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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 m2, 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 m2. 
 
Table 3. Criteria used to evaluate amphibian woodland and wetland significant wildlife 
habitat. 

Significant 
Wildlife Habitat Frog Species Criteria for Eco-

region 7E 
Criteria for Eco-

region 6E 

Amphibian 
Woodland 

 Gray Treefrog 

 Spring Peeper 

 Western Chorus 
Frog 

 Wood Frog 
 

Two or more of the 
listed species with at 
least 20 individuals 

One or more of the 
listed species with 
at least 20 
individuals 

Amphibian 
Wetland 

 Gray Treefrog 

 Western Chorus 
Frog 

 Northern 
Leopard Frog 

 Pickerel Frog 

 Green Frog 

 Mink Frog 

 Bullfrog 

Two or more of the 
listed frog species 
with at least 20 
individuals 

Three or more of 
the listed frog 
species with a least 
20 individuals 

 
 
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 

Type of Habitat Total 
Area (ha) 

Number 
of 

Patches 

Average 
Area of 
Patches 

(ha) 

Size 
Range of 
Patches 

(ha) 
SWH Area Sensitive Open Country 
Breeding Birds   

46.27 1 46.3 46.27 

SWH Special Concern Open 
Country Breeding Birds (Common 
Nighthawk) 

19.16 1 19.2 19.16 

SWH Special Concern Woodland 
Bird Species (Wood Thrush and 
Eastern Wood-pewee) 

1641 67 24.4 
2.1 to 
129 

SWH Area-sensitive Woodland Bird 
Species 

638.63 9 71.0 
23.1 to 
130.5 

SWH Shrub/Early Successional 
Breeding Birds 

998.94 8 124.9 
34.4 to 
385.6 

SWH for Shrub/Early Successional 
Breeding Birds and Threatened 
Grassland Bird Species 

142.34 1 142.3 
34.4 to 
203.9 

Potential SWH - Habitat for 
Threatened Grassland Bird Species 
(Bobolink and Eastern Meadowlark) 

1143.99 56 20.4 
0.24 to 
114.4 

  
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. 
 



 

Vaughan NHN Study – Phase 2-4 page 28 

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: 

 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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 A single 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. 

 

 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.  

 

 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. 

 

 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. 

 

 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: 

 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.; 

 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 
Wildlife Habitat 

NSE, TRCA As determined through analyses described 
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 
Moraine 

York Region Includes Oak Ridges Moraine Core and 
Linkage Areas 

Greenbelt Plan York Region Includes Greenbelt Natural Heritage 
System 

York Regional 
Greenlands 
System 

York Region Includes areas designated York Regional 
Greenlands in Vaughan 

Areas of Natural 
and Scientific 
Interest 

LIO Includes Earth Science and Life Science 
Areas of Natural and Scientific interest 
within the City of Vaughan 

Environmentally 
Significant Areas 

TRCA Includes areas designated Environmentally 
Significant by the TRCA 

City of Vaughan 
Zoning 

Vaughan Includes existing property boundaries and 
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: 

 Schedule 2A Hydrologic Features and Valleylands (Figure 6 in this report); 

 Schedule 2B Woodlands (Figure 7 in this report); and 

 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 



 

Vaughan NHN Study – Phase 2-4 page 33 

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 

 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: 

 Clearly noting that PSWs and Provincial Plan Area wetlands require a 
minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone; 

 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;  

 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  

 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. 
 

 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. 

 

 Renumber policy 3.3.1.5 to 3.3.1.6 and renumber policy 3.3.1.6 to 3.3.1.7 
 

 Add the following definition to Section 10.2.2 (Definitions) of the VOP 2010: 
 

Headwater Drainage Feature (HDFs): Ill-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. 

 

 It is 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. 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; 

 

 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 



 

Vaughan NHN Study – Phase 2-4 page 42 

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: 
 

 Waterbodies, including wetlands, often represent a relatively small 
percentage of the total land area, yet they can be disproportionately more 
valuable than other areas. 

 It is 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 







































































































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, Z.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. 

A
TTA

C
H

M
EN

T 2



 Attachment 2- NHN Study - Tracking Changes to Core Features and Enhancement Areas 

Page 2 of 3 
 

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. 

