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Terms and Definitions

The terms “brownfield sites”, “built-up area”, “buil boundary”, “density target”, “designated
greenfield area”, “Greater Golden Horseshoe”, “greyfields”, “intensification”, “intensification target”,

“redevelopment”, “settlement areas”, and “urban growth centres” are used in this document with
the same meaning and definition as in the Growth Plan  for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006, For
convenience, these definitions have been reproduced in Section 5 of this document.

Notes on Maps and Illustrations

The information displayed in illustrations and base
various sources, may not accurately reflect approved
to scale, and may be out of date. The Province of O
any consequences of any use made of these illustrati

First Nations reserve lands are not subject to Ontario's land use planning system and First Nations

reserve lands are not in the Growth Plan area,

maps in this document has been compiled from
land-use and planning boundaries, may not be
ntario assumes no responsibility or liability for
ons and maps,
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SECTION 1.

Introduction

Places to Grow - The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

On June 16, 2006, the Government of Ontario released the Growzh Plan for the Greater
Golden Horseshoe, 2006. It was prepared under the Places to Grow Act, 2005, as part
of the Places to Grow initiative to plan for healthy and prosperous growth throughout
Ontario. The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 can be found at

www.ontario.ca/placestogrow.

Figure 1 below shows the extent of the Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan Area.
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Figure 1: The Greater Golden Horseshoe (Source: Schedule 1, the Growth Plan for the Greater
Golden Horseshoe, 2006).
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The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 aims to:

* Revitalize downtowns to become vibrant centres;

* Create complete communities that offer more options for living, working, shopping
and playing;

* Provide greater choice in housing types to meet the needs of people at all stages of
life;

* Curb sprawl and protect farmland and green spaces; and

* Reduce traffic gridlock by improving access to a greater range of transportation
choices.

The Built Boundary and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe |

The Growth Plan  for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 supports the creation of
compact, mixed-use and transit-supportive communities, I requires municipalities
to accommodate a significant Portion of future residential and employment growth
through intensification.

Intensification is the development of a property, site or area at a higher density than
currently exists through:

* redevelopment, including the reuse of brownfield sites;

* the development of vacant and/or underutilized lots within Previously developed
areas;

* infill development; or

* the expansion or conversion of existing buildings.

Intensification yields many benefits, such as:

* providing a wider range of housing choices closer to amenities such as shopping and
schools, which in turn increases convenience and reduces the amount of time spent

»
traveling between destinations;
* revitalizing neighbourhoods and downtowns;
* making more efficient use of existing infrastructure;
* supporting more frequent transit service; and
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Figures 2a and 2b illustrate the transformation of a hypothetical site in a downtown
through intensification. Through the addition of a few mid- and low-rise buildings
on vacant sites, and pedestrian-oriented landscaping and paving, the example below is
revitalized and transformed into a more compact, vibrant and complete community.

Figure 2a: Before. Figure 2b: After.

A key policy in the Growth Plan is the establishment of an intensification target,
which specifies that by 2015 and each year thereafter, a minimum of 40 per cent of
new residential development will occur within the built-up areas of each upper- or
single-tier municipality [Growth Plan Policy 2.2.3.1]. The intensification target is
a minimum target and municipalities are encouraged to plan for higher densities in
built-up areas. Municipalities, through their intensification strategies, will identify
areas appropriate for intensification within their built boundary.

Built-up areas are defined as the lands within the built boundary. They are those parts
of a community’s settlement area that are already developed. Since a municipality may
contain one or more settlement areas, the built boundary for a municipality may be
made up of one or more built-up areas.

This paper outlines the methodology to delineate the built boundary, and provides
maps of the proposed final built boundary for each single- and upper-tier municipality
in the Greater Golden Horseshoe for use in implemeating the Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006.
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Figure 3: Definitions and terminology relevant to the built boundary.

The built boundary is fixed in time for the purposes of implementing and monitoring
a number of key policies of the Growth Plan, Residential development occurring
within the built boundary will be counted towards achievement of the intensification
target. The Province and municipalities will be able to measure the achievement of the
Growth Plan’s intensification and designated greenfield area policies, assess municipal
land needs, as well as monitor the implementation and effectiveness of the objectives
of the Growth Plan in building more complete, transit-supportive, vibrant and diverse
communities and maximizing the use of existing infrastructure.

lands will be developed or built upon. For example, the inclusion of 1 municipal park
that is in its final form and within the built-up area does not imply that it will be
redeveloped. Similarly, existing stable neighbourhoods within the built-up area might
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not be a focus for intensification. While the intensification target applies to residential
development, this does not support the conversion of employment lands, parks or
other protected spaces within the built-up area for residential uses. The Growth Plan

requires a mix of uses in urban areas.

The built boundary, by definition identifies the built-up area. Lands that lie outside
the built boundary but are within the settlement area are subject to the Growth Plan’s
designated greenfield area policies, including the designated greenfield area density
target. The settlement area boundary is defined by the respective municipal official
plan. The Growth Plan’s minimum density target for designated greenfield areas will
be measured over the entire designated greenfield area of each upper- or single-tier
municipality, and not on individual plans of subdivision.

Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

The Growth Plan defines the built boundary as “the limits of the developed urban area
as defined by the Minister of Public Infrastructure Renewal in accordance with Policy
2.2.3.5”. Policy 2.2.3.5 of the Growth Plan states that the Minister, in consultation
with affected municipalities will verify and delineate the built boundary.

Between 2005-2007, the Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal (PIR) reviewed
existing methodologies and available data sources, and developed an innovative
methodology to verify and delineate the built boundary for the Greater Golden

Horseshoe.

In November 2006, PIR released the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for
Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. That paper described four
proposed steps to delineate the built boundary, and applied the first three steps of the
methodology to generate grid-cell mapping of the approximate built-up areas in the
Greater Golden Horseshoe.

The Ministry received numerous submissions and comments on the proposed
methodology. Based on the input received, the methodology has been finalized. Steps
1, 2, and 3 have not been modified and while they are summarized in this paper for
reference, a full description of Steps 1, 2, and 3 can be found in the November 2006
paper on the Places to Grow website at www.ontario.ca/placestogrow. Step 4, which
involves a series of rules to refine the grid-cell mapping, has been modified and
finalized and is described in its entirety in Section 2.

In late 2006, PIR began refining the grid-cell mapping. A preliminary draft built
boundary was derived using data from the Ontario Parcel Alliance (OPA) and the
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Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) for year end 2005, as well
as datasets maintained by Land Information Ontario. The datasets obtained by
PIR contain only land-use and parcel number information and do not contain any

of the datasets used, please refer to Appendix 3 of the Technica Paper on a Proposed
Methodology for Developing a Buils Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

Working from the preliminary draft built boundary, PIR verified the underlying data
and assumptions with all municipalities in the Greater Golden Horseshoe in the winter
and spring of 2007. Feedback and advice from municipalities based on their local,
expert knowledge, was used to refine the preliminary draft buile boundary and delineate
the proposed final built boundary, which is presented in Section 3 of this paper.

The Proposed Final Buit Boundary

The proposed final built boundary is being released for use in implementing the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. Any refinements required to the
proposed final built boundary should be brought to the attention of the Ministry of
Public Infrastructure Renewal at the address provided in Section 4 of this paper.

A final built boundary as well as the full methodology will be released once all
necessary refinements are complete. Once issued, the final bujlt boundary must be
used in implementing the Growth Plan.
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SECTION 2.

Methodology to Define the Built
Boundary for the Greater Golden

Horseshoe

Steps 1, 2, and 3: Identifying Built-up Areas

The methodology PIR has used to define the built boundary has 4 steps. The first
three steps involve a GIS analysis of the primary data to determine the approximate
extent of built-up areas in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. Step 4 involves verification

and refinement of the built boundary.

Step 1 involves the selection and compilation of the primary data sources. The data
used to delineate the built boundary must track the location and amount of new
residential units annually over the life of the Growth Plan, be consistently available
across the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and be able to identify land use at the parcel
level. MPAC land use and OPA parcel data meet these criteria. Year-end 2005 datasets
are combined to create an integrated parcel and land-use database to be used in

subsequent steps for deriving the built boundary.

In Step 2, settlement areas containing over 400 residential units are identified. The
400-unit threshold corresponds approximately with settlement areas that have full
municipal servicing and capacity to support intensification and future growth. Later,
in Step 4, these settlement areas are further reviewed for suitability to accommodate
intensification prior to a final built boundary being delineated.

In Step 3 the information in the parcel and land-use database is aggregated using a
250m X 250m grid-cell overlay in order to manage the millions of parcel and land-use
records. Grid cells containing a majority of land uses that are considered built are used

as a starting point for further, detailed refinement in Step 4.

In November 2006, PIR published the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for
Developing a Built boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, which contained a more
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Step 4: Refinement of the Grid-cell Mapping to Create 2 Built Boundary

Step 4 provides a final set of refinement rules to apply to the grid-cell mapping,
using a variety of GIS and other data sources such as MPAC and OPA data,
orthophotography, building starts and completions, official plan schedules, road
networks, and water features to delineate a built boundary that is identifiable on the
ground and aligned with roads, water features, and property parcels.

Methodology for Developing a Buily Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, based on
comments received and a test application of the rules.

PIR has worked in consultation with single-, upper- and lower-tier municipalities, as
well as stakeholders and other public bodies, to apply these final refinement rules in
a consistent manner across the Greater Golden Horseshoe to create a proposed final

The following refinement rules are applied in sequence to the built grid-cells generated
in Step 3 to create a built boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

Rule i. Refine settlement areas for which a built boundary will be delineated

In Rule i, the settlement areas identified in Step 2 are further reviewed for suitability to
accommodate intensification, prior to deli eating a built boundary,

A precise boundary is delineated for those settlement areas, identified in consultation
with municipalities, that have full municipal services, will be a focus for intensification,

or will accommodate significant future growth,
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Undelineated built-up areas for smaller, unserviced or partially-serviced settlement
areas, which have limited capacity to accommodate significant future growth, are
represented as dots in the maps in Section 3. These settlement areas are typically small
towns and hamlets. Since they are not expected to be a focus for intensification, they
do not require a delineated built boundary for future monitoring purposes.

The proposed final built boundary is developed for settlement areas identified as such
in approved upper- and single-tier official plans. The approved lower-tier official plan
is used where no upper-tier official plan exists.

Where two settlement areas are adjacent, functionally connected, and within the same
upper- or single-tier municipality, they are considered a single settlement area for the
purposes of delineating a built boundary.

Rule ii. Revert from grid-cells to parcels.

The grid-cell mapping in Step 3

provides for a coarse identification of [ e setament s w400 o more ke | aa

. 4% Buit Parcas 2As g

built-up areas, and does not follow ' o Growth Pian Area L E

parcel or road boundaries. In Rule i, = W&m — TTET

the parcel boundaries are overlaid on ifadans : "k ] 11

the grid cell map and each parcel is rHRE PR T T i

categorized as either built or unbuilt. " TEEE 28 0 5 5 5

Parcels whose geometric centres fall i "_*'3“ e FEITTE '
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of this rule is illustrated in Figure 4. = ~LLLLL L LA L bl
Figure 4: Hiustration of built parcels falling within built grid-
cells.
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Rule iii. Verify land uses of parcels

In this refinement rule, parcels assigned as built but which were known through more
detailed local knowledge or data to be unbuilt, are reassigned as unbuilt. MPAC

data may have several land uses for a single parcel which results in parcels with
predominantly non-urban, unbuilt uses on them appearing as built. Also, some gravel
pits, golf courses, campgrounds, private parks, etc. are re-classified as unbuilt if they are
considered interim uses by the respective municipality.

Rule iv. Assign all brownfield sites and greyfield sites as built

Brownfield sites or greyfield sites not already identified as built in Previous steps are
identified through consultation with municipalities and classified as bujlt.

Rule v. Reassign certain unbuilt parcels adjacent to Provincial 400-series
highways as buiit

Unbuilt parcels lying between the built parcel edge and the centre-line of 2 400-series
provincial highway are reassigned as built, when the distance between the nearest built
parcel edge and the centre-line of the highway is less than 1km. Otherwise they are
treated as unbuilt,

Figures 5a and 5b below illustrate the application of this refinement rule,

Figure 5a Figure 5b

Figure 5a shows built and unbuilt parcels adjacent to a 400-series highway. Figure 5b shows all unbuilt parcels lying between built
parcels that are within 1km. of the highway classified as buiit.
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Rule vi. Include land uses that are in their final form within the built boundary

Parcels currently occupied by the features or uses listed below are considered built since
they are in their final form i.e. not available for redevelopment, and when they are
surrounded by or adjacent to built parcels.

* Municipal, federal and provincial parks.

« Existing servicing and community infrastructure such as water and sewage treatment
plants, landfills, water towers, cemeteries, school yards, etc.

« Transportation infrastructure such as highway rights-of-way, highway interchanges,
canals, airports, rail yards, active railway rights-of-way, docks etc.

Natural heritage features and areas, and flood plains where development is expressly
prohibited, and which are completely surrounded by built parcels are also included
in the built boundary. Parcels containing natural heritage features and areas and
floodplains, and which are almost completely surrounded by built parcels, are

also included in some cases for minor rounding-off. The inclusion or exclusion of
such features from the built-up area does not signify that they can be built on or
redeveloped.
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Rule vii. Inciude recent development prior to Growth Plan effective date

This rule allows for the inclusion of parcels with built structures that existed o June
16, 2006, but which have not been identified in earlier steps (for example parcels that

generally included.

