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April Members’ Meeting  

We hope to see you all online at our April 

Members’ meeting. 
 

Date:  April 12th 2021 (Monday) 

Time:  7:00 PM – 9:00 PM 

Venue:    Online Zoom meeting 

Topics:    Councillor updates and more  

 

Guest Presentation:  

“Markham’s Municipal Energy Plan - Getting to 

Zero” by guest speaker Graham Seaman, Director, 

Sustainability & Asset Management – City of 

Markham. 

 

Please see invitation email for link to join the meeting. 

Please note that Mayor Frank Scarpitti will be the 

guest speaker for our May 3rd members’ meeting. 

 

Markham Municipal Energy 

Plan – Net Zero 2050  

This month’s guest speaker Graham Seaman will 

explain how the City of Markham is planning to 

reach its goal of net zero energy emissions by 

2050. 

Although Markham is doing well compared to 

other cities, more effort is required to achieve this 

goal and we are curious to hear about it. 
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Markham Centre Secondary Plan 

Update 

The prime consultant for the secondary plan update, 

Gladki and Associates, presented the Preferred 

Option at the March 23 special Development Services 

Committee meeting. The presentation had been 

deferred from the original February timeline. The 

presentation is available on Markham’s web site, in 

case you missed it or wish to see it. 

The URA provided a deputation to the Committee 

outlining our comments on the material. The 

deputation focused on the need to advance the plan 

and to take full account of the numerous queries and 

comments the URA has provided to date. The URA 

stressed that the City should defer any development 

application request within the Markham Centre that 

seeks to add density or request rezoning until the 

Secondary Plan is in place, or at a minimum, is at a 

stage of acceptance in principle. Developers have 

significant development opportunities with existing 

zoning available under the Official Plan, as it stands. 

The deputation can be viewed in full on the URA 

website. 

The Committee received the presentation and the 

various deputations. They closed discussion with the 

position that the Committee needed time to digest 

the plan presented and collect their own thoughts 

before they could begin commenting. Legitimately, 

there is a lot of material within the presented 

package. Until that time, they deferred a public 

discussion by committee members on the plan and 

responses to the various deputations. We are unsure, 

at present, whether there will be a follow-up DSC 

meeting to deal with this. 

The next steps as outlined in the schedule by Gladki 

would have been to move to reception of comments 

from stakeholders and the public, then refine the 

preferred option. That would appear to be on hold. 

The schedule suggested by Gladki would be to have 

an approved plan in early 2022. That schedule 

appears to very optimistic considering the current 

state of affairs. 

 

The screenshot above is taken from a presentation which 

can be found on Your Markham Centre | Your Voice 

Markham. To some the shape of Markham Centre 

resembles a boat. 

Why Should Markham be 

required to use all its remaining 

agricultural