives that may contribute to the
NHN; (2) opportunities and constraints; and (3) decision-making criteria to inform the
assessment of the NHN against ecosystem targets.

The key themes and discussion points from the staff session are summarized below.

KEY DISCUSSION POINTS

Linkages to Other City Plans and Projects
Staff indicated there are a number of existing and planned initiatives that are linked to
the NHN such as:

. Vaughan Transportation Master Plan (complete) that includes comprehensive
city-wide GIS map including all planned transportation initiatives until 2031. A
key consideration from the transportation perspective is that a lot of the projects
are not driven by the City, but by the province and region.

. York Region Transportation Master Plan and 10-year capital roads program
(updating in 2014) will be beneficial to review and consider if the timing aligns.

« GTA West Corridor project will have impacts.

. Water /Wastewater Master Plans (complete). There are no major trunks that
will cross the NHN areas identified. Individual projects may need Class
Environmental Assessments and would have consideration of the environmental
and ecological impacts to the NHN as part of that process. New maps will be
available in January, 2014 that may be of benefit.

- Regional Water and Wastewater Class EA projects should also be
considered.

. Stormwater Management Master Plan. The City currently has 100 ponds and
has an additional 110 ponds planned. The existing ponds are documented in
City database in GIS format. Cooling trenches have been used in association
with SWM ponds for thermal regulation.

« ITMis currently updating GIS maps for the City currently.

. Archeology and History. The City is working with York Region to map sites
with high archeological potential in GIS formats. Archeological sites cannot be
shared as they are confidential.

. Woodlot Management Strategy (being developed) that should be considered.

. Sustainability. There are a number of projects underway that can support the
NHN.

Constraints

The NHN and land securement elements (e.g. easements) do not apply under the
building code, this needs to be addressed through zoning or site planning agreement
process which would permit development to continue and support the NHN areas.
Opportunities

A key recommendation is to engage community members and neighbourhood groups
(e.g. adopt a park program, restoration and stewardship activities, etc.) in
implementation.

Additional Discussion Points
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e Approvals: One participant asked if there are any provincial approvals needed
for the NHN. Tony clarified that the NHN is approved through the Official Plan
Amendment.

e Landowner Buy-In: One participant asked about the need for landowner buy-in
to the process. Tony and Brent indicated that discussions are taking place with
landowners and their representatives for the blocks planned for development.
Stakeholder consultation is also underway for other groups as well.

e Operations and Finance: One participant asked if there will be operation
standards for maintenance to be performed in the NHN study areas. Another
asked if the study will include estimates for capital and operating costs. Tony
indicated that the costing is not part of the scope of work for this phase of the
project and that costing will be part of Program of Work (e.g.: review impact
assessments, tracking NHN database, land stewardship piece, etc.). This will
likely be noted in the staff report for further assessment to determine a budget for
a program of effort related to managing the NHN.

e Stormwater Management: One participant asked if there will be
recommendations relating to stormwater management design and operations as
part of the NHN study. Brent indicated that the team acknowledges there are
ecological functions in stormwater management pond that should be considered
and that these ponds may be contributing to some of the wetland functions that
naturally exist (recognizing these as secondary functions). Tony indicated that
stormwater management ponds are identified currently in Schedule 2 as
Enhancement Areas, but will likely be removed from the revised NHN

COMMUNITY FORUM
e November 13" 2013 - 6:30 to 9:00 p.m., City of Vaughan

OVERVIEW

The City of Vaughan hosted a Community Forum to seek community input for both the
Natural Heritage Network Study (Phase 2-4) and the Climate Action Plan as both
projects fall under the Green Directions Vaughan, the City’s Community Sustainability
and Environmental Master Plan. In total there were 57 participants. The forum was
advertised in the local paper, on the City website, distributed to all stakeholder who had
participated in earlier sessions, posted on the City's social media feeds and invitations
were issued to an extensive list of residents through the Planning Department. The
community forum featured an open house from 6:30 — 7:00 p.m. and marketplace where
participants could find out about other programs and projects by the conservation
authority, Enbridge, Powerstream, Earth Hour and others. The forum began with
welcoming remarks from John MacKenzie(Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan),
followed by an overview presentation about the two projects given by Susan Hall from
Lura Consulting. The remainder of the evening was dedicated to a world café format.
The first station was dedicated to the Climate Action Plan where there was a brief
overview presentation provided by Chris Wolnik and Jeff Garkowski (City of Vaughan
and Lura Consulting) about the CAP and participants were encouraged to provide their
input to the CAP vision, goals and key actions.
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The second station was dedicated to Land Securement, where Kate Potter (Orland
Conservation) provided participants with an educational presentation on the variety of
options that exist for land securement beyond land purchase. Kate reviewed the
features of land donation, split receipt, conservation severance, bequest, conservation
easement agreement and life interest agreement.

The third station was dedicated to the NHN and included a brief overview presentation
by Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental consultant lead for the NHN study)
followed by a facilitated discussion.

KEY QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSION POINTS FOR THE NHN

NHN Draft Vision Statement

One participant asked what defines resiliency. This should include resiliency to climate
changes and increases to biodiversity.

Greenbelt

e One patrticipant asked if the core features in the Greenbelt are treated the same
as those outside of the Greenbelt. Brent indicated that they are treated the same
but those outside of the Greenbelt require environmental impact study if they are
within the area of influence or ‘adjacent lands’.

e One participant felt that the Greenbelt does not necessarily mean longevity in
terms of preservation and that the NHN should be connected and supportive of
the Greenbelt areas.

Enhancement areas

One patrticipant asked if enhancement areas cover all other areas. Brent indicated that
they do not and that different features perform different functions. Enhancement areas
currently identify lands with a different underlying designation, such as for development
or agriculture, but are intended to be evaluated to determine how much of an
Enhancement Area should be a Core Feature.

Data sources

e A few of participants asked about the data sources used to create the NHN map.
Brent explained that the maps were created from existing digital sources and
orthomaps. He indicated that the open space layer is using historical data that
doesn't show features within the boundaries. The meadowlands layer was
created through interpretation of TRCA data at a high level.

e Brent indicated that mapping is an iterative process and if there are any errors
the City is interested in gathering that information.

Meadowlands

A few participants asked how meadowlands would be considered in the NHN. Brent
indicated that the study team is still considering meadowlands. The NHN could include
large significant areas of meadow that provides habitat and ecological functions, such
as for significant wildlife habitat. This is a piece of the NHN that requires further
discussion.

Restoration

One participant noted they would like restoration to be included in the NHN.
Evaluation Criteria:

e A number of participants noted that increasing the forest cover is an important
evaluation criterion in developing the NHN scenario.
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e Participants asked how much forest cover does Vaughan currently have and
asked if the NHN should focus on areas that already have some protection
through other legislation (Greenbelt or Oak Ridges Moraine) or whether the NHN
should focus on those areas not currently protected. Brent indicated that the City
currently has 11% forest cover and that the study will look at both strategies to
build on existing protection as well as areas that are not currently protected.

e Wetlands are an important part of the natural heritage of Vaughan and
participants noted they should be protected.

e Wetland design criteria for stormwater management ponds should be
considered. There are opportunities to test new innovations that can bring value
to the NHN.

e Increased connectivity is an important criterion as well as increasing the interior
forest area.

Costs

e A few participants cautioned that there are costs associated with natural heritage
protection and restoration activities. Consideration needs to be given both the
actual costs of restoration, the opportunity costs to developers, the natural
services costs for restoration.

e A few participants also cautioned that the costs for these activities can increase
the cost of housing and affordability of homes particularly given density targets.

ONLINE PUBLIC QUESTIONNAIRE

OVERVIEW

Ten members of the public participated in the online survey that was made available at

the public meeting November 13", 2013 and remained open until December 31%, 2013.

The survey was designed to provide participants with an opportunity to provide

comments and suggestions on the proposed vision, identify opportunities and

constraints facing the NHN, and provide input to the scenario criteria.

The key themes emerging from the online survey are summarized below.

Vision

e Four participants indicated that they liked the vision statement.

e Two respondents asked that enhancement areas be removed and another
suggested that it needs to be clearly defined.

Assets and Opportunities

e The following key assets were identified for further protection:

valleys of the three major river systems;

ANSIs;

wetlands;

existing hedgerows made up of native mature trees and regenerating

understorey;

woodlots that are composed of understorey, mid-storey;

canopy growth;

very large existing linked corridor system (western part of Vaughan);

large tract (NE Vaughan); and

heritage protection of Maple, Kleinberg and Woodbridge.

o O O O

O O O O O
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One respondent suggested the City continue to work closely with the conservation
authority to protect, manage and enhance the NHN.

One respondent indicated more lands should be protected through the NHN to
support and buffer core areas.

One respondent noted the opportunity lies in part with political leaders to define the
NHN as part of what makes Vaughan a great place.

Gaps and Constraints

Four respondents noted development pressures.

One respondent noted that there is a challenge to promoting the value of the NHN
when seeking to protect it at the expense of other infrastructure expenditures. There
is an opportunity to create a comprehensive NHN publicity campaign.

One respondent noted gaps in protection along the Humber River where there are
portions that are publically owned & managed conservation. There is an opportunity
to fill gaps and convert the full length to public ownership.

One respondent noted the replacement value of trees is not recognized.

One respondent noted that enhancement areas are speculative.

One respondent noted financial constraints to achieving a properly managed NHN.
There are opportunities to invest in protection of our natural features today to ensure
a healthier environment to live & sustain our lives tomorrow.

One respondent noted the GTA West Corridor as a constraint.

Evaluation Criteria

Survey participants were asked to identify which of the following criteria they felt are
important for the NHN.

Forest Cover

o 8 of 10 respondents noted that increasing forest cover and the amount of
interior forest cover are important criteria.

o Respondents indicated that increases should occur with a particular focus
along streams and rivers, beside larger existing forests, connect smaller
woodlands to larger ones and areas that fill gaps in woodlands to increase
overall habitat.

o Respondents indicated that forest cover should increase in areas that
provide: (1) buffers between or next to developments; (2) trail linkages for
travel by foot or bicycle; and (3) linkages to existing parks and trails.

o The majority of respondents indicated that increased interior forest cover
should: (1) be beside existing larger tracts of forest; (2) connect smaller
woodlands to larger woodlands; (3) provide more habitat for specific species
that need woodland habitat; and (4) fill gaps in woodlands to increase overall
habitat.

Wetland Cover

o 9 of 10 respondents felt that increasing wetland cover is important in the City
of Vaughan and that this should include areas that add to and enhance
headwater streams, as well as areas beside valleylands that improve wetland
cover as part of stormwater management practices.

o The majority of respondents also supported increasing wetland cover in areas
that restore wetlands to their historical locations and enhance areas that add
to and enhance existing wetlands.
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e Flanning

North-South Environmental Inc.

e Critical Function Zones
o 8 of 10 respondents felt that it is important to establish Critical Function Zones
around wetlands to maintain water quality and to maintain wildlife habitat for
wetland species and that critical function zones should be used for wetlands
that are located in valleys, in Greenbelt Plan areas, in Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan areas and in association with woodlands or wetlands
which are located in close proximity to woodlands.
¢ Riparian Zone
o 9 of 10 respondents felt that riparian cover should be increased in the City of
Vaughan with particular emphasis along headwater streams, as well as
streams associated with cold and cool-water fish species.

LANDOWNER MEETINGS
e October 2" to October 10" in 2013: and
e February 24" to 26™ in 2014

OVERVIEW

Twelve landowner meetings were held in two rounds between October 2™ to October
10" in 2013 and between February 24™ to 26™ in 2014 to discuss Phase 2-4 of
Vaughan’s Natural Heritage Network Study Strategy. The number of participants at
each meeting ranged from 6 to 15. The first meetings were held to discuss the
objectives of the study and identify issues and opportunities that shape the study. The
second round of meetings were held to review and seek input on the development of
proposed NHN scenario criteria. Tony lacobelli (Project Manager, City of Vaughan) and
Brent Tegler (North-South Environmental, Project Lead for the consulting team)
conducted the meetings. .

The key themes and discussion points from the meetings are summarized below.

SUMMARY

e The evaluation of HDF were discussed, including specific reaches of watercourses
as well as the overall evaluation framework. The City’s consulting team had
previously shared the raw data from the HDF field investigations where permission
to enter lands had been provided by the landowners. Landowners expressed interest
that information provided by them according to appropriate standards and
procedures would be interpreted in the NHN mapping.

e There was discussion of the criteria for the determination of significant wildlife
habitat.

e The role of active restoration was discussed in relation to the development approvals
process and the Greenbelt Plan lands.

e Potential changes to the VOP 2010 in terms of policy or schedule modifications were
discussed, with reference to specific policies in some cases.

ABORIGINAL GROUPS
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The City of Vaughan contacted First Nations and Metis organizations by telephone and
E-mail according to the protocol in the draft York Region First Nation and Metis
Consultation Tool. The Consultation Tool is a component of Amendment 6 to the York
Region Official Plan, including the York Region Archaeological Management Plan,
adopted February 20, 2014, establishing specific policies to ensure the responsible
management of archaeological resources, as required by Provincial policy and
legislation.

The Consultation Tool includes a contact database with over 40 individual contacts for
14 First Nation or Metis organizations. The following consultation meetings were
arranged based on the responses to the City’s correspondence.

Williams Treaty First Nation, March 26, 2014, Office of the Mississaugas of
Scugog Island
The meeting included representative from Chippewas of Georgina Island, Curve
Lake First Nation, Hiawatha First Nation and Mississaugas of Scugog Island. The
presentation by the City demonstrated the information collected and assessed to
refine the NHN. Discussion points included:
- The importance of water from headwater drainage features to the
main stem of rivers;
- The traditional knowledge and recent experience with habitat
restoration of the black oak savannah, primarily of Alderville First
Nation and Mississaugas of Scugog Island.

Nation Huron Wendat, April 28, 2014, Webinar

City staff and a representative from Nation Huron Wendat convened a webinar
so that GIS information regarding refinements to the NHN could be viewed in the
online webinar format.
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APPENDIX 2: SIGNIFICANT WILDLIFE HABITAT CRITERIA

Vaughan NHN Study — Phase 2-4 page 78



6. abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

‘seale pjal} uado JaYlo Jeau paredo| SalS
uesijiubis

alow aq Aew sals pagJnisip 1sea

"SONS Ja|lews uey) Jueaiubis

alow aJe (ey 0z 1se9| 1e “*6°a) sals abie
uedlyiubls alow ase sfenplAlpul

jo Jaquinu 1saybiy ay) yum saNs
uedIubIs alow are

sol0ads Jo Jagunu 1sarealb ayl yum sals
‘'saloads auo uoddns

salls Jueoliubis ‘uladuod Jo salnads
[eJanas poddns salls juediiubis 1SON
"eale ay) ul

M3} e Ajuo Jo auo ag Aew salls Juediubis
‘eale Buluue|d ay ul Sals umouy

Ajuo ay Ajresauab ale sals uediiubis

"|SPaIg JO Jaquinu
anoge ayy Ag skep 0z Jo wnwiuiw
e 10J (s1eaA g ul £) Auenbal pasn
90 1snw alIs e jueolubls 8aq o] e
‘dds paisy|
OM] pue S[enpiAlpul QT 1Sea 1Y e
110 SIMQO paJea-1oys alow J0 suQ e
Ag
Sielqgey asay) JO asn ay) Wiyuod salpms

Spue|poom juadelpe yim

(eUgT<) mopeaw/pialy pazeld Apybi
10 MO|[e}/3|p! ‘SIS PaguNIsIp 1sea]
‘puejdn pue

1S940} JO uoneUIqWOD © YlIM BY 02

< 9Q 0] paau sals Buusum Joidey
‘sJ101des Buieuim 1oj

syelqey bunsal pue buibelo) ‘Bunsool
apinoid 1ey) spue|poom pue spialy

JO uoneUIqWOI ® sapinoid elgey ayl

"MND
‘SN2 ‘1ND ‘NND
puejdn

004 ‘INO4 ‘ao4
:1S9104

‘SSe|d pug|

yoea woJj seuas
Alunwwo)

auo juasald aney
0] paau :salvs
Aunwwo) o713
JO uoneuIqWod

IMO paJlesa-loys
:uJ9ou0) [e1ads

MO Amous

[811S8) uedLBWY
JalleH uiayuoN
JMeH pajiel-pay
ymeH pabbal-ybnoy

weoyiubis 1sow
ale Ajlenuue
pasn pue
S[enpiAlpul Jo
Jaqunu ybiy e
‘salnads a|dnnwi
AQ pasn sals
:9euoney

ealy Buldjuip
Joydey

SHIP|IM
1oj 1210y pazifenads

sealy bBuiysaN

'€ 9|qe aas ases|d |MOJI9)e

‘(serep pue siaqwnu saloads

yum sAanins 1sed Aq paulwiaiap

10 salpnis uo paseq aq ued asn

[enuue) saipnis pjal} Jo S8IN0S

uolew.loul Wwolj payuswniop

Sl jelgey Jo asn [enuuy e

‘Teliqey ajlpim

edIIubIS ayl SI asn pue|
Juddelpe pue suolpuod As "HMS palapISuod ‘IMOJIS)eM
[ed0] uo Juepuadap Jayng snipel 10U aJe 8say) ‘|Mmojiarem [rempes BunelBiw
WOOE-00T ® snid yelgey 8)s00s Aq pasn Ajluowwod are sureih *S9)1IS093 uoabip\ uedLBWY 0 Juenoduwi
PISY PSpooy 8yl Jo eale syl e 21SeM Uum spialy [edmnouly e asay} uIyIm J3]9A0YS UIBYLON 1enqeH
‘pasinbai sfenpiaipul ‘Imoyarem BuirelBiw JJo-unJ 10 J1ayem [leluld UlayloN ‘ajeuoney

aJow 1o |00T JO suonebalibbe

saloads paxiw Auy e
saloads

10} 1e1qey buibelo) areigalianul
uepodwl apinoad JJo-uni pue
yaw Buuds Buunp Buipooj) spiel4 e

18w wouy buipooy)
Buids renuue
JO 82UBpIAS SN|d -

pIejeN
[ea] pabuim-anig
[eal pabuim-usalio)

(jeuysaaiay])
sealy buibeyg

91HMS Aq pals|| Aue JO uoneJluaduod [enuue ue Jo ‘(Ke|N 01 yoe\ piw) T1ND }onQg poopa pue i9A0do)g

PaQII0Sap 10U S3lIS [el]1SaIIB] 10} eUBIID e | 3duasald pallaA pue Ino paLued saipnls | Bulds Buunp Jayem 18ays Yyium spial4 TIANND | oNnQ Xoe|g ueduswy IMOJI9}EAN
el Buluyeg el Buluyeg e8I JelgeH 5 _moomm_ooo (39 sealy

@9 115093 011 a|Npayds uoibalod] uonesuaduo)d

(9LHMS) HMS (39 aInpayds uoifaI003 14vHAd) HMS J1VAIANYD | Weld) se10ads ajlpliM leuoseas

8|Npayds uo1631093) HMS AIINHIANOD

(91HMS pue 39 3|NPaydSs uoiIbai093 Yeiq 93S S|ie1ap 10) "Sjewliue Jo SuUoI}eluaduod
Jeuoseas :HMS jJo uoljenjeAa Joj (Z10Z ININO) 39 8|npaysg uoibaiod] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy B ¢'g uoioag) 91HMS a4} Aq papiroid HMS 40} eld}lI9 jo sajdwex] | a|qe]

(popinoid are NHN a@y1 apisino Ajualind aq Aew pue ueybnep ul aauediiubis fenuaod aney 01 Ajoy1| 1Sow seale Jo sajdwexa AjuQ :910N) eldjll) JeigeH aj|PIIM Juesiiubig -z xipuaddy

o

u| eau

FOSPUE

2ISNS Ul Ssieloads

SWIUOJIAUT YINOS-YJION




@ 08 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

weoliubis alow Aj@y| ate slelqey
9SIAAIP 1SOW pue pagJnisIp 1sea| ayl e
"uedIUbIS 810w are sfenpiAlpul
Jo Jaquinu 1saybiy ayr yum sa)s e
uedIIUbIS 3aI0W ate
sal10ads Jo Jaquinu 1sa1ealb ayl Yyum sals e
‘saloads auo poddns
Aew sa1ls uedIIUbIS ‘{uladu0d Jo saloads
alow 10 om) poddns sals UedIUBIS 1SON  ®
paloar04d aq pjnoys saloads
uOWIWO9 10} BjnoeuIaqly aAneluasaldal e
weodNIubIs palapisuod aq pjnoys saloads
uOWIWOJUN 1O aJel A|[ed0] JO SAlS ||V e

