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City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Attention: Committee Members
Your Worship and Members of the Committee:

Re: Committee of the Whole (“Committee”) Meeting January 12,
2016 - Item 6, VOP 2010 Proposed Modifications to Schedule 2
“Natural Heritage Network” (“NHN")

Teston Green Landowners Group (“Block 27”)

We write on behalf of Block 27 and its constituent landowner group members as
listed in Schedule “A” to this letter.

On June 23, 2015, at its meeting, Council directed City Staff to report back in
quarter 4 of 2015 on the NHN Inventory and Improvements Study Completion,
Recommendations and associated amendments to VOP 2010 (“Proposed
Amendments”). Since that time our client and its consultants have continued to
have discussions and met with City Staff. There were four significant areas of
disagreement as outlined in our attached submission letter dated June 15, 2015
(attached to this correspondence are previous submissions provided on behalf of

Block 27).

To our knowledge no report has been made by City Staff to date. Rather City Staff
now asks Council to endorse modifications to Schedule 2 in a vacuum.

The approach taken by City Staff is problematic for several important reasons as
outlined below.
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1. Procedural Concerns and No Notice to the Public

First, there are procedural issues, including concerns regarding the lack of notice
being provided to the public and stakeholders. What City Staff refers to as
modifications to Schedule 2, are actually amendments to the Schedule and to the
VOP 2010. They should be brought forward as part of a comprehensive Official
Plan Amendment (“OPA”) under the Planning Act, together with related policy
amendments. In fact, we had been assured that the amendments would be made
as part of a separate OPA and not lumped into the existing VOP 2010 appeals.

City Staff is adding an additional 1,368 hectares of land to Schedule 2 previously
not identified as Core Features. No notice of these modifications is being provided
to the public and stakeholders. Those that are not already involved in the NHN or
the VOP 2010 appeal have no opportunity to learn about the modifications to
Schedule 2 and how they impact their lands. One such example is the land owned
by Galcat Investments Inc. located at Pine Valley Drive and Highway 407. A Core
Feature is proposed to be added on the land in Schedule 2 and no one has
contacted the landowner with notice of this change. Stakeholders who may have
had no reason to previously appeal the VOP 2010 have no knowledge that their
lands may now contain a Core Feature.

2. Timing

The timing of City Staff's Recommendation is also problematic. Schedule 2 is
being brought before the Committee just after the holiday break with very little
time for review of the modifications and the resulting impact. The City Staff Report
was only available to the public on Thursday January 7, 2016, with no notice to
those who are not already monitoring the NHN or VOP 2010.

3. Inconsistencies and Specific Concerns with Modified Schedule 2

Despite the limited time available to review the proposed modifications our client’s
consultants have already identified several concerns with the modified Schedule,
including:

1. New Core Features not previously included, for which justification has not
been provided;

2. A Core Feature is shown on the site of a proposed school as reflected in the
Secondary Plan map schedule;

3. There are no accompanying policy revisions proposed;
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The policy changes recommended by North-South Environmental are not
included, despite the June 16, 2015 City Staff Report containing numerous
pages of Proposed Amendments;

5. There is disconnect between the Chapter 3 policies before the Ontario
Municipal Board (the “Board”) and the modified Schedule 2;

6. New Core Features (e.g. headwater drainage features) have been added to
Schedule 2 but are not defined in the VOP 2010;

7. Section 3.2.3 of Chapter 3 indicates that the policy text prevails over the
mapping shown on Schedule 2. As proposed the policies in Chapter 3 are
not consistent with Schedule 2 and Schedule 2 may mislead the reader to
think that features do not exist on lands where the policy text indicates
otherwise. This is yet another reason for dealing with the Proposed
Amendments and Schedule 2 together.

The piecemeal approach taken by City Staff is creating additional inconsistencies
between the Schedule 2 mapping and the policies, which are not being brought
forward at the same time. Our client has been consistent in the request that
Proposed Amendments and NHN mapping, including a Compensation Protocol,
and/or principles related to it, must be considered at the same time, and must be
part of a comprehensive OPA. The NHN is an interconnected system which stretches
throughout the City. Bringing forward parts of Schedule 2 without the complementary
policies is a mistake.

4. Appeal Rights Being Thwarted

The notation included in the legend to Schedule 2 compounds the concerns
regarding process and lack of notice. The notation suggests that additional changes
will be brought forward. It reads:

This Schedule is subject to change based on the results of the
Natural Heritage Network Study, undertaken by North-South
Environmental Inc. (2015), which will define the Natural Heritage
Network by both its natural features and as a Natural Heritage
System in accordance with the Provincial Policy Statement.