Structures that had a foundation laid prior to June 16, 2006 are generally considered
built. Data supplied by municipalities, including building permits issued prior to June
2006 and MPAC data, are used to determine the status of lands under construction as
of June 2006.

However, in cases where PIR is not able to obtain information on the precise location
of built structures within a partially-built registered Plan of subdivision, the built
boundary is drawn to include the entire registered plan if it is estimated by the
municipality that the majority of parcels were built prior to June 16 2006. Ifit is
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Rule viii. Align the built boundary with roads, rail lines, and water features

In this rule, the built boundary is generally aligned with centre-lines of roads in the
Ontario Road Network (ORN) dataset, active rail lines, or with the edges of water
bodies such as rivers and lakes, if such features lie within 100m of either side of the

edge of the outermost built parcel.

If the built boundary is aligned with a road which is a 400-series provincial highway, a
canal or waterway, or an active rail line, then the edge of the highway adjacent to the
built-up area or highway interchange right-of-way, canal right-of-way, or the active rail
right-of-way respectively, is the edge of the built-up area.

Figures 7a and 7b illustrate the application of this refinement rule.

Figure 7a Figure 7b
Figure 7a shows roads within 100m of buiit parcels. Figure 7b shows the built boundary is established as the centre-line of the road.
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Rule ix. Align the buiit boundary
water features are present

with parcel edges if no appropriate roads or

If no roads or water features lie within 100m of the edge of the built parcels, the built
boundary is aligned with the edge of the outermost built parcel within the settlement
area. Figures 8a and 8b below illustrate the application of this refinement rule,
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Rule x. Treatment of holes in the built-up area

In order to create a largely contiguous built-up area, groups of unbuilt parcels of less
than 37.5 hectares' and completely surrounded on all sides by built parcels, are included
within the built boundary. All urban growth centres are included within the built
boundary. Larger vacant areas, greater than 37.5 hectares, remain as greenfield “holes”
within the built boundary. In a very limited number of instances, some smaller holes also
remain where a municipality considers these areas to be a greenfield rather than built-up
area. Figures 92 and 9b below illustrate the application of this refinement rule.

Figure 9a Figure 9b
Figure 9a shows unbuilt areas less than 37.5 hectares surrounded by built areas. Figure 9b shows the built boundary which
includes unbuilt areas. )

1 Area of 6 grid cells s outlined in the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater
Golden Horseshos.
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Rule xi. Limit the built boundary to the settlement area boundary

The built boundary must lie within a municipal settlement area boundary. On the
ground, individual built parcels may extend beyond settlement area boundaries. In
such circumstances those parcels are excluded from the built boundary. Generally,
the built boundary follows road centre-lines, water feature edges, and property parcel
boundaries, and not the settlement area boundary.

Where the settlement area is defined conceptually in a municipal official plan, and
not as an identifiable line, PIR has worked with the municipality to limit the built
boundary to within the approximate extent of the settlement area,
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SECTION 3.

Proposed Final Built Boundary Maps

The following section provides maps of the proposed final built boundary for each
upper- and single-tier municipality in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. Maps for all
upper- and single-tier municipalities are provided at the same scale.

First Nations reserve lands are not subject to Ontario's land use planning system

and First Nations reserve lands are not in the Growth Plan area. Mapping for First
Nations reserve lands is based on the “Ontario Indian Reserves 2006 Update” dataset
from the Land Information Ontario database of the Ministry of Natural Resources,

and is current to June 16, 2006.

The proposed final built boundary consists of delineated built-up areas and
undelineated built-up areas.

A precise boundary is delineated for those settlement areas, identified in consultation
with municipalities, that have full municipal services, will be a focus for intensification,
or will accommodate significant future growth.

Undelineated built-up areas for smaller, unserviced or partially-serviced settlement
areas, which have limited capacity to accommodate significant future growth, are
represented as dots. These settlement areas are typically small towns and hamlets.

The proposed final built boundary is developed for settlement areas identified as such
in approved upper- and single-tier official plans. The approved lower-tier official plan
is used where no upper-tier official plan exists.

The proposed final built boundary is being released for use in implementing the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. Any detailed questions or
comments on the location of or refinements to the proposed final built boundary
should be brought to the attention of the Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal.
A final built boundary as well as a full methodology will be released once all necessary
refinements are complete. Once issued, the final built boundary must be used in

implementing the Growth Plan.

A PDF copy of each map is available on the Places to Grow website at
www.ontario.ca/placestogrow
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SECTION 4.

Next Steps to Finalize the Built Boundary

This paper describes the final methodology to define a built boundary for the Growzh
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. The paper also includes maps of the
proposed final built boundary derived using this methodology, for each upper- and
single-tier municipality in the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

The proposed final built boundary is being released for use in implementing the
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. Any detailed questions on the
location of or refinements to the proposed final built boundary should be brought to
the attention of the Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal at the address below:

Ron Glenn

Manager, Growth Planning and Analysis
Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal
Ontario Growth Secretariat

777 Bay Street, 4" Floor, suite 425
Toronto, ON, M5G 2E5

Fax: 416-325-7403
E-mail: PlacestoGrow@ontario.ca

For more information please call our toll-free line at 1-866-479-9781.

A final built boundary as well as the full methodology will be published once all
necessary refinements are complete.
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SECTION 5,
Definitions

The definitions of the following words used in this document have the same meaning
and definition as in the Growsh Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006.

Brownfield Sites
Undeveloped or Previously developed properties that may be contaminated. They are
usually, but not exclusively, former industrial Or commercial properties that may be

underutilized, derelict or vacant,

Built-up Area?
All land within the built boundary.

Built Boundary®
The limits of the developed urban area as defined by the Minister of Public

Infrastructure Renewal in accordance with Policy 2.2.3.5 [in the Growth Pian  for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006].

Density Target ‘ ,
The density target for urban growth centres is defined in Policies 224.5and 2.2.4.6
[in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006,

The density target for designated greenfield areas is defined in Policies 2.2, 72,2273
and 2.2.7.5 [in the Growzh Plan  for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006].

Designated Greenfield Area
The area within a settlement area that is not built-up area. Where a settlement area

does not have a built boundary, the entire settlement area is considered designated
greenfield area,

Geographic Information System (GIS)
A computer system designed to allow users to collect, manage and analyze large
volumes of spatially referenced information and associated attribute data.

2 The built boundary consists of delineated and undelineated built-up areqs.
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Greater Golden Horseshoe
The geographic area designated as the Greater Golden Horseshoe growth plan area in

Ontario Regulation 416/05.

Grid-cell
The 250m X 250m square used to manage, group and aggregate land-use and parcel
records for the purpose of analyzing and identifying built areas in the methodology

outlined in this paper.

Greyfields

Previously developed properties that are not contaminated. They are usually, but not
exclusively, former commercial properties that may be underutilized, derelict or vacant.

Intensification
The development of a property, site or area at a higher density than currently exists
through:
a. redevelopment, including the reuse of brownfield sites;
b. the development of vacant and/or underutilized lots within previously
developed areas;

c. infill development; or
d. the expansion or conversion of existing buildings.

Intensification Target
The intensification target is as established in Policies 2.2.3.1,2.2.3.2,2.2.3.3,and

2.2.3.4 [in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006).

Parcel
The boundary polygon defining the extents of an individual property as identified and
recorded by Teranet Inc. and obtained for this analysis through the Ontario Parcel

Alliance.

Redevelopment
The creation of new units, uses or lots on previously developed land in existing

communities, including brownfield sites.
Residential unit

A dwelling as identified by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation for which
assessment records are maintained.
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Settlement Areas
Urban areas and rural settlement areas within municipalities (such as cities, towns,

villages and hamlets) where:

a. development is concentrated and which have a mix of land uses; and
b. lands have been designated in an official plan for development over the long

concentrated.

Urban Growth Centres
Locations set out in Schedule 4 [of the Groweh Pian  for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,

2006]. Urban Growth Centres will be delineated pursuant to Policies 2.2.4.2 and
2.2.4.3 [in the Growsp Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006,

For specific policies, Please refer to the Growss Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,
2006 which can be found at Www.ontario.ca/placestogrow.

Proposed Final Buiit Boundary for the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 Technical Paper Fall 2007
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Appendix “C»
W e

gion Offce of the Regional Chair

<" January 19, 2007

The Honourable David Caplan

Minister of Public Infrastructure Renewal
4th Floor, 777 Bay Street

Toronto, ON MS5G 2E5

Dear Minister Caplan:

Re:  Comments on the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a
Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

Thank-you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Technical Paper on a Proposed
Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

In summary, York Region staff finds the approach and methodology used in developing the built
boundary sound. The methodology allows for a consistent evaluation of the built-up areas across
the GGH. Enclosed, please find a staff report outlining detailed regional comments on the

The proposed rules that finalize the built boundary, however, may pose some problems in
implementation. Due to the detail, complexity and subjective nature of the proposed rules, it is
impossible to determine the impact on some of the key growth areas in the Region. As such, the
Region is able to endorse the methodology, in principle, at this time, with the understanding that
further review and comment on the preliminary draft bujlt boundary will be required.

¢ All Regional Centres should be included in the final built boundary
® All Parkway Belt West lands should be included in the final built boundary
® Comell Centre should be included in the final built boundary
. Hi

[ J

¢ Some of the more rural areas currently have inflated built-up areas that should be excluded
from the final built boundary.

The Regional Municipality of York, 17250 Yonge Strees, Newmarkes, Ontaris L3yvezi1
Tet: 905-895-1231, | -877-GO4-YORK ( 1-877-464-9675), Fax: 905-895-1238
Internes: www.york.ca



January 19, 2007 2
Comments on the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology
for Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

We look forward to the opportunity of discussing these important growth issues with you and
your staff. Should you or your staff have any questions in regard to our issues please call Bryan
Tuckey, Commissioner of Planning 905-830-4444, ext 1500 or John Waller, Director of Long
Range and Strategic Planning 905-895-4444, ext 1525.

Yours truly,
Rt Foal

Bill Fisch
Regional Chair and CEO




Clause No. 1 in Report No. 1 of the Planning and Economic Development Committee to
be considered by the Council of The Regional Municipality of York at its meeting on
January 25, 2007.

1
TECHNICAL PAPER ON A PROPOSED METHODOLOGY FOR DEVELOPING A
BUILT BOUNDARY FOR THE GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE

The Planning and Economic Development Committee recommends the following:

1. Staff be directed to consult with the Local Municipal Staff within the next
week to obtain their input to this report.

2. The Reglonal Chair send a copy of this report and a letter incorporating the
comments of the Local Municipalities, to the Minister of Public
Infrastructure Renewal by the January 19, 2007 deadline for comments.

3. The recommendations contained in the following report, December 6, 2006,
from the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services be adopted:

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:
1. This report be submitted to the province as York Region’s feedback on the built

boundary methodology.

2. Staffreport back to Committee and Council when the final built boundary has been
released and analyzed.

2. PURPOSE

The main purpose of this report is to advise Committee and Council of the key provisions
of the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary Jfor
the Greater Golden Horseshoe (Built Boundary Technical Paper), released by PIR on
November 27, 2006. Also, comments on preliminary mapping of the built-up area are
provided.

3. BACKGROUND
On January 16, 2006, the Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal (PIR) released the

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. The Growth Plan includes polices which
support the development of more compact, vibrant, transit-supportive communities.
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One of the key polices of the Growth Plan is that “by the year 2015 and for each year
thereafter, a minimum of 40 per cent of all residential development occurring annually
within each upper- and single-tier municipality will be within the built-up area.”

The built-up area is defined as “all land within the built boundary”.

The Built Boundary Technical Paper establishes a methodology for developing a built
boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe as well as preliminary mapping of built-up
areas. The mapping does not depict the final built boundary, but rather a broad, grid-cell
analysis of built-up areas. The standard methodology outlined in the technical paper
provides a consistent approach to defining the built boundary for municipalities across
the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

The final version of the built boundary will be a precise, fixed line used for the purposes
of implementing and monitoring the intensification objectives of the Growth Plan.

This report summarizes the built boundary method established by the Ministry of Public
Infrastructure Renewal, as well as comments on the preliminary mapping of the built up
area.

PIR has requested comments from municipalities on the overall approach and, in
particular, on the steps involved in the refinement of the built boundary by January 19,
2007.

4, ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS

4.1 Built Boundary Methodology

The methodology for the development of the built boundary consists of four main steps.
PIR has completed the first three steps. Step 4 includes a draft set of rules for refining
and smoothing the edge of the built up areas, to delineate a final built boundary that
reflects as closely as possible the extent of the built-up area on the ground. Steps 1
through 3 are described below:

Step 1: Creatlon of a Parcel Land-Use Database
The data used to derive the built boundary have been obtained from the Ontario Parcel
Alliance (OPA) and the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC).

Tax Roll 2006 MPAC data is current to year end 2005, and OPA data is current to
January 2006. These databases consistently report the location and number of residential
units at the parcel level on an annual basis across the GGH. The OPA database provides
the geospatial data required in order to map the parcel fabric in a Geographic Information
System. The MPAC database provides the land-use and residential unit information
required to determine the placement of the built boundary. The information from the two
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databases has been incorporated into the Parcel Land-use Database used as the basis for
the built boundary analysis. There are over 300 land-uses identified in MPAC. These
land-uses have been summarized into six categories in the Parcel Land-use Database as

outlined in Attachment 1.