OS1 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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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-03V07 
 

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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Item Submission Issue Comments Recommendation 

1 

DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Christopher Williams,  
Aird & Berlis LLP 
 
LOCATION: 
4603 and 4611 Hwy 7 
(Forest Green Homes) 
 

Request that the Natural 
Heritage Network boundary be 
revised to be consistent with the 
Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority staked 
top of bank and 10 metre 
setback. 

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. 

2 

DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
J. MacDonald and D. 
Fraser, Beacon 
Environmental 
 
LOCATION: 
9290 McGillivray 
Road, Block 60 

Provided air photo of HDF and 
recommends that the HDF is 
ephemeral and should be 
removed from the Core 
Features. 
 
Unclear as to why Enhancement 
Areas identified along Rainbow 
Creek. 

Headwater Drainage Features (HDFs) 
The City followed specific criteria to incorporate results of HDF 
assessments into the NHN mapping for select areas of the City 
that were field investigated by the City’s consultants. The 
information provided by Beacon does not meet the criteria used 
for the NHN Study as the City’s consultants were not able to 
undertake field investigations in this area. 
 
Enhancement Areas 
Enhancement Area criteria have been revised to be more 
targeted as a result of the NHN Study. Categories of 
Enhancement Areas that are depicted on Schedule 2 include 
open country habitat for grassland/open country species and 
select private lands based on previously approved open space 
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. 

HDFs 
No change is 
recommended at this 
time. 
 
 
 
 
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. 
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Item Submission Issue Comments Recommendation 

3 

DATE: 
August 1, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Don Fraser, Beacon 
 
LOCATION: 
Anland Developments 
Inc., 281187 Ontario 
Limited, H&L Title Inc., 
and Ledbury 
Investments Ltd. 

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 
to be consistent with the 
Vaughan Mills Secondary Plan. 
Justification is that current 
feature is not in that location. 

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 
Vaughan Mills Centre 
Secondary Plan at the 
Ontario Municipal Board.  
 

4 

DATE: 
September 25, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
J. MacDonald and D. 
Fraser, Beacon 
Environmental 
 
LOCATION: 
Block 42 

Removal of Watercourses from 
Core Features 
Noted that previous information 
was provided regarding the flow 
regime of specific watercourses, 
which were identified as ‘Core 
Feature’ on Vaughan NHN 
mapping, but were identified 
through field investigation and 
aerial photo interpretation as 
ephemeral in nature and would 
therefore not qualify as a ‘Core 
Feature’ 
 
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. 
 

Removal of Watercourses from Core Features 
It is described in the staff report of June 17, 2014 that 
watercourses were removed from the Core Features only for 
those reaches of watercourses for which an HDF assessment 
was undertaken by the City’s consultants and the landowner, and 
there was agreement that the management recommendation was 
“Mitigation” according to the TRCA/CVC Guidelines. 
 
Watercourses 
Mapping Criteria and HDF Guideline. The City agrees with the 
comments of the respondent. The text regarding mapping criteria 
will be revised to better reflect: (i) the decision-rules used for 
removing watercourses from Core Features based on the 
available HDF assessments, and (ii) the policy framework. 
 
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 

No further mapping 
changes to watercourses 
are recommended at this 
time.  
 
Waterbodies are no 
longer included as Core 
Features in the revised 
Schedule 2 given the 
variety of waterbodies 
included in the available 
data layer. The proposed 
policy amendment 
regarding sensitive 
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 



Attachment 3 – NHN Study - Responses to Public Comment Submissions 

 

Page 3 of 26 
 

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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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.”  

5 

DATE: 
June 23, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
C. Facciolo,  
Bratty and Partners 
LLP 
 
LOCATION: 
Novogal Development 
Inc., Block 60 Lands 

Client is an appellant to VOP 
2010. 
 
Hopeful that concerns can be 
resolved. 

The respondent is an appellant to the VOP 2010 (Appeal #52) 
 
The City and the City’s consultant met with the respondent on 
October 20, 2014 given that the lands will be the subject of a 
future block plan process. A summary of the meeting was 
provided by the City to the attendees. 
 

Proposed policy 
amendments as well as 
proposed modifications to 
the mapping regarding 
Enhancement Areas are 
intended to address the 
issues discussed on 
October 20, 2014. 
 