The notation suggests that the City’s Official Plan environmental policies can be
amended or added as these documents change from time to time, without the
benefit of public consultation or the appeal rights available under the Planning Act.
The Official Plan is intended to be a clear statement of applicable policies and all
relevant matters should be included in it.
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5. Additional VOP 2010 Appeals

Rather than resolving VOP 2010 appeals, the approach proposed by City Staff will
result in additional appeals being filed.

Although our client had not appealed the VOP 2010, rather choosing the
collaborative route of engaging City Staff to discuss concerns, another landowner
filed an area specific appeal of some of the VOP 2010 Chapter 3 policies and
Schedule 2 which includes the Block 27 lands.

Although, the Block 27 lands are not identified as under appeal in Attachment 3 of
the Staff Report, City legal has confirmed that they will be included in a revised
version of the Schedule 2. With the modified Schedule 2 proposed to be brought
before the Board for approval, our client is left with no choice but to file an appeal
of Schedule 2 and the Chapter 3 policies. This is unfortunate considering the
progress our client believed to have made in discussions with City Staff.

We respectfully continue to ask that City Staff be directed to meet with our client
and our client’s consultants and that the NHN mapping be considered at the same
time as the Proposed Amendments and a Compensation Protocol, and/or

principles related to it, and as part of a comprehensive OPA.

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

Yours sincerely,
DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

r

Katarzyna Sliwa
encl. Asabove

copy: Ms. Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan
Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Roy McQuillan, Acting Director Policy, City of Vaughan
Mr. Nik Mracic, Cole Engineering Group Ltd.
Mr. Nick Karakis, Cole Engineering Group Ltd.
Mr. Don Fraser, Beacon Environmental
Mr. John Bousfield, Bousfields Inc.
Client




SCHEDULE "A"

BLOCK 27 LANDOWNER GROUP MEMBERS

Lormel Developments Ltd.

Di Poce Consulting Inc.
Keltree Developments Inc.
West Jane Developments Inc.
Gusgo Holdings Ltd.

Rosehollow Estates Inc.

Erica La Posta, Peter La Posta, Stephen Di Biase,
Adrian Di Biase, Eliana Di Biase

Vincenza Petricca

Heathfield Construction Ltd.

Keele Street Properties Limited
Giuseppe Battistella, Palmira Battistella
Ferrara Glade Investments Inc.
Bayview-Wellington Properties Inc.

Gold Park (Maple) Inc.

Teston Woods Development Corporation

Alderlane Estates Inc.

June 15, 2015
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June 15, 2015
By E-Mail Only to jeffrey.abrams@vaughan.ca

Mt. Jeffrey Abrams

City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontatio

L6A 1T1

Attention: Mayor Bevilacqua and Council Members

Your Worship and Members of Council:

Re: Committee of the Whole (“Committee”) Meeting, June 16, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements
Study Completion and Recommended Amendment to the
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (the “Proposed Amendments”)
Teston Green Landowners Group (“Block 277)

We write on behalf of Block 27 and its constituent landowner group members as
listed in Schedule “A” to this letter.

Since the Committee’s meeting on April 14, 2015 our clients and their consultants
have had several meetings with City Staff. Progress was made with respect to eight
matters — some minor text and definition revisions, and others more significant.

There remain four significant areas of disagreement. We respectfully ask that Staff
be directed to continue to meet with our clients and our clients’ consultants. We
also ask that the Proposed Amendments, Compensation Protocol and NHN
mapping be considered at the same time as part of a comprehensive Official Plan
Amendment (“OPA”).

Our clients’ concerns are as follow:

1. Definition of Significant Valleylands and Corridors, 3.2.3.4: Staff have
treated all valleylands as “significant” without justification. In addition, valley
“corridor” has been defined in a way that may result in extending it well
beyond the physical limits of the valley.
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The only reference to significant valleylands in the Vaughan Official Plan 2010
is in the definition of “Valley and Stream Corridor” which indicates that further
clarification will be provided through the NHN Study and future development
applications. The NHN Study does not provide clarity or an explanation,
technical or otherwise, for declaring all valleylands significant.

The City is required to provide this clarification by the Provincial Policy
Statement, 2014 (“PPS"). It differentiates between “valleylands” and
“significant  valleylands”  (ie., the latter exhibiting important
physical/hydrological/ecological attributes and functions and representing the
best examples in a given geographic area).