Step 2: Selection of Settlement Areas for which a Built Boundary will be

Developed
Settlement areas are those areas that are designated in a local official plan for

development and urban uses (i.e. urban areas and towns and villages). All built-up areas
that will be delineated by the built boundary will be within settlement areas. However,
not all settlement areas will include built-up areas as some are quite small.

PIR determined that the built boundary would be developed for settlement areas over a
size threshold of 400 residential units, Using the MPAC and OPA datasets, all settlement
areas with 400 or more residential units were selected and mapped.

Step 3: Generation of Grid-cell Mapping for the Areas Identified In Step 2

- In order to analyze the settlement areas, PIR developed a grid-cell matrix. The grid-cell
matrix consists of 250 metre by 250 metre cells and was overlaid on the settlement area
and parcel datasets in order to create a standardized and manageable dataset for further

analysis.

For all grid cells within settlement areas, land-uses were classified as either built or
unbuilt. Please see Attachment 2 for the classification method.

Steps 1 to 3 describe the extent of the work completed by PIR on the built boundary to
date. Overall steps 1 through 3 of the built boundary methodology outlined by PIR are

sound.

Step 4: The Next Step In Built Boundary Methodology (Application of Refinement

Rules)
The completion of Step 4 will result in the refinement of the built-up areas in order to

create a built boundary that is precise, intuitive and identifiable on the ground. The
following rules will be applied to the analysis in Step 4:

Revert from grid-cells to parcels.

Overlay detailed GIS datasets.

Verify land-uses of parcels,

Limit the built boundary to the settlement area boundary.

Reassign certain unbuilt parcels adjacent to Provincial highways.
Align the built boundary with recognizable features.

Treatment of holes in the built-up area.

Refine the built boundary further with local knowledge of other uses.
Addition of new development prior to Growth Plan effective date.
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Please see Attachment 3 for a more detailed description of the refinement rules.

Clarity and simplicity should be key components in establishing the built boundary. The
method should be simplified as much as possible in order to provide a clear and logical

boundary.

4.2 Analysis of the Outcomes of the Methodology

Included in the appendices of the Technical Paper is mapping of the built up area, as
determined by steps 1 through 3 of the methodology (see Attachment 4). Below are the
comments by regional staff on the methodology.

4.2.1 Regional Centres

Portions of the southern three Regional Centres are not included in built up areas. They
have not been included because they are not technically “built”. Staff have previously
impressed upon the Province the need for the Urban Growth Centres to be included. The
Built Boundary Technical Paper states that “all urban growth centres delineated pursuant
to the Growth Plan would be included within the built boundary.”

4.2.2 Parkway Beit West Lands
The Parkway Belt West Lands have been largely excluded from the built up areas layer.
This includes the Leitchcroft subdivision in Markham. Staff recommended that all
Parkway Belt West lands should be included in the built boundary. The Technical Paper
advises that “unbuilt parcels lying between the built parcel edge and the centre-line of a -
400-series provincial highway will be reassigned as being built, if the distance between
the nearest built parcel edge and the centre-line of the highway is less than 1km”.
Regional staff will need to conduct a more thorough analysis of this rule in order to
determine whether or not all Parkway Belt lands will be included in the built boundary.

4.2.3 Cornell Centre

The Comell Centre Secondary Plan includes properties on both sides of Highway 7,
between Reesor Road and Ninth Line, and is bound by Highway 407 to the south.
Currently 8,750 units and 11,500 jobs are proposed for Comell Centre. This entire area is
not included in the built-up area. Regional and Markham staff recommend that Cornell
Centre should be included in the Built Boundary.

4.2.4 Edge issues

There are many areas in the Region where growth is occurring rapidly. In some
instances, this has resulted in jagged, uneven built-area edges that could contribute to an
awkward, discontinuous built boundary. Staff recommend that the final built area be
largely contiguous and delineated by a clear boundary aligned with recognizable features.
The Technical Paper allows that some significant development may have occurred prior
to the adoption of the Growth Plan (June 16, 2006), and not been captured in the built up
area analysis. Areas where edge issues are found include Stouffville; Berczy, Wismer,
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A technical analysis of the cdgé areas, in consultation with the area municipalities, will
have to be completed to determine the exact boundary.

4.2.5 Donut Holes
Donut holes, or pockets of unbuilt grid-cells, surrounded by built-up areas are found
throughout the Region. Staff recommend that most of these lands be included in the Built

4.2.6 Unbuilt Areas
In some cases, areas have been erroneously identified ag built-up. Many of the Towns

and Villages in the region may have inflated built up areas because all parcels with bui]t
structures, regardless of the size of the parcel, were captured as built-up. Some of these
larger parcels may actually be of a more rural character. Regional staff, in consultation
with the areas municipalities, will review these areas for accuracy.

4.3 Next Steps ' :
The next steps for the review and final delineation of the built boundary include:

® In collaboration with area municipalities and PIR, refine the built-up areas and

turn speak to many of the Vision 2026 goal areas, including Enhanced Environment,
Heritage and Culture; Responding to the Needs of our Residents; Housing Choice for our
Residents; Managed and Balanced Growth; and Infrastructure for a Growing Region.
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5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no immediate financial implications associated with the built boundary
methodology proposed by PIR.

6. LOCAL MUNICIPAL IMPACT

Defining the built boundary is one component of the Region’s comprehensive growth
management exercise that also includes developing revised local municipal forecasts, a
land budget exercise, an intensification strategy and updates to the Region’s
infrastructure master plans and a fiscal impact analysis. To date, regional staff have
consulted extensively with local municipal staff throughout this process.

Intensification units will account for 40% of all growth units at the Regional scale from
2015 on. The final delineation of the built boundary will determine the total built-up area
for each local municipality. This information will be used as input in the assignment of
local municipal intensification targets. Regional staff will work closely with local
municipal staff in the refinement of the built up areas.

7. CONCLUSION

Overall the built boundary methodology outlined by PIR is sound. The methodology
allows for a consistent evaluation of the built-up areas across the GGH.

The province has completed and mapped the first three stages of the four stage
methodology. The maps created do not depict the final built boundary, but rather a grid-
cell analysis of the built-up area. There are some areas to be further investigated and

addressed in the final, stage-four refinement of the built boundary:
Parkway Belt West Lands

Cormell Centre

Edges of the boundary

Donut Holes

Some unbuilt areas that may have been erroneously captured.

In consultation with the areas municipalities, staff will contihue to review the
methodology and mapping.

Staff are currently working on the residential and employment growth forecasts to 2031.
The final delineation of the built boundary will be incorporated into the forecast work in
order to help determine the location of the 40% intensification growth target by local

municipality.
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For more information on this report, please contact Paul Bottomley, Manager Growth
Management, Economy and Information Research, Long Range and Strategic Planning
Branch at 905 830-4444 ext. 1530 or Paul. Bottomley@york.ca.

The Senior Management Group has reviewed this report.

(The attachments referred to in this clause are attached to this report,)

368339 P07 Jan 18/07




Council Attachment 1

Summary Landuse Categories used in the Parcel Landuse Database

Summary land-use Typical Examples

Built Any residential, commercial, industrial and
institutional use.

Unbuilt ' Rural, forest, farm, or vacant uses.

Green space unavailable Park, conservation area, etc.

Variable Golf course, ski area, quarry, etc. that

would be considered built-up when inside a
settlement area and unbuilt when outside.
Not a parcel The land was not identified as a parcel for
assessment purposes in the MPAC
database. This would include features such
as roads, highways, etc.

| Unknown No match possible between an Ontario
Parcel and any record on the MPAC files.
Of the 2.4 million parcels used in this
analysis, only 7,899 parcels, or 0.33 per
cent of the total were unknown.

Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, Fall 2006




Council Attachment 2

Parcel Landuse Database Summary Categories Reclassified as “Built” or “Unbuilt”

Summary land-use

Typical Examples

Final Category

Built

Any residential, commercial,
industrial and institutional use,

Built

Unbuilt

Rural, forest, farm, or vacant uses.

Unbuilt

Green space
unavailable

Park, conservation area, etc.

Built

Variable

Golf course, ski area, quarry, etc.
that would be considered built-up
when inside a settlement area and
unbuilt when outside.

Built

Not a parcel

The land was not identified as a
parcel for assessment purposes in
the MPAC database. This would
include features such as roads,

_highways, etc.

Built

Unknown

No match possible between an
Ontario Parcel and any record on
the MPAC files. Ofthe 2.4
million parcels used in this
analysis, only 7,899 parcels, or
0.33 per cent of the total were
unknown.

Unbuilt

Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, Fail 2006




Council Attachment 3

Step Four Refinement Rules

Revert from grid-cells to parcels. Classify each parcel in the Parcel Land-use
Database as “built” or “unbuilt” based on the classification of the grid-cell in which
the parcels centroid (centre) falls.

Overlay detailed GIS datasets. Additional GIS datasets will be overlayed in order
to help visualize the proper placement of the boundary. Datasets to be overlayed
include those displaying orthophotography, infrastructure features and natural
features.

Verify land-uses of parcels. Some of the parcels in the original MPAC dataset had
multiple landuses. In these cases, as long as one of the landuses was a built use, the
entire parcel was classified as built. These parcels will be re-evaluated for inclusion
in the built category.

Limit the built boundary to the settlement area boundary. All parcels that are
not in settlement areas will be removed from the analysis.

Reassign certain unbuilt parcels adjacent to Provincial highways. Unbuilt
parcels lying between the built parcel edge and the centre-line of a 400-series
provincial highway will be reassigned as being built, if the distance between the
nearest built parcel edge and the centre-line of the highway is less than 1km.

Align the built boundary with recognizable features. The built boundary will be
aligned with recognizable features using the following hierarchy: roads, water
features, parcels. The boundary will be aligned with parcels only when no roads or
water features lie within 100m of the edge of the built parcels.

Treatment of holes in the built-up area. Groups of unbuilt parcels that are less

- than 62,500 sq.m. (the size of one cell in the grid-cell matrix), and are surrounded on
all sides by built parcels, may be included within the built boundary.

Refine the built boundary further with local knowledge of other uses. Some land
uses that are not clearly tracked my MPAC may qualify for inclusion in the built
boundary. Examples of uses that should be included, but may not have been
properly captured as “built” include permanent public parks, natural heritage features
that are surrounded by built-up parcels, water and wastewater infrastructure and
transportation infrastructure. Regional staff will be involved in this step. PIR have
indicated that they intend to have two meetings with each Region to address this
matter.

Addition of new development prior to Growth Plan effective data. The analysis
to this point has been based on year end 2005 MPAC data. The Growth Plan came
into effect on June 16, 2006. Any development that occurred between the cut-off
date of the dataset and the adoption of the Growth Plan will be added into the final
database and potentially included in the built-up area.
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Dan Stone, MCIP, RPP

Town of
L e
EaSt GWllllmbury Manager of Policy Planning
Development and Legal Services Department '
s Planning Branch
905-478-4282 x249
' dstone@eastgwillimbury.ca
INTERNAL MEMORANDUM
To: John Waller
c.c. Robin Skinner
Sarah Hardie
From: Dan Stone
Date: January 18, 2007
Subject: Preliminary Comments on the Proposed Built Boundary for the GGH and the

Discussion Paper on the Methodology

Below are some of the preliminary comments of the Development and Legal Services
department on the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary
for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH). Staff will be reporting to Council in February
regarding this matter.

1. Methodology and Built Boundary

The Town is of the opinion that there should not be any separation between commenting on the

built boundary and commenting on the proposed methodology, since the proposed methodology
will essentially determine the built boundary. Therefore, the commenting approach appears to be
an ineffective and a more streamlined process should be established by the Region and PIR with

input from local municipalities.

2. General

In reviewing the proposed methodology, staff recognize the complexity and technical challeﬁges
associated with the task at hand. Overall, the scientific approach to the methodology that PIR has
developed is a good start; however, staff believe there are several other factors that need to be

considered and included in the methodology.

Under Step 2, PIR has taken a position that a built boundary will be developed for all settlement
areas over a threshold size of 400 residential units. In using this threshold, PIR has not included
the Queensville community area or the future node centred around the GO Station at 2™
Concession Road and Green Lane, within the delineated built boundary. These two areas
represent good opportunities for helping to achieve the 40% intensification targets outlined in the
Growth Plan and should therefore, be included with the built boundary.

“Our town, Our future”’
19000 Leslie Street, Sharon, Ontario LOG 1V0 Tel: 905-478-4282 Fax: 905-478-2808
www.eastgwillimbury.ca
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3. Queensville

communities where services are not in place or planned should not be gathered in the built
boundary exercise. ‘

4. Future Key Development Areq

infrastructure and existing development to the south. This approach supports the Provincial .
Policy Statement (PPS) and the Growth Plan, by focusing growth in a transit-supportive area
where thg infrastructure exists to support future growth, :

The inclusion of Queensville and the 2™ Concession/Green Lane node will help recognize urban
growth centres, intensification corridors and major transit station areas as a key focus for
development, in order to accommodate intensification, ,

5. Region Comments

Staff support the comments provided by regional staff on the methodology, in terms of
smoothing edges along built-up areas and the issues surrounding “donut holes.” In particular, the
edge issues are of specific interest to the Town as it relates to the Sharon and Holland Landing

communities.