6 

DATE: 
June 16, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Gaetano Franco, 
Castlepoint 
Investments 
 

Woodland Criteria 
City should consider revising the 
definition of woodlands to be 
consistent with the York Region 
Official Plan (ROP 2010). 
 
Wetland Vegetation Protection 
Zone 

City staff and the City’s consultants met with the respondent on 
October 17th, 2014. Meeting notes and action items were 
delivered to meeting attendees on November 3rd, 2014. 
 
Woodland Criteria 
There is an error in proposed Schedule 2B and Section 7.1 of the 
consulting team report that only woodlands > 0.5 hectares are 
included. Woodlands 0.2 hectares or greater are considered 

Mapping changes 
regarding waterbodies 
and Enhancement Areas 
are noted elsewhere in 
this table. Proposed 
policy amendments are 
intended to address 
issues raised by the 
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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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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 (HDFs) 
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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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. 

7 

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 3rd, 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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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 
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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. 

8 

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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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”. 

9 

DATE: 
June 16, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Rosemary Humphries,  
Humphries Planning 
Group 
 
LOCATION: 
10951 Kipling Avenue 
1539253 Ontario Ltd. 

 
Request that the natural heritage 
delineation as part of OP.09.003 
and Z.09.026 be reflected in the 
NHN study. 

A staff report of June 18, 2013 to Committee of the Whole 
recommended approval of the development application (Official 
Plan Amendment File OP.09.003). Council, at its meeting of June 
25, 2013, adopted the following recommendation, in part (Item 9, 
CW Report No. 32):  
 

Committee of the Whole recommendation of June 18, 2013:  
The Committee of the Whole recommends:  
1) That consideration of this matter be deferred to 

September 2013, to allow further consultation between 
the applicant, staff, and the local residents; 
 

The matter was again deferred by Council on October 8, 2013. 
 

No changes will be made 
to the NHN mapping at 
this time given that the 
development application 
is not approved.  
 
The respondent is an 
appellant to VOP 2010 
(Appeal # 68) and the 
matter will be addressed 
through the approvals 
process at the Ontario 
Municipal Board. 

10 DATE: 
June 16, 2014 

Request formal notice of any 
amendments to the VOP 2010 

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 
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Item Submission Issue Comments Recommendation 

 
RESPONDENT: 
Rosemary Humphries, 
Humphries Planning 
Group,  
 
LOCATION: 
281187 Ontario Ltd. 
and Anland 
Developments Inc. 

pursuant to Section 17(23) of the 
Planning Act. 
 
A 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 justification provided is that 
current feature is not in that 
location. 

(Appeal #75 and Appeal # 
83) and the matter will be 
addressed through the 
approvals process of the 
Vaughan Mills Centre 
Secondary Plan at the 
Ontario Municipal Board.  
 

11 

DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Mark McConville,  
Humphries Planning 
Group Inc. 
 
LOCATION: 
Hwy 400 North 
Employment Lands 
(Blocks 35 and 34 
West), Highway 400 
Landowners Group 

30 Metre Area of Interest to 
Watercourses 
Concerned that NHN creates 
inflexible regime through 
imposition of a 30-metre wide 
VPZ on either side of the high 
water mark of all watercourses. 
 
Inclusion of Watercourses 
Landowners take issue with the 
precautionary approach that all 
watercourses are identified as 
Core Features. 
 
OPA 637 Approval at the OMB 
Letter refers to Section 2.3.2.10 
of OPA 637 and claim that the 
OPA 637 lands are not subject 
to the outcome of the NHN 
Study. 

City staff and the City’s consultants met with the respondent on 
October 17th, 2014. Meeting notes were delivered to meeting 
attendees on November 3rd, 2014. 
 
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 
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 
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. 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 

There are no further 
recommendations at this 
time. 
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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 3rd, 2014: 
 

OPA 637 now forms Section 11.4 (Highway 400 North 
Employment Lands Secondary Plan) to Volume 2 of VOP 
2010. It is 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. 
 

  

mailto:ashepherd@IBIGroup.com
mailto:ashepherd@IBIGroup.com
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DATE: 
June 24, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Ryan Mino-Leahan 
KLM Planning 
Partners 
 
LOCATION: 
Block 21 Developers 
Group 

Requests that more detailed 
mapping should be made 
available by the City to review 
results of NHN Study. 

The City is considering this option.  