The Natural Heritage Reference Manual clearly states that “the identification
and evaluation of significant valleylands based on the recommended criteria
from the Ministry of Natural Resources is the responsibility of planning
authorities”, Staff are - without explanation or justification - treating all
valleylands as significant in the context of the PPS, the Oak Ridges Moraine
Conservation Plan (‘ORMCP") and the Greenbelt Plan. This is a clear example
of the NHN Study stepping outside of the terms of reference.

Therefore, inclusion of the following additional text at the end of policy 3.2.3.4
is unjustified and without demonstrated merit - that “All valley corridors in
Vaughan are significant valleylands”.

Furthermore, the TRCA's definition of “stream corridors” has been used by
Staff; however, this is not the same as “permanent and intermittent streams” as
defined by the Province. Stream corridors include “depressional features ...
whether or not they contain a watercourse”. Therefore a “stream corridor” goes
well beyond the definition of a “permanent and intermittent stream” because it
includes ephemeral drainage features, dry swales and agricultural rills.

The policy should mirror the corresponding Greenbelt Plan provision, if not
word for word, then at least in intent. Our clients' consultants have
recommended that policy 3.2.3.4. a) ii) be revised as follows to provide clarity:

ii, a minimum 30 metre vegetation protection zone from the feature limit
significant valleylands [assuming that these are differentiated from
valleylands] and permanent and intermittent streams within the Oak
Ridges Moraine and Greenbelt Plan Areas.

. Compensation for Non-Significant Woodlands: Staff's recommendation

requires compensation for non-significant woodlands (i.e. between 0.2 and 0.5
hectares in size) and indicates that there must be a “net gain” in woodland
area. This is not consistent with the policies in the Region’s Official Plan.
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With respect to policy 3.3.3.4, a definition of what would qualify as a net gain
has been requested by our clients’ consultants, as well as clarification regarding
the meaning and intent of “Woodland compensation...vegetation protection
zones.” If the intent is that compensation will not be accepted within Provincial
Plan areas, our clients strongly objects to this approach.

3. Language in the Proposed Amendments that Elevates an Advisory
Agency, such as the TRCA, to a Quasi-Approval-Authority: This is
apparent in the language in iterns 7, 16 and 17 of the Proposed Amendments.

For example, ltem 7 requires that compensation be to the satisfaction of TRCA
for alteration of several core features (e.g., woodlands) that are not within
TRCA's legislated jurisdiction, which only relates to wetlands, watercourses and
valleys. In addition, with the inclusion of references to publications such as the
TRCA's Living City Policies, the City's environmental policies can be amended
or added to as these documents change from time to time, without the benefit
of public consultation or the appeal rights available under the Planning Act.
The Official Plan is intended to be a clear statement of applicable polices and
all relevant matters should be included in it.

4. Compensation Protocol: Staff have indicated that additional studies are
required to determine the Compensation Protocol, and have proposed to defer
the question to the Secondary Plan process. We have not been provided with
any explanation as to how this would occur. Our clients’ position is that the
Compensation Protocol, Proposed Amendments and NHN mapping must be
considered and decided at the same time, and must be part of ‘a comprehensive
OPA.

At the Aprii 14, 2015 Committee meeting we heard from Planning
Commissioner Mackenzie that the Compensation Protocol could be ready for
late fall or early winter. With the Proposed Amendments and OPA arising from
the NHN Study scheduled to come back to Council in September for approval,
we urge the Committee that the Compensation Protocol be dealt with at the
same time. If required, the entire matter should briefly be deferred to ensure
that the Compensation Protocol is included in and consistent with the OPA.

Our previous submissions to the Committee are attached for greater detail and
convenience of reference.

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

Thank you for the continued opportunity to provide you with comments.
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.‘ ,f;ncl. As above

/ copy: Ms. Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan

Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner, City of Vaughan

Mr. Gerry Lynch, Cole Engineering Group Ltd.

Mr. Don Fraser, Beacon Environmental

Mr. John Bousfield, Bousfields Inc.

Clients
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April 13, 2015
By E-Mail Only to jeffrey.abrams@vaughan.ca

Mr. Jeffrey Abrams

City Clerk

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

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

Re: ltem 1, Commitiee of the Whole Meeting, April 14, 2015
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Natural Heritage Network Inventory and Improvements
Study Completion and Recommended Amendment to
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (the “Proposed Amendments”)
Teston Green Landowners Group (“Block 277)

We write on behalf of Block 27. The purpose of this letter is to respectfully request
that this matter be deferred to allow for discussions with our clients to continue.