HMS sI alls

uay) ‘Juasaid sa10ads uladuo)
[e1oads ale alayl }| ;910N e

"(1oondas) red

pue (Aen/idy) Buuds ul sAep

wem Auuns uo (adojs Axo01

10 uonepunoy "6a) ginorulagly

[enualod Jeau "dds axeus

aI0W 10 OM] JO S[enpIAIpul (10

‘ds 9)eus e Jo s|enpiAlpul aAl)
JO wnuwiulw e Jo suonebalbuo) e

‘dds

Yeus ai0W 10 OM] JO S[enpIAIpul

{10 "ds ayeus ® Jo sjenplapul

dAl} JO wnwiuiw e Ag pasn
B|NoRUIaQIY 9XRUS JO 90UdsSald e

:Buiwiyuod saipms

.$3INSS1y Y1Im
3oo0lupag anuelb Buikelano X201 J19A0D
Buipinoid sbuiuado doioino 3204 yum
S1S910} paxiw Jajald YuS paull-aAlH

*J9A02 punoib

Yoowuwny abpas 1o ssow wnubeyds
UM Sgnuys 10 soal] asleds

YIIM Ulellal %201paq ul suoissaildap 1o
‘suay lood ‘sojems pue sdwems gniys
10 J8J1u0d uI Telqey BuudUIM-IBA0
enodwi 8q 0S[e ued spuepa aul|
1S04J BY) MO|aQ Salls ueauelIalgns

0] SS829k apinoid Aay) aduIs ajgen|ea
Alreinoiued ale X201 painssiy pue
uax01q JO Sealy "suoledo| [einyeu
1310 pue Sa21A3192 X201 ‘Smouing

Ul Saul| 1S0J} MO|3Q Paledo| Salls Ul
aoe|d saxe] uoneulaqly ‘sayeus 104

D13 AUBIS
paul|-aAI 4o

"HMS 8repipued
BuiAmnuap! ul
1SISS®e suonepunoy
Bulquinio

pue ‘saouay
auojs ‘sado|s

10 saj|id %201

JO 82UBdISIXd By L
*101ea1pul poob

e sl |jeJ 40 Buuds
aYl ul sAep wuem
Auuns uo sayeus
JO suonebaibuod
JO SUoIeAIaSqO

‘syejgey asayi 0}
paje|al Ajoalip aq
Aew salis Jenly
pue ‘ane)d pue
92IN31D ‘ualieg
)00y ‘snjel
'SBU0 1am AJan
ueyl Jaylo ouruQ
[e)UB9 Ul 8)IS008
Aue ul punoy

ag Aew 1e1IqRY
‘soyeus |e 104

AUDS paull-aAld
:(uone|ndod
plaIYSs ulayinos)
uI92uo0) [enads
prezi

ayeusuoqqly uiaise]
axeuSYIIN
:uJ9ou0) [e1ads

ayeus
pa)2au-Bury ulaylioN
ayeus usal9 yjoows
ayeusumolg uiayloN
ayeus

palj|ag-pay uIsyloN
ayeusIale\\ UIsylIoN
ayeuslaueo uislse]
soyeus

uedliubis 1sow

ale s[enpiAipul
JO Jaquinu
1saybiy ay} yum
SalS "eale ay)
Ul S8)IS UMOUY]
Ajuo ayy ase
Salls A|[elauan
:9euoney

wnjnoeuJaqiH
a|nday

"SIBIUIM
10 9509 1Sed| 1e Jo/pue Sieak |eianas
10} pasn uaaq aney Aew salis wediubis e
"ueoliubis alow
Algeqoud are (spuim Buljrensasd Buous
01 8insodxa 01 |anp uole|NWNIJL MOUS
SSa| pJsemo] Aouapua) e ‘sayalad pue Aaud
Juepunde “6°8) yeldey Jonag Yim sais e
uedliubis alow ase Spoom Juadelpe yum

el Buluyeg

el Buluyeg

eLLIID TeNgeH

Sapo)
a)Is093 D713

(9LHMS) HMS

(39
9|NPayas uoifalodg) HMS AINHIINOD

(39 8Inpayds uoifai003 14vdd) HMS J1LVAIANYD

(39
a|Npayos uoibaloo]

yeliq) sa10ads ajpIIM

sealy
uoneuUaU0D
leuosesas

(91HMS pue 39 a|npayds uoifa1003 Jelq 39S S|e)ap 10) "S|ewiue Jo SUoijejuaduod

Jeuoseas :HMS JO uonenjeaa 1o} (2102 ¥NINO) 39 dInpaydg uoibalod] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy B ¢'g uoiag) 91HMS @4} Aq papiroid HMS 10} elId)ID Jo sajdwex] :| ajqeL

Bui

"ou| e

deospue urelsns Ui sisie/osds

JUBLWIUOIIAUT YINOS-YlION




@ 18 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

M3} e A|uo Jo Buo ¢ Aew salis Juedyiubls ‘syoreuo| Aq pasn si alis e Aleaidfy sirengey ayL e yoea Wolj Salas Alpenng
‘eale Buluue|d ay) ul S81IS UMOUY ® sAep JO Jaquinu ay) uo paseq "0lRIUQ 9XeT JO Wy Alunwwo) yoJeuo :ajeuoney

Ajuo sy Ajresauab ate sals uedIubIS e slanin “(100/6bny) uonelbiw G UIYIIM paledo| aq ||m pue ‘uasald | auo juasald aney ul9ou0) [eroads
sol0ads jue|d Jo AusiaAIp 1ser1ealb Ires buunp (anin) sheq 1elQgey 1S810) pue pIal} JO uoneUIqWOD 0] paau :salss sealy Janodols
3y} urejuod Aayl asnedaq juedyiubis 3SM YoJeuoN Jo aouasaid ayl e © YIM 3zIS ul ey QT 40 wnwiuiw | Ajunwwo) D713 [elwpy alym Aipapng
1sow ay) Ajrensn aJe salis abue] e :WIJUod salpns e a( [|IM eaJe Janodols Ajuanng v JO uoneuUIqWo) Ape1 pared AioyelBipy
gollizilile)
TL1D ur Buiuijosp
IS0 TO1O aJe uone|ndod
119 1S79 Mo|[ems
1019 1TISND |l "suonejndod
T1LND TWND Lzle]
:S91IS029 03 Juenodwil
Buimojjoy ayy A1an 8q ued

0T ‘Mmojems pabuim
-ybnoy ulayuoN ‘00T ‘Mojems yueg ‘g
‘MOJ[emS JI|D :uedliubis palapisuod aq
p|Noys 1eyl SI1sau Jo Jaquinu palsabbng e

‘uoneltadQ o1ebalbby
[eJaulN paniwiad/pasuall|
B 9pnjoul Jou S80q e
'sa|Id)001s
alebalbbe o |10S ‘Sjusuwueqwo
‘swaq Sk yans ‘seale
[10S paqinisip (sieak g) Apuadal

ul punoj JengeH

‘(smojems

WD) sureq

‘so|Is ‘sjuswinge
abipuq ‘saoe} Y10
‘(Mmojlems

Auoj09 pannuapl
uy uediubis
1engey siy)
ayew Auojoo

B Ul S1sau

JO laqwinu pue
asn [edlI01SIH

10 (sBuipjing 1o sabplq) sainonns pabuim-ybnoy ‘areuoney

sol0ads alel Ajreuolbal Loddns 1ey) ‘uosess apew-uew apn|oul Jou S0 e ‘N pue Mojjems
asoy) uey) Juepodwi aiow are salvads Buipaaiq ayy Buunp sired mojems eale yueg) sajid (3110 pue
aJel Ajleouinoid poddns 1eyy seus e pabum-yBnol pue mojrems ueq arebaibbe paniwiad/pasuadl| pues pue ‘sadojs Moj[ems paBuim | yueg) jejiqeH
fuepodwl S1 SISauU Jo Jaquinu ayL e | J0G 10 Sifed MOJIeMS 1|0 310W 10 8 YIm e Jou sI Jey) Buipous Ajfeinreu daals ‘sud mouioq -ybnoy uIeyloN Buipoaig
“quenodw sayis Bunsau alow o T JO douUasSald e 10 pagunisipun ‘syueq |10S ‘s|Ily Apues MO|[eMS JIID paig BunsaN
aJe 1sabuo| ay) pasn uaaq aAey Jey)l SIS e :Buiwuod salpms pasodxa Yim seale 1o als Auy e ‘syjueq BuipolI MO|[eMS Yueg - A|je1uojo)

SPIIM

10] 1enqgey pazijeloads sealy
‘Xlpuadde S|y} | uonesuadzuo)
o ul € 9|ge)] 8as asea|d Bouy|ing

€004

1004

'$9)IS00]

pue NO4 pue

adod Jo sauss

Alunwwo)

Sapo)d
eua) Buiuaa euaI) Buiuaa eLaluD JelqeH S0 = (39 sealy
( . 3|nNpayds uoibai003 uonenuUadU0D
(DLHMS) HMS = (39 8INPaYIS UOIBBI09T | 4vHd) HMS JLVAIANYD | Heid) seads sjipim [euoseas

9|NPayas uoifalodg) HMS AINHIINOD

(91HMS pue 39 3|NPayds uol1balod3 Yeiq 8S S|le1ap 104) "S|jewlue Jo suoljesuasuod
Jeuoseas :HMS JO uonenjeaa 1o} (2102 ¥NINO) 39 dInpaydg uoibalod] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy B ¢'g uoiag) 91HMS @4} Aq papiroid HMS 10} elId)ID Jo sajdwex] :| ajqeL

o

u| eau

FOSPUE

SWIUOJIAUT YINOS-YlION

2ISNS Ul Ssieloads




@ z8 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

uedliubis alow ale sieak QT 1se9| e

10} pasn Ajjeuonipes) usag aAey Jeyl Sals e
ueollubis

alow a(q Aew Sas paginisip 1sea] e
“JuedIUBIS 1SOW Ble auljaloys a3 ayeT

pue olejuQ 8XeT JO WX G UIYIM S3lIS e
‘Telqey
snoauabowoy yim saus uey Jueoyiubis
alow uayo ale (pue|sselb ‘1sa.o}

““B-9) sadA 1e1gRey JO A1BleA B YIIM SIS e
‘SOJIS 19|[ews

uey) JuediubIs alow ae saus abie] e

| JueolIublS paIapISuod

90 01 SI S[RIWPY SNYA JO
salpeT] palured Jo asuasald ay)

sayeT
Teals) ay) SS0JO 0} ddueISIp
1S810YS 3yl YlIM Sseale
10 puej jo suds uayo aJse pue
SJuswWis|d ay} woJj uonoaajoid
apinoid Ajrensn seale buibels e
Teliqey siy
lo} sjuawauinbal ale 1ayays
Buipinoid abpa puejpoom

"POAIaSQO
Bulaq salenng
jo Aloisiy e

aney ||Im Janodols
Aipanng Joy

yBis arepipued

e ‘A|reloposuy

J91UIM

9|NPayas uoifalodg) HMS AINHIINOD

pue sjue|d Jejoau paliajaid dno INO4 a9y} 10} yinos

Juedliubis alow ale sfenpiAlpul YIM 000€E< 40 000S<JOANIN e JO @duepunge ue yiim aod 204 alelbiw ey

JO Jaquinu 1saybiy ayl yum saNus e | "Ind220 pjnoys Buidwes Jo sieak smopeaw/sp|al) ‘pagnisip :1s9104 salnads Ajenng
uesiubis alow ase a|dinw pue sieak usamiaq aQ Jou p|noys lelugey ayyl e 1oy uepodwi

so12ads Jo Jaqwnu 1sa1ealb ay) YyIm sals e IN220 ued uoeueA Juedlyiubls yinos uonelbiw Sale) Ajreaibojolq
‘salvads auo uoddns ‘Aep/005-00T wouy abuel Buo| Jiayy 0 Joud 1sal nNo N ale pue

Aew sayis uedIIUBIS {UI92U09 JO Saldads ued saljanng Jo siaquinN 0] UOIBJO| B YUM Saljjuanng plai4 Ssrelqey aJel
alow Jo om) oddns says Jueoaliubis 1So\ e "21IS ay Buisn sjenpiaipul 3yl sapinoid pue ‘1saloy Alswauxs aie
"eale ay) ul JO Jagwinu ay) Aq paljdnnwi pue pjal} JO uoneuIquwod :SSe|d pug) seale 1anodois

elBIID BuILYE] elBIID BuLYE] BUBIID TENGEH Q_moowm%w (39 sealy

( : 3|npayds uoibaiod] uoneuadu0)d

(DLHMS) HMS i (39 aINpayds U0IB8I09T [ 4vHA) HMS JLVAIANYD | Heid) sa10ads ajipim [euosess

(91HMS pue 39 a|npayds uoifa1003 Jelq 39S S|e)ap 10) "S|ewiue Jo SUoijejuaduod

Jeuoseas :HMS JO uonenjeaa 1o} (2102 ¥NINO) 39 dInpaydg uoibalod] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy B ¢'g uoiag) 91HMS @4} Aq papiroid HMS 10} elId)ID Jo sajdwex] :| ajqeL

6

FOSPUE

"OU| [RIUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-YlION

2ISNS Ul Ssieloads




@ €8 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

uonelabon aJel Ajjeuinoid ||y e

D13 Ue Jl WILU0d pjnoys salpnjs pjald

Jey} Sspo? 81Isod3 D14

sanunwwo) uoneiabap aley

ZS ‘TS aley Ajjenuinoid

uoijejabap asey 19Yyj0

weoliubis
palapisuod aq pinoys (JIHN Aq

'(sonoxa 1an092 aAne1aban
%0G>) So10ads padnpoJul 10 J110Xd
AQ pareulwop aq jou Isnw alS e

‘HMS
9yl SI 81s003 D13 9yl jo ealy e
pasn aq p|noys 39
uoifa1093 wouj 1sI| "dds jue|d aureld
;910N 1uasald ag pjnoys N xipuaddy

"HMS 2q
0] PaJapISu09 10U aJe shkem
10 1ybu Aemjres se yons

SallS JueuWlay '9llIS |elnjeu

"J9A0D
9811 %G > sey Jenqgey aureld
sself|jel uado uy ‘sasselb

"olRUQ U
syelqey aJel Alswalxa
aJle salleld sseibjel
:9[euoney

palsl| se £S 01 TS) SanuNWWod ul paisl| sa1oads Jojealpul aureld ayy | € 40 PaI0Isal ag isnw als aureid Aq pareuiwop 1aA09 20d1
uonelaban ael Ajjelouinodd ||y e JO 8J0W 10 dUO WIILUOI Salpnis p|ald | 9HS 0} 8ZIS WNWIUIW ON | punoif sey sureld sseibjel v TOdlL aleld sselbjel
'(S2110Xd 19A092 aAneIaban
9%0G>) Sa10ads padonpoJul 10 2110Xd
AQ pareulwop ag Jou 1SNW a)IS e
‘HMNS
9yl S| 8JIs009 D713 8yl Jo ealy e "HMS 34 ‘oleuQ Ul
‘pasn aq p|noys 39 uoiba21003 | 0] PaISPISUOI 10U ate shAem Z2SND | srenqgey ases Aldwalxe
eoliubis woJj 1s1] "dds jue|d yeuueaes 810N 10 1ybu Aemjres se yons ZMdL ale syeuuenes
palapisuod aq pinoys (JIHN Aq uasald aqg pjnoys N Xipuaddy ul | Sals Jueuway ‘8ls [einjeu 0509 — GZ UdBMIBa( J9A0D TMdL :9reuoney
pals]| sk €S 01 TS) SaNUNWWOD pa1s|| Sal0ads Jo1edipul yeuueAes ayl B 10 paloisal ag Isnw als 9al) sey reys Jenqey auredd 2Sdl
uoneiaban arel Ajfeouinoid ||y e JO 3JOW 10 dUO WU Salpnis plal 31IS 01 9ZIS Wwnwiulw ON sselbjel e sI yeuueAes vy TSdL yeuueAes
%09
ueyl SSa| 1nQq PaIan0d 23
0] uaureq pue Ayored wouy Area 0609 > SAeme JaA0D
ued uonelaba ‘yeuueaes 1o 231l (T19S) paan pue
1S210} Sk yons Jeligey [einyeu pasojd aiow 1o ‘(TSES) Ansaloj

ueoliubis

paJapIsuod ag pinoys (JIHN Aq

pals|| se €S 01 TS) samMuUNWWOod
uonelaban alel Ajelouinoid ||y e

"|(S2n0Xa 18A0d dAlYeIahaA

%0G>) Sel9ads PaaNpPo.uI IO I0XD
AQ pareullwiop ag 10U 1SNW IS e

sualleg pues Joj
adA 1 uonelabaA D13 Aue wiyuo) e

"9ZIS wnuwiulw
Ou ‘eale uaueq pues Auy

J0 sadA1 Jay10 ulyum pareso|
Alrensn "aoepns ayl ybnouayl
sopnJao.id 3204 BulAaspun ayy
pue |I0S Ou 10 3| aAey AayL

"UOIS0Jd pue sallj oIpoliad
‘ainisiow Jo xoe| Ag pasned
pue palelabon Ajasieds
Ajresauab ‘pues pasodxs
ale A|jeaidA) suaireg pues

MII-13a1ur (TO9S)
Mmopeaw snonunuod

0] uaireq pue Ayored wol}
SalleA JaA0d uonelaba

114dS
1sds
TOdS
:$81Is023 D13

pue juawdojanap
abenoo 03 anp

1SO| Uda(Q aAey sualieg
pues 1Sol\ ‘salnads alel
uoddns pue oueuQ Ul
alel ale sualleq pues
:9euoney

ualieg pueg

eualLD Buiuyaq

uonewlioju| pajrelaq

uonduasaq 1engeH

9poY 811093 913

(9LHMS) HMS

(39 s|npayass uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibalooq)
HMS J1VAIANYO

Alunwwo)
uonelaba) aley

(91HMS pue 39 a|npayds uoibalod3 Yeiq 93S |e1ap 104) SaliuNnWwo)
uopnejabap asey :HMS J0 uoljenjeas 1o} (102 YNINO) 39 aInpaydg uoibaloo] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uoaag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} el1dju9 jo sajdwex3 °Z a|qel

6

FOSPUE

2ISNS Ul Ssieloads

"OU| [RIUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-YlION




@ 8 abed -2 9seyd — Apn1S NHN ueybnep

"S3IUNWIWO0D
wealiubis Ajedo| palapisuod

aq ybiw Aupedidiunwi "HMS arepipue) ‘TeAIAINS
3yl UIYlIM SUO0IeI0| JaMa} 10 ‘SalluNWIWod uonelabon S| arey Ajfelouinoid 10} 1e1qeYy 3y) uo
aAl} AlUo Ul punoj aJse Jo/pue alel 1o} bunsi| arep 01 dn Sl ey) adA | uonelabap puadap yoiym sainads
eaJe [einieu Bulurewsal Jo 9,E "HMS ay1 sI uobAjod aney [|IM DIHN/YNIWO 8yl D713 9|qissod e sey eyl aJel urejuod uayo
> Juasaidal 1ey] sanuNWWo) e adA] uoneisbap D13 oyljoealy e apo) as0o3 D13 Auy | Teyl saniunwwod jue|d
ueoliubis "O1HMS 10 N XIpuaddy IN Xipuadde ui pauijno se 'sdwems pue | 91 HMS 9yl Jo N Xipuaddy :9leuoney

palapisuod aq pinoys (DIHN Aq uiyum Bunsi| uo paseq Allunwwod | adA] uonelabaa D73 a4el | Saunp ‘sualieq ‘ysrew ‘1sa10) ul palsI| 8Je SanuNWWod
palsl| Se €S 01 TS) SaunNwwoo uonelaban alel e sl adA] uonelabop ® 9q 0] [enuajod ayl aney ‘suaj ‘sayoeaq apnjoul Aew uonelaban £S pue sallunwwo)
: eLBIID wc_c:mnw uonewJoju| pajrelaq uonduosaq 1elgeH : apo)d B_momm_ U._m_v AIUNWWOS
39 9|npayos uoibalod] 39 s|NPaydS uo1balodd uonelaba) aley

(OLHMS) HMS HMS d3NdIdNOD HMS 31VdIdNVYO

(91HMS pue 39 a|npayds uoibalod3 Yeiq 93S |e1ap 104) SaliuNnWwo)
uopnejabap asey :HMS J0 uoljenjeas 1o} (102 YNINO) 39 aInpaydg uoibaloo] yeiq pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uoaag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} el1dju9 jo sajdwex3 °Z a|qel

Buiuuel edeospue] ajqeuieisns Ui sjsieload!