SUBJECT:

THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWN OF GEORGINA
REPORT NO. PB-2007-0003

FOR CONSIDERATION OF
COUNCIL
JANUARY 15, 2007

TECHNICAL PAPER ON A PROPOSED METHODOLOGY
FOR DEVELOPING A BUILT BOUNDARY FOR THE
GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE - FALL 2006

FILE NO.: 05.220

1. RECOMMENDATION:

A)

B)

C)

D)

THAT REPORT NO. PB-2007-0003 BE RECEIVED AS INFORMATION.

THAT COUNCIL REQUEST THE PROVINCE TO NOT DELINEATE A
BUILT BOUNDARY FOR PEFFERLAW AND VIRGINIA IN VIEW OF THE
FACT THAT BOTH OF THESE COMMUNITIES HAVE NO MUNICIPAL
WATER AND SEWER SERVICES AND ARE PROJECTED TO HAVE A
RELATIVELY SMALL AMOUNT OF GROWTH. ,

THAT COUNCIL REQUEST THE PROVINCE TO EXEMPT THE LANDS
WITHIN SETTLEMENT AREAS THAT ARE DEVELOPED ON PRIVATE
SERVICES FROM BEING SUBJECT TO THE DESIGNATED GREENFIELD
AREA DENSITY TARGET OF 50 RESIDENTS AND JOBS PER HECTARE,
AS THIS TARGET IS NOT ACHIEVABLE ON LANDS THAT DO NOT HAVE
FULL MUNICIPAL SERVICING.

THAT THE CLERK FORWARD A COPY OF REPORT NO. PB-2007-0003
AND COUNCIL'S RESOLUTION THEREON TO THE DIRECTOR,
GROWTH POLICY, PLANNING AND ANALYSIS OF THE MINISTRY OF
PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE AND RENEWAL AND TO THE
COMMISSIONER OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES OF
THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF YORK.

2. INTRODUCTION:

On June 16, 2006 the Government of Ontario released the Growth Plan for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe 2006 (Growth Plan). The Growth Plan was prepared
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under the Places to Grow Act, 2005, as part of the Places to Grow: Better Choices,
Brighter Future growth management initiative.

The Growth Plan Supports the creation of more compact, mixed-use and transit
supportive communities. It sets a policy framework for Municipalities to plan for
future growth, and direct a significant portion of projected residential and
employment growth through intensification to built-up areas.

A key policy in the Growth Plan regarding intensification is the establishment of an
intensification target, which states that by the year 2015 and for each year
thereafter, a minimum of 40 percent of all residential development occurring
annually within each upper and single tier municipality will be within the built-up area
(Growth Plan Policy 2.2.3.1). The built-up area is defined as the area within the

built boundary.

The Growth Plan defines the built boundary as “the limits of the developed urban
area as defined by the Minister of Public Infrastructure Renewal (PIR) in accordance
with Policy 2.2.3.5", Policy 2.2.3.5 of the Growth Plan states the Minister, in
consultation with affected municipalities will verify and delineate the built boundary.

On November 27, 2006 the Province released a Technical Paper on a Proposed
Methodology for De veloping a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
(Technical Paper or Pape'r). which is attached as Schedule ‘1,

The Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal is seeking feedback by January 19,
2007 on the overall approach outlined in the Technical Paper and particularly on the

refined line. This final built boundary will be a precise, fixed line for the purposes of
implementing and monitoring the intensification and density targets and policies of

the Growth Plan.




- Page 3 of Report No. PB-2007-0003 -

REVIEW OF PROPOSED METHODOLOGY:

The methodology to delineate a built boundary for the GGH consists of four key
steps. The following first three steps have been completed by PIR:

Step 1 - compiling geospatial land use database;

Step 2 - selecting settlement areas for which a built boundary will be
developed; and

Step 3 - analyzing the data sets to identify built-up areas at a generalized
scale as illustrated in the maps in Appendix 6 of the Technical Paper.

In reviewing the proposed methodology, staff recognize the complexity and
technical challenges associated with the task at hand. Overall, the methodology
that PIR has come up with appears well conceived, however, staff believe there is
one fundamental problem with the application of Step 2 as it pertains to Georgina,
and perhaps elsewhere in the GGH.

Under Step 2, PIR has taken a position that a built boundary will be developed for
all settlement areas over a threshold size of 400 residential units. In using this
threshold, PIR has selected within the Town of Georgina, the settlement areas of
Keswick, Sutton, Pefferlaw and Virginia for which a built boundary is to be
delineated. The generalized built grid cell mapping for the above noted settlement
areas, as well as the other selected settlement areas in York Region, is illustrated in

Appendix 6 on page 68 of the Technical Paper.

While staff can understand the selection of Keswick and Sutton, we do not see the
need to establish a built boundary for Pefferlaw and Virginia. On page 10 of the
Paper, it states that “the Growth Plan aims to direct intensification to settlement
areas that can accommodate and service new growth”. It further states that, “some
settiement areas identified in local Official Plans are small, not fully serviced, and
may not be appropriate as a focus for intensification”. As both Pefferlaw and
Virginia do not have any municipal sewer and water services (and such services are
not proposed within the Town’s long range Plan), these are settlement areas that
cannot accommodate intensification or the Greenfield density target, as
contemplated in the Growth Plan.

In Pefferlaw and Virginia, as well as in other smaller “unserviced” communities, the
density of new development will be relatively low regardless of where the buiit
boundary is situated. This is not a function of planning, but rather is dictated by the
fact that large land area requirements are needed to accommodate private sanitary
sewage and water supply services (usually through a well and septic system on
individual lots). Therefore, a built boundary for the purpose of measuring residential
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“intensification” in communities like Pefferlaw and Virginia that do not have the
Space or servicing capabilities to accommodate same, is rather pointless. As such,

On page 10 of the Technical Paper it states that “smaller settlement areas, for
which a built boundary is not delineated will, by definition, be subject to the Growth

targetis to be measured over the entire Designated Greenfield Area of each upper
or single tier municipality (i.e. York Region). Clearly, all of the lands within
settlement areas in Georgina, and elsewhers in York Region, that are to be
developed on private services cannot possibly come close to achieving 50 persons
and jobs combined per hectare. As a result, it is not reasonable or appropriate to
include these unserviced areas within the land base that is used for the calculation
of a density target that can only be achieved on fuli urban services.

As Council may recall, the above concern was previously raised in Report No. PB-
2006-0002 in January 2006, which were staffs comments to Council on the
Proposed Growth Plan. This concem, along with other comments contained in
Resolution No. C-2006-0041, were subsequently forwarded to the Province.
However, the Province did not make any changes to address this concern in the
final Growth Plan. At this time, staff recommend that the Province once again be

The end product of the first three steps of the PIR methodology is grid cell level
mapping for each upper and single tier municipality in the GGH. This mapping is
contained in Appendix 6 which starts on page 47 of the Technical Paper. The
mapping for York Region is shown on Page 68 of the Paper.,

Due to the small size of the map, itis difficult to assess the built grid cells identified
within the settlement areas in Georgina. Also, the maps are in colour and, thus, the
black and white photo-copy versions in this report make it even more difficult to read
the maps. Should Council wish to view a full colour version of the Technical Paper,

it is available on the Places to Grow website at www.ontario.ca/glgcestogrow.
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Attached as Schedule ‘2', is an enlarged copy of the grid cell mapping for Keswick
Sutton, Pefferlaw and Virginia. :

Step 4 of the methodology involves the application of a series of proposed
refinement rules that are intended to refine the edges of the grid cells and delineate
the built boundary. The result of Step 4 will be a precise, identifiable built boundary
that is intuitive and can be identified on the ground by corresponding to and aligning
with recognizable topographical features and parcel geography.

A summary of the proposed refinement rules is provided below:

Proposed Refinement Rules

1. Verify land uses of parcels that may be incorrectly classified as built.
2. Limit built boundary to settlement area boundary.

3. Fill in parcels within 1 km of 400 series highways where un-built parcels are
sandwiched.

4, Align with roads and water features within 100 metres (plus or minus) of the
parcel edge.

5.  Align with parcel edges where no suitable roads or water features.

6. Fill in small holes (less than 6 ha) within built-up areas if suitable.

7. Identify and include permanent parks, natural heritage features, servicing
and transportation infrastructure where surrounded by or adjacent to built-up
area. '

8. Include additional significant areas built-up prior to June 16, 2006 that were

not identified with MPAC data.

Generally speaking, it appears the above refinement rules make sense, however,
until we actually review the results of applying these rules in detail, we really won’t
know for sure. PIR has indicated that it has applied the proposed rules to a test run
in select municipalities and met with these municipalities to check the accuracy of
the test run. According to PIR staff, the refined line was found to be fairly accurate,
however, local up-to-date knowledge resulted in multiple small corrections at the

edges.

The process of applying the refinement rules is to be carried out by PIR in
consultation with affected municipalities. Itis imperative that local municipalities be
extensively involved in every step of the way from this point forward. It seems like
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this will be the case based on correspondence we received from the Region in late
December 2006, which is attached as Schedule ‘3.

In conclusion, staff intend to participate fully with the Region and the Province in the

refinement process and will report back to Council on the results of this process as it
unfolds over the next couple of months.

Prepared by: Recommended by:

Harold W. Lenters, M.Sc.Pl., M.C.LP,R.PP. StanN. Armstrong, C.G.A.
Director of Planning & Building Chief Administrative Officer

HWL/ne
Attach.




January 18, 2007

Ms. Tija Dirks

Director, Growth Policy, Planning and Analysis
Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal
Ontario Growth Secretariat

777 Bay Street, 4™ Floor

Toronto, ON

M5G 2ES

Dear Ms. Dirks

Re: Town of Markham comments regarding the Technical Paper on a Proposed
Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe '

On December 8, 2006, the Town of Markham received the “Technical Paper on a
Proposed Methodology for Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe” (Technical Paper). The purpose of this letter is to respond to the
request found on Page 26 of the Technical Paper for feedback and comment by
January 19, 2007 on each of the following:
o the methodology used by PIR to date to generate the map of the built grid-
cells (Steps 1 to 4.2 of the Technical Paper)
e the ability of the methodology to accurately and consistently represent
buiit-up areas across the GGH; and,
e the proposed rules for refining the built boundary (Step 4.3 of the
Technical Paper)
As requested by PIR, the Town of Markham will respond to the preliminary
Settlement Area and Built Boundary, which were provided by PIR to the Town
early in January 2007, through a separate letter and GIS files, to be provided to
the Region of York for coordination of Regional comments.

It is our understanding that once the BB is established, the line will not be
adjusted in the future to reflect new development. It is essential therefore that the
line be established at this time at a clear and logical location providing, over the
long term, the greatest opportunity to fulfill the Growth Plan’s objectives.

Our comments in response to the Technical Paper are provided below.

Step 1 - Creation of the Parcel and Land-use Database

1. Markham Recommendation No. 1: An appropriate definition of what Is
“built” needs to be established at the outset



The Growth Plan defines the “built boundary” (BB) as “the limits of the
developed urban area as defined by the Minister of Public Infrastructure
Renewal”. The “built-up area” (BUA) is similarly defined as “all land within the
built boundary”. The “designated greenfield area” (DGA) is defined as “the
area within a settlement area (SA) that is not built-up area”.

An accurate distinction between the BUA and the DGA is essential to the
appropriate application of the Growth Plan policies. In order to “accurately
and consistently represent built-up areas across the GGH?”, there is a need to
clearty establish what “built” most appropriately means in the context of The
Growth Plan.

The key issue for the Town of Markham is whether the “built boundary”
established for the purposes of the Growth Plan should encompass only
areas with buildings, or whether it should also include areas which have, or
are already planned to have, significant “built” infrastructure that reflects a
pattem of development already confirmed through a planning approval. in
defining the built boundary, it is essential to consider the purpose of the
boundary and the way it is to be used in interpreting and implementing the
policies of the Growth Plan - not simply the availability of digital data.
Markham’s recommendations in this regard are presented below.

2. Markham Recommendation No., 2: The “built boundary” shouid
consistently include all areas within the “settlement area” which have
significant existing public Infrastructure on the ground (l.e. roads) and
under the ground (i.e. sewers, water lines).
'Our reasoning is as follows: o
1. Public infrastructure is part of the “built” environment, This is consistent
- with PIR's own mandate to “build” and “rebuiid” public infrastructure such
as sewers, water and roads (not just buildings).
2. In the Town of Markham, millions of dollars are spent each year on water,
sewer, stormwater services and roads - significant components of the

pattern it serves will change.