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

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

We acknowledge that our clients and their consultants have met with Staff and that
there has been some progress, but the bottom line is not nearly enough. Many of
the serious questions repeatedly raised by our clients’ consultants continue to go
unaddressed in the NHN Study as presently written. These concerns include a
prohibitive impact of the viability of the proposed GO Station.
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Also significant is the proposal to defer a decision on the INHN habitat
_ compensation protocol (the “Protocol”), treat it separately and shield it from the
B g :vlee > scrutiny of the Planning Act public consultation process. The Protocol, Proposed

Amendments and NHN mapping must be adopted at the same time, and must be

Partners . -
L1 B part of a comprehensive and complete Official Plan Amendment.

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

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

Yours sincerely,
DAVIES HOWE PARTNERS LLP

Katarzyna Sliwa
encl. Asabove

copy: Ms. Dawne Jubb, Solicitor, City of Vaughan
Mr. John Mackenzie, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
Mr. Tony lacobelli, Environmental Planner, City of Vaughan
Mr. Gerry Lynch, Cole Engineering Group Ltd.
Mr. Don Fraser, Beacon Environmental
Mr. John Bousfield, Bousfields Inc.
Clients



| |
. "
Y| ]

b g e e
.‘-"
s S
R

Davies
Howe
Partners
LLP

Lawyers

The Fifth Floor
99 Spadina Ave
Toronto,QOntario
M5V 3P8

T 416.977.7088
F 416.977.8931
davieshowe,com

Please refer to: Michael Melling
e-mall: michoelm@davieshowe,com
direct line: 416.263.4515

File No. 702275

January 30, 2015
By E-Mail Only to Dawne.Jubb@vaughan.ca

Ms. Dawne Jubb

Solicitor

City of Vaughan

2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
Vaughan, Ontario

L6A 1T1

Dear Ms. Jubb:

Re: Teston Green (Block 27) Landowners Group (“Block 27”)
Natural Heritage Network Study (“NHN Study”)
Proposed Policy Amendments
Chapter 3, Figures 2A, 2B and 2C (the “Proposed Amendments”)
Natural Heritage Network Schedule
Vaughan Official Plan 2010 (“VOP 2010")

We write on behalf of Block 27.

Our clients did not appeal the VOP 2010 despite significant concerns with
Schedule 2 and some of the environmental policies in Chapter 3. Rather, they
have been working co-operatively with City staff, by way of information exchange
and meetings, since the VOP 2010 was adopted and the NHN Study was initiated.

On January 9, 2015 the City produced the Proposed Amendments. Our clients
have very sianificant concerns with them.,

These concerns, informed by our client's environmental consultant, Don Fraser of
Beacon Fnvironmental, and land use planner, John Bousfield of Bousfields Inc.,
are outlined in detail below.

Policy 3.3.2.2 Non-Evaluated/Other Wetlands

It is our understanding that the Proposed Amendments are intended to provide a
clear distinction between:

s T ——
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(a)  wetlands evaluated as Provincially Significant and those subject to
the Greenbelt Plan and Qak Ridges Moraine Conseruvation
Flan(*ORMCP"), on the one hand; and

(b)  all “other” wetlands (previously referred to as “non-evaluated”
wetlands), on the other hand.

Policy 3.3.2.2 of the VOP 2010 says that “non-evaluated wetlands...shall be
assessed for their significance, in accordance with criteria provided by the
Province...”. This appears to intend that, prior to any development or site
alteration, a wetland be evaluated in accordance with the Ontarlo Wetland
Evaluation System (“OWES”).

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

s the determination of a wetland’s significance has historically been and should
remain the responsibility of the Province, through the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (“MNRF");

»  OWES is not the method by which wetlands are assessed for function through
the development process; rather, this is done through an Environmental Impact
Study (“EIS"):

¢ In almost all cases an OWES wetland evaluation involves examining other
private properties to which access is not available; a single landowner cannot
do a “wetland complexing” exercise that could encompass many discrete
wetland units extending across numerous square kilometres (note: under
OWES the evaluator cannot confine an evaluation to a given parcel of land
with pre-imposed boundaries); and

« Evaluations under OWES are expensive and time consuming; in addition, the
additional delays (and associated costs) incurred while waiting for an
evaluation to be reviewed and accepted by the MNRF will add considerable
time to an already lengthy and onerous process.