"0U| [eIUSLUUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION



@ g8 abed

-2 aseyd — Apms NHN ueybnep

ued1IubisS alow are asn [euonipel] Yum sals

0] pue1aMm WOJ} S3IN0J |aAR] |

pue susuueqWd ISVS
‘uedlylubls aiow ase salnads [elanss AQ BSn JO 82UBPIAS YIIM SBIIS e | HAAS BUl SI ash pue| Juadelpe peol [eouino.d SNV
‘Telgey luedniubis e saredlpul eale 9|buls e ulylm ‘uoseas pue uoneleban  ueuedu 10 [ediDIUNW Jo mw_o_w wE uo ZINVI
Bunsau ay) BuuNp panIasqo Sajewa) JNpe I0 S1SauU [BI9ASS JO 8duasald e | ‘adojs uo juepuadap ease sease BunsaN ‘seale Auuns TAYIN
'S9]1eJISNS 19Y10 1SN0 SalIS 0] pallajaid ase Bunssu 8yl punose wWQOQT ‘uado ur pa)edo| ale pue 9NVYIN ‘SN
(sjanelb pue spues “6°8) ajessqns paliajaid Jo seale Bunsau Ajleisuss e | -0€ Jo snipel e snid ‘1sau ur Bip 03 .m_gm ale sajun) 1eyl SINYIN jo  suonejndod
“ueallubls alow ase ybiuns 03 ainsodxa poob yum sais e | SN 8Y] alsym SJI0s [elsulwl __w.>m.5 pue pues apiroid PINVYIN [0 B.u_ als
"J181em Ag uoiepunul Jo Ysi 1e seale BulA| pasodxa jo eale ue UIYIM 1snw 1 ‘eare Bunssu-apuny SNVIN Buipaalq >_c.o
-Mo| ‘paurelp Ajiood ueyy Juenodwi alow are Saus paurelp-||am ‘Jaybiy e | SSUS JO UONDS||0D 10 BRIl 8YL e | p se uonouny 0) eaJe UR 04 e ZINVIN 3yl aq ua)yo |IM
‘Alljeriow peoJ paonpal se "HMS ® s! Bunsau ‘Slewliue :S9)I1S09] paynuapl  uaym
[]om se ‘1arem ayl Bulyoeas sbulyorey pue ssadans Bunsau Jo pooyla|| sunL buiddeus Jo spnL 12Y10 10 Su0o02JBI ‘SYUNyS D13 Buimojjoy aun] Buiddeus | pue auel ale
pasealoul Jo 8snedad JuedlIubls 10w aJe Speos WoJlj paAoWwsal pue deN uldYUON 8iow IO BUQ e woJ} uonepaisd Aq sbbs ay) ulgyum — lo a[un] dew ulsyuoN | srelgey  8sayl
‘spueiam abie| pue salpoq Jayem juauewsad 0] Juadelpe seale BunsaN e |S8INL JO SSO| 0} auoid ssa| saus (wootT>) 1wus2elpe sol0ads ‘oleuoney
"S9[1IN] JO siaquinu paured puepiN  Bunsau pue speos wolj Aeme pue seale (]anelb | uidauo)d [eloads
1abue| 01 Juenodwi aq 01 Aj9yI| 810w aJe seale Jabie| pue uonepald 0} 2J0W JO G JO 9JuUssald e |lJoem 0] 3SO|0 ale sa|uN] 10 pues) |l0S sealy
1S0| 8q 01 A|9)I] 8J4e SISau Jama) asnedaq Juedlylubis 1Sow ale salis Jabie e WIyuoo salpnis | 410} Jengey Bunsau 1sag e | [essuiw  pasodx3 | apunL pawred puepiin BunsaN ajunyL
uedljiubis
alow ate (Buizesb smes ‘bBuikey *H°9) aoueqnisSip S|l YIM SoUS e
uedIIUbIS al1ow ase uonepald 1Sau JO Sa1el JOMO| YIIM SIS e
“uedlIubis alow ale (speod ou “a°1) Apoq SaNIS
lajem/puejiom 0] 1Sau WoJj SPoo.q JO JuswaAow ajes Bulpinoid sais e 159U AJIABD 10} SPUB|POOM ul HMMMN“MB
. . (W o_mH uiyim s109loid (ygp wooy<) saan Js18WelIp >__m_o:_.>8.n_
ApoqQ Jayem/puepam e pue ‘1909 Juepunge ‘S|aAs| Jayem a|gels ‘a4njonis 19MOd PUI 10 SaUIBPING ob1e| 8N siesuebiay 0 >o.cmum__om
uonejeban fewndo “0'9) Jelqey 1519Q dNBY SNS UBOHIUDIS ISON « | :syeyqey pag pue piig, Mollo} PAPOOH PUE SYONQ POOM | sapnjoul 310N
_ ‘uesiubis m:oE_ aJle (sar0ads Auew Jo} saye| ‘spuod 0} spoyiaw uonenfeas “(aung 188U BuIpUL AYNOILIP o
mnc@._E\S 01 Juaoelpe spue|sselb “H'9) 1engey a|geuns Jo sals Jobe e - udy) uoseas Buipaaiq aARY SAX0) pUB ‘SYUNYS YAMS CaMs
Juediubis siow aJe sfenplAipul Jo Jaquinu 1saybiy syl Yyum seis e Buids ay) buninp palsjdwod ‘suoooel se yons sioyepaid Zams TAMS uedlyiubis
ueayiubis 3q p|noys salpnis BunsaN e Tey) 0S apIM W OZT 1Ses ZIMS  TIMS aIe S[enpIAIpul Jo
paJapISu0d aq piNoys uoabip) ueduswy pue ‘18|aA0YS UIBYLON JUedIUBIS PaIBPISUOD 1e aq pjnoys seae pueidn e INYIN  SINVIN Jaquinu 1s8ybIy
‘reuld uisyLoN ‘fea ] pabum-usalo ‘|rempes Joj seare bunsau |l e SI3oNnQ@ Xoe|g uedlswy *IN220 0} umouy si bunsau YNVIN - SINYIN pue sapads Jo
Jueoyubs paispisuod ue Jo als buiisau annoe Auy e IMOJISTEM SJaUM PUEaM ZAVIN  TNVYIN pree | Joquinu 1sa1ealB
3Q pInoys s3oNn( oe|g uedllswy Joj felgey pooiq pue Bunsau Yyum sals e ‘spJse|e\ Buipnjoul seloads [enpIAIpUI Y2©a JO W OZT UIYIM T4VS TINVS lasuebIa|\ papooH | Yum Salls
uedlyiubls alow ase salnads Jo Jaquinu 1sajealb ay) Yum sa)is e pa1s|| 1oy sired Bunsau spuepam (ey G'0>) |fews aiow ISYS €SV %oNna Poo ‘suonejndod
's910ads auo uoddns 9J0W JO QT JO 9JUISAId  ® | IO £ JO J3ISN|I B IO WOZT ulyum ZSVIN  TSVIN lea] pabuim-ussio [Mmojiarem
SaXIS JuUedIUBIS (UIBUO0D JO SBI0ads [elanas Loddns salis JuedliubIS JISON e .1o (eyg'0) spuepam |lews Aue 'HMS arepipue) [ea] pabuim-an|g | [ed0| 03 Juenodw
“eale ay] ul Ma} e Ajuo Jo auo ag Aew salis Juealiubis ‘spuejelN Buipnjoxa saloads pue (eyg 0<) puepam e Jo (ey aJe s8)1s09] llempes ‘ajeuoney

‘eale buluue|d ay ul salls umouy Ajuo ayl aJe salls Juealyiubis 1SON

O1HMS a1 ul
S[ewiuy JO SUOIRUBIUOYD [RUOSESS JO JeliqeH Japun sjje) Alobares siyl

pais|| 1o} sired Bunsau
aI0W JO € Jo 8ouasald

:PaWLIUOD S3IPNIS

G'0 <) pueam e woij W 0ZT
SpuaIxa
rale bunsau moparem y

D713 puejiam asay)
01 Juadelpe pareoo|
sienqgey puejdn ||y

13]9A0YS UJIBYLION
ETERUETIIN

3onq yoe|g uesuswy

ealy bBuiysaN
|MmoLiajep

eualLD Buiuyaq

eualLD Buuyaq

L8O TelgeH

S9pP0J |Is623 O3

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

(39

3|Npayds uoibalod3)
sol0ads

SHIPIIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

A o 1T

"OU| [R1USLUUOIIAU




@ 98 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

bo.i4 219014 | ale soloads
pawuyuod  yum  puepspy e | Buiddew YNIN uo paynuspl bol4 | ueiqiydwe asay)
Jueoyiubis ase sieak T 1ses| Je Joj sBoljing pauoddns aney Jey) selS e ‘10 (sassew aq 1ou Aew speugey piedoa ulayuon | Joy Buipaaliq
obuels seloads 8y} Jo sjwi| 8y} Jeau [eare|/sbba ‘sojiuann( ‘synpe) [eJowayda 1O |ewsS awos Boi4 snioyD uis1sapn Bunioddns
ale Aayy Ji ueoyiubis aq Aew sbouyng jo sanisusp mo| bunioddns sals e | sjenpiaipul Buipsalq  0Z quesiiubls  are  AusisAIp Boleai] Kelo spueam
uesllubis 1Se9| e Y1M pue saldads peol soloads ybiy HBunioddns lapuewejes ‘9leuoney
aq Aew sbouyng jJo suonenuaduod |ews uans ‘Alenodal uonendod 1o Bol} paisi| 8yl Jo alow o € ‘(wozt<) Spue|pooMm panods-an|g
loj repnusjod sI aley) pue paulpep aAey sbBouying aieym Sease Ul e | Jo saloads Jspuewees pals woJy parejost  (Jsrvwelp VS | Japuewrees paonl-inoH (spuepam)
ay) Jo aiow JoT Jo uonejndod wGe noqe) ,W00G< pue vO ‘Ogd ‘34 | Jepuewejes panods jeyiqeH
Slewiuy JO SUOieUadU0D [eUOSESS 10} JeliqeH Japun passnosip Buipaalq 10 2ouasald e | (sjood Jeusan  Buipnjour) ‘VIN ‘S Sasse|D peo] uedlswy Buipaaig
ale Yolym ‘sease uonenuaduod boung Auo papnoul 91HMS Byl e :wJuod saipnis | sjood pue spueps\ Alunwwo)d D13 IMaBN ulalse] ueiqiydwy
suelqiydwe
Bunesbiw
01 YSlI paanpal
. D 0] anp pasn aq 0}
siayem painjodun Jajald e Kjosjij 210w are A
‘pesn aq o3 A asnedaq jueayiubis suonejndod
alow ale pue sueiqiydwe Bulnow 0] ¥SII padnpal Jo asnedaq juediubis 210U Be eigyduwre

aI0W aJe Jeygey 1SaJ0} 0} dduelsIp 1sauoys yim spuod Buipasig
‘Tenqgey

1209 10} Sugap Apoom paumop Jo adsuepunge pue Aalolsiapun 1siow
‘papeys bBulipinoid 1sa10)] Adoued pasold aney ||IMm seale Juedliubis alo
‘sJo1epald wouj Jusweaduod pue adeoass pue

relgey Buipaalq se pasn aq

Jelqgey 1saJ0} wouy
aouelsIp 1saloys
3y} 10 pue|poom
9yl uiyum

[ed0] 10} Jeliqey
Buipaaliqg Ajuo ay)
Juasaidal uayo
pue adeaspug|

01 Aja¥jl| aiow are Anc-piw s|jood Buipaaig ' uIylim
‘Buibeloy ‘Buljed 10} 81N1ONIIS pasealdUul JO asnedaq saloads ueiqiydwe [nun sieak 1sow ul Jarem Alsianipolq
awlos Joj puod Jo asueaijiubis asealoul sBo| pue sgniys Jo aouasald e Buiureluod asoyy Jo spuod ams :m_QEQE.m
JuedIubIs 1sow aJe uoirelsban usuewad yium spue|poopn NS 0] E.E.BQE_
onenbe jusbiswgns pue Juabisws Jo AlsIaAIp poob e yum spuod e ‘suelqydwe 1oy} sjood IMS 6014 poopn Alawanxa ale
"sa19ads uowwod Ajuo Hunioddns spuod Buipaaiq uepodwi aq Aew aod | Boiq snioyd useisepy | S1engey asayL
uey Juediubls aiow ale sajpads uelqiydwe alel buioddns spuod e ‘(sassew [eAre|/sbba pue paddew aq jou Aew NOH 1adaad Bunds :a[euoney
uediubis aiow ae Aysianip saioads ybiy Bunioddns spuod e | ‘sajiuaan( ‘synpe) sienpiaipul spueiom |jews aswos ‘(azis 204 Boseail Kelo
SpuUR|POOM BpISINO pPaledo| ale 1ey) bulpaaiq uelqiydwe 0Z 1Se9| 1e yum saloads pals|| winwiuiw ou) pue|poom ‘sallds Alunwwo) | Japuewees panods ‘(puejpoopn)
puejpoom uoddns 1eyl spuod Jo uoISSnasIp ami| S 8iayl Inq suelqiydwe ay1 Jo alow Jo T Jo uonendod e 01 (WwOZT ulyum) 1uadelpe D713 9sayl lapuewejes jeyigeH
JO s1aquwinu ybiy pue ‘ula2u09 UONBAIBSUOD JO saldads ‘saloads Buipaalq Jo aouasald e 10 uiyum puod 1o ‘exe| YlIM paleloosse panods-an|g Buipaaig
10 Auisianip ybiy e uoddns 1eyl spuod 01 paquose sI aouedlIubIS 1Sa1eals) e ‘WwIpu0d salpnis ‘puejiom e Jo aduasald S911S007 ||V IMaN uJalse] uelqiydwy
‘'sa|ndal ‘pasn Ajuanbal) 1sow aJse
9say] JO Juawanow ajes Ajpane|al bumiwiad siopiiiod Ag (puepam “6°a) SIaAll pue ‘saye| ‘saysiew
Sielngey ajuN} Jaylo 0} padauuod ate syengey Bunssu uedyiubis 1SON e JO Sease Apsam Mojreys 1034
‘(s10p11I02 B)Ip|IM BANde Alybiy ul paredo) paginsipun 01 juadelpe 1009
10U aJte Aay) '6°8) uonepaid 1sau 0] auoid sSa| ate salls JuedIublS BIoN e "HMS 3yl UIylIM palapISuod sayoeaq |oAelb pue pues T4VS
"Juedlyiubis aiow are saads asel Ag pasn syenqey BunseN e |aq 01 aJe ease HBunssu "HMS 10U aJe siap|noys TNVS

eualLD Buiuyaq

eualLD Buuyaq

L8O TelgeH

S9pP0J |Is623 O3

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

(39

3|Npayds uoibalod3)
sol0ads

SHIPIIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




@ /8 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

alam Asy1 Inq H1H/MS Ul palou 10U Sa109ds dANISUas-eale ‘bunsau-qniys e :wIuod salpnis piai4 Buipaadons seale pjal) able T1ND :dds J01e21pU| Aeg/qniys

"SpJ02al

"Juedlyiubis 1sow ase (uUladuod push (¥002)

uOoIeAIaSUOI JO Sal10ads Joj) Jeligey ‘Alunwiwod uonelaban alel ‘sals 1Sau SMO U0 paseq

loidel “6°3) syelqey ajIp|IMm luedlIUbIS paljnuapl [e1oAas bulpinold sals e ) sieak oy Ised

. sa10ads pue|sselb uowwod ayl Apueoylubis

Jueoylubls aue ease bujuued ay) uey) seale pue|sselb pauljoap

3yl ulyum uoneuasaidal Jusino 1salood ay) yum sieliqey pazijenads e 1061 BuLINbal SANISUSS Eale aney sadidpues

ueoniubis Alybiy ase ‘eate Buiuueld ay) ul Sals Jejiwis ase saads piIq B.Ho__oc_ oyl pueldn . o

Ag paoe|dal aq 10uued pue papelbap Aj919A8S 10 1SO| 8Q pP|N0I 1eY] SIS e . : : se yans saads

ueoyubis *19p|0 10 SIeak G jses| Je ale eJllBWY  YMON

alow ale juswdojaAsp [enuapisal Juadelpe Jo Junowe 1ses| ayl YlIM Sa)s e yeuy spuejaimsed pue spjaikey pue e

"(Buizeb smes ‘sdoud “6°9) aunynoube Jo) pasn aie aIN1ewW ‘spjal) pauopuege 1noybnoiy)

Tey) spue|sselb Jejiwis rey) Juedijiubis aiow are uononpoud [einynaube Jayue ‘Aunabuol Jo Aioisiy Buiuioap

10} pasn Bulaq j1ou aJe Jey) spue|sselb [euolssadans Alies ‘jessusb u| e e aney pjnoys 1ueouiubis S| 1engey

"Juedniubis 1sow ate sieak oz i1se| ay) buunp suonesado Ansaloy ‘Buizelb PaJIaPISUOD SalIs _ocm_wwﬁ.w m.,:_c__\s .m_c._.

WwoJy 8oueqJnIsIp Jo AI0ISIY OU YlM S8)IS paginisipun AjaAlle|al ‘Ssa|peoy e . . o ”w_mco:.mm
ueoliubis alow Apuanbasuod ase ‘(sreak g 1se| ayy ul Buumsed

pue sa1oads pJig alow uoddns pue sjenqgey alow apiroid Aigyi siybiay %201SaAI| 10 Aey SAISUSUI IMO palea-loys (ssinpayos

1uaJayIp 1e uonelabian Jo siake| Juaiayip Jo A1sLeA B YIIM spue|sselD) e "HMS paJ1apisuod aq 0} 1o Buiddouo mou ou "a°1) uIa2uo0) [eloads uoibai0o3]

's9109ds SI SiMO paJes-uoys Buipsaiq BuiwJey 10) pasn AjaAnoe buisq ul uldduo’n

asay} Jo Alisianip urelsns pue uoddns 03 A|91] 1sow Y Qg< 8oy} alow o T UYIMpIBl v e 10U pue ‘spuegj [einnaLibe molieds yeuuenes | UoleAIdSuUO) Jo

yum ueoliubis 1sow Ajayl are Aljediolunw sy ul spue|ssell 1sebire e ‘sal0ads pais|| Z 10 T Sse|D 10U spue|sselo JalleH uayuopn sal9adg Japun

ueoiubis 3y} Jo aiow o g jo Buipsaiq "BY 0E< (Smopeaw pue sp|al} moureds ladsap pajou) jeyiqgeH

1sow aJte Ajrerpuinoid saulpap uonendod Bunigiyxa 1o/pue ‘uowwoosun 1o Bunsau Jo aouasald e [eJn)nd pue [einjeu sapnjoul) ZNND | moureds saddoyssels Buipaaug paig

10 aJel aJe eyl spuig Jo salnads aAnisuas-eale buuoddns sa)s e ;WU salpms p|ai4 seale pue|sselb abieT TINND Jadidpues pue|dn Anyunos uadp

‘uonelabon Juabiawa
uepunge yim saipoq Jarem
auewuad alnbal sbouyng e

‘sJorepaud
WwioJj  Juswieaduod  pue
adeosa ‘bBuibeioy ‘Buled

10} 8InPnis a|gejeAe  Jo
asneoa(q salnads ueiqiydwe
awos 10} puod j0

aoueollubls asealoul sHO| ‘'sadeaspue|
pue sgniys JO odJussald e oLRUQO  [enudd
‘sjelqey Bouyng | uiyum ares Aurey
ueallubis Buipaalq ueiqiydwe Boi4 yui | pue Juenodwil
ale sbouying Buipaalq uenodwi aq pnod  pue boi4 usalo Ajowainxe
el Buluyeg el buluysg eUaID JelgeH | Sepo) 8)s093 O3 (39