4. Under the Growth Plan, municipalities are to develop and implement
Official Plan policies for lands within the BB to intensify and optimize the
use of existing infrastructure. There is no similar policy to promote and
éncourage intensification within DGAs, In order for a municipality to

successfully implement policies to achieve the infrastructure optimization



goals of the Growth Plan, the BB logically needs to include major areas of

existing infrastructure within the SA.
As a result of not having a clear definition of what “built” means, areas with
significant existing public infrastructure have been inconsistently treated by
the database. In steps 1.2 and 3.4, some existing and committed public
infrastructure within the SA is identified as built [e.g. those with MPAC codes
of 103 (municipal park), 130 (non-buildable land), 134 (land designated and
zoned open space), 561 (Hydro One right-of-way), 590 (water treatment
pumping), 597 (railway right of way), 742 (public transportation facility), or
lands with “no parcel”]. However, many properties with these same, or similar
uses, appear to have been identified as unbuiltt[ e.g., properties with no
MPAC property code, existing municipally owned roads, parcels in public
ownership for schools, parks, or other public infrastructure within recently
registered plans of subdivision).

At the time of registration of a plan of subdivision, it is a requirement in the
Town of Markham to have completed all servicing (water, sewer, stormwater
infrastructure) as well as have base asphalt on all roads. In addition, at
registration, all lands to be used for community infrastructure (e.g. schools,
parks) as well as servicing infrastructure, are transferred to public ownership.
Prior to registration, many lots are sold; at registratian, building permits begin
to be issued. To capture the lands which should be identified as containing
public infrastructure, and therefore characterized as “built”, we recommend
that the database be updated to include all plans of subdivision registered
before June 16, 2006, and that all lands within these plans of subdivision be
identified as “built”. Any additional lands that are acquired by public agencies
for infrastructure, outside of the subdivision registration process, could be
identified as “built” at step 4.3.

3. Markham Recommendation No. 3: The “built boundary” should
consistently include all lots created by registered plan of subdivision or
consent for urban uses.

4

The BB, by definition, is to include all lands in the developed urban area.
Under the Provincial Policy Statement, “Development” is defined to include
“the creation of a new lot, a change in land use, or the construction of
buildings and structures, requiring approval under the Planning Act...”
Therefore all new lots created by a planning approval within the SA, should
be included in the BUA. :

Markham Recommendation No. 4: The “built boundary” should

c;mslstently include all lands within the “settlement area” where proposed

development is commiited to the point that the munlcipality cannot
implement the “designated greenfleld area” policies of the Growth Plan.
This would Include all lands within settlement areas which are within
either: a registered plan, a draft approved plan of subdilvision, or




applications submitted for de velopment approval prior to the effactive date

of the Growth Plan.
Our reasoning is as follows:

éncouraged to intensify. The SA should be divided into BUA or DGA
based upon the potential for development (reflecting the stage in the
process of development approval) to best conform to the policies to be
applied in each category.

2. The Transition Regulation under the Places to Grow Act, (O. Reg 324/06)
specifically states that if an application was made prior to June 16, 2006,

areas cannot be made to comply with the DGA policies, these areas are
most appropriately placed in the BUA, with the hope that, municipalities
can develop policies for these areas to encourage future intensification in
addressing with the BUA policies of Growth Plan, '

has been made prior to June 16 2006 in accordance with OP policy, is to
encourage intensification. By not including these lands within the Built
Boundary, the ability of the municipality to promote intensification, linked
to the policies of the Growth Plan, is unnecessarily restricted.

process, zoned for urban use, and/or Subject to a subdivision approval
have been subject to a significant public process and commitment by the
municipality and the developer

5. Including these areas within the built boundary helps to round out, rather
than divide, and “complete” Markham’s Planned communities and by doing
so helps to create more logical, intuitive, continuous and clear built
boundaries along well defined features, such as roads,




property codes such as 100 (Vacant Residential land not on water) and 125
(residential development land); It is our understanding that once a property is
draft approved for a residential plan of subdivision, MPAC changes the
property code from a “200” (farm property) code to a “100” (residential) code.
Any additional properties which were subject to an application as of June 16
2006 could be identified at step 4.3.

5. Markham Recommendation No. 5: The parcel and land use data should

be updated to June 16 2006.
To a large extent, the accuracy (or inaccuracy) of the outcome of this exercise
is directly related to the accuracy of the primary databases relied upon by
PIR: the MPAC 2006 Tax Roll “current to the end of 2005", and Ontario
Parcel Alliance parcel geography dated “January 2006”. We do not subscribe
to the OPA parcel geography, however, the MPAC 2006 property data seems
to include the registered plan parcel geography up to the end of October
2005. It is our experience that MPAC land use data, however, is typically 6 or
more months out of date at the time it is provided to the municipality in
December each year.

For the purposes of determining land use and property fabric as of June 16,
20086, the effective date of the Growth Plan, the MPAC land use data is likely
12 months out of date. This is significant, especially in an area of rapid
growth such as Markham, where we experience growth of at least 3000 new
residential units per year. There could be thousands of parcels which are not
accurately represented in the database.

We also caution that the MPAC database is not reliable for tracking the
number of new residential units annually (as proposed on pages 7 & 11 of the
- technical paper) as this information is out of date.

Step 2.1 - Identifying the lement Are

6. Markham Recommendation No. 6: The Settlement Area Boundarles
should be updated to reflect current approved official plans as of the
effective date of the Growth Plan
SAs are defined in the Growth Plan as: ’
“urban areas and rural settlement areas within municipalities (such
as cities, towns, villages, and hamilets) where: development is
concentrated and which have a mix of land uses; and lands have
been designated in an official plan for development over the long
term..."
The Technical Paper indicates that the Ministries of PIR and MAH used
official plans current to early 2005 to define the SA boundaries. The process
should have used municipal official plan data current to the effective date of
the Plan - June 16, 2006. The SA boundaries in Markham should include:




* the area within Markham's five HAMLET designations (Victoria
Square, Cedar Grove, Locust Hill, Almira, Dickson Hill); and,
“e the Highway 404 North Planning District.
In addition, a portion of Markham’'s RURAL RESIDENTIAL designation seems

part of the SA.

7. Markham Recommendation No, 7: The Technical Paper needs to clarify
that lands within the Greenbelt Plan can be included within the “built-up
area” of the Growth Plan, where the inclusion of the lands within the SA
predates the Greenbelt Plan. , '
There are several locations in Markham where the boundary of the Greenbeit
Plan overlaps areas designated for development within the Town's Official
Plan. These include portions of the RURAL RESIDENTIAL designation on
the north side of Major Mackenzie Drive East, the northeast portion of
Markham’s Greensborough community, as well as portions of Almira and
Dickson Hill.

tep 2.2 - Establishing a threshold size for which a buiit bounda will/will
not be developed

8. Markham Recommendation No, 8: The Hamlets and Rural Residentlal
areas would most appropriately be identifled as Built up Area, not
Designated Greenfleld Area
PIR has proposed in the Technical Paper, to eliminate smaller settlements of
fewer than 1000 persons from the establishment of a BB because these
areas are:
“small, not fully serviced, and may not be appropriate as a focus for
intensification. A built boundary is to be delineated only for those
settlement areas whers it is appropriate to apply the Growth Plan

is not delineated will, by definition, be subject to the Growth Plan’s
designated greenfield area policies and target”

Itis our understanding that if the Hamlets are not within the BUA, then they
must be in the DGA. Under the Growth Plan, lands within the DGA of York

“character” of an area. Calling built Hamlets DGA is extremely misleading,
because these areas are not suitable for greenfield development; some may



only be suitable for minor infilling. If lands within hamilet areas or rural
residential areas are to be identified as DGA rather than BUA, how can the
municipality protect their character?

The alternative is for the hamlets and similar areas to be identified as BUA. In
our opinion, this is more appropriate, both as a description of their status and
in terms of Growth Plan policies. The Technical Paper is correct that through
the conformity exercise, the municipality may find that the Hamlet areas are
not appropriate areas to apply the intensification target. However, the
municipality may also find other areas within the BUA which do not have full
servicing, or have insufficient soft services and for these, or other, reasons
are not appropriate for intensification.

Municipalities are given the authority under S2.2.3.6¢ of the Growth Plan to
identify, within the BUA, which areas are to be “intensification areas”. If the
municipality provides sufficient opportunity to achieve the intensification
targets of the Growth Plan within identified areas of the BUA, it is appropriate
that the municipality will also have the authority to identify areas within the
BUA which are not appropriate for intensification or where intensification
would be clearly specified subject to criteria. We are requesting PIR to
confirm that locations within the BUA can be subject to specific intensification
policies relating to appropriate infill and redevelopment.

Steps 3 & 4.1 — Generating Grid-Cell Mapping and reverting back to parcels

Provided that the data used in these steps is modified to address the issues
identified above, at a regional scale, these steps appear to be sound. We
note that utilizing the parcel fabric, without the grid cells, may have more
efficiently identified an appropriate draft BB based on recognizable features
such as property parcels, and roads, rather than developing a grid network
and then removing it.

Step 4.2 - Overiay of detalled GIS datasets to assist in refinement of buiit

boundary

9. Markham Recommendation No. 9: During the subsequent consultation
between PIR and the municipalities regarding the detalled dellneation of
the “built boundary” (Step 4.3), PIR should provide all datasets to the
municipality.

We note that of the 6 datasets used in this process, the Town does not have

access to:

e The OPA dataset

e The Ontario Road Network

o Statistics Canada Hydrological Layer

Unless these layers are made available to the Town, we will have to

substitute similar data available to the Town at the time of refining the built




boundary. This may not permit the Town to fully understand the PIR
methodology.

Step 4.3- Refinement Rules for the Buiit Boundal_'y

PIR establishes eight rules under Step 4.3 to be followed in sequence to
refine and delineate a buit boundary line which is “intuitive” and aligned to
recognizable features such as property parcels, roads, water features, and
may include or exclude some built or unbuilt parcels to “define a smooth,
contiguous and intuitive line”.

10. Markham Recommendation No. 10: In order to achleve the intent of the
Growth Plan, we recommend that the elght rules proposed in the Technical
Paper to refine the buirt boundary be:

4. reordered as outlined below,

b. modified as set outin Recommendations No. 11 t6 13, 15 and 16, and

C. supplemented by an additional rule as set out in Recommendation No.
14 below.

Rule (1) (Formarly Rule 4.3 (i) Limit the BB to the SA

We agree. The SA boundary, however, should be updated as ouﬂined in
Recommendation No. 6, above (to be further detailed in our subsequent letter

to the Region of York.)

Rule (1) (Formgrlx Rule 4.3(1) Verify land uses of parceils

This step states that “built parcels. .. which are known through more detailed
local knowledge or data to be unbuilt, may be verifieq and reassigned as

reassigned as byilt,
Note: in order to apply this step, an agreed-upon definition of “built” is

required, as discussed in the recommendations above.
Rule (iil) (Formerly Rule 4.3(vii)) Refine the BB further with local knowledge
of other uges

This step suggests that land used for soft and hard infrastructure be identified
as “built” if it is “adjacent to Or surrounded by built-up parcels”. The uses to
be included within the BB as a result of this rule are listed as:

a. Permanent municipal, provincial angd federal parks.




b. Natural heritage features and areas where development is prohibited
and which are completely surrounded by built-up parcels.

¢. Servicing infrastructure such as water and sewage treatment plants,
landfills, water towers, etc.

d. Transportation infrastructure such as highways, canals, airports, rail
yards, docks, etc.

Minor proposed modifications to this list of uses, to include other areas where
development is prohibited, or where other public infrastructure is proposed,
are listed below. In addition, linear natural features, by their nature, are
unlikely to be completely surrounded by built-up parcels, and such lands will
not be developed whether surrounded by built-up parcels or not.

12. Markham Recommendation No. 12: We recommend minor
modifications to the list In Rule 4.3.(vii), as follows:

a. Include conservation authority lands and school sites;

b. delete the requirement that natural features be surrounded by built-up
parcels ; ‘

¢. Include underground sewer and water servicing infrastructure as well as
stormwater Infrasiructure;

d. clarify to Include all municipal roads; and,

e. Include all lands in the Parkway Belt West Plan,

Rule (lv) (Formerly Rule 4.3 (vill)) Addition of new development prior to

Growth Plan effective date

This step states that “significant development that may have been built up
prior to June 16, 2006, and that is not captured in the MPAC Tax Roll 2006
may be included, if surrounded by or adjacent to built-up parcels”. We agree,
however, this step should NOT be the last step, but should be undertaken
earlier in the process, possibly as part of step (ii). As discussed in
recommendation 5 above, this step should include, within the built boundary,
all lands with development applications received prior to June 16 2006, which,
in accordance with O Reg 324/06, are not be subject to the DGA policies of

the Growth Plan.

Rule (v) (Formerly Rule 4.3 (iil)) Reassign certain unbuilt parcels adjacent

to Provincial highways as built.
This step states that:

“Unbuilt parcels lying between the built parcel edge and the centre-line
of a 400-series provincial highway will be reassigned as being built, if
the distance between the nearest built parcel edge and the centreline
of the highway is less than 1km.” :

Wae found this rule difficult to understand and therefore difficult to apply. We
have the following questions:




a. What is the purpose and intent of this policy?

b. Howisittobe applied: What if the lands are slightly more than 1
km from the highway (for example, within 1km of the highway right-of-
way, but not the highway centre-line)? What if the nearest “buiit”
Parcel is a road? What if there are built parcels between the unbuilt

intent of the policy?

13. Markham Recommendation No. 13: Subject to recelving answers to
our questions regarding the intent and application of this Policy, it Is our
preliminary opinion that all lands within 1km+/- of g 400 serles highway
should be included within the built boundary.