There is also a significant discrepancy with respect lo evaluation standards. The
“Discussion Notes” related to this policy say that the Proposed Amendments to the
policy text are “in conformity with the Regional Municipality of York [“Region”]
Official Plan 2010 [“ROP”] policy 2.2.39" and “consistent with ROP policy
2.2.42". However, the Proposed Amendments to policy 3.3.2.2 state that “other
wetlands shall be assessed for their significance, in accordance with criteria
provided by the Province...” [emphasis added]. This language goes well beyond
that of the ROP policies.
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ROP policy 2.2.39 does not include the word “significance”, and makes no
reference to the application of provincial assessment criteria, or specifically OWES.
Rather, it requives “an environmental Impact study that determines their
importance, functions and means of protection and/or maintenance of function, as
appropriate, to the satisfaction of the approval authority” [emphasis added].

Our client's consultant team was involved with the ROP policy amendments and
has confirmed that the phrase “shall be assessed for their significance” was
removed from a previous version of ROP policy 2.2,39, in recognition that it was
the speclfic intent of the Region to nol require a formal wetland evaluation using
OWES. The revised VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2 continues to include this

requirement,

Furthermore, the new subparagraph (c) refers to “other” wetlands “evaluated in
accordance with the Region Official Plan”, which is misleading, since the Region
does not require an “evaluation” per se. New subparagraph (c) also says that in
cases where an “other” wetland is determined to be appropriate for protection, it
“shall have a vegetation protection zone generally no less than 15 metres”. This is
different from the ROP requirement, which does not stipulate the width of a buffer
for any “non-evaluated” or “other” wetlands. Rather, an EIS should determine if a
wetland warrants protection and, if so, why and by what means. This may include
provision of a vegetation protection zone; however, its width should not be
prescribed, but rather dictated by site-specific conditions.

The revised VOP 2010 policy 3.3.2.2 is not in conformity with ROP policy 2.2.39.
We request that the VOP 2010 reflect ROP policies 2.2.39 through 2.2.42.

Policies 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 Woaoadlands

Based on Beacon's review of the VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.4 (“Core Features”), the
results of the NHN Study, and many past discussions with City staff and North-
South Environmental (the City's NHN Study consultant), it had consistently been
understood that Core Feature woodlands were defined as those greaier than 0.5
ha. This understanding was confirmed by the statement that “All woodland
patches greater than 0.5 ha in size are Included in the NHN", found on page 29 of
the Phase 2 — 4 NHN Study Report (prepared by North-South Environmental, May
2014). It is also confirmed by Schedule 2B (Natural Heritage Network -
Woodlands), which maps all woodlands greater than 0.5 ha.

The Proposed Amendments to the VOP 2010 policy 3.3.3 appear to include all
woodlands areater than 0,2 ha. as Core Features, rather than those that are greater
than 0.5 ha. These 0.2 to 0.5 ha woodlands are not shown on Schedule 2b, nor
do any woodlands falling into this size range appear as Core Features on Schedule
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2 — Natural Heritage Network (either in the current VOP 2010 or as proposed in
the North-South Report).

Furthermore, the Proposed Amendments require additional study by a landowner
to assess whether these smaller woodlands “meet tests of significance as set out in
the ROP”. If these woodlands do not meet these tesis they “can be modified
subject to habitat compensation”, The proposed VOP 2010 policy 3.3.3.3 does
not, however, provide any explanation or definition of “compensation”, other than
to make reference to providing “a net ecological gain™. A clear indication of the
compensation parameters is needed to provide certainty and clarity.

The inclusion of these smaller woodlands constitutes a major change from the
original VOP 2010, specifically to policy 3.3.3. It not only broadens the definition
of a Core Feature woodland, but places an unacceptable onus on a landowner,

One of the objectives identified by the City in revising policy 3.3.3.3 was to reflect
the woodland policies in the ROP. However, the Proposed Amendments do not
achieve this goal, but rather result in additional confusion.,

Specifically, the “tests” described in the Proposed Amendments do not reflect ROP
policies 2.2.48 and 2.2.49. The fundamental difference is that these ROP palicies
speak to the “tests” under which development or site alteration could occur within
a “significant woodland” (i.e., a woodland greater than 0.5 ha.) situated within an
Urban Area. The proposed policy language in 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4 applies to non-
significant (i.e., 0.2 to 0.5 ha.) woodlands and does not permit development or site
alteration in any woodland deemed “significant” under the Region’s definition (i.e.,
greater than 0.5 ha.).