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

3|Npayds uoibalod3)
sol0ads

SHIPIIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




@ 88 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

‘(s1eak aAIN28SUO0I [RIOASS
1o} pasn aJe s)sau Auew) juedliubis 1Sow ale asn [euoniped) Ylm sals e
"JUR2IIUBIS 1SOW aJe 3Sn JO dJUBPIAS JUSLIND YIM SIS e
(wy asenbs T uiyum
“6'8) eale 9|buIS B UIYIM SISBU [eIBAdS SUlelu0d Jeligqey Juedylubis 1SoN e
‘Bunsau
JO 19SUO Jaye pagJnisSIp ag 10U PINOYS SpPJIg SAISUSS 2J0W JO SalS pue
Sa)s JuedIUBIS aJ10W INg 8duURgINISIP BWOS a1eld|0) Aew sAaldsO awoS e
‘uoseas Bunsau ay) Buunp 1sau ayl Jo W 00Z UIylm
SOIlIAIIOR UBWNY WOJ) 92URQINISIP OU BARY |IM S3)IS JuedllubIS alo|N e
'1S8U 8y} 01 aul| Wb} resd pue Ajjigisia poob yum
spJiq Buipinoid aun@ioys ayy Buoje uonipuod poob ul S8adl snonplosp
lo/pue Jajluod abue| snosswnu aAey srelgey Bunssu juediiubis 1SON e
aullaIoys Jeau soaal) Apinis ‘abue| JOo aouasald e
‘'suone|ndod ysiy aAnonpoid Yyiim salpog arem (W T >) Moj[eys pue

YIM SauljJoys pagnisipun
Bulurejurew ‘HMS sy si
puels pue|poom snonbnuod
3y} 10 1Sau 8y} punoJe
snipeJ W QOE © pue 1sau
annoe ay) ‘Asudsp ue 1o4 .
'HMS 841 Jo eale
3yl ulyum papnjoul sisau
aleulale yum 1sau Arewnd
ay1 01 uaaib siI Aiuoud pue
raJle UaAIb B ul 1Seu auo ueyl
2I0W dARY SaI09ds aWOS .
"eale
ue ul s)sau a|be3 peg Jo
AaidsQ aAnoe alow 10 BUQ
:Ag s1sau

‘(swiopned

Bunsau palonnsuod pue
sojod auoydajal '6'8) HMS se
papn|oul 8q 0] Jou aJe s)aalqo
apew-uew U0 paedo| SISaN

‘Adoued s 881} a8y}

uIylim yalou e uil saall Adoued
Jadns ul AjjeaidAy aJe sisau
a|be3 pjeg sealoym aal e doy
ayl 1e Ajjensn ale sisau AaidsQ

*1aTem JaA0 SaInonis

uo J0 ‘spue|si ‘sauljaioys
palsalo) Buoje spuepam
10 sJaAll ‘spuod ‘saxe|

Spuejlam
pue spuod ‘saye|
‘SIsnl —  seale
ueuedl 0] Juadelpe
Apoaap OMS
pue AMS ‘AMS

‘004 ‘INO4 ‘aod
'sall9s  Alunwiwo)d

a|6e3 peg
uIa2uo0) [eloads

Buisealoul 03
anp 1s0| aq Aew
suonedo| bunsau
a|gelns Auep
saloads asay)
Ag Ajjenuue
pasn ale pue

39 uolbal-093 ul
uowiwodun Aprey
ale salls 1SaN
‘9leuoney

jejiqeH
Buiyoiad

pue Buibeio4
‘BunysaN AaudsQ

1ea|d A|anirelas 0} 9s0|d 10 Juadelpe ase syelgey bBunssu juedlubis 1SON e | asay) Jo asn ay) WIUOI SaIpNIS Yum pajeloosse ale SisaN | 1Sa104 2713 AaidsQ | pue 9|be3 pjeg
SpPJ0oJal
pual (¥002)

ueoliubis

1sow alte Ajferouinoad saulpap uonendod Bunigiyxa lo/pue ‘uowwoosun
10 aJel ale eyl spJiq Jo salnads aAnIsuas-eale bunioddns sals e

H/MS 10} el18119 Se 1IN0 pajni Ajjealioads jou

‘TenqgeH sHpM

uedlIubIS se palapisuod

aq 01 SI 19|gJepn pabuim

-uap|o9 10 1Y) palskalq
-MO|[3A Buipaaiq yum pjaly v e

‘salnads uowwod

ay1 Jo Z 1se9| 1e pue saloads

Jlojeaipul ayy Jo T jo Buipaaiq
1o Bunsau Jo aouasald e

‘'spuejainsed

10 sp|al} pauopuege Jaylia
‘Aunabuol Jo Aloisiy e aney
p|noys juedyiubis paispisuod
Sals leligey 1921y} pue qniys

‘salnads

9say} Jo ANSIBAIp e ureisns
pue uoddns 01 A|9)1| 1Isow ale
(ey 0T<) siengey 131Ul qnIys

‘(sreak g

1se| 8y ul buunmsed »201s-aAl)|
1o Buifey ‘Buiddoia-mos ou
‘9°1) Buiw.rey) 10} pasn AjaAnoe
Buleq 10u ‘spue| [einynalIbe

Z 1o T ssejo 10U ‘spialy
[euolISsadans AjJea 1o pug)
qQnuys "azis ul eyoT<sielqey
19211 pue gniys o0}

soloads pJiq awos
loj relqey Jabie)
e ojul paxa|dwod
aQ ued S91IS023
gnJys Jo saydled

¢MND
TMND
¢snNd
SND
¢1nd

la|qre
pabuim-uap|o9

TeyD paisealq-mo|IBA
:uI92uo0) |e1oadg

1ayo1edA|q MOJjIM
99ymo| ulaiseq
00%9NnD pa|lig-1oe|gd
molreds pjai4

‘dds uowwo)

moueds
painojod-Ae|)
layseliy | umoig

SMD uo psseq
sieak o 1sed sy

lano Apueoijiubis
pauljdap
layselayl
3yl
UHON
oLeuO
1noybnoiyy
Buiuijoap

S| Telqgey
P SiyL
‘aleuoney

sey
umolg
"eollBWY
pue

(sainpayos
uoibai0o3]

ul uIaduon
uoljeAlIasuod jo
saloadg Japun
pajou) jejiqeH
Buipaaig paig
|euolssaodong

eualLD Buiuyaq

eualLD Buuyaq

L8O TelgeH

S9pP0J |Is623 O3

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

(39
3|Npayds uoibalod3)

sa10ads SJIPIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

6 20SpUE

. Ul [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-YlION

2ISNS Ul Ssieloads




@ 68 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

‘Aem-J0-s1ybiIl pue speod Bulpnjoul w Qg > ag pjnoys sdeo

‘(speou “6H9) sdeb apew-uew 0] paiiajaid ate (spuod puejpoom

‘sgal) umoayipuim 6 a) sdeb einreN -uediubis 1sow Ay ate Adoued
ay)l ul sdeb 1sams) pue J1aA0d Adoued snonbnuod isabie| yum saus
"81N19N41S 1Saloj alow apinoid Aay) asnedaq S1saloy

pabe-uana uey) ueoyiubls alow Ajelausab ase Ssi1salo] pabe-usnsun
uealubis alow Apuanbasuod ale pue saloads

piiq aiow poddns pue syengey aiow apiaoid Ay siybiay juaisyip
Te uonelaban Jo siaAe| uatayip Jo AlaeAn e yum spue|sselb pue s1sai0H
‘sa10ads paighuos Jo Jaquinu

e ||oMm Se salnads loides Bunsau urenad 1oj juedllubis aiow ale saan
alntew ‘(Jrel w gg< ‘Haa wo o< “6'8) abue| Jo aduepunge ue Yum saus
"1SIXa

so|dwexa Jabie| ou aiaym Juedlyiubis aq [ns Aew speliqey Joldiul 19jjews
*J01131UI 1S810} Y] punoJe 1ayng woQg e 1sea| 1e Bbuipnjoxa Jouaul

1S210} JO eY QT 1SE9| 1B ureluod pinoys spuels 1saloj juedlyiubis 1Son
'SpJiq 8sayl

10 AusianIp e ureisns pue uoddns 01 A9y 1sow Buiag ey QE< 9SOyl Yyum
weoyiubis 1sow Ay ase Aljedidiunw ayl ul Spuels 1S40} [ednjeu 1sabie
ueoiiubis

1sow ale Ajerouinoid saulpap uoneindod Bunigiyxa Jo/pue ‘uowwiodun
1o alel ate eyl Splig Jo salvads aanisuas-eale bHunioddns saus

"HMS paJlapisuod
aq 01 SI SI9|qie/\\ epeue)
10 sIa|giep\ ueajnia)d
Buipaaig yum aiis Aue ;210N
'Sa10ads ajl|p|im paisi| ay} jo
alow Jo ¢ Jo sired Buipaalq
1o Bunsau Jo aouasald

:WIJU0D SalpnIs

‘Jeliqey
abpa 1s810}) WOl W 002
1seg| Je S| jeluqgey 1Sa40} J0LL_U|

'Y 0€<

S10|pOOM 10 spuels 1salo] (p|o
SIA 09<) ainew abue| AjjeaidAy
‘Buipaaiq ate spiiq Buipaaiq
1S8.10} Jolsiul 8i1aym sieliqeH

ams

NMS

OMS

aod

NO4

204

'sales Anunwwo)d
o113 osay}
yum paleloosse
S3)is0o7 [\

la|qrepn epeue)
19|qre\ ues|niad
:uIa2u0) [eroads

UM JBIUIAN

labeue] 191e0s
pliquano

1a|qrepn

anjg  psleolyl-oe|d
1ajgiepn ueluingyoe|g
SET[e TNV

usalo paleoiy-yoe|g
e|nied Ulsylopn

oall/\ papeay-an|g
ISEEYN

yoreyinN
paisealq-pay
Jayonsdes
Pal[I3Q-MOJ|ISA

‘spJiq Buos 1s8.0}
JolIa1ul BAIISUSS
rale 1oj sielqey
juenodwi ase
oLeuO WIBYIN0S
JO seale

P3as syl uiyum
leligey pue|poom
alnyew Jo s20|q
[einyeu ‘abue
:9leuoney

(seInpayog
uoibaioo3 }eiq
ul uIdduo09H
UoI}eAIdSuU0)
Jo saloadg

1o} jejiqeH

se payisse|))
jejiqeH
Buipaalig

pllg aAlIsusg
-ealy pue|poop

"S31IS pauarealyiun Apuanind INg ‘Jejiuis

uey) jueoylubis alow ale SSO| 10 uonepelbap Yum pauslealyl Saus
"ueoliubis ase ‘ease Buluue|d syl ul sais Jejiwis Aq paose|dal aq Jouued
pue papelbap Ajo1aAas 10 1SO| 89 pPIN02 eyl srelqey bBunsau |enualod

“uesllubis

10U palapisuod Buiaqg a10}aq
sleak g< 1o} pasn buiaq

10U JO pa1oadsns 10 sieaA ¢

< 10} BAIORUI Q 0} UMOUY 8(q
1SNw 8IS ay} ‘aAndeUl punoy
uaym ‘Ajrenuue pasn aq
1Snw 8IS e uediublis aq o1
1engey buibeloy pue Buiyosad
10 uoisnoul pue uswdo|anap
3y} 0} 1SauU ay) woly saul|

31IS uo juepuadap S| WOOY
-00%7 woJj Jelqey ayl Jo ealy
"HMS 38U} SI 1Sau ay) punoJe
snipel W 008-00% © pue 1sau
aAloe ay) o|be] pjeg e 104
"Juenoduwil

SI eale siyl ulyum saall abie|

"NHN 8y} Jo ued
siy1 03 wadelpe
pasodo.d

Sl Juswdojanap
JI paIapISU0D

aq p|noys
(veuqey Buibeloy
‘6°9) suonouny
[euonippe

pue eale |SNVY
a|dey ayy ul
pal0ou uaa( aney
S892U81IN220
9[qIssod ‘yeuqey
10 Alo1eos

pue sainssaid
uswdojanap
aulaloys

eualLD Buiuyaq

eualLD Buuyaq

L8O TelgeH

S9pP0J |Is623 O3

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

(39
3|Npayds uoibalod3)

sa10ads SJIPIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




@ 06 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

ayl ulyum uoneiuasalidal 1salood ayl yum saloads asoyl Joj rengeH
‘(Srenqgey Jejiwis 1aylo 03 SuondaUU0d poob yum salis ‘sjuawalinbal
1elgey sa1oads ay) }9aW }$8q Jey) Salls (salls paloajold-||lam

abue| 6 9) Jueoylubis 1sow aJte saloads Buluipap ay) Jo Alljigqeureisns
wua1-buo| ay: Joj Alunuoddo 1saq ayl apinoid 1eyl sieligey asoy|
"ueoliubis alow si ealte buluue|d ayy

ul uoneluasaldal 1semo| ayl sey 1eyl saloads Bululpap Joj) 1elqey ayL
uedlubis

1Sow S| Sauljap 1sa1ealb ayy Buioualiadxa salnads o) reugey ayl

‘paynuapl sa19ads uladuod
[e1oads Jo arel ay) s1o0910.4d

‘ouRIuO
'sejoads renonsed Teyl Jelqey juedyiubis Aoeinodoe yoe| Aew ul sauloap
B Ul 1Salajul [e20] J0/pue ‘Teliqey 0] ¥SIl 10 Tealy) Jo aaibap ‘relqey JO BaJe Ue pue sadA) UOITRWLIOUI UOITEIO) uonejndod
Bulurewsal Jo JUBIX3 [€]0] ‘SBIUBLINID0 UMOUY JO Jaquinu 8yl Se sioyoe) uone}aban Jo JUBWSSASSe ay) 105010} ‘B|qe|ene weoyubis
yons uo paseq Aledioiunw ay) Agq uiaduod uoneAIaSUO0I Jo saloads woJ} passasse a( 0] spaau Bulag Sdo paousladxa
pawaap aq Aew ease Buiuueld syl ul syengey J19y) pue sal0ads alel Ssa e uonoUNy pue Wioy JejoeH e o1 Joud nm_EooE -a1U9) . aney
Juedliubls ‘9|qennuapl 3JaM S82U214N220 | uonewoju] abeysaH | 10 asel aunb ase
paJlapisuod aq osfe pjnoys YNINO ay Aq a|qelau|nA se paxyuel sa10ads e Ajisea 1o juasaud sI salnads S911s023 D13 JuswWia|d 1ap|O | [einieN syl Aq paxoen salnads asay |
'€S payuel saloads Joj sleligey uey) Juedliubls aiow paiapisuod 3yl uaym Jeak Jo awi ay) 0] pa19|dwod aq 01 Spoaau as ale sapads asay) :9jeuoney
8Q p|noys zS pueTs paxuel saloads Joj sielgey ‘sjdwexa 104 ‘sa10ads Buunp pa1e|dwos aq 0} spasu 3y} Uo relgey arepipued Bupjuil ‘pub |10 SISI ‘sal0ads
drel ss3) Jo dsoy ueys ueoyiubis alow are sa10ads 1sarel ay} JO sielqeH e sol10ads aJel 10 Uladu0d ‘salnads asey Ajjerouinoid | wyQT 10 T B ulyum [ewiue saloadg
wedliubis palapisuod ag pjnoys (asuas peoudq [e1oads paijpuapi ay) Joj als 10 uldou0o) [eads e uoy pub | (O3) sodualinddo | pue lueld (HS ‘€S-1S) SHIPIIM 2Jey
3yl ul) uIsduod Jo saoads e Jo suonendod abire| poddns jeyr srengey e | syl Jo AIOIUSAUIAUSWISSISSY o | Wy OT JO T © UIYIM Paiuapl Si | Juswsa|e lewiue | arey Ajeiouinoid pue pue uiasuo)
91HMS 8yl Ul UI3du0d UOIBAIBSUOI JO Sal0ads o) Jeliqey pajed e :WJU0D SaIpNIS | 8dUaLINJ20 JuBW|d Ue UaYyM\ | pue  jueld IV | uldouod [ewads v |eloadg
"JuedllubIS 1sow aJe (U1aduod
UOIeAIaSUOD JO Sa199ds 10} Jenqey ‘Anunwwod uonelaban arel ‘sals 1sau
Joidel 6 8) syenqgey sypm wuediubis paynuapl [elanss bulpinoid salS e
"jueolylubis ase eale Buiuue|d
3yl uiyum uoneiuasaidal juauind 1salood ayl yum sleliqey pazieroads e
uesiubis Alybiy ase ‘eare Buiuue|d sy ul SaNIS JejIWIS
Aq paoe|dal aq 10uued pue papelbap Aj2I1oA8S 10 1S0| 8F P|N0I 1Byl SalS e ‘NHN 8y jo ued
uedyiubis siy) 0} Judgelpe
alow aJe Juswdojansp enuapisal Juadelpe Jo Junowe 1Ses| ayl YIM Salls e pasodoid
Juedubls 1sow s1 juawdojansp
ag Aew juswabeuew 1Sai0) OU 10 3MI| JO AIOISIY B YIIM SPURIS 1S310 e JIl paJapISuod aq
'sal10ads Jo uoneuasaldal [einjeu e urejuod Ajeiausb p|NoOYs uonouny
pue ‘pabeuew AjAisualul ssa] aq Aew Asayl asnedag Spuels 15910} [euonippe
pabe-uans uey) uedlIUBIS 2I0W USYO Ble Spuels 1salo) pabe-usnaun e ‘NHN au1 ol
‘pabeuew Auadoid jijueolyiubis Ajenualod ae sieah Oz 1se| pajelodiooul aq
a1 Jano suonesado Ansaio) Jo/pue Buizeib 1ybi Ajuo Jo AI0ISIYy YlIM Sa)S e Ajurenas 1sowe
"uediiubis 1sow aJe sieak oz 1se| ayl buunp suonelsado Ansalo) ‘Buizeld p|noMm seale
wioJ) aoueqnisip Jo AI0iSIy ou Ylim Salls paginisipun AjaAne|al ‘SSa|peoy e asayl ybnoy L
el buluag el bulueg elalID TelgeH | sapo) 8)sod3 O3 (39

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

a|Npayds uoiba1093)
sa10ads SJIPIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




@ 16 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

1SOwW aJe ssO| Jeligey 01 anp (sa10ads piiq pue|sselb *6°8) oreluO

ul saulpap uonendod alanas Buloualiadxa Ajualind saloads Jo sielqeH
"pajoaloid aq ued Aays Ji ‘srenqgey puarealyiun Apusind ing ‘Jejiwis

uey) Juedubls alow aJe SSo| 10 uonepelbap Yyium paualealy) sielqeH
‘(uawdojanap [enuapisal buipuedxa

ue 0] 8S0[J SlIS Pale|oSI Ue "SA BalJe [einjeu abie| e ul punoj 1elgey
“B°8) s1ealy [enualod 0] anp aininy ureussun ue Buloey 1o uonodaloid

Joj Anunuoddo s yum srelgey Jejiwis ueyl Jueaiubis aiow Ajrensn
ale uondsaloud wisr-buo| o) Allunuoddo 1s8q ayl apinoid reys sreliqeH
“JuedIUbIS 1SOW aJe Seale [einjeu Jo/pue Jelqgey ajgenns Ajjenusiod
1310 0} Palo3uUU0d OS[e aJe Jey) Jelgey a|gelns Jo sease abie| yum sals
"JuURdIUBIS 88 UIBdU0D UOIBAISSUOD

Jo sal1oads Jo Aljigein pue poddns wia)-buo| ainsua 01 ybnous abue| sais
"SO1IS J19|[ewsS

1nq 9|geedwod 1sow uey) wealiubis alow Ajrelauab ale saus abie
“JuedIUbIS 1SOW 8Je UJBduU0d UOIRAISSUOD

JO sal10ads [elanas Jo suonendod abue| Bunioddns sajs abie]
"ueollubIs siI salvads ajbuls e Jo suonendod abie| Bunioddns 1e1geH
“JuedIUbIS 1SOW 8Je UJBduU0d UOIRAISSUOD

JO sal10ads [elanas e Jo suonendod abue| bunioddns syelqeH

uedlIubIs 1SoW ale uladuod

uoIeAIBSUOD JO saloads alow 1o auo poddns eyl saus asiaalp AlybiH
"JuRdIIUBIS 31 UI92UO0D UONBAIBSUOD JO Saldads

3|buls e Jo sjenpiAlpul Jo Jaquinu abie| e Bulonpoud Jo ajqeded sals
uedlyiubis ale (saniAnoe uewny ‘speols wouj

s1oedwi snoldlajap maj/ou *B°a) s1engey paginisip-1sea| 10 paginisipun
‘Jueoljlubis ase saloads 1961e)

3y} 01 1ealy] [enuslod Jo sal0ads aAlRU-UOU 1SBM3) 8Y) Uleluod Jeyl sals
‘(wia

Buo| ayy Jano uonendod/saloads ureisns 01 Aj@y1| 1sow ‘a°1) Jueayiubis
1SOW aJe BU0Z JayN( [einjeu e apn|oul os|e Jey) pue saldads 1abie) ay)
JO SjuswWalInNbal [eAIAINS BY) S18aW 1sa( Teyl leligqey apinoid eyl saus
‘(Srenqey Jejiwis 1aylo 01 SUOD23UU0I Poob Yyiim sals