Rule {vi) (New Rule
Under the Growth Plan, “urban growth centres”,” intensification corridors” and

“major transit station areas” are to be the key focus for accommodating
“intensification” within the BUA. By 2015, the BUA is to accommodate a
minimum of 40 percent of aj| residential development occurring annually within

the Region.

Page 17 of the Technical Paper acknowledges that aj “urban growth centres” will
be included within the BB, therefore the methodology in Step 4.3 should include
this rule.

In order to achieve the intensification goals of the Growth Plan those areas which

14. Markham Recommendation No. 14 That a new rule be added to
reassign unbuilt parcels as bulit if they are within Intensification areas
identifled In approved municipal Official Plans ag of the effective date of
the Growth Plan,.

10



“the built boundary will align with the centre lines of roads in the
Ontario Road Network dataset or with the edges of water bodies in the
Statistics Canada Hydrographic Layer if such roads or water features
lie within 100m on either side of the edge of the outermost built-up
parcel. The feature (road or water) closest to the edge will take
priority...If no roads or water features lie within 100m of the edge of the
built parcels, the built boundary will be aligned with the edge of the
outermost built-up parcel.”
We found the wording of this rule very unclear and therefore very difficult to
understand and apply. If it means that developed parcels may be excluded
from the built up area if the lot depth is less then 100m, then we do not
support this. Further discussion with PIR is required.

15. Markham Recommendation No. 15: Subject to further discussion with

PIR to address our questions, we do not support removing developed

~ parcels from the built up area, especially residentlal lots on registered
plans of subdivision, which are unlikely to be redeveloped.

Rule (viii) (Formerly Rule 4.3 (vi)) Treatment of holes in the built-up area

This rule states that “in order to create a largely contiguous built-up area,
groups of unbuilt parcels that are less than (6.25 ha)... and are surrounded
on all sides by built parcels, may be included within the built boundary”. This
may leave small orphaned sites at the edges of the SA, which is not
appropriate, as these may be more productively identified for infill. The
Province should also consider increasing the size of the holes which may be
considered built-up, especially if the holes contain parcels which are, in part,
undevelopable, such as hazard lands.

16. Markham Recommendation No. 16: We recommend that this rule be
amended to allow an unbuilt area that Is surrounded on all sides by either
built parcels or the boundary of the “settlement area” may be included

within the built boundary.

In summary, the Town has two main comments on the proposed rules for refining
the BB. Firstly, the BUA should include all lands which are excluded from the
application of the DGA policies of the Growth plan, pursuant to the Transition
Regulation 324/06. By including registered plans, draft approved plans, and
development applications received prior to the effective date of the Growth plan,
the municipality will be able to more effectively implement the intensification
policies which apply to lands within the BUA. Secondly, the BUA must also
include all Urban Growth Centres, as well as lands within approximately 500m of
a designated higher order transit corridor such as Highway 7.

Wae trust that our comments are helpful in finalizing the methodology for
developing an appropriate built boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, and

1




look forward to further discussions with PIR staff regarding the questions we
have raised.

For your further information, we also note that Council resolved on January 31,

2006 (attached):
“ that Council request the Province (through the Minister of Public

Markham staff at the technical review stage of the implementation analysis
to ensure that ...the “built boundary” accurately reflects all committed
development and includes all lands within the OPA No. 5 districts and
along the Highway 7 regional transit corridor”.
The effect of this would be to include all of Markham's designated SA within the
BUA. We ask for an opportunity to further discuss this with you.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please do not hesitate to
contact either Tim Lambe, x 2910, or Laurie Wheeler X2007.,

Sincerely,

Valerie Shuttleworth M.C.I.P., R.P.P.
Director of Planning and Urban Design

c.c. John Waller, Region of York

Attachments:
1. Markham OP - Schedule A
2. Council resolution, January 31, 2006
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TOWN OF NEWMARKET

Legal and Development Services
Plasning Division
905-953-5321
plannin .ca

January 17, 2007

Attention: Mr. John Waller, M.C.L.P., R.P.P., Director, Long Range and Strategic Planning

Regional Municipality of York
17250 Yonge Street
Newmarket, Ontario

L3Y 621

Re:  Built Boundary Methodology Consuitation

The following represents The Town of Newmarket’s comments on the Ministry of Public
Infrastructure Renewal's Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Devcloping a Built
Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.

Our review has identified an apparent incongruity between the Technical Paper and the Provincial
Growth Plan (Places To Grow). Newmarket’s Oak Ridges Moraine area east of Bathurst St is
largely outside of the municipality’s settlement area, yet is shown in Appendix 6 of the Technical
Paper to be within the settlement area. Conversely, Schedule 4 in Places to Grow shows the Oak
Ridges Moraine area within Newmarket as part of the Greenbelt Area as opposed to a Designated
Greenfield Area. In this regard, it is Newmarket's strong intention to keep the undeveloped
portions of the Oak Ridges Moraine outside of the municipal urban boundary. Through the Ouk
Ridges Moraine conformity exercise the Town of Newmarket requested that the Regional Official
Plan be brought into alignment with the local official plan with regards to settlement areas/urban
boundaries in the Oak Ridges Moraine, however largely duc to timing for Provincial approval for
Regional Official Plan Amendment #41, the Region was unable to incorporate this request. Asa
result the Regional Official Plan and Town of Newmarket Official Plan have conflicting policies for
development, notwithstanding that they have both received Provincial approval. We again note that
it is the Town's intention to ensure that the undeveloped portions of the Oak Ridges Moraine within
our municipal boundaries are not considered part of the urban boundary. Accordingly, we welcome
a discussion with the Region in the near future rcgarding the refinement of the settlement area/urban
boundary within the southwest quadrant of Newmarket.

Given Newmarket's geographic location within the Region and the impacts (e.g. traffic infiltration
and traffic congestion) associatcd with development on and around our borders, we also have an
interest in ensuring consistency between the Technical Paper and Places to Grow for areas beyond
our borders. In this regard, we note that East Gwillimbury has different portions designated as
settlement/greenfield area versus Rural Area between Schedule 4 in Places to Grow and Appendix 6

Newmarket’s vision: A community well beyond the ordinary

395 Mulock Drive, P.O. Box 328, STN MAIN NEWMARKET, ON L3Y 4X7
Direct Dial: 905-953-5321 Genenal Information: 905-895-5193 Fax: 905-951-5140

VISIT OUR WEBSITE AT: www.sewmarket.ca
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in the Technical Paper, as shown attached. As 40% of new development is to occur within the built
boundary within the upper tier municipality, what are the implications of the built boundary for the

lower-tier municipalitics of Newmarket and
East Gwillimbury in effect mean that East

East Gwillimbury? Will a lack of built boundarics in
Gwillimbury will not have intensification requirements

while Newmarket implements intensification for northern York? Will demand and the approval for
low rise development shift from Newmarket to East Gwillimbury? What do the designations in
Appendix 6 of the Technical Paper permit East Gwillimbury to do so that Newmarket can geta
sensc of possible implications such as traffic, servicing, intensification requirements?

We also offer the following comments on the Technical Paper as it relates to the methodology used
to define the built boundary.

Step 2.1: Appendix 6 has not correctly incorporated the seftlement area dataset for
Newmarket.

Step 2.2(i): It is unclear what the polygons represent. Without a8 maximum size threshold
(i.e. density) a polygon can be created to any size in order to capture 400 residential units.
This step seems to imply that the threshold would be 400 contiguous parccls with residential
units. Further clarification on this step is required. Further, Figure 4 may not be the best
example of this step as it shows a patch of settlement area (red polygon) surrounded by
Rural Area and isolated (outside) from the remaining settlement area (pink polygon with
dashed border). Would a settlement area in its entirety nominally be contiguous?

Step 3.2: Cells are assigned a land use based on the highest percentage of land area within
the cell, being an area of 6.25 ha. While this may be the optimal size to work within for the
Greater Golden Horseshoe area, such a procedure can oversimplify land uses, and hence be
inaccurate for a geographically small municipality such as Newmarket. Has the Provirice
encountered an evenly distributed percentage of land uses within a cel]?

Step 3.3: Grid cells and correspondi g land uses are qualified as belonging to a settlement

area if 50% of a cell's area lies within the settlement area boundary. Because of the cell
size, this rule may have the effect of altering the settlement area boundary, which may have
originally had a sound rationale for its definition at the local level and larger scale than the
6.25 ha utilized. Newmarket needs to see the effect of this method at the local level to
determine the appropriateness of this step within the built boundary method.

Step 3.5: There appears to be an incomsistency on the size for future development to
meaningfully support the Growth Plan between steps 3.5 (1) and 3.5 (iii). Further
explanation is required on why up o 8 cells are used for “unbuilt” consolidation but only up
to 6 cells are used for “built” consolidation. This step statcs that fewer than 8 grid cells (50
ha) are considered too small to meaningfully contribute to intensification and hence are
consolidated as unbuilt. Further, we note that the technical paper also states that groupings
of less than 6 contiguous unbuilt grid-cells (37.5 ha) surrounded by built grid-cells would be
supportive of the Growth Plan’s intensification objectives and hence would be consolidated
as built. This step then appears to be contradictory. Some rationale or direction from the
Growth Plan on the usc of 50 ha or 37.5 ha to be used as appropriate criteria would be

beneficial.

J
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As a final note, the Regional Report regarding the Technical Paper notes that the Region will
consult with the local municipalities on this matter. Newmarket prefers to collaborate with the
Region on the development of the built boundary, as opposed to just being consulted with.
Accordingly, we look forward to the opportunity to discuss our comments and questions further
with the Region at our meeting scheduled for February §, 2007.

R, Nethery, B.E.S, M.C.LP,R.P.P.
Director of Planning
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The City of Vaughan

§ ; S%3 2141 Major Mackenzie Drive
a an Vaughaen, Ontario
4 Canads LBA 1TT .
Tel [905] 832-2281

The Cz‘_b/Aﬁaua Toronto

Received January 24, 2007
Clerk’s Department, York Region
Forwarded to Minister, PIR on

January 19, 2007
January 26, 2007

Tija Dirks

Ontario Growth Secretariat
777 Bay Street, 4" Floor
Toronto, ON

MS5G 2ES

Dear Ms Dirks,

RE: Comments on Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a
Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

On behalf of the City of Vaughan I would like thank you for the opportunity to comment
on the methodology proposed to determine the “built up” area in the City of Vaughan
contained within the “Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for Developing a
Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe”. Having reviewed this document and
the report (attached) prepared by the Regional Municipality of York dated January 10,
2006, the City of Vaughan generally concurs with the comments presented by the
Regional Municipality of York. However, we do have specific comments we would like
considered before proceeding to delineate the final built up area boundary.

In order for detailed comments to be provided, a review of the datasets at a more suitable
scale will be required. I have circulated the Confidentiality Agreement Regarding
Materials Prepared in Establishing the Built Boundary for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe to our Information Technology Department for review and signature and will
be submitting them to you shortly. Once we have received the dataset, and have had
adequate time to review and analyze the boundary, I am sure we will have additional
comments. Until this time I trust the following comments will be useful to you in your

deliberation on this topic.

With respect to lands within the Parkway Belt West Lands, the City concurs with the
Region of York, that these lands should be considered to be “built up”. While the
Region of York would prefer to further review and assess whether these lands should be
considered “built up”, Vaughan would prefer that these lands be considered “built up”
without any additional review because of the location and density of existing

developments abutting these lands.

12




With respect to clarifying edge issues, the Region of York identifies a number of blocks
within Vaughan that they consider to be “built up”, specifically Blocks 10,11,12,18 and
39. Defining the edge of the built up area exclusively based upon the analysis of MPAC
data and aerial photographs does not adequately represent or consider existing planning
approvals. Therefore, we would request that all lands within Block Plans approved by
Council within the City of Vaughan prior to June 16, 2006, regardless of their current
state of development be considered “built up” for the purpose of delineating the
boundary. In our opinion, it would impose an undo hardship to potentially slow the
development of lands that conform to existing planning policies and which have been
approved by Council within the context of the approved Official Plan Amendment.

We trust that you will give these comments every consideration as you proceed with the
determination of the built boundary.

Sincerely, ,
\M“—wv)‘ ‘LA.LQ'»“" f
Diana Birchall

Director of Policy Planning

Attachment

Ce:  John Zipay, Commissioner of Planning, City of Vaughan
V}V.L. McEachern, Manager, Policy Planning, City of Vaughan
ohn Waller, Director Long Range and Strategic Planning, York Region
Sarah Hardie, Planner Long Range and Strategic Planning, York Region

3
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The City Abive Toronto
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Planning and Development Services Department
Long Range and Strategic Planning Branch

July 19, 2007

Brad Graham
Assistant Deputy Minister

Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal
4th Floor, Suite 425

777 Bay Street

Toronto, Ontario, M5G 2E5

Dear Mr. Graham:
Re:  Built Boundary suggested révisions: rational for the inclusion of Cornell Centre

As you know, we have been working closely with Ministry staff to identify the built boundary.
This has taken a considerable amount of effort and dialogue. All issues have now been resolved
with the exception of one major concern, Cornell Centre.