14 

DATE: 
June 24, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Ryan Virtanen,  
KLM Planning 
Partners 
 
LOCATION: 
Millwood Development 
Inc. 
Block 40 (South) 

Request more detailed mapping 
with property limits. 
 
Reserve right to provide further 
comments. 

The area is the subject of a development application (19T-
08V01). 
 
 

There are no 
recommendations at this 
time. 

15 

DATE: 
June 16, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Michael Larkin,  
Larkin Land Use 
Planners 
 
LOCATION: 
7541 Regional Road 
50, Glenview 
Memorial Gardens 
(Arbor Memorial Inc.) 

Request removal of natural 
features given approved Site 
Plan. 
 
“Glenview was approved by the 
Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) 
in a decision issued on 
September 14th, 2000. The 
following year the City of 
Vaughan approved the Master 
Site Plan for the then proposed 
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.” 
 
 

OPA 539 was approved at the OMB for cemetery use.  
Development application file Z.97.067/DA.06.091 includes a 
Master Site Plan consistent with the information provided by the 
respondent and Schedule E-1257 to Exception 9(1139) regarding 
Zoning By-Law 104-2002. 
 
 
 

Drainage features 
oriented east-west are 
removed from the Core 
Features consistent with 
the development 
approval. Drainage 
features oriented north-
south at the eastern part 
of the parcel are included 
in the Core Features as 
agreed with the TRCA. 
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Quinto M. Annibale,  
Loopstra Nixon LLP, 
 
LOCATION: 
9500 Dufferin Street, 
Block 18 
 
Part of the East Half of 
Lot 17, Concession 3 

Requests that the City rely on 
field investigations rather than 
“previous approvals, 
misinformation and 
misinterpretation of the law”. 
 
Formal request for a meeting “to 
discuss the errors in the current 
NHN Study documentation”. 

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. 
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DATE: 
April 28, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Quinto M. Annibale,  
Loopstra Nixon LLP, 
 
LOCATION: 
12011 Pine Valley 
Road, MCN (Pine 
Valley Inc.) 

Formal request for notice. 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 
Schedule 2 include open country habitat for grassland/open 
country species and select private lands based on previously 
approved open space 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. 

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. 
 
The respondent is an 
appellant to VOP 2010 
(Appeal # 57) and the 
matter will be addressed 
through the approvals 
process at the Ontario 
Municipal Board. 
Recommended 
amendments to the 
policies of Chapter 3 and 
modifications to Schedule 
2 through the NHN Study 
may partially or fully 
address the issues. 
 

18 

DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Quinto M. Annibale,  

Hopeful that concerns can be 
resolved. 

The lands in question are immediately south of Kirby Road and 
extending west from Weston Road. The only Core Features on 
the property includes a permanent stream and wetland (part of 
the East Humber River Provincially Significant Wetland Complex, 
Wetland #56). 

The lands are in Block 41 
in the New Community 
Areas. They are the 
subject of a 
Subwatershed Study and 
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Loopstra Nixon LLP 
 
LOCATION: 
Part of East Half of Lot 
30, Conc. 6,Kirbywest 
Ltd Block 41 

 Secondary Plan, which 
will provide the basis for a 
future Block Plan 
process. 
 
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. 
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DATE: 
October 10, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Don Given,  
Malone Givens 
Parsons 
 
LOCATION: 
Block 41 Landowners 
Group 

Number codes below follow the 
structure in the submission 
provided by the respondent. 
 
Scope of NHN Study 
“The determination of any 
enhancement beyond the NHN 
should await the Subwatershed 
Study and MESP stage where it 
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 

Scope of NHN Study 
The NHN Study is intended to update Core Features and 
Enhancement Areas mapping with criteria and decision-rules that 
can be applied consistently across Vaughan. Hence, there have 
been removal and additions to Core Features as decision-rules 
have been applied in this consistent manner. Furthermore, a new 
Enhancement Area in Block 41, for example, could be a 
recommendation of the NHN study for review as part of the 
Secondary Plan. At this time, there has not been an ecological 
rationale for new Enhancement Areas in Block 41. The scope of 
work for the NHN Study was detailed in staff reports to the 
December 6th, 2011 meeting of the Committee of the Whole for 
Phase 1 and the September 4th, 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 