‘{sjuswalinbal jeligey saloads ay) 198W 1saq 1By} Sa)Is (sa)ls pajosjoud
[lom abue| “*B°8) jueolyiubis 1sow ate saloads 18bie) ay) Jo Aljiqeureisns
wual-Buoj ayr Jo) saniunuoddo 1saq ayl apinolid 1ey sreligey asoyl
‘uoinoajoud

J1ay1 1oy Aljigisuodsal eiouinoid ybiy oy anp ‘ease buluueld ayy ul
pajuasaidal [[om JI uana Juedliubis are syelqey J1Iayl pue saloads asay |
ueolyiubis alow si ease buiuue|d

eualLD Buiuyaq

eualLD Buuyaq

L8O TelgeH

S9pP0J |Is623 O3

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

(39

3|Npayds uoibalod3)

sol0ads

SHIPIIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




@ z6 abed

-2 9seyd — Apnis NHN ueybnep

‘(]anes] 3|2IyaA peol-4o
B 9) saniAnoe uewny Ag pagJnisip seale ul punoj asoyl ueyl ueaiiubis
alow Ajjesauab ase sealse paginisipun AjpAnejal ul punoj bunds/sdoas e
‘'seale Jaylo Ul punoj asoyl uey) Jueaiiubis alow
A|lesauab ale seale Jojempeay lo/pue spuels 1saio) ul sbuuds/sdoas e

Jelgey ay)
uoneaullap Ul palapisuod aq

‘'sbunds/sdaas
aney

pjnod  weans e
JO Seale Jayempeay

'suonouny
asay) ureyurew
0] palinbai aq
Aew yoeoidde
aoueeq

layem paseq
-ainjeaj e ‘NHN
ALY uiyum Ajaxi|
ale salnjea)
asay} ybnoyyy

0] paau uonIpuod Jarempunolb 3yl UuIyIm 311S093 ‘Swealls
'$8108ds aJl|p|m SWOS 0} pue saa.) Jo Wbiay ‘uonelaban pa1Sa.o) Auy 191eMp|02
aNn[eA IBJUIM Jlay) Jo asnedaq sloadse Jayio yim sdass uey) Juedyiubis ‘ado|s ay) BulIBpISUOD eae sol0ads [ewiue | ‘syelqey  palsalo) JO 92IN0S 8y}
alow Ajgqeqoid are sadojs Buioej-yinos uo paredo| sbuuds/sdess e | 56py0as oy jo uondsioid ay | pue eld Jo Ajouen e poddns | uiyum seale 1e Ua)o aJe pue
'$9199ds uowwod Ajuo Hoddns reys asoyy uey Juedyiubis "HMS au1 sI sbulids/sdaas A|[ed1dAl |im Ja1uim ay) Ul | Jayempeay  UIylim Seale lajempeay
alow are (Al piiM “"B'8) eale ay) 01 anbiun are yey) saads o ay) Bulureluos 811s099 Alreioadsa seale Bupjuup pue | punoy  are  Asy JO [e21dA) are
‘(siepueuwreres ‘syued “fs) sadads uowwodun Jo asel bunioddns saus e )saloj D13 ejoeareayl .| Buipaasyjueuodwi are sbuuds | usyo ‘aoeyns ‘dds Jepuewrees sbunds/sdeas
‘uolyelaban anfreu jo Alsianip Hoddns sals JueoYIUbIS 1SO|N e "HMS paJapIsuod pue sdaas ‘WalSAS JaAl | 8y} 0]  S8Wo02 199 pa|iel-anum ‘ajeuoney
‘Siswwns ag pjnoys sbulids/sdaas aiow 10 wealls e Jo siayempesay ay} | Jayem puno.b asnoJ9) aonids
Aip Aien Buunp usaa jssald ale sbuuds/sdeas juedyiubis SO e 10 Z YlIIM BYIS B JO 92uasald |  uiyum (aimsed/pjaiy/mopesw | aiaym sease asnoJo payny shundsg
uedlIubis 1sow ale (G< “6'8) sbulds/sdoaas [elanas YIMm SolS e :WIIJUOD SalpmIS pIdlId | %GZ> YiM) eale palsalo) Auy | ate sbuudg/sdass Aaxun1 piIA pue sdeag
uedIUbIS aJe salnads ayl Jo Alljigeureisns e
wJia1buo| syl ainsua |Im Yeyl lengey jo sajdwexa 1saqg ay) buipinoid sals e
ueoIuUbIS palapisuod
aqg Aew (sal0ads Joyedlpul se yons salnads urelad puswwodal Aew
JVvD ay1 “6 a) Aiuoyine Buiuue|d ayl 01 1saiaiul Jenoied Jo soaloads e
"ue2IIUBIS 1SOW aJe salnads Ag asn [euonipel] pajuawnIop Ylm Salls e
ueslyiubis Alybiy are ‘eale Buluued ayy ul syelgey Jejiwis Aq
paoe|dal 8q jouued pue papeibap A|818ASS 10 1S0| 8g P|N0J 1eyl slelgeH e
ueoliubis
ale Uuladu0d uoIeAISSUOI JO Sal10ads 10 sieliqey pajuasaidal Allood e
uealiubis are Aljedidiunw sy ul
saulpap uonendod jueoliubis Bulousuadxs Apualind saloads Jo sjelgeH e
ueoliubis
el Buluyeg el buluysg eUaID JelgeH | Sepo) 8)s093 O3 (39

(DLHMS) HMS

(39 9Inpayas uoibaloo)
HMS d3aNdIINOD

(39 a|npayas uoibaloo)

HMS 31VdIdNVO

a|Npayds uoiba1093)
sa10ads SJIPIM

yeligqeH sJlIpIIM
pazijeloads

(91HMS pue 39 3|NpaydSs uolbalod] Yelq 9as *018 sainseaw uonoaloid pue uonebiniw ‘|relap 1o
)"@J1IPIIM 40} JejiqeH pazijeloadg :HMS Jo uolenjeaa Joj (2102 ¥NINO) 39 a|npaydg uolbaioo3 yeiqg pue (D xipuaddy pue ¢'g uopdag) 91HMS 3y} Aq papiroid HMS 10} eLIB)ID Jo sajdwex] ¢ ajqel

deospue

urelsns Ui sisie/osds

. U| [elUSWIUOIIAUT YINOS-Y1ION




Attachment 2

NHN Study — Tracking Changes to Core Features and Enhancement Areas

Location

Rationale

Comments and Recommendations

15 and 21 Mill Street

Approved Consent

(Application File #: A121/13 and
B006/13)

Valley top of bank determined by TRCA to be aligned with the north side of Mill Street
in the vicinity of the properties. Core Features removed from parcel.

1600 Teston Road

Council Direction

(Staff Report to Committee of the
Whole, January 17, 2012)

Replace Enhancement Areas according to Section 13.21 of VOP 2010. Enhancement
Areas placed on portion of 'Settlement Area’ designation in the ORMCP.

192 Pine Grove

Parcel has a development designation,
is outside of the floodplain, and the
scattered trees on the property are not
identified as woodland by the Region
or TRCA.

Remove parcel from Core Features.

4700 Hwy 7

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: DA.11.069)

No further changes required.

The floodplain mapping has been updated since the approval of Vista Park
(DA.11.069). However, the NHN reflects the existing approvals, also since By-Law 96-
2012 did not include dual zoning for the valley buffer. Hence, the NHN limit to the
property boundary is appropriate at this time. Other changes may occur through the
development approval of the adjacent Pebble Creek development proposal.

7241 Jane Street
(Beechwood Cemetery)

Consent approval (Z.06.054) in which
a watercourse re-alignment was a
condition of approval.

(Application File #: 19T-06V09,
OP.06.024, 7.06.054

TRCA Permit Nos. C-07768 (re-issued
as C-10779R) and C-07767)

NHN Core Features includes the drainage feature at south of property and the OS1
zone at the eastern edge of the property. TRCA indicates that the development
approval has resulted in the watercourse feature aligned north-south within the eastern
boundary of the cemetery property. As a result, a 30 metre area of interest has been
extended west of the OS1 zone at this location.

7379 Islington Avenue

Woodland area partly in the power
corridor right-of-way, identified by the
Region and/or TRCA, meets woodland
size criteria.

Development application DA.13.022 approved re-development of Place of Worship
largely outside of the woodland. Most of the woodland is in the Parkway Belt West
lands (zoned PB1) and part of Hydro One owned lands for the power corridor.

Woodland included in the Core Features.

7397 Islington Avenue

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: Z.11.027)

Valley limit staked to be aligned with north side of property at Islington Avenue
frontage. Property frontage removed from Core Features.

¢ INJNHOV1lV



Attachment 2- NHN Study - Tracking Changes to Core Features and Enhancement Areas

Location

Rationale

Comments and Recommendations

7465 Kipling Avenue

Stormwater ponds are not included as
waterbodies.

Stormwater ponds removed from the Core Features.

7541 Hwy 50 (Glenview
Memorial Cemetery)

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: DA.06.091)

East-west drainage feature removed from the Core Features, but the north-south
drainages remain in the Core Features as agreed with TRCA.

7890 Pine Valley Drive

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: DA.12.014)

Core Features boundary changed to reflect valley limit in the approved Site Plan.

8269 New Huntington Road

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: DA.14.002)

Drainage features not identified to be retained through the development review
process for the Sobey's Distribution Centre. Drainage features removed from Core
Features.

88/99 Nashville Road

Severance application included site
walk information from TRCA

(Application File #: B52-14)

Core Features aligned to the back limit of the properties. Although there is a severance
application from the adjoining property to the south that may result in another change
to the valley limit, there are no further changes at this time until a formal application is
reviewed through the development review process.

9078 Jane Street

OPA 653 approved by Council.

(Application File #: OP.05.020)

Core Features reduced by approximating northward extension of Caldari Road as
OMB-approved.

9909 Pine Valley Drive

Approved Site Plan

(Application File #: DA.12.098)

Core Features aligned to approved Site Plan limit.

Block 12 TRCA lands

Approved Block Plan

Core Features boundaries for valley feature at westerly part of the block aligned to
TRCA ownership reflecting the approved Block Plan development limits.

Block 40 South

Approved Block Plan

Riparian area of interest at west side of the Block removed from the Core Features
consistent with the approved Block Plan for Block 40 South.

Block 55 Habitat
Compensation

Approved Block Plan (May 27, 2014)

Landscape Restoration Areas, as shown on Attachment 5a to the staff report to the
Committee of the Whole of May 13, 2014, incorporated into the Core Features.

Block 67

OS1 zone not aligned with
watercourse.

0S1 zone removed from Core Features where it is not aligned with the existing
drainage feature.

Concord Floral/Rose City

Concord Centre Secondary Plan
adopted by Council and pending
approval by Region.

Schedule F of the Secondary Plan identifies the woodland connected to the valley
using a symbol with the notation, "Area Subject to Further Assessment/Policy 5.6 and
Policy 5.1.2". Policy 5.6 sets out a habitat compensation approach while policy 5.1.2 is
specific to the woodland feature. Since policy 5.1.2 and Schedule 'F' of the Concord
Centre Secondary Plan identify the woodland feature as an area for evaluation, it is
recommended to remove the woodland feature from the Core Features mapping on
Schedule 2, but retain the woodland in Schedule 2B, consistent with the approach in
the Secondary Plan.
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Attachment 2- NHN Study - Tracking Changes to Core Features and Enhancement Areas

Location

Rationale

Comments and Recommendations

Copper Creek Golf Course

Permit to take water from Humber
River to store in irrigation ponds.

Irrigation ponds removed from Core Features and removed from Schedule 2A.

Enhancement Areas -
Robinson Creek and
Purpleville Creek watershed

Findings of the NHN Study

Valley corridor Enhancement Areas are removed and replaced with a new policy in
Chapter 3 identifying Enhancement Areas that are not depicted on Schedule 2,
including valley corridors/linkages, upland habitat of wetlands, and woodland
enhancements.

Hwy 27 North of Nashville
Road

Approved Plan of Subdivision

(Application File #: 19T-08V06)

Core Features aligned to approved Plan of Subdivision, including incursion into
Greenbelt Plan boundary (April 13, 2013 staff report to Committee of the Whole).

Parcels in Greenbelt Plan.
North of Kirby and east of
Kipling

19T-03VO07

Wetlands and woodlands correctly mapped as Core Features and are recognized as
Key Natural Heritage Features or Key Hydrologic Features under the Greenbelt Plan
policies. No changes required at this time.

Milani Boulevard (various
parcels)

Approved VOP 2010 Designation

Core Features removed from parcels designated General Employment.

Mplan 65M3165 - Woodlot in
private ownership

Approved Draft Plan

Lands zoned OS1, but privately owned and split among several parcels. No changes
required. Zoning by-law exception recognizes fragmented ownership, but supports
woodland protection.

School site in Block 12

Approved Block Plan

Woodland removed from Core Features, but retained on Schedule 2B.

Steeles and Gihon Park
Drive

Approved VOP 2010 Designation

(Application File #: OP.14.003)

Core Features removed from parcel subject to development application and based on
VOP 2010 designation. TRCA confirmed that the drainage feature south of the railway
is not providing ecological functions.

Thornhill Green Park (TN28)

Zoned OS2. Bathurst and Centre area.

Woodland removed from Core Features, but retained in Schedule 2B.

TRCA lands at Islington and
Rutherford

VOP 2010 modification #249B

Enhancement Areas depicted on the property and Natural Areas following the
drainage features have been corrected according to the previous modification
approved by Council.

Wetland in southwest Block
35E

Fill permit approved by TRCA

Wetland depression at northwest of property removed from Core Features and
removed from Schedule 2A.

Waterbodies

Findings of the NHN Study

Policies regarding sensitive surface water features (including waterbodies) are
proposed amendments to VOP 2010, but the waterbody data is no longer included on
Schedule 2 as Core Features given the wide variety of waterbodies included within the
data layer.
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Attachment 3
NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions to the June 17, 2014 Meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing)

Item

Submission

Issue

Comments

Recommendation

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Christopher Williams,

Request that the Natural
Heritage Network boundary be
revised to be consistent with the
Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority staked

The development application (DA.13.090) is in progress.

Any changes to the Core
Feature limits will be
made once the
development application
is approved.

1 Aird & Berlis LLP top of bank and 10 metre
setback.
LOCATION:
4603 and 4611 Hwy 7
(Forest Green Homes)
DATE: Provided air photo of HDF and Headwater Drainage Features (HDFS) HDFs
June 17, 2014 recommends that the HDF is The City followed specific criteria to incorporate results of HDF No change is
ephemeral and should be assessments into the NHN mapping for select areas of the City recommended at this
RESPONDENT: removed from the Core that were field investigated by the City’s consultants. The time.
J. MacDonald and D. Features. information provided by Beacon does not meet the criteria used
Fraser, Beacon for the NHN Study as the City’s consultants were not able to
Environmental Unclear as to why Enhancement | undertake field investigations in this area.
Areas identified along Rainbow
LOCATION: Creek. Enhancement Areas Enhancement Areas
9290 McGillivray Enhancement Area criteria have been revised to be more Enhancement Areas are
Road, Block 60 targeted as a result of the NHN Study. Categories of no longer depicted along
Enhancement Areas that are depicted on Schedule 2 include Robinson Creek and in
open country habitat for grassland/open country species and the Purpleville Creek
2 select private lands based on previously approved open space watershed. A new policy

designations. Categories of Enhancement Areas that are not
specifically depicted on Schedule 2 include: areas to create
viable north-south corridors, including along West Robinson
Creek and in the upper Purpleville Creek subwatershed; the

critical function zone of wetlands; and woodland enhancements.

is proposed that identifies
Enhancement Areas not
depicted on Schedule 2.
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Attachment 3 — NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions

Item

Submission

Issue

Comments

Recommendation

DATE:
August 1, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Don Fraser, Beacon

Letter of August 1, 2014 from
Beacon objects to proposed
Schedule 2 amendments and
Schedule 2A depicting the
drainage feature west of Hwy
400 and south of Rutherford Rd

The depiction of the stream corridor on Schedule 2 is consistent
with the schedules in the Vaughan Mills Centre Secondary Plan.

The respondent is an
appellant to VOP 2010
(Appeal #75 and Appeal #
83) and the matter will be
addressed through the
approvals process of the

LOCATION: to be consistent with the Vaughan Mills Centre

Anland Developments | Vaughan Mills Secondary Plan. Secondary Plan at the

Inc., 281187 Ontario Justification is that current Ontario Municipal Board.

Limited, H&L Title Inc., | feature is not in that location.

and Ledbury

Investments Ltd.

DATE: Removal of Watercourses from Removal of Watercourses from Core Features No further mapping

September 25, 2014 Core Features It is described in the staff report of June 17, 2014 that changes to watercourses
Noted that previous information watercourses were removed from the Core Features only for are recommended at this

RESPONDENT: was provided regarding the flow | those reaches of watercourses for which an HDF assessment time.

J. MacDonald and D. regime of specific watercourses, | was undertaken by the City’s consultants and the landowner, and

Fraser, Beacon which were identified as ‘Core there was agreement that the management recommendation was | Waterbodies are no

Environmental Feature’ on Vaughan NHN “Mitigation” according to the TRCA/CVC Guidelines. longer included as Core
mapping, but were identified Features in the revised

LOCATION: through field investigation and Watercourses Schedule 2 given the

Block 42 aerial photo interpretation as Mapping Criteria and HDF Guideline. The City agrees with the variety of waterbodies
ephemeral in nature and would comments of the respondent. The text regarding mapping criteria | included in the available
therefore not qualify as a ‘Core will be revised to better reflect: (i) the decision-rules used for data layer. The proposed
Feature’ removing watercourses from Core Features based on the policy amendment

4 available HDF assessments, and (ii) the policy framework. regarding sensitive

Watercourses

Criteria outlined at the beginning
of section 7.4 of the consulting
team report does not match the
HDF guideline.

No rationale in support of 30
metre VPZ.

Recommend that the VPZ
adjacent to a watercourse
should remain at 10 m, as per
TRCA'’s policies.

Rationale for 30 metre area of interest. More explanation is
provided in the revised consulting team report to distinguish the
mapping of waterbodies and watercourses, for watercourses not
in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent policies to determine
the feature extent and appropriate vegetation protection zone.
The 30-metre area of interest to waterbodies and watercourses,
for mapping purposes, reflects the summary of the best available
science in the Environment Canada report, “How Much Habitat is
Enough?” (see the excerpt below) and is not intended as a buffer
or vegetation protection zone.

“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific

surface water features
and the proposed
definitions for sensitive
surface water feature and
waterbodies emphasize
the assessment of
ecological function to
determine whether the
waterbody is a Core
Feature.

Proposed policy
amendments are
intended to address
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Attachment 3 — NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions

Item | Submission Issue

Comments

Recommendation

There is no figure that indicates
which specific watercourses in
Vaughan were examined in the
field. Furthermore, many of the
watercourse alignments are
inaccurate and do not reflect site
conditions.

Recommend a more practical
approach in simply depicting
watercourses as blue lines on
Schedule 2A and refer to the
text of policy 3.3.1.5 (to be
amended to reflect same).

A comparison of Schedule 2 in
the VOP 2010 with the proposed
amendment of Schedule 2 that
includes watercourses as Core
Features clearly shows that
there are considerably more
Core Feature areas being
added, many of which may not
meet the definition.

Waterbodies

There are artificial ponds within
the study area that are mapped
on Figure 2 as Core Features
with application of a 30 m VPZs.

General Mapping Issues
Recommend inclusion of text to
indicate that the determination of
features and application of
buffers be subject to verification
through seasonally appropriate
field work.

need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
health and riparian functions.”

The 30-metre area of interest approximates the active floodplain
and floodplain-upland transition (or aquatic-terrestrial transition
for waterbodies and wetlands). The policies of VOP 2010 direct
that appropriate studies be undertaken to determine the feature
extent and application of an appropriate VPZ, or a minimum VPZ
of 10 metres for watercourses outside of the Provincial Plan
areas.

Minimum VPZ. The policies provide for a minimum VPZ from the
feature extent for valley and stream corridors, which is 30 metres
in the Provincial Plan areas and 10 metres elsewhere in the City.

Figure of HDF Sample Sites. Figure 3 on page 13 of the
consulting team report does identify reaches assessed using the
HDF guidelines. However, this figure is difficult to interpret at this
scale.

Mapping of Watercourses on Schedule 2 and Schedule 2A.
The recommendation to depict watercourses as blue lines on
Schedule 2A is not consistent with policy 3.2.3.4(a), in which all
valley and stream corridors are Core Features. Modification of
features may be permitted in accordance with the feature-based
policies in Section 3.3 of VOP 2010.