This letter is to provide rationale for the inclusion of Cornell Centre (please see attached map for
suggested revision #M_047) in addition to the rationale that was incorporated in the revision
table sent to the Ministry on June 8, 2007 (please see attached suggested revisions table),

Cornell Centre is a key component of York Region’s planned urban structure, based on a system
of Regional Centres linked by Regional Corridors, served by Rapid Transit. This structure has
been enshrined in the Regional Official Plan since its approval in 1994, and was reaffirmed and
strengthened through Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) 43 in 2005 (please see
attached). The inclusion of Cornell Centre in the Built Boundary will help to achieve the
implementation of compact, mixed-use and transit-supportive development in this area and
contribute significantly to the achievement of the Growth Plan intensification target.

The Regional Municipality of York and the Town of Markham believe Cornell Centre should be

considered as an area within an Intensification Corridor as defined by the Growth Plan and

should be included in the built boundary for the following reasons:

* The Centre has been planned as a complete mixed-use community to meet the principles,
objectives and intensification policies found in the Growth Plan

* As aRegional gateway, the Centre will anchor the Highway 7 Regional Corridor (please see

incorporated into the built boundary.

The Regional Municipality of York, 17250 Yonge Street, Newmarket, Ontario L3Y 671
Tel: (905) 895-1231, 1-877-464-YORK (1-877-464-9675), Fax: (905) 895-3482
. Intemet: www.york.ca
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o  The Centre is surrounded by a series of major existing and emerging uses. The Box Grove
Community, Cornell Community, Markham-Stouffville Hospital and existing VIVA transit
terminus are in the immediate vicinity.

According to the definitions found in the Growth Plan, Intensification Areas include lands
identified by municipalities within a settlement area “that are to be the focus for accommodating
intensification...”. Intensification Areas include Intensification Corridors. Further,
Intensification Corridors are “Intensification Areas along major roads, arterials or higher order
transit corridors have the potential to provide a focus for higher density mixed-use development

consistent with planned transit service levels”.

Both the Regional Municipality of York and the Town of Markham believe Cornell Centre
should be considered an area within an Intensification Corridor. Highway 7, which is identified
as a Regional Corridor in ROPA 43 intersects Cornell Centre. The Regional Official Plan further
specifies that Key Development Areas adjacent to Regional Corridors will serve as the primary
locations where the highest concentrations of infill and intensification will occur. Recognition of
Cornell Centre as contributing to the intensification target of the Growth Plan supports the -
policies of ROPA 43 and the efforts of the Town of Markham to align with and support
Provincial and Regional growth management objectives. ‘

Cornell Centre has been planned as a Key Development Area in accordance with the provisions
found in ROPA 43. The lands within Cornell Centre are planned to be mixed-use with a density
exceeding 130 people and jobs/ha, and a planned VIVA transit terminal. The medium and high
density units planned for this area have been incorporated in all preliminary regional and local
growth management work as intensification units.

The ixidUsion of Cornell Centre Was identified as a key issue during York Region’s evaluation of
the built boundary methodology. The attached package includes copies of letters from York -
Region and the Town of Markham to MPIR as well as a York Region staff report specifying this

as a key issue. ‘

- We look forward to further discussing the inclusion of Cornell Centre as an intensification area
within the built boundary with you and your staff. Should you or your staff have any questions
in regard to our rational for the inclusion of Cornell Centre in the built-up area please call John
Waller, Director of Long Range and Strategic Planning at 905-895-4444 ext. 1525,

Sincerely,

Bryan Tuckey
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services

JBW/she

Attachment: . Maps - Built Boundary Suggested Revision #M_047: Cornell Centre
Town of Markham Built Boundary Suggested Revisions table: Revision M_047
Map - Town of Markham Structural Context for Intensification
January 19/07 letter from York to Minister Caplan commenting on Built Boundary methodology
January 18, 2007 letter from the Town of Markham to Tija Dirks commenting on the Built
Boundary methodology (submitted to Minister Caplan with York Region comments)
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January 25, 2007 York Region staff report on the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology for
Developing a Built boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
Regional Municipality of York Regional Official Plan Amendment #43

Copy to: Valerie Shuttleworth, Director of Planning and Urban Design, Town of Markham
Tija Dirks, Director Growth Policy, Planning and Analysis, Ministry of Public Infrastructure
Renewal

Development\D22-Growth Management\Built Boundary\Cormspondence\PﬂNuly 2007 YR to Minister Caplan - Inclusion of Comell Centre -
1.DOC ’
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES COMMITTEECT 1 9 2007
OCTOBER 9, 2007 \
EXTRACT |
To:  Commissioner of Development Services CCT 13 2007 g
Director of Planning and Urban Design i pem i
L RECTED ]

2. GROWTH PLAN FOR THE
GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE (10.0)

employment areas. Complementary p
and Greenbelt and Brownfield reform were also discussed.

There was detailed discussion regarding Comnell Centre and whether or not it will be
included within Markham’s built boundary or considered as an urban growth centre.
Committee suggested that it will be harder to meet intensification targets if parts of

Cornell Centre are excluded.

It was noted that the province may need to develop better indicators for intensification
beyond the 40% intensification target. There was brief discussion surrounding the review

and amendment process for the Plan,

Committee noted the importance of transit in relation to intensification and suggested that
the province assist in ensuring decisions of the Greater Toronto Transportation Authority
are based on servicing intensification requirements. Ms. Evans advised that a suggestion
to convene a group to help municipalities with issues related to the Growth Plan will be

part of an information package to the new Minister.

The Committee suggested that redevelopment of the urban area should be encouraged
before expansion into the whitebelt. The Committee also noted that details on the
preservation of built heritage are lacking from the Plan.

Moved by Councillor A. Chiu
Seconded by Councillor V. Burke

That the presentation from H. Evans and B, Westfall. Ministry of Public Infrastructure

Renewal, regarding the province’s Places to Grow initiative, be received
CARRIED




Planning Staff Notes from October 9" Markham Development Services Committee
Hannah Evans, Ontario Growth Secretariat, Public Infrastructure Renewal
Ministry Presentation on Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

Markham:
Your target deadline for 40% intensification starts in 2015. Markham is well on its way

to achieving that 40% now...will that be counted towards the 2015 target deadline?

Province:
The built boundary is established as of June 2006 when Growth Plan approved. . .any

intensification within that built boundary as of 2015 and on will be counted towards York
Region 40% intensification target.

Markham:
Is the built boundary retroactive to June 20067

Province:
Current intensification is generally 15% in most areas outside of Toronto which is
100%. . .the Growth Plan direction is to shift the balance from greenfield development to

intensification within current urban fabric.

Markham:
Why can’t a municipality like Markham which is already delivering intensification at a

much higher level not start earlier, ie. 20117

Province:
In establishing the 2015 target deadline for 40% intensification, the Provinee needed to

balance all municipalities directions. ..the development cycle is lengthy and it takes time
to turn the GTA “big ship” towards intensification direction. Markham can continue

outperform other municipalities and make up for Region as a whole.

Markham:
Is Cornell Centre included in the boundary? Why not count the urban growth centre of

Cornell Centre as part of the 40% intensification

Province:
Cornell Centre is not an Urban Growth Centre. . .there are only 25 UGCs outlined in

schedule in Growth Plan.. . UGCs are generally older downtown’s within built up area...
Markham Centre an exception in that it is a greenfield scenario. ..

The built boundary is determined by what is on the ground in June 2006. . _if Comell
Centre is built and on the ground it will count. . .otherwise it will count to the greenfield

target of 50 jobs/persons per hectare.
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Markham:
It is discouraging to us that PIR does not give credit for intensification that is planned in

a Secondary Plan for Cornell Centre? Instead the Growth Plan encourages development
at lower densities of 50 jobs/persons per hectare in greenfield scenarios like Cornell

Centre.

Province:
There is no room for interpretation on the built boundary...it is what it is - a monitoring

tool which is in this instance is difficult to use to define some aspirational .. .however, the
aspirations of Cornell Centre do meet all of the directions of the growth plan and it will
contribute to meeting the growth plan policy of 50 jobs/persons per hectare for greenfield
development....absolutely. ..it is planned as transit oriented high density node with a
viable employment district and a walkable core...we hope that other municipalities will
follow the direction Markham is taking. Suggest you not focus on Cornell Centre
meeting 40% intensification target but rather all the other policies of the Growth Plan.

Markham:
We can probably get to 50% intensification in Markham if not higher...means other York

Region municipalities can do less than 40% which is contrary to the intent of the Growth
Plan

Province:
Its about balance at an upper tier level....more urban lower tier municipalities have a

greater potential to take greater than 40% intensification...for eg. in Peel Region if you
take Mississauga and Caledon, it makes sense for a transit oriented larger urban
municipality like Mississauga to take on a greater share of intensification...however,
Caledon should still provide opportunities for infill and intensification

Markham:
Under the Growth Plan intensification policies, the Region will get credit for what

Markham is doing...Can we get the second growth summit in Markham

Province:
All municipalities must focus on all the growth plan policies...awaiting outcome of

provincial election...but likely our new Minister will carry forward a growth summit
format on an annual or biannual basis...I’ll take note of Markham’s interest in hosting.

Markham:
Cornell is going to have a population greater than Stouffville....can’t believe that Cornell

Centre, East Markham’s Urban Growth Centre is excluded because of a line...it’s
wrong...if not for a York Region servicing constraint it would be well underway today.
Cornell Centre is as important as Markham Centre
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Province;
Markham Centre is Markham’s downtown Urban Growth Centre but that does not

diminish the importance of other growth plan policies and initiatives being met by
Cornell Centre. The built boundary is a state of being as of June 2006...best not to focus
on whether Cornell Centre fits within built boundary measurement.

Markham:
As a numeric measurement of meeting intensification target, the built boundary does not

successfully capture the 40% in all scenarios. For scenarios like Cornell Centre we need
a bigger and wider measuring tool to properly recognize this kind of intensification
effort. The Province needs to develop a better range of tools to provide a better indicator
of the range of intensification that municipalities are delivering and better recognize the
efforts of municipalities in addressing intensification between now and 2015. What is the
process for amending the Growth Plan. .. :

Province:
Intensification targets are just one element of the Growth ...Markham is a leader in the

Greater Golden Horseshoe Growth Plan Area...The Places to Grow Act mandates a 10
year review of Growth Plan and 5 year review of growth forecasts.

Markham:

What mechanisms would you use to amend the Growth Plan earlier?

Province:
There are processes available to the Minister other than the mandatory 10 year review

Markham:
1t’s a mistake to draw the line in the middle of Comell Centre...move the line.. it needs to

count as intensification and be recognized for what it is...I have residents that would love
10 argue a reduction in the intensity of development planned for Cornell Centre if it does
not count...Province seems to be commended us Jor a job well done but it will not

recognize it by counting it.

Cornell Centre needs to be counted towards 40% intensification target...we have q
Secondary Plan in place which we could leave as is...instead we have an opportunity to
amend the plan to recognize intensification within the context of an existing urban
boundary...Cornell Centre meets every other Growth Plan policy...ask Minister to review

his intensification target policy...Province can’t stick to strict definition in every case

Is there agreement on what new greenfield development or “whitebelt” development
outside the urban boundary will look like? If urban boundary expansion are allowed the
Province should be targeting greater than 50 persons/jobs per hectare on these lands
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Province:
The designatted greenfield policies will apply (ie. SO persons/jobs per hectare at the upper

tier level) once an urban expansion occurs.

Markham:
Will PIR and the GTTA be able to link infrastructure dollars to Growth Plan policies (ie.

transit projects related to intensification). York Region growth is based on transit
plans..how will Province award infrastructure..should be based on appropriate growth

not just something for everyone

Province:
We are hopeful that GTTA and Growth Plan will link...GTTA is currently coordinating

development of a master transportation plan for GGH

Markham:
At the Provincial Growth Summit, I had recommended that a Provincial “working

group” be established to work through and resolve issues on, among other things, the
technical aspects of implementing the Growth Plan. Is this going to happen?

Province:
We have included the idea of a Provincial “contact” or “working” group in our briefing

notes for the new Minister

Markham:
Employment lands and job creation are a concern.. .there is a lack of specificity on

employment land policies...need more of an understanding on what to focus
infrastructure dollars on to support employment...need to recognize employment outside
of 25 Urban Growth Centres. ..what is the employment mix in UGCs?... Disappointed
there are no specific employment targets in UGCs.

Province:
Anticipate release of discussion paper on employment lands this fall.

Markham:
Residents don’t want new growth...we are mandated to deliver intensification but we

don’t have the dollars we need to provide transit in the suburbs....is the Province really
going to be a partner? PIR should meet with the Mayor’'s more regularly...where is the
financial help from the Province in implementing the Growth Plan?

Province:
I agree with your point that dollars must be linked to provision of transportation

infrastructure. Markham is a mature urban municipality that competes globally..the
Province must correct its mistakes of the past and provide dollar investment in transit.
Minister Caplan supports that approach and we hope the next Minister will as well.
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Markham:
What is guiding policy on urban boundary expansion.. how do we ensure redevelopment

prior to urban boundary expansion... What about intensification of employment lands in
existing urban areas...the Province should provide policy direction on that as well. ...

Province:
In addition to PPS boundary expansion policies, the Growth Plan has specific Settlement

Area Boundary Policies set out in Section 2.2.8. . .the test is to ensure prior to expansion
that Growth Plan targets are being met...

Markham:
What about intensification of employment lands in existing urban areas...the Province

should provide policy direction on that as well....