The following 
recommendations are 
provided in the staff 
report: 
- Not requiring a 

definition for 
watercourses in VOP 
2010; 

- Adding to the definition 
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 
part 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 
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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 (HDFs) 
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 (CFZ) 
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 Item # 11  
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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_11e7ac761c-
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. 

http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.sustainablecitynetwork.com/topic_channels/environmental/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_11e7ac761c-ce968d4345-188653421
http://www.icleicanada.org/component/k2/item/121-biodivercitiesprimer
http://www.icleicanada.org/component/k2/item/121-biodivercitiesprimer
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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. 
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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 5th, 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.” 
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Antony Niro,   
Maple resident 
 
LOCATION: 
Transportation 
Infrastructure 

Comment that NHN should not 
interfere with transportation 
infrastructure. 

Infrastructure projects are often approved through an 
Environmental Assessment process. Policy 3.2.3.7 addresses 
conflicts between the NHN and infrastructure projects. 
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 

Disagree with Core Features 
designation for drainage 
features resulting from 

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 

The respondent is an 
appellant to VOP 2010 
(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. 
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DATE: 
June 16, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Alan Young,  
Weston Consulting 
 
LOCATION: 
21 Mill Street 
 

Recommend to delete entire 
property from NHN. 
 
‘Natural Area’ designation in 
VOP 2010 appealed by former 
owner. 
 
Consent application considered 
by Committee of Adjustments. 
 
The respondent provided a letter 
from the TRCA dated May 9, 
2013. 

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 
confirmed by the Toronto 
and Region Conservation 
Authority. 
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Ryan Guetter, Weston 
Consulting 
 
LOCATION: 
4650 Hwy 7, Pebble 
Creek Development 

Request the owner’s EIS be 
considered as part of the NHN 
Study in advance of a 
development application 
proceeding. 
 
Request to be notified 
concerning any further meetings 
or decisions (contact Jack 
Wong, Weston Consulting, 905-
738-8080 ext. 244, or Gabriel 
DiMartino at 
gdimartino@graywoodgroup.co
m). 

A development application was recently assigned (19T-14V006, 
related files OP.14.004, Z.14.025).  
 

Any modifications to the 
NHN will be made 
following an approved 
development application.   
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Ryan Guetter, Weston 
Consulting 
 
LOCATION: 
7553 Islington 

Previously filed appeal 
(Briardown Estates). 
 
Submitted an EIS for the subject 
properties. Do not agree with 
findings of the NHN Study.  
 
Request opportunity to meet 
with Staff. 

The parcel at 7553 Islington Avenue is designated “Open Space” 
in OPA No. 240 (Woodbridge Community Plan) and is split-zoned 
‘OS1’ Open Space Conservation Zone and ‘A’ Agricultural by 
Zoning By-law 1-88). 150 Bruce Street is designated “Low 
Density Residential” in OPA No. 240 (Woodbridge Community 
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 

The respondent is an 
appellant to VOP 2010 
(Appeal # 33) and the 
matter will be addressed 
through the approvals 
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. 
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DATE: 
June 10, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Kurt Franklin,  
Weston Consulting 
 
LOCATION: 
9000 Bathurst Street 

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 
mapping (Schedule 2 of VOP 2010), but is included in the 
woodland mapping (Schedule 2B). 
 
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. 

The matter will be 
addressed through the 
development review 
process, such as 
requiring the submission 
of an environmental 
impact study (EIS) and/or 
natural heritage 
evaluation (NHE). 
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DATE: 
June 17, 2014 
 
RESPONDENT: 
Jane McFarlane,   
Weston Consulting 
 
LOCATION: 
11211 Weston Road 

Object to features shown on 
proposed Schedules 2B and 2C. 

The City revised the Core Features delineation to remove the 
Core Feature overlay for the portion of the feature located 
outside of the Greenbelt Plan. However, the features should still 
be shown on the pertinent Schedules depicting specific features, 
such as Schedule 2B regarding woodlands and Schedule 2C 
regarding significant wildlife habitat (SWH) for amphibian 
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 

The matter will be 
addressed through the 
Block Plan process for 
the Hwy 400 North 
Employment Lands. 
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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”. 
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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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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). 
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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 
3.2.3.13 to 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 
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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. 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. 

 
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). 
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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). Ill-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. 

 
 
 