Added Watercourse Features. The changes to Schedule 2 as a
result of watercourse mapping adds approximately 855 metres of
drainage features in 5 specific areas (145 m + 370 + 60 + 130 +
150 m) in Block 42. This is an addition of approximately 10% to
the stream network in the Block shown on Schedule 2 in VOP
2010. Modification of features may be permitted in accordance
with the feature-based policies in Section 3.3 of VOP 2010.

Waterbodies

Waterbodies are no longer included as Core Features in the
revised Schedule 2 given the variety of waterbodies included in
the available data layer. There are examples in the City of
Vaughan of artificial ponds, depending on location and hydrology,
providing habitat for amphibians and other wildlife. As a result,

issues relating to the
mapping of watercourses
and waterbodies.

Figure 3 in the consulting
team report is revised to
allow readers to expand
the image to see the field
location sites.

Policy 3.2.3.11 is
proposed to be amended
to address the precise
delineation of Core
Features, based on ROP
2010 policy 2.2.3. See
Attachment 4 for further
details.
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Attachment 3 — NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions

Item | Submission Issue Comments Recommendation
additional policy text has been recommended, using the
language of sensitive surface water features from the ROP 2010,
to ensure appropriate studies to determine the importance of
waterbodies to the NHN based on an assessment of ecological
function.
General Policy for Field Verification
The recommendation for a general policy for field verification will
be considered by the City and is similar to ROP 2010 policy
2.2.3, which states:
“That key natural heritage features and key hydrologic
features shall be precisely delineated on a site-by-site
basis using procedures established by the Province,
where applicable. Such delineation shall occur through
the approval of Planning Act applications supported by
appropriate technical studies such as master
environmental servicing plans, environmental impact
studies, natural heritage or hydrological evaluations.
Where such delineation refines boundaries shown on
Maps within this Plan, refinements to these Maps can
occur without an amendment to this Plan.”
DATE: Client is an appellant to VOP The respondent is an appellant to the VOP 2010 (Appeal #52) Proposed policy
June 23, 2014 2010. amendments as well as
The City and the City’s consultant met with the respondent on proposed modifications to
RESPONDENT: Hopeful that concerns can be October 20, 2014 given that the lands will be the subject of a the mapping regarding
C. Facciolo, resolved. future block plan process. A summary of the meeting was Enhancement Areas are
5 Bratty and Partners provided by the City to the attendees. intended to address the
LLP issues discussed on
October 20, 2014.
LOCATION:
Novogal Development
Inc., Block 60 Lands
DATE: Woodland Criteria City staff and the City’s consultants met with the respondent on Mapping changes
June 16, 2014 City should consider revising the | October 17", 2014. Meeting notes and action items were regarding waterbodies
definition of woodlands to be delivered to meeting attendees on November 3" 2014. and Enhancement Areas
6 RESPONDENT: consistent with the York Region are noted elsewhere in
Gaetano Franco, Official Plan (ROP 2010). Woodland Criteria this table. Proposed
Castlepoint There is an error in proposed Schedule 2B and Section 7.1 of the | policy amendments are
Investments Wetland Vegetation Protection consulting team report that only woodlands > 0.5 hectares are intended to address

Zone

included. Woodlands 0.2 hectares or greater are considered

issues raised by the
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Item | Submission Issue

Comments

Recommendation

LOCATION:
Comments regarding
the NHN criteria and
policy interpretation

Consider adopting ROP 2010
policy 2.2.36 that evaluated non-
PSW wetlands have a minimum
15 metre buffer.

30 Metre Area of Interest to
Watercourses

It is noted that the criterion for a
30 m buffer to watercourses is
not consistent with VOP 2010
policy 3.2.3.4(a) for
watercourses in the Urban Area,
in which a 10 m buffer is
specified.

Headwater Drainage Features
(HDFs)

Recommends that results of an
EIS in which HDFs are not
recommended for “protection”,
“conservation” or “linkage” are
not considered for Core
Features without further
amendment to VOP 2010.

30 Metre Area of Interest to
Waterbodies

A discrepancy is noted between
the criterion for Core Features
mapping to include a 30 metre
VPZ for waterbodies and the
lack of a VPZ specified in policy.

Sensitive Surface Water

Features

It is recommended to include the

following text in the proposed

new policy to address sensitive

surface water features:
“including waterbodies,
seepage areas and

woodlands, according to the definition in the VOP 2010 and
Region Official Plan (ROP 2010), and should be mapped as Core
Features. Not all woodlands are included as Core Features
depending on past Block Plan approvals.

VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4(c) protects for all woodlands, but VOP
2010 policy 3.3.3.3 allows for development and site alteration in
woodlands that do not meet tests of significance as set out in the
York Region Official Plan. If VOP 2010 policy 3.3.3.3 applies,
then woodland enhancement shall be considered as per policy
3.3.3.4. Amendments are proposed for VOP 2010 policies 3.3.3.3
and 3.3.3.4 to more accurately reflect this option for modification
of Core Features.

The woodland definition is proposed to be modified consistent
with the ROP 2010. See Attachment 4 for details.

Wetland Vegetation Protection Zone

VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2 specifically sets a minimum VPZ of 30
metres to PSWs and is proposed to be amended to recognize the
minimum 30 metre VPZ for wetlands in Provincial Plan areas.
However, the policy is not specific about a minimum VPZ for
other wetlands that are assessed as part of a development
application and determined to be protected. In such cases, an
appropriate VPZ is based on an analysis of adjacent lands as per
VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.3. This provides for some flexibility in the
determination of the VPZ for non-Provincially significant wetlands
determined to be retained on the landscape or re-created.

Policy 3.3.2.2 is proposed to be amended to distinguish
provincially significant wetlands from other wetlands, and
recognize the situation where a wetland is considered to be
evaluated in accordance with the ROP 2010, in which case a
minimum 15 metre VPZ would apply.

30 Metre Area of Interest to Watercourses

More explanation is provided in the revised consulting team
report to distinguish the mapping of watercourses, for
watercourses not in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent
policies to determine the feature extent and appropriate
vegetation protection zone. The 30-metre area of interest to

respondent with respect
to wetlands, woodlands,
waterbodies,
watercourses and
Enhancement Areas.
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Item | Submission Issue

Comments

Recommendation

springs” .

Criteria for Enhancement Areas
There are questions about
undertaking the evaluation of
Enhancement Areas that are not
specifically mapped on Schedule
2, such as to enhance interior
woodland habitat, include the
critical function zone for
wetlands, or corridor
enhancement for wildlife
dispersal and/or movement.

Schedule 2, 2A, 2B, 2C
Consider including all arterial
roads on the Schedules.

Clarification of Mapping versus
Policy Provisions

Request clarification where NHN
criteria mapping is not consistent
the VOP 2010 policy provisions.

watercourses for mapping purposes reflects the summary of the
best available science in the Environment Canada report, “How
Much Habitat is Enough?” (see excerpt below) and is not
intended as a buffer or vegetation protection zone.

“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific
need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
health and riparian functions.”

The 30-metre area of interest, for mapping purposes,
approximates the active floodplain and floodplain-upland
transition (or aquatic-terrestrial transition for waterbodies and
wetlands) to maintain water quality. The policies of VOP 2010
direct that appropriate studies be undertaken to determine the
feature extent and application of an appropriate VPZ, or a
minimum VPZ of 10 metres for watercourses outside of the
Provincial Plan areas.

Headwater Drainage Features (HDFSs)

The City proposes to add a policy that watercourses are
confirmed through field investigation and to introduce the term
“headwater drainage feature”. In the proposed policy, there is a
reference to the evaluation of HDFs in accordance with
standards and practices of the TRCA, rather than specifically
noting the types of management recommendations that are
determined through the use of the HDF protocol.

Waterbodies

Waterbodies are no longer included as Core Features in the
revised Schedule 2 given the variety of waterbodies included in
the available data layer. Additional policy text is recommended,
using the language of sensitive surface water features from the
ROP 2010, to ensure appropriate studies to determine the
importance of waterbodies to the NHN based on an assessment
of ecological function.

Sensitive Surface Water Features

The City agrees with the recommended text to be added to the
proposed policy regarding sensitive surface water features. See
Attachment 4 for proposed policy 3.2.3.4(h) and 3.3.5.1(c).
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Item

Submission

Issue

Comments

Recommendation

Enhancement Area Criteria

The section of the consulting team report addressing
Enhancement Area criteria will be revised to clarify where
Enhancement Areas are specifically mapped and where only
criteria are provided. These criteria can be used to direct specific
types of analyses, such as incorporating studies into the analysis
of adjacent lands to wetlands, woodlands, etc. Specific criteria for
the evaluation of Enhancement Areas can be articulated in the
Terms of Reference for an environmental impact study or MESP.

Clarification of Mapping versus Policy Provisions

Proposed amendments to policies regarding watercourses and
waterbodies are intended to address the discrepancy between a
scientifically-based area of interest applied to watercourses for
mapping purposes on Schedule 2 and the specification of a
minimum VPZ in policy. See Attachment 4 and proposed
amendments for: policy 3.2.3.4.a; policy 3.2.3.4.h; policy 3.3.1.2;
new policy for field verification of watercourses and HDFs as
policy 3.3.1.5; and inserting a new policy for sensitive surface
water features as subparagraph (c) in policy 3.3.5.1.

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Jason Lewis,
Davies Howe LLP

LOCATION:
Block 27

Headwater Drainage Features

(HDFs)

Data in the HDF assessment not
faithfully incorporated.

30 Metre Area of Interest to
Watercourses and Waterbodies
Disagree with the 30 metre
buffer to waterbodies and
watercourses (“creates an
inflexible regime reaching
beyond the requirements of the
TRCA and contradicts the
existing VOP 2010 policies”).

Inclusion of Watercourses and
Waterbodies

Disputes the City’s
precautionary approach to

City staff and the City’s consultants met with landowners and
agents for Block 27 on October 17, 2014. Meeting notes,
including action items, were delivered to meeting attendees on
November 3", 2014.

Headwater Drainage Features (HDFs)

All watercourses in the digital information received from MNR
and TRCA are included as Core Features. The City agreed to a
protocol to remove a watercourse from the Core Features if the
assessment of the City’s consultants and the landowner’s
environmental consultants agreed that the management
recommendation is evaluated to be “Mitigation” according to the
HDF assessment protocol established by the TRCA. The City is
of the opinion that the City’s consulting team correctly interpreted
the information provided in modifying the Core Features for the
materials made available for the June 17, 2014 meeting of the
Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing).

30 Metre Area of Interest to Watercourses

Changes to Schedule 2
for waterbodies and
woodlands reflect the
consultation discussion
and confirmation of policy
intent.

Block 27 is the subject of
a Subwatershed Study
and Secondary Plan
study, which will form the
basis for the future Block
Plan process.
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Item | Submission Issue

Comments

Recommendation

include watercourses and
waterbodies.

Two Specific Waterbodies
Concerned about two dug farm
ponds identified as Core
Features.

Two Specific Woodlands
Two small areas to west of Block
27 with no apparent feature.

More explanation is provided in the revised consulting team
report to distinguish the mapping of watercourses, for
watercourses not in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent
policies to determine the feature extent and appropriate
vegetation protection zone. The 30-metre area of interest to
watercourses for mapping purposes reflects the summary of the
best available science in the Environment Canada report, “How
Much Habitat is Enough?” (see excerpt below) and is not
intended as a buffer or vegetation protection zone.

“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific
need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
health and riparian functions.”

The 30-metre area of interest, for mapping purposes,
approximates the active floodplain and floodplain-upland
transition (or aquatic-terrestrial transition for waterbodies and
wetlands) to maintain water quality. The policies of VOP 2010
direct that appropriate studies be undertaken to determine the
feature extent and application of an appropriate VPZ, or a
minimum VPZ of 10 metres for watercourses outside of the
Provincial Plan areas.

Inclusion of Watercourses and Waterbodies

There is a lack of feature-specific information accompanying the
digital mapping data to characterize types of features for
watercourses, such as flow regime and thermal regime. Policy
3.2.3.4(a) protects valley and stream corridors as Core Features,
while feature-specific policies in section 3.3.3 provide for
modification of watercourses. As a result, all mapped
watercourses are included as Core Features, with the exception
of those for which more information was provided by the City’'s

consultants and landowner consultants using the HDF guidelines.

Waterbodies are no longer included as Core Features in the
revised Schedule 2 given the variety of waterbodies included in
the available data layer. Additional policy text is recommended,
using the language of sensitive surface water features from the
ROP 2010, to ensure appropriate studies to determine the
importance of waterbodies to the NHN based on an assessment

Page 8 of 26




Attachment 3 — NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions

Item

Submission

Issue

Comments

Recommendation

of ecological function.

Two Specific Waterbodies

The small waterbody at the northeast of the Block is identified as
a wetland (not Provincially significant) and is functioning as
significant wildlife habitat (SWH) for amphibian breeding
(woodlands) according to data derived and assessed by the
City’s consulting team. The amphibian habitat is connected to the
nearby woodland. Waterbodies are no longer included as Core
Features in the revised Schedule 2, as noted above.

Two Specific Woodlands

The two woodlands 0.2 hectares in size or greater and, hence,
meet the size criterion provided in the definition for woodlands.
Policies provide for the verification of the features according to
the woodland definition and subsequent tests of significance, with
the possibility for modification of the woodlands that are not
significant, subject to compensation.

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:

K. Sliwa,

Davies Howe Partners
LLP

LOCATION:
Block 66

30 Metre Area of Interest to
Watercourses

It is noted that the 30 metre
buffer to watercourses is
“arduous and unreasonable”.
Consequently, Block 66 cannot
support the City’'s “precautionary
approach”.

Request for Interactive Mapping
Recommend making interactive
mapping available.

Notation on Schedules
Request a notation be included
in the schedules that “feature
boundaries are subject to a
further review through a more
detailed process”.

30 Metre Area of Interest to Watercourses

More explanation is provided in the revised consulting team
report to distinguish the mapping of watercourses, for
watercourses not in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent
policies to determine the feature extent and appropriate
vegetation protection zone. The use of the term “VPZ" in the
consulting team report is not correct. The 30-metre area of
interest to watercourses, for mapping purposes, reflects the
summary of the best available science in the Environment
Canada report, “How Much Habitat is Enough?” (see excerpt
below) and is not intended as a buffer or vegetation protection
zone.

“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific
need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
health and riparian functions.”

The 30-metre area of interest, for mapping purposes,
approximates the active floodplain and floodplain-upland
transition, while the policies direct that appropriate studies be
undertaken to determine the feature extent and application of an
appropriate VPZ, or a minimum VPZ of 10 metres for

Mapping changes
regarding waterbodies
and Enhancement Areas
are noted elsewhere in
this table. Proposed
policy amendments are
intended to address
issues relating to the
mapping of watercourses.
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Item | Submission Issue Comments Recommendation
watercourses outside of the Provincial Plan areas.
Note that drainage feature extent in the revised Schedule 2,
which was made available to the public as part of the staff report
to the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole
(Public Hearing), does not differ from the existing Schedule 2.
The main difference is the application of a 30 metre area of
interest to drainage features.
Request for Interactive Mapping
The request is being considered by the City.
Notation on Schedules
The following notations are provided on the proposed revised
Schedules as they appear in the consulting team report made
available for the June 17, 2014 meeting of the Committee of the
Whole (Public Hearing):
- Schedule 2 includes a notation that the “policy text
prevails over the mapping” as also noted in VOP 2010
policy 3.2.3.2;
- Schedule 2A includes a notation for watercourses and
waterbodies that reads, “To be confirmed through the
application of policies of this plan”.
DATE: A staff report of June 18, 2013 to Committee of the Whole No changes will be made
June 16, 2014 Request that the natural heritage | recommended approval of the development application (Official to the NHN mapping at
delineation as part of OP.09.003 | Plan Amendment File OP.09.003). Council, at its meeting of June | this time given that the
RESPONDENT: and Z.09.026 be reflected in the | 25, 2013, adopted the following recommendation, in part (Item 9, | development application
Rosemary Humphries, | NHN study. CW Report No. 32): is not approved.
Humphries Planning
9 Group Committee of the Whole recommendation of June 18, 2013: | The respondent is an
The Committee of the Whole recommends: appellant to VOP 2010
LOCATION: 1) That consideration of this matter be deferred to (Appeal # 68) and the
10951 Kipling Avenue September 2013, to allow further consultation between matter will be addressed
1539253 Ontario Ltd. the applicant, staff, and the local residents; through the approvals
process at the Ontario
The matter was again deferred by Council on October 8, 2013. Municipal Board.
10 DATE: Request formal notice of any The depiction of the stream corridor on Schedule 2 is consistent The respondent is an

June 16, 2014

amendments to the VOP 2010

with the schedules in the Vaughan Mills Centre Secondary Plan.

appellant to VOP 2010
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Item | Submission Issue Comments Recommendation
pursuant to Section 17(23) of the (Appeal #75 and Appeal #
RESPONDENT: Planning Act. 83) and the matter will be
Rosemary Humphries, addressed through the
Humphries Planning A letter of August 1, 2014 from approvals process of the
Group, Beacon objects to proposed Vaughan Mills Centre
Schedule 2 amendments and Secondary Plan at the
LOCATION: Schedule 2A depicting the Ontario Municipal Board.
281187 Ontario Ltd. drainage feature west of Hwy
and Anland 400 and south of Rutherford Rd.
Developments Inc. The justification provided is that
current feature is not in that
location.
DATE: 30 Metre Area of Interest to City staff and the City’s consultants met with the respondent on There are no further
June 17, 2014 Watercourses October 17", 2014. Meeting; notes were delivered to meeting recommendations at this
Concerned that NHN creates attendees on November 3, 2014. time.
RESPONDENT: inflexible regime through
Mark McConville, imposition of a 30-metre wide 30 Metre Area of Interest to Watercourses
Humphries Planning VPZ on either side of the high More explanation is provided in the revised consulting team
Group Inc. water mark of all watercourses. report to distinguish the mapping of watercourses, for
watercourses not in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent
LOCATION: Inclusion of Watercourses policies to determine the feature extent and appropriate
Hwy 400 North Landowners take issue with the | vegetation protection zone. The 30-metre area of interest to
Employment Lands precautionary approach that all watercourses for mapping purposes reflects the summary of the
(Blocks 35 and 34 watercourses are identified as best available science in the Environment Canada report, “How
West), Highway 400 Core Features. Much Habitat is Enough?” (see the excerpt below) and is not
11 Landowners Group intended as a buffer or vegetation protection zone.
OPA 637 Approval at the OMB
Letter refers to Section 2.3.2.10 “Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
of OPA 637 and claim that the guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific
OPA 637 lands are not subject need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
to the outcome of the NHN health and riparian functions.”
Study.
The 30-metre area of interest, for mapping purposes,
approximates the active floodplain and floodplain-upland
transition. The policies of VOP 2010 direct that appropriate
studies be undertaken to determine the feature extent and
application of an appropriate VPZ, or a minimum VPZ of 10
metres for watercourses outside of the Provincial Plan areas.
Inclusion of Watercourses
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Item | Submission Issue Comments Recommendation

There is a lack of feature-specific information accompanying the
digital mapping data to characterize watercourses, such as flow
regime and thermal regime. As a result, all mapped features are
included as Core Features.

The Core Feature policies (policy 3.2.3.4) regarding valley and
stream corridors, wetlands and woodlands are precautionary as
the policy text refers to: “valley and stream corridors, including
Provincially significant valleylands”; “wetlands, including those
identified as provincially significant”; and “woodlands including
those identified as significant”. That is, policies 3.2.3.4(a),
3.2.3.4(b) and 3.2.3.4(c) are inclusive at the outset. Feature-
based policies in Section 3.3 allow for assessment to determine
whether a feature, for those features not assessed as significant,
should remain on the landscape with an appropriate vegetation
protection zone or can be modified subject to compensation.

OPA 637 Approval at the OMB

In particular, applicants claim that OPA 637 lands are not subject
to the outcome of the NHN Study. However, the City provided the
interpretation below in the June 17, 2014 staff report.

The City notes that the lands are part of the Highway 400
North Employment Lands and policies are provided in
Section 11.4 of the VOP 2010. It is noted on page 11-
116 of the VOP 2010 that, “... the environmental
designations in the Employment Area will be examined in
detail during the Block Plan process, which provides the
flexibility to finalize the actual extent of the designations”.