Province:
We would look to upper and lower municipalities to identify and assess intensification

opportunities for their employment lands through the development of their own
intensification strategy

Markham:
Interested in how the 25 Urban Growth Centres interact...should put in rail back-lane

corridor network in place to link UGCs.. Need fo connect east west network in 905 vs.
radial hub application currently being contemplated.. why not start on 407 transitway

tomorrow?

Province:
Recognize that UGCs are the hooks from which integrated transit line must hang...need

to ensure GTTA master transportation plan provides for integrated transit system

Markham:
Disappointed that not much emphasis place on protecting built heritage in Growth Plan

Province:
Built heritage also covered by Provincial Policy Statement which continues to apply and

Heritage Act...however, it is noted that there is not much in current Growth Plan
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Ministry of Public Ministére du Renouvellement de .
Infrastructure Renewal Pinfrastructure publique n a r ' O

Ontario Growth Secretariat Secrétariat des initiatives de croissance de

777 Bay St 4th Fir I'Ontario
Toronto ON M5G 2E5 777, ue Bay 4" étage

Telephone Toll Free: 1-866-479-9781 Toronto ON M5G 2E$

Fax Number: (416) 325-7403 Téléphone (sans frais): 1-866-479-9781 -

Telécopieur: (416) 3257403 / T LT,

November 28, 2007

A
/m

Bryan Tuckey
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services

The Regional Municipality of York

17250 Yonge Street
Newmarket, Ontario L3Y 671

Dear Mr. Tuckey:

Thank you for your letter dated July 19, 2007 requesting the inclusion inside the Built Boundary of
Cornell Centre in the Town of Markham.

Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 aims to create complete communities that
offer more options for living, working, shopping and playing in close proximity; provide greater choice
in housing types to meet the needs of people at all stages of life; curb Sprawl and protect farmiand

and green spaces; and reduce traffic gridlock by improving access to a greater range of
transportation choices. It is a pleasure to work closely with York Region and your member
municipalities on the implementation of the Growth Plan in planning communities that embody these

objectives and create liveable, vibrant neighbourhoods for residents.

The Growth Plan for the

Ontario Growth Secretariat staff have worked Closely with regional and lower-tier municipal staff in
the definition of the built boundary in York Region. As you are aware, the purpose of the buiit
boundary is to identify which urban lands were built upon as of June 2006 in order to monitor infill and
redevelopment within existing built-up areas and track the achievement of the growth plan’s
intensification target. | am pleased to inform you that the Ministry of Public Infrastructure released
the Proposed Final Built Boundary technical paper last week and | have sent you copies under

separate cover.

As you will see in the technical paper, the lands within Cornell Centre, which you referred to in your
letter of July 2007, do not meet the criteria for inclusion within the built boundary as these were
unbuilt, and there was no fully or partially built development on them as of June 2006,

ith the Ontario Growth Secretariat for Cornell Centre do fulfill the intent and policy
objectives of the Growth Plan in many ways including the achievement of a compact, mixed-use and
transit-supportive greenfield development of high quality and character. Cornelf Centre is a good

example of a transit-oriented new community that offers a mix of housing choice, is walkable and

I commend the efforts of York Region and Markham in developing a show case example to
implement the growth plan. |look forward to continuing to work with you in the future,




If you have any further Questions, pleass do not hesitate to contact me.

Yo

stant Deputy Minister
Ontario Growth Secretariat
Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal

¢c. John Livey, CAO, Markham
Jim Baird, Commissionpr of Development Services, Markham




Appendix “G”

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF YORK

Planning and Economic Development Committee
January 16, 2007
Report of the
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services

PROPOSED FINAL BUILT BOUNDARY FOR THE GROWTH PLAN FOR THE
GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE, 2006: FALL 2007 TECHNICAL PAPER

1. RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:
1. The Regional Clerk circulate this report to local municipal planning heads, the
Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal, and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and

Housing.

2. Staff, in consultation with local municipal staff, be directed to provide the Ministry of
Public Infrastructure Renewal suggested revisions to the proposed final built

boundary.

3. Staffreport back to Committee when the final built boundary has been released and
analyzed.

2. PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to advise Committee of the current status and delineation of
the built boundary based on the Proposed Final Builr Boundary for the Growth Plan Jor
the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006: Fall 2007 Technical Paper and updated mapping
released by the Ministry of Public Infrastructure Renewal (PIR) on November 20, 2007.

The method used to create the built boundary as outlined in this updated technical paper
is considered to be final. However, limited revisions to the boundary will be permitted
within the parameters of the methodology.

3. BACKGROUND

On January 16, 2006, PIR released the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.
The Growth Plan includes polices which support the development of more compact,
vibrant, transit-supportive communities,
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One of the key polices of the Growth Plan is that “by the year 2015 and for each year
thereafter, a minimum of 40 per cent of all residential development occurring annually
within each upper- and single-tier municipality will be within the built-up area.”

The built-up area is defined as “all land within the built boundary”.

On November 27, 2006 PIR released the Technical Paper on a Proposed Methodology
Jfor Developing a Built Boundary for the Greater Golden Horseshoe which included
preliminary mapping of the built-up area. Comments on the methodology were due to
PIR by January 19, 2007 and comments on the preliminary mapping were due Spring
2007.

On January 10, 2007 staff presented a staff report to Committee identifying six key issues

with the proposed methodology:

1. All Regional Centres should be included in the built-up area

2. All Parkway Belt West Lands should be included in the built-up area

3. Comell Centre should be included in the built-up area

4. Edges of the boundary that are uneven or jagged should be largely contiguous and
delineated by a clear boundary aligned with recognizable features.

5. Donut Holes, or pockets of unbuilt areas surrounded by built-up areas, should be

included in the built-up area.
6. Unbuilt areas that have been erroneously identified as built-up should be removed

from the built-up area.

Committee recommended that staff consult with local municipal staff prior to the
Regional Chair submitting comments to PIR.

Local municipal staff were consulted and comments were forwarded to PIR on January
19, 2007. In addition to regional comments, comments from the municipalities of East
Gwillimbury, Georgina, Markham, Newmarket and Vaughan were included in the
package.

In January 2007 regional staff received a GIS preliminary draft of the built boundary. All
local municipalities were also contacted by PIR and had the opportunity to obtain this
digital data. PIR requested that regional staff coordinate comments amongst all

municipalities.

From February to May 2007 regional staff met with staff from each of the nine local
municipalities to co-ordinate the suggested revisions to the boundary. The suggested
consolidated revisions were then forwarded to PIR for their consideration.

In July 2007 Planning Commissioner Tuckey sent a letter to PIR Assistant Deputy
Minister Brad Graham providing additional rational for the inclusion of Cornell Centre in
the built-up area (Attachment 1).
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In November 2007 PIR ADM Brad Graham wrote to Commissioner Tuckey advising that
the lands within Cornell Centre do not meet the criteria for inclusion within the built
boundary as they were not built as of June 2006 (Attachment 2).

4, ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS

The updated built boundary methodology and mapping addresses many of the issues
identified in the January 2007 staff report. Comments in this report are based on the
small scale map provided with the print version of the methodology (Atrachment 3. A
more detailed analysis, based on the digital mapping (dttachment 4) will be conducted in
consultation with local municipal staff

4.1 Regional Centres
The preliminary draft of the Built Boundary did not include Markham Centre. All

Regional Centres are now included in the built-up area.

4.2 Parkway Belt West Lands

The preliminary draft Built Boundary did not include many of the lands within the
Parkway Belt West. The updated boundary includes the vast majority of the lands, with
the exception of the unbuilt areas to the extreme east and west of the Region.

4.3 Cornell Centre

Regional staff and Town of Markham staff strongly support the inclusion of Cornell
Centre in the built-up area. As outlined in Attachment 1, the inclusion of Cornell Centre
is a key component of the Region’s planned urban structure and it should be included in
the built-up area based on local municipal, regional and provincial policy initiatives.

The updated boundary includes some small portions of the Centre; however, the majority
of it has not been identified as built-up. This oversight by PIR is counterintuitive to the
Region’s and Town’s efforts to build a compact, vibrant, transit-supportive community.
As such, it is staffs intention to include Cormell Centre in all intensification calculations
despite the fact that it is not included in the Provincial built-up area.

44 Edges
In general, there has been a smoothing of the edges of the boundary in the updated
mapping. However, there continues to be some uneven and jagged edges in high growth

areas.

The updated methodology specifies that “structures that had a foundation prior to June
16, 2006 are generally considered built”. At the time of our initial analysis we were
under the impression the structure must have roof'to be considered built. This updated,
more lenient requirement may allow for some minor smoothing of the edges of the

boundary.
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The updated methodology also provides that when PIR was unable to obtain information
on the precise location of built structures within a registered plan that the entire plan is
included if it was estimated by the municipality that the majority of the plan (> 50%) was
built prior to June 16, 2006. Likewise, if it is estimated that if less than fifty per cent of
the plan was built prior to June 16, 2006 the plan would be excluded. This rule does not
automatically apply in York Region because we have more detailed information on the
precise location of built structures. Nonetheless, it may be of value to request the
application of this rule in order to facilitate the smoothing of edges and to simplify
monitoring in the long-term.

4.5 Unbuilt Holes in the Built-up Area

The updated methodology has increased the size of groups of unbuilt parcels that are
completely surrounded on all sides by built parcels that can be included in the built-up
area from 6.25 ha to 37.5 ha. This more permissive approach has resulted in many of the
donut holes throughout the region being considered built-up.

4.6 Unbuilt Areas
All areas that were identified as unbuilt have been removed from the built-up area.

The updated methodology also provides that smaller, unserviced or partially serviced
settlement areas which have limited capacity to accommodate significant future growth
are represented by a dot because a line will not be required for monitoring purposes. It is
notable that Pefferlaw is represented by a line despite the local municipal request for its
removal. Staff will draw the Provinces attention to this technical error.

4.7 Next Steps
PIR has indicated that minor revisions to proposed built boundary, within the parameters

of the methodology, will be considered.

Regional staff will conduct a detailed review of the digital version of the boundary and
analyze the differences between the updated boundary and the suggested revisions
forwarded to PIR in consultation with local municipal staff. Also, the updated boundary
will be reviewed against the updated methodology for consistency. Comments generated
through this evaluation will be consolidated and forwarded PIR for their consideration.

4.8 Relationship to Vision 2026

The final built boundary will have direct impacts on the form, structure and density of
new residential development in the long term. The impact on new development will in
turn speak to many of the Vision 2026 goal areas, including Enhanced Environment,
Heritage and Culture; Responding to the Needs of our Residents; Housing Choice for our
Residents; Managed and Balanced Growth; and Infrastructure for a Growing Region.
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5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no immediate financial implications associated with the built boundary
methodology and mapping proposed by PIR. Financial implications associated with
growth management and intensification will be reported on at a later date.

6. LOCAL MUNICIPAL IMPACT

Defining the built boundary is one component of the Region’s comprehensive growth
management exercise that also includes developing revised local municipal forecasts, a
land budget exercise, an intensification strategy, updates to the Region’s infrastructure
master plans and a fiscal impact analysis. Regional staff have consulted extensively with
local municipal staff throughout this process.

Intensification units will account for 40% of all growth units at the Regional scale from
2015 on. The final delineation of the built boundary will determine the total built-up area
for each local municipality. This information will be used as input in the assignment of
local municipal intensification targets. Regional staff will work closely with local
municipal staff in the refinement of the built up areas.

7. CONCLUSION

The Province has finalized the methodology for determining the built boundary. Overall
the built boundary methodology outlined by PIR is sound. The methodology allows for a
consistent evaluation of the built-up areas across the GGH.

The Province has addressed many of the consolidated suggested revisions forwarded to
them by regional staff and have incorporated them into the built boundary.

The method used to create the updated built boundary as outlined in this technical paper
is considered to be final. However, limited further revisions to the boundary will be
permitted within the parameters of the methodology.

The most significant requested revision that PIR did not incorporated into the boundary
was the request for the inclusion of Cornell Centre. It is the Region’s contention that this
decision is counterintuitive and does not support the Town’s, Region’s and Province’s
vision for compact, vibrant, transit-supportive communities. As such, it is the Region’s
intention to include Cornell Centre in all intensification calculations despite the fact that
it is not included in the Provincial built-up area.

Regional staff will continue to work closely with staff of each local municipality and will
forward further suggested revisions to the built boundary to the Province for their
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consideration. A second round of local municipal consultations will be initiated in winter
2008.

For more information on this report, please contact John Waller, Director Long Range
and Strategic Planning at 905-830-4444 ext. 1525 or john.waller@york.ca.

The Senior Management Group has reviewed this report.

Prepared by: Reviewed by:

Sarah Hardie-Cameron John B. Waller, M.C.1P.,R.P.P.

Planner Director, Long Range and Strategic
Planning '

Recommended by: Approved for Submission:

Bryan W. Tuckey, M.C.I.P, RP.P. Bruce Macgregor

Commussioner of Planning and Chief Administrative Officer

Development Services

November 28, 2007

Attachment(s): 1 — Letter to PIR ADM Brad Graham from Commissioner Tuckey
2 - Letter to Commissioner Tuckey from PIR ADM Brad Graham
3 —Map of updated York Region Built Boundary
4 — Maps of updated Built Boundary for each Local Municipality
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