Finally, it does not appear that there are any circumstances under which
development or site alteration could occur within all or a portion of a woodland
greater than 0.5 ha, (notwithstanding the few exceptions listed under proposed
VOP 2010 policy 3.2.3.7), even though ROP policy 2.2.49 does permit this in
certain circumstances.

For the above reasons any consideration of woodlands 0.2 to 0.5 ha. in size as
Core Features must be excluded. It was clearly not the intent of the ROP, the VOP
2010 or the conclusions of the NHN Study to include them.

Other Proposed Policy Revisions

Our clients also have concerns with a number of the other policies listed in the
City’s Table. These include, but are not limited to the following:

i) Policy 3.2.3.4 and Definitions: I is unclear how the Minimum Vegetation
Protection Zones (“MVPZs") associated with “valley and stream corridors”
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relate to MVPZs applied to other aquatic features addressed in the VOP 2010
(e.g, “sensitive surface water features”, valleylands, “headwater drainage
features”, “waterbodies”, watercourses, intermittent and permanent stream,
seepage areas and springs, etc.). In general, there are far too many terms used
to describe water-related features, many of which are not defined in the VOP
2010. This creates overlap and confusion.

Additionally, clarification is needed as it relates to the MVPZ within and outside
the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP areas. As the policy reads it can be
interpreted that the MVPZ from a feature within either the Greenbelt Plan or
ORMCP areas could extend beyond the Greenbelt Plan or ORMCP boundaty,
thus creating an additional buffer beyond the Greenbelt Plan or ORMCP. The
boundaries of the Greenbelt Plan and ORMCP have been fixed for a significant
time with the express intention of protecting certain natural features. If there is
a feature within the boundary, as set by the Province, then the Greenbelt Plan
or ORMCP boundary should be the buffer limit. The language contained in the
policy must provide clarity on this from the outset.

Policy 3.2.3.11: Clarification is required as to the meaning of “modifications”
to Core Feature boundaries and under what circumstances modifications can
occut.

iii) Policies 3.2.3.13 to 3.2.3.15: Clarification is also required as to the

meaning of “critical function zone of wetlands” and “woodland enhancement”
(neither of which are defined terms) in the context of “Enhancement Areas”.
There is no explanation given as to how these are to be defined and to which
wetlands/woodlands they will apply. Proposed policy 3.2.3.15 indicates that
these areas are not depicted on Schedule 2 (presumably because they have yet
to be identified) and that under a new policy 3.2.3.16 these areas, once
identified, “will be incorporated into the [NHN] as Core Features” without
requiring an amendment to the Plan. This is a significant concern as it raises
undesirable uncertainty as to the full extent of the lands that will ultimately
appear as Core Features on Schedule 2.

iv) Policies 3.2.3.7, 3.2.3.11, 3.3.2.3, 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4: In all of these

policies the wording has been changed to require “the satisfaction of the City
and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority” rather than “the
satisfaction of the City in. Q_Qu_st_l_l_ta_tig_rugii_lj [emphasis added] the Toronto and
Region and Conservation Authority”. This goes beyond the corresponding
ROP policies, which all use the words “in consultation with”. The Region’s
language accurately reflects the TRCA's advisory role with respect to the
interpretation and application of ROP policy and should be similarly utilized in
the VOP 2010.
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v) Proposed Supplemental Graphics to Figure 2, Natural Heritage
System: A detailed examination of the collective impacts of proposed Figures
2A, 2B and 2C has revealed unacceptable consequences for the realization of:

Davies
Howe

Partners « a cohesive, intensified Mobility Hub surrounding a new Go Transit Station
LLP in the northeast;

e acompact, walkable neighbourhood in the southeast;

» east/west connectivity in the centre; and

+ the wise use of a limited supply of buildable and serviceable tablelands.

As stated above, our clients had agreed not to appeal the VOP 2010 but rather to
continue to work with City staff to address their concerns. They are frustrated that
the serious issues repeatedly raised by their consultant team continue to go

unaddressed.

We therefore request a meeting with City staff to further discuss these concerns,
with the objective of achieving policy language that is clear and fair.

Thank you for the ongoing opportunity to provide you with our comments.

Yours si m:e:‘elg
DAVIESH EPARTNERSLLE -

/’{;/
'/%}?%mel Melling
_ </ MWMKS
copy: Client
Mt. Don Fraser, Beacon Environmental
Mr. John Bousfield, Bousfields Inc.

Mr, Gerry Lynch, Cole Engineering Group Ltd.