Hence, results of the NHN Study can inform the Block Plan
process for the Highway 400 North Employment Lands

The City provided the following comment in the meeting notes
delivered on November 3", 2014:

OPA 637 now forms Section 11.4 (Highway 400 North
Employment Lands Secondary Plan) to Volume 2 of VOP
2010. Itis noted in Section 11.4 that the Secondary Plan
is “APPROVED BY THE ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD
ON NOVEMBER 21, 2011". Although OPA 637 has been
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Item

Submission

Issue

Comments

Recommendation

renumbered to follow the formatting of VOP 2010, the
text has been copied verbatim and reads as an
amendment to OPA 450, followed by an amendment to
OPA 600. All schedules from OPA 637 have also been
included in Section 11.4.

12

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Aidan Farriss, IBI
Group

Contact now Amy
Shepherd,

ashepherd@IBIGroup.

com

LOCATION: Lands
east of Hwy 400 and
north of Hwy 407,
Bentall Kennedy

Request a meeting to discuss
the results of landowner’s
studies pertaining to lands east
of Hwy 400 and north of Hwy
407 in the VMC.

Mediation meetings with Smart Centres and Bentall Kennedy are
underway as part of the approval process for the Vaughan
Metropolitan Centre Secondary Plan. Landowners are providing
technical reports to the TRCA regarding stormwater management
and drainage features, such that these reports and the TRCA
review can be used to confirm any changes to the NHN.

The respondent is an
appellant to VOP 2010
(Appeal # 111) and the
matter will be addressed
through the approvals
process at the Ontario
Municipal Board and
subject to mediation for
the Vaughan Metropolitan
Centre Secondary Plan.
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DATE: Requests that more detailed The City is considering this option.
June 24, 2014 mapping should be made
available by the City to review
RESPONDENT: results of NHN Study.
Ryan Mino-Leahan
13 | KLM Planning
Partners
LOCATION:
Block 21 Developers
Group
DATE: Request more detailed mapping | The area is the subject of a development application (19T- There are no
June 24, 2014 with property limits. 08Vv01). recommendations at this
time.
RESPONDENT: Reserve right to provide further
Ryan Virtanen, comments.
14 KLM Planning
Partners
LOCATION:
Millwood Development
Inc.
Block 40 (South)
DATE: Request removal of natural OPA 539 was approved at the OMB for cemetery use. Drainage features
June 16, 2014 features given approved Site Development application file Z.97.067/DA.06.091 includes a oriented east-west are
Plan. Master Site Plan consistent with the information provided by the removed from the Core
RESPONDENT: respondent and Schedule E-1257 to Exception 9(1139) regarding | Features consistent with
Michael Larkin, “Glenview was approved by the | Zoning By-Law 104-2002. the development
Larkin Land Use Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) approval. Drainage
Planners in a decision issued on features oriented north-
September 14th, 2000. The south at the eastern part
LOCATION: following year the City of of the parcel are included
15 | 7541 Regional Road Vaughan approved the Master in the Core Features as
50, Glenview Site Plan for the then proposed agreed with the TRCA.

Memorial Gardens
(Arbor Memorial Inc.)

cemetery. Construction of the
first burial gardens and portions
of the internal road network
commenced in 2002 following
the design pattern of the
approved Site Plan.”
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DATE:
June 17, 2014

Requests that the City rely on
field investigations rather than
“previous approvals,
misinformation and
misinterpretation of the law”.

RESPONDENT:

Quinto M. Annibale,
Loopstra Nixon LLP,
16 Formal request for a meeting “to

LOCATION: discuss the errors in the current
9500 Dufferin Street, NHN Study documentation”.
Block 18

Part of the East Half of
Lot 17, Concession 3

The rationale for the Core Features delineation and designation
is described in Item I-556 from Attachment 6 in the staff report to
Council from April 3, 2012 regarding modifications to the VOP
2010. It is based on the approved block plan, which can be found
in the staff report to the meeting of the April 7, 2003 Committee
of the Whole in which Attachments 3 and 4 depict the lands as
‘Tableland Woodlot’ and ‘Valley/Open Space Lands’.

The respondent is an
appellant to VOP 2010
(Appeal # 21) and the
matter will be addressed
through the approvals
process at the Ontario
Municipal Board.

DATE:
April 28, 2014

Formal request for notice.

RESPONDENT:
Quinto M. Annibale,
Loopstra Nixon LLP,

LOCATION:
12011 Pine Valley
Road, MCN (Pine

In the materials made available to the public for the June 17,
2014 meeting of the Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing),
the subject lands include an Enhancement Area connecting part
of upper Purpleville Creek to the Greenbelt Plan in the Town of
King.

Enhancement Areas

Enhancement Area criteria have been revised to be more
targeted as a result of the findings and consultation of the NHN
Study. Categories of Enhancement Areas that are depicted on

Enhancement Areas
Enhancement Areas are
no longer depicted along
Robinson Creek and in
the Purpleville Creek
watershed. A new policy
is proposed that identifies
Enhancement Areas not
depicted on Schedule 2.

Valley Inc.) Schedule 2 include open country habitat for grassland/open The respondent is an
country species and select private lands based on previously appellant to VOP 2010
17 approved open space designations. Categories of Enhancement | (Appeal # 57) and the
Areas that are not specifically depicted on Schedule 2 include: matter will be addressed
areas to create viable north-south corridors, including along West | through the approvals
Robinson Creek and in the upper Purpleville Creek process at the Ontario
subwatershed; the critical function zone of wetlands; and Municipal Board.
woodland enhancements. Recommended
amendments to the
policies of Chapter 3 and
modifications to Schedule
2 through the NHN Study
may partially or fully
address the issues.
DATE: Hopeful that concerns can be The lands in question are immediately south of Kirby Road and The lands are in Block 41
June 17, 2014 resolved. extending west from Weston Road. The only Core Features on in the New Community
18 the property includes a permanent stream and wetland (part of Areas. They are the

RESPONDENT:
Quinto M. Annibale,

the East Humber River Provincially Significant Wetland Complex,
Wetland #56).

subject of a
Subwatershed Study and
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Loopstra Nixon LLP

LOCATION:
Part of East Half of Lot
30, Conc. 6,Kirbywest

Secondary Plan, which
will provide the basis for a
future Block Plan
process.

19

Ltd Block 41 The respondent is an
appellant to VOP 2010
(Appeal # 66) and the
matter will be addressed
through the approvals
process at the Ontario
Municipal Board.
DATE: Number codes below follow the Scope of NHN Study The following
October 10, 2014 structure in the submission The NHN Study is intended to update Core Features and recommendations are
provided by the respondent. Enhancement Areas mapping with criteria and decision-rules that | provided in the staff
RESPONDENT: can be applied consistently across Vaughan. Hence, there have report:
Don Given, Scope of NHN Study been removal and additions to Core Features as decision-rules - Not requiring a
Malone Givens “The determination of any have been applied in this consistent manner. Furthermore, a new definition for
Parsons enhancement beyond the NHN Enhancement Area in Block 41, for example, could be a watercourses in VOP
should await the Subwatershed recommendation of the NHN study for review as part of the 2010;
LOCATION: Study and MESP stage where it | Secondary Plan. At this time, there has not been an ecological - Adding to the definition

Block 41 Landowners
Group

would benefit from additional
detailed study.”

Statement of understanding that
“the intent of this NHN Study has
always been to examine the
features within the existing NHN
and that any proposed
enhancements would be dealt
with at the MESP stage with the
benefit of additional detailed
studies”.

1.a) - Headwater Drainage
Features (HDFs) — South-
Central part of Block

“Based on the proposed wording
of Policy 3.2.3.11 of the
Vaughan Official Plan that
allows for minor modifications to
Core Features, we understand

rationale for new Enhancement Areas in Block 41. The scope of
work for the NHN Study was detailed in staff reports to the
December 6", 2011 meeting of the Committee of the Whole for
Phase 1 and the September 4", 2012 meeting of the Committee
of the Whole for Phases 2 to 4.

1.a) Headwater Drainage Features (HDFs) — South-Central part
of Block

Policy 3.2.3.11 is recommended to be amended to refer to
precise delineation of Core Features. References to modification
of Core Features remain in Section 3.3.3 of the VOP 2010 for
valley and stream corridors, wetlands, and woodlands. HDFs will
be assessed and managed in accordance with standards and
procedures of the TRCA.

1.b) Inclusion of Watercourses and Drainage Features

All watercourses in the digital information received from MNR
and TRCA are included as Core Features. The City agreed to a
protocol to remove a watercourse from the Core Features if the
assessment of the City’s consultants and the landowner’s
environmental consultants agreed that the management

for waterbodies to
emphasize the
assessment of
ecological function and
that the policy is not
intended to protect
waterbodies of limited
ecological function
(see Attachment 4);

- Several proposed
policy amendments are
intended to address
issues raised by the
respondent.

The following
recommendations are
incorporated into the
consulting team report:
- Readable image of
HDF sample sites;
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that the boundaries and
management of this [headwater
drainage] feature can be
modified (i.e., added or
eliminated) based on the
conclusions of the headwater
drainage feature assessment.”

1.b) Inclusion of Watercourses
and Drainage Features

“Please explain the basis for the
inclusion of this drainage feature
[in the south central part of the
Block] as part of the NHN (i.e., a
Core Feature) or remove it from
the mapping and leave future
studies to determine its status.
Also, please confirm if there are
one or two features added in this
location.”

1.c) Core Features in the
Greenbelt Plan Area

“[The revised] Schedule 2 shows
larger Core Features within the
Greenbelt. Please explain the
basis for the proposed changes
to the boundaries of these
features and provide detailed
Core Features mapping of this
area.”

2.a) Sensitive Surface Water
Features

Based on the notation on the
Schedule, we understand that
the accurate extent of sensitive
surface water features will be
confirmed through ongoing land
use planning studies.

2.b) Headwater Drainage
Features (HDFs) — East-Central

art of Block

recommendation is evaluated as “mitigation” according to the
HDF assessment protocol established by the TRCA. The HDF in
question was not examined in the field by the City’s consultants.
Hence, it does not fall into the protocol established in the NHN
Study. The watercourse will remain as a Core Feature for the
purposes of the NHN Study and will be examined in later
planning stages (e.g. Secondary Plan and Block Plan),
considering also the Block Plan for Block 40 to the south.

1.c) Core Features in the Greenbelt Plan Area

The GIS data has been shared with the consulting team for the
Subwatershed Study and can be used to examine this issue in
more detail. The data is provided in a way such that the feature
boundaries and minimum VPZ can be examined in a GIS
platform.

2.a) Sensitive Surface Water Features

The interpretation of the respondent is correct. The
recommended policy emphasizes the assessment of the
ecological functions of the surface water feature to determine its
extent and whether it is maintained on the landscape as a
sensitive surface water feature.

2.b) Headwater Drainage Features (HDFs) — East-Central part of
Block

The City’s consulting team notes that the field investigation of the
landowner’s consultants was in June and August and did not
include the spring sampling, which is important to an evaluation
according to the standards and procedures of the TRCA and may
be one of the reasons that there is a discrepancy between the
evaluation of the City’s consulting team and the evaluation by the
landowner’s consultants.

Significant Wildlife Habitat — Amphibian Breeding
The City’s data sharing agreement with the TRCA does not allow
the City to redistribute the flora and fauna data of other parties.

3.a) Policies for the Verification of Watercourses

The City recommends that the reference to a specific guideline
document be removed and replaced with text such as, “HDFs
identified and managed according to standards and procedures
of the TRCA”. The City does not recommend the addition of the
text “and other applicable planning and engineering constraints”.
At issue with the proposed text, “and other applicable planning

- Remove the reference
to a 100 metre critical
function zone (CFZ) to
wetlands and only refer
to the CFZ as
determined through
appropriate studies.
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Also, we note that the headwater
drainage feature referred to in
item 1.a) above is shown
differently on Schedule 2 of the
2010 Vaughan Official Plan and
the proposed Schedule 2 in the
NHN Study (see the location of
this feature, highlighted on the
attached copies). We request
that this feature not be shown
and that the SWS and MESP
address the need to protect the
feature.

Significant Wildlife Habitat —
Amphibian Breeding

Schedule 2C shows Amphibian
Significant Wildlife Habitat that
includes two woodland areas
within Block 41. The NHN notes
that this designation was based
upon 2005 and 2008 data from
TRCA. We request the
opportunity to review the TRCA
data.

3.a) Policies for the Verification
of Watercourses

Recommend the following
changes to a proposed policy for
field verification of watercourses:
“That watercourses may need to
be confirmed by the City and the
Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority through
field investigation. Headwater
Drainage Features (HDFs) shall
be identified and managed
based on consideration of the
application of the TRCA’s
“Evaluation, Classification and
Management of Headwater
Drainage Features Guideline”,
as may be updated, and other

and engineering constraints”, are the process steps of confirming
the baseline NHN through detailed studies, and then assessing
impacts of potential development to the baseline NHN.

3.b) Definition for Watercourse

The proposed watercourse definition is from the TRCA Living
City Policies document. TRCA agrees with the respondent that
the definition is not required in VOP 2010.

3.c) Definition for Waterbodies

The proposed definition simply emphasizes the assessment of
ecological function. The City does not agree with the statement,
“waterbody generally does not include small surface water
features such as farm ponds, man-made ponds, or stormwater
management ponds”. There are examples in Vaughan of dug
ponds that have naturalized over time and provide ecological
functions. Hence, the focus in the proposed definition is the
assessment of ecological function. The City agrees to revise the
definition to specifically exclude stormwater management ponds
and irrigation ponds on golf courses.

Improved Figure of HDF Sample Locations
The figure illustrating HDF sample sites can be expanded to
better identify the location.

Modification of Headwater Drainage Features (HDFS)

The proposed policy requiring field verification of watercourses
and HDFs may result in the precise delineation of the feature and
an appropriate vegetation protection zone (VPZ), or the removal
of the feature based on appropriate studies and evidence. The
City is of the opinion that “planning and engineering constraints”
be considered after the delineation of the baseline NHN based on
environmental studies. Further modification of features may be
permitted in accordance with the feature-based policies in
Section 3.3 of VOP 2010.

GIS Data Request

The GIS data request can be accommodated for the Block 41
Landowners Group as part of the Subwatershed Study and
Secondary Plan.

30 Metre Area of Interest to Watercourses
More explanation is provided in the revised consulting team
report to distinguish the mapping of watercourses, for

Page 18 of 26




Attachment 3 — NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions

applicable planning and
engineering constraints.”

3.b) Definition for Watercourse
Do not agree with a new
watercourse definition.

3.c) Definition for Waterbodies
Suggest text for the new
definition for waterbodies:
Waterbody: Lakes, woodland
ponds, etc. which provide
ecological function. For the
purposes of determining
significant woodlands and Policy
3.2.3.4 h), waterbody generally
does not include small surface
water features such as farm
ponds, man-made ponds, or
stormwater management ponds,
which would have limited
ecological function.

Improved Figure of HDF Sample
Locations

Provide readable copy of Figure
3 (HDF sampling locations).

Modification of Headwater
Drainage Features (HDFSs)
Comment on interpretation that
“HDFs that appear within
Schedule 2 may be modified
following interpretation of the
field surveys and other planning
and engineering constraints”.

GIS Data Request
Request digital data.

30 Metre Area of Interest to
Watercourses

Disagree with a 30 metre VPZ to
watercourses.

watercourses not in a well-defined valley, and the pertinent
policies to determine the feature extent and appropriate
vegetation protection zone. The use of the term “VPZ” in the
consulting team report is not correct. The 30-metre area of
interest to watercourses, for mapping purposes, reflects the
summary of the best available science in the Environment
Canada report, “How Much Habitat is Enough?” (see excerpt
below) and is not intended as a buffer or vegetation protection
zone.
“Principally, the 30-metre riparian adjacent vegetation
guideline is not based on a species- or function-specific
need but reflects a general threshold distance for aquatic
health and riparian functions.”

The 30-metre area of interest for mapping purposes
approximates the active floodplain and floodplain-upland
transition, while the policies direct that appropriate studies be
undertaken to determine the feature extent and application of an
appropriate VPZ, or a minimum VPZ of 10 metres for
watercourses outside of the Provincial Plan areas.

Waterbodies

Waterbodies are no longer included as Core Features in the
revised Schedule 2 given the variety of waterbodies included in
the available data layer. There is evidence that dug ponds,
depending on location and hydrology, have provided habitat for
amphibians and other wildlife. As a result, additional policy text
has been recommended, using the language of sensitive surface
water features from the Region Official Plan (ROP 2010), to
ensure appropriate studies to determine the importance of
waterbodies to the NHN.

Critical Function Zone (CFZ) Enhancement Areas

The CFZ is identified in the category of Enhancement Areas that
are not specifically depicted on Schedule 2. The evaluation of a
CFZ to a wetland can be undertaken as part of the assessment
of adjacent lands and the appropriate VPZ in an environmental
impact study or MESP. A new policy is recommended to identify
Enhancement Areas for evaluation that are not depicted on
Schedule 2.
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Waterbodies

Note a discrepancy in the criteria
for waterbodies. Request
consideration of refining the
criteria as follows:

“.... all natural waterbodies (not
including farm ponds,
ornamental ponds, stormwater
management ponds, etc.) that
are deemed to provide important
ecological functions are included
in the NHN, and that buffers to
these waterbodies should be
based on site specific evaluation
of waterbodies, adjacent uses
and other mitigative measures.”

Critical Function Zone (CFZ)
Enhancement Areas

Disagree with the inclusion of
the critical function zone (CFZ2)
concept being introduced within
the NHN study and request that
it be removed.

20

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Daniel Belli, MAM
Group

LOCATION:

Blocks 34 West and
35 East, Western
Point Builders Inc.,
Olana Estates Inc.,
Natanya Hills Builder
Corp.,

Goldenrod Meadows
Home Corp

Share concerns expressed in
the letter of Humphries Planning
Group dated June 17, 2014 on
behalf of the Highway 400
Landowners Group.

See comments for ltem # 11
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21

DATE:
June 17, 2014

RESPONDENT:
C. Milani, Milani
Group

Concern raised that the NHN
provides vectors for disease.

Recent studies in New York State at the Cary Institute suggest
that mice carrying ticks may cause an increase in Lyme disease,
for example (see the link below).

(http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environm

ental/article f4b91554-2df7-11e4-9be5-
0017a43b2370.html?utm source=SCN+InBox+e-
Newsletter&utm campaign=ce968d4345-Newsletter 8-27-
2014 Muni&utm medium=email&utm term=0 1le7ac76lc-
ce968d4345-188653421)

However, the authors note that the basis for any concern is not
the natural heritage system. Rather, anthropogenic disturbance
of natural systems may be a factor, as noted in the excerpt
below:

"Mice and other small mammals are often particularly
abundant in habitats that have been fragmented or
degraded by human activity," said Ostfeld. "That means
these patterns of co-infection might get worse through
time as humans continue to impact forest ecosystems."

The findings of the above-noted study, in fact, point to the need
for an ecologically viable NHN by reducing the amount of edge
habitat and fragmentation of natural systems.

Furthermore, the ecosystem services benefits of natural heritage
systems far outweigh any negative aspects. This is summarized
on pages 10 and 11 in the ICLEI Canada report, “biodiverCities:
A Primer on Nature in Cities”, which notes benefits ranging from
pollination and wildlife habitat to climate regulation and erosion
control (http://www.icleicanada.org/component/k2/item/121-
biodivercitiesprimer).

There are numerous reports quantifying the ecosystem services
benefits to people of natural heritage systems in southern
Ontario, some of which are listed below.

- David Suzuki Foundation - “Ontario's Wealth, Canada's
Future: Appreciating the Value of the Greenbelt's Eco-
Services” (2008);

- Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources — “Estimating
ecosystem services in Southern Ontario” (2009);

- Ontario Ministry of the Environment — “Assessing the

There are no
recommendations at this
time.
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Economic Value of Protecting the Great Lakes: Rouge River
Case Study for Nutrient Reduction and Nearshore Health
Protection Final Report” (submitted by Marbek, 2010);

- Town of Aurora — “The Economic Value of Natural Capital
Assets Associated with Ecosystem Protection” (2013).

There are also recent studies in the scientific literature
quantifying the mental health benefits of proximity to nature in our
cities:

- Kuo F.E., & Sullivan, W.C. 2001. “Environment and crime in
the inner city: Does vegetation reduce crime?” Environment
and Behavior 33(3): 343-367.

- Kuo F., Taylor A.F. 2004. “A potential natural treatment for
Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder: Evidence from a
national study”. American Journal of Public Health 94(9):
1580-1586,

- Taylor A.F., Kuo F.E., Sullivan W.. 2001. “Title: Coping with
ADD: The Surprising Connection to Green Play Settings”.
Environment and Behavior. 33(1): 54-77

- Taylor A.F., Kuo F.E..2006. “Is contact with nature important
for healthy child development? State of Evidence”. in C.
Spencer & M Blades (Eds), Children and their Environments.
Cambridge University Press (pp 124-140),

- Taylor A.F., Kuo, F.E..2008. “Children with attention deficits
concentrate better after walk in the park”. Journal of Attention
Disorders. Prepublished August 25, 2008.

22

DATE:
September 4, 2014

RESPONDENT:
C. John-Baptiste,
MMM Group

LOCATION:
Montesano Family,
Part of Lot 34 Conc 4,
Part 1 of of Plan 65R-
30560

“As the subject site is not in the
Oak Ridges Moraine or
Greenbelt, we understand that
Section 3.2.3.4(a) of the
Vaughan Official Plan will
continue to apply specifically
with respect to 10 m vegetation
protection zone from a
watercourse.”

The City provided a response by E-mail on September 5", 2014
to G. Gilbert and C. John-Baptiste of MMM Group and Joseph
Mirabella (Primont Homes), as follows:

“Thank you for your correspondence regarding the NHN
Study and the parcel located east of Jane Street and south of
King Vaughan Road (Part of Lot 34, Concession 4, Part 1 of
Plan 65R-30560). For our records, please confirm if this is the
parcel with municipal address 12021 Jane Street, as shown
on the image below. Note that the TRCA Regulated Area is
depicted as a shaded area in the image below.

The parcel is currently not in the urban area (‘Natural Areas &
Countryside’ on Schedule 1 and ‘Non-Urban Area’ on
Schedule 1A of the VOP 2010). Should the lands be the
subject of a development application in the future to change

There are no
recommendations at this
time.
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the use, then you are correct that VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4.a
applies in terms of specifying a minimum vegetation
protection zone to the appropriate delineation of the feature.
Please note that all pertinent policies of the VOP 2010 would
apply in such a situation, including, but not limited to:

- the feature-based policies in section 3.3, such as
regarding the “precise limits of valley and stream
corridors” (policy 3.3.1.3) and the “required vegetation
protection zone” (policy 3.3.1.1a); and

- policies regarding an analysis of adjacent lands in
accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement, such as
policy 3.2.3.8 of the VOP 2010.

You correctly note that the watercourse was identified in the
existing (Council adopted) Schedule 2 as an Enhancement
Area. In fact, it should have been depicted as a Core Feature
for the watercourse, as a result of the TRCA regulation area,
with a larger Enhancement Area to identify the need for
further studies (as per policies 3.2.3.13 to 3.2.3.15) to
determine the effectiveness of the area as a wildlife corridor.
It was determined through the NHN Study that this location is
not a priority for consideration of a wildlife corridor. Hence,
the Enhancement Area was removed from this location.

Your correspondence has been recorded as part of preparing
the Technical Report following the staff report to the
Committee of the Whole (Public Hearing) on June 17, 2014.
Feel free to contact me if you have further questions about
the NHN Study.”

DATE: Comment that NHN should not Infrastructure projects are often approved through an
June 17, 2014 interfere with transportation Environmental Assessment process. Policy 3.2.3.7 addresses
infrastructure. conflicts between the NHN and infrastructure projects.

RESPONDENT:
23 Antony Niro,

Maple resident

LOCATION:

Transportation

Infrastructure

DATE: Disagree with Core Features Mediation meetings with Smart Centres and Bentall Kennedy are | The respondent is an
24 | June 17, 2014 designation for drainage underway as part of the approval process for the Vaughan appellant to VOP 2010

features resulting from

Metropolitan Centre Secondary Plan. Landowners are providing

(Appeal # 72) and the
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RESPONDENT:
Paula Bustard,
SmartCentres

LOCATION:
NW Hwy 7 and Hwy
400

temporary stormwater
management uses.

technical reports to the TRCA regarding stormwater management
and drainage features, such that these reports and the TRCA
review can be used to confirm any changes to the NHN.

matter will be addressed
through the approvals
process at the Ontario
Municipal Board and
subject to mediation for
the Vaughan Metropolitan
Centre Secondary Plan.

DATE:
June 16, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Alan Young,
Weston Consulting

Recommend to delete entire
property from NHN.

‘Natural Area’ designation in
VOP 2010 appealed by former
owner.

City staff confirmed with TRCA that the stable top of bank is on
the north side of Mill Street at this location, as determined as part
of the development application process.

The City recommends
changing the Core
Features mapping
consistent with the
comments provided by
the respondent and

25 confirmed by the Toronto
LOCATION: Consent application considered and Region Conservation
21 Mill Street by Committee of Adjustments. Authority.
The respondent provided a letter
from the TRCA dated May 9,
2013.
DATE: Request the owner’s EIS be A development application was recently assigned (19T-14V006, Any modifications to the
June 17, 2014 considered as part of the NHN related files OP.14.004, Z.14.025). NHN will be made
Study in advance of a following an approved
RESPONDENT: development application development application.
Ryan Guetter, Weston | proceeding.
Consulting
26 Request to be notified
LOCATION: concerning any further meetings
4650 Hwy 7, Pebble or decisions (contact Jack
Creek Development Wong, Weston Consulting, 905-
738-8080 ext. 244, or Gabriel
DiMartino at
gdimartino@graywoodgroup.co
m).
DATE: Previously filed appeal The parcel at 7553 Islington Avenue is designated “Open Space” | The respondent is an
June 17, 2014 (Briardown Estates). in OPA No. 240 (Woodbridge Community Plan) and is split-zoned | appellant to VOP 2010
‘OS1’ Open Space Conservation Zone and ‘A’ Agricultural by (Appeal # 33) and the
RESPONDENT: Submitted an EIS for the subject | Zoning By-law 1-88). 150 Bruce Street is designated “Low matter will be addressed
27 | Ryan Guetter, Weston | properties. Do not agree with Density Residential” in OPA No. 240 (Woodbridge Community through the approvals

Consulting

LOCATION:
7553 Islington

findings of the NHN Study.

Request opportunity to meet
with Staff.

Plan) and is zoned ‘R1’ Residential Zone by Zoning By-law 1-88.

The lands in the floodplain are included in the “One Zone”
floodplain policy (see VOP 2010 policy 3.6.4.1), such that

process at the Ontario
Municipal Board.
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Avenue,
7553 Islington Holding
Inc.

Request to be notified of any
meetings, reports, modifications,
decisions.

development is prohibited in the floodplain (see VOP 2010 policy
3.6.4.3).

The lands in proximity to Bruce Street are wooded slopes. The
woodlands are recognized on Map 5 of the York Region Official
Plan (ROP 2010). It was confirmed through the NHN Study that
the wooded slope constitutes significant woodland by its size,
connection to the floodplain, location in the valley, and location in
the Regional Greenlands System. Furthermore, the lands are
below the crest of slope as determined by information provided
by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

Information used for the purposes of the NHN study is consistent
with previous information and designations in official plans.

DATE:
June 10, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Kurt Franklin,
Weston Consulting

Request that the woodland
identified on proposed Schedule
2B be removed on the basis of a
one-page letter prepared by
Ontario Tree Experts that the
woodland is a plantation
dominated by white spruce.

The lands are the subject of development application OP.13.013.

The woodland is identified as a “Mature Plantation” on Schedule
‘H’ to OPA 600. The woodland is identified on Map 5 in the York
Region Official Plan as a woodland. The woodland was not
designated as tableland woodland in the approved block plan.
Hence, the woodland is not included in the Core Features

The matter will be
addressed through the
development review
process, such as
requiring the submission
of an environmental

impact study (EIS) and/or

LOCATION: mapping (Schedule 2 of VOP 2010), but is included in the natural heritage
28 9000 Bathurst Street woodland mapping (Schedule 2B). evaluation (NHE).
OPA 600 policies 5.11.1.8, 5.11.1.9 and 5.11.1.10 encourage
development proponents to identify and examine opportunities
for retention of woodlands of low functional significance.
Policies 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 of VOP 2010 apply in this instance to
determine the significance of the woodland and whether a
woodland enhancement plan shall be completed, if processed
under VOP 2010.
DATE: Object to features shown on The City revised the Core Features delineation to remove the The matter will be
June 17, 2014 proposed Schedules 2B and 2C. | Core Feature overlay for the portion of the feature located addressed through the
outside of the Greenbelt Plan. However, the features should still Block Plan process for
RESPONDENT: be shown on the pertinent Schedules depicting specific features, | the Hwy 400 North
Jane McFarlane, such as Schedule 2B regarding woodlands and Schedule 2C Employment Lands.
29 | Weston Consulting regarding significant wildlife habitat (SWH) for amphibian

LOCATION:
11211 Weston Road

breeding. The information is suitable for consideration in the
future Block Plan studies.

Policies are provided in Section 11.4 of the VOP 2010, regarding
the Hwy 400 North Employment Lands, and specifically on page
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11-116 of the October 2014 Office Consolidation of VOP 2010,
that, “... the environmental designations in the Employment Area
will be examined in detail during the Block Plan process, which
provides the flexibility to finalize the actual extent of the
designations”.

30

DATE:
July 18, 2014

RESPONDENT:
Tim Jessop, Weston
Consulting

LOCATION:

Woodbridge Park Ltd.

NE Steeles Ave W
and Gihon Spring Dr

Main concern is the significant
wildlife habitat (SWH)
determination and that most of
lands are in Core Features.

The City notes the following aspects of the lands:

- Designated ‘Community Commercial Mixed Use’ on
Schedule 13 of VOP 2010:

- Removal of the parcel will not affect significant wildlife
habitat (SWH) thresholds for lands to north of rail line;

- As noted in the scoped EIS provided in the submission, the
lands do not qualify as SWH for Shrub/Early Successional
Breeding Bird habitat.

The drainage feature at
the north end of the
parcel and south of the
railway is removed from
the Core Features. TRCA
has evaluated the
drainage feature and
agreed to remove it from
the regulation area.

The parcel is removed
from the significant
wildlife habitat (SWH)
mapping and from the
Core Features. Lands to
the north of the railway
remain as SWH and Core
Features.
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ATTACHMENT 4

DRAFT

NHN Study — Attachment 4
Details of the Amendment to Schedule 2 and Policies in Chapter 3 of the VOP 2010

It is proposed to amend VOP 2010 as follows:

Deleting Schedule 2 “Natural Heritage Network” contained in VOP 2010 as adopted by Council on
September 10, 2010 and subject to further modifications on September 27, 2011, March 20, 2012 and
April 17, 2012, and replacing it with the new Schedules 2 “Natural Heritage Network”, 2A “Hydrologic
Features and Valleylands”, 2B “Woodlands” and 2C “Significant Wildlife Habitat” attached hereto as
Schedule A.

Deleting in 3.2.3.2 the word “additions” and replacing it with “modifications”.

Amending 3.2.3.4 by deleting subparagraph (a) and replacing it with the following:

a. valley and stream corridors, including provincially significant valleylands and permanent and
intermittent streams, the limits of which are determined from the greater of the long term
stable top of slope/bank, stable toe of slope, Regulatory flood plain, and/or meander belt and
any contiguous natural features or areas, and

i. a minimum 10 metre vegetation protection zone from the feature limit outside of the Oak
Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas, or

ii. a minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone from the feature limit for those valley and
stream corridors within the Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas;

Amending 3.2.3.4 by deleting subparagraph (h) and replacing it with the following:

h. seepage areas, springs and sensitive surface water features (including waterbodies) and their
vegetation protection zone, and a 30 metre minimum vegetation protection zone for those
seepage areas and springs in the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation and Greenbelt Plan
Areas.

Amending 3.2.3.6 by adding the following:
That the technical papers associated with the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the
Greenbelt Plan be consulted to provide clarification in implementing the policies related to Core
Features within the Provincial Plan Areas. In the event of a conflict in the interpretation of the
provincial technical papers and the policies of this Plan, the policy which is more protective of the
feature will apply.

Amending 3.2.3.7 by deleting the second reference to “management” in subparagraph (a).
Amending 3.2.3.7 by deleting subparagraph (b).

Amending 3.2.3.7 by deleting the text of subparagraph (c), renumbering it to subparagraph (b) and

replacing it with the following:
transportation, infrastructure, utilities, conservation projects, and flood or erosion control projects,
as may be authorized through an Environmental Assessment, where such projects are necessary
and deemed in the public interest after all alternatives have been considered, and where such
projects will minimize negative impacts on the Core Features and may include measures to
provide compensation, to the satisfaction of the City and the Toronto and Region Conservation
Authority; and

Amending 3.2.3.7 by re-numbering subparagraph (d) to subparagraph (c).



Deleting 3.2.3.11 and replacing it with the following:
That Core Features shall be precisely delineated on a site-by-site basis using procedures
established by the Province, where applicable. Such delineation shall occur through the approval
of Planning Act applications supported by appropriate technical studies such as a Master
Environment and Servicing Plan, Environmental Impact Study, natural heritage or hydrological
evaluations. Where such delineation refines boundaries shown on Schedules within this Plan,
refinements to these Schedules can occur without an amendment to this Plan.

Deleting 3.2.3.14 and replacing it with the following:
Enhancement Areas shown on Schedule 2 are conceptual in terms of context and location. As
part of the development process, environmental studies will be conducted to determine the final
location and design of the Enhancement Area. An Environmental Impact Study may be required.

Adding a new policy as 3.2.3.15 as follows:

Enhancement Areas not depicted on Schedule 2, but that shall be evaluated for inclusion in the

Natural Heritage Network as a component of an analysis of adjacent lands, include:

a. corridors and/or linkages, with an aim to be 100 metres wide or more to facilitate species
movement, particularly for West Robinson Creek and in the Purpleville Creek subwatershed;

b. upland habitat of wetlands within which biophysical functions or attributes directly related to
the wetland occur, and based on knowledge of species present and their use of habitat types;
and

c. woodland enhancements to improve forest connectivity, size, shape and interior habitat.

The evaluation criteria for Enhancement Areas may be further described in the Terms of

Reference for a Master Environment and Servicing Plan and/or Environmental Impact Study.

Renumbering 3.2.3.15 to 3.2.3.16 and deleting the text “policy 3.2.3.14" and replacing it with “policies
3.2.3.13t0 3.2.3.15".

Renumbering 3.2.3.16 to 3.2.3.17.
Renumbering 3.2.3.17 to 3.2.3.18.
Renumbering 3.2.3.18 to 3.2.3.19.
Renumbering 3.2.3.19 to 3.2.3.20.

Deleting 3.3.1.2 and replacing it with the following:
That valley and stream corridors are defined in accordance with standard practices and
procedures, including management documents, prepared by the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority as may be amended from time to time.

Adding a new policy as 3.3.1.5 as follows:
That watercourses may need to be confirmed by the City and the Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority through field investigation. Headwater drainage features (HDFs) shall be
identified and managed in accordance with standard practices and procedures of the Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority.

Renumbering 3.3.1.5 to 3.3.1.6.
Renumbering 3.3.1.6 to 3.3.1.7.
Deleting 3.3.2.2 and replacing it with the following:
Provincially significant and Provincial Plan Area wetlands and their minimum vegetation

protection zone of 30 metres are included as Core Features. Notwithstanding policy 3.3.2.1.a,
prior to development or site alteration approval, other wetlands that may be impacted shall be



assessed for their significance, in accordance with criteria provided by the Province, and to

determine their importance, functions and means of protection and/or maintenance of function to

the satisfaction of the City, Region, and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. Other
wetlands and newly identified wetlands:

a. determined to be provincially significant shall be protected according to Provincial
requirements and the policies of this Plan;

b. within the Oak Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas will be subject to the requirements
of those plans;

c. evaluated, where their importance and function are determined appropriate for protection, but
not determined to be provincially significant, shall be protected in accordance with the Region
Official Plan including a vegetation protection zone determined through appropriate studies;

d. determined to have ecological functions to be protected shall generally be maintained in their
current location, unless a wetland would not persist in the post-development situation, in which
case it can be modified subject to compensation of the same to the satisfaction of the City and
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority.

Deleting 3.3.3.3 and replacing it with the following:

That notwithstanding policy 3.3.3.1 and policy 3.3.3.2, within the Urban Area on Schedule 1A and

outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and Greenbelt Plan Areas, development

or site alteration may be permitted in a woodland if all of the following are met:

a. the woodland is not a significant woodland as defined by the Region:

b. impact to the woodland is unavoidable and/or the woodland is not suitable for restoration and
rehabilitation, as demonstrated through an assessment of development alternatives to the
satisfaction of the City, York Region and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority; and

c. anet ecological gain can be provided to the Natural Heritage Network, as measured by
attributes such as size, habitat condition and landscape context, to the satisfaction of the City,
York Region and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority, should all or part of the
woodland be modified.

Deleting 3.3.3.4 and replacing it with the following:
That should policy 3.3.3.3 apply, a woodland determined not to be significant can be modified
where compensation is provided to the satisfaction of the City, Region and the Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority. A woodland compensation plan shall be provided that addresses
woodland restoration and demonstrates net ecological gain to the Natural Heritage Network to
satisfaction of the City, Region and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority. The
restoration area(s) shall be incorporated into the Natural Heritage Network.

Amending 3.3.5.1 by deleting the first sentence and replacing it with the following:
To protect aquatic biodiversity, outside of the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation and Greenbelt
Plan Areas, by:

Amending 3.3.5.1 by deleting in subparagraph (b) the words “maintains pre-development” and replacing it
with “meets the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority stormwater management criteria regarding”.

Amending 3.3.5.1 by inserting a new subparagraph as subparagraph (c) as follows:
prohibiting development and site alteration within sensitive surface water features (including
waterbodies), seepage areas and springs, and their vegetation protection zone unless it is
demonstrated through an environmental impact study that the development or site alteration will
not result in a negative impact to the ecological and/or hydrological functions of the sensitive
surface water feature;

Amending 3.3.5.1 by renumbering subparagraph (c) to subparagraph (d).
Amending 3.3.5.1 by renumbering subparagraph (d) to subparagraph (e).

Amending 3.3.5.1 by renumbering subparagraph (e) to subparagraph (f).



Amending 9.2.2.16 by adding the words “and policy 3.2.3.7” after the words “policy 9.2.2.16.a" in
subparagraph (c).

Amending 10.2.2.1 by deleting the definition for “early successional”.

Amending 10.2.2.1 by adding the following definition:
Fish habitat. Fish habitat is defined in the Federal Fisheries Act as spawning grounds and
nursery, rearing, food supply, and migration areas on which fish depend directly or indirectly in
order to carry out their life process.

Amending 10.2.2.1 by adding the following definition:
Headwater Drainage Feature (HDFs). lll-defined, non-permanently flowing drainage features that
may not have defined bed or banks; they are zero-order intermittent and ephemeral channels,
swales and rivulets, but do not include rills or furrows. HDFs that have been assessed in
accordance with standards and practices of the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
(TRCA) as “protection” and “conservation” are subject to TRCA’s Regulation; those assessed as
“mitigation” may be subject to TRCA's Regulation.

Amending 10.2.2.1 by adding the following definition:
Sensitive Surface Water Features. Water-related features on the earth’s surface, including
headwaters, rivers, stream channels, inland lakes, seepage areas, recharge/discharge areas,
springs, wetlands, and associated riparian lands that can be defined by their soil moisture, soil
type, vegetation or topographic characteristics, that are particularly susceptible to impacts from
activities or events including, but not limited to, water withdrawals, and additions of pollutants.

Amending 10.2.2.1 by deleting in subparagraph (c) to the definition, significant, the words “or an area that
meets any one of the criteria in policy 2.2.40 of the York Region Official Plan;” and replacing it with the
following:

or an area that meets criteria for significant woodlands in the York Region Official Plan;

Amending 10.2.2.1 by adding the following definition:
Waterbody. Lakes, woodland ponds, etc. which provide ecological functions, and generally does
not include small surface water features, constructed ponds on golf courses for irrigation
purposes, or stormwater management ponds which would have limited ecological function.

Amending 10.2.2.1 by adding the following to the definition of woodland after the words “treed areas

separated by more than 20 metres will be considered a separate woodland”:
When determining the limit of a woodland, continuous agricultural hedgerows and woodland
fingers or narrow woodland patches will be considered part of a woodland if they have a minimum
average width of at least 40 metres and narrower sections have a length to width ratio of 3 to 1 or
less. Undeveloped clearings within woodland patches are generally included within a woodland if
the total area of each clearing is no greater than 0.2 hectares. In areas covered by Provincial
Plan policies, woodland includes treed areas as further described by the Ministry of Natural
Resources.
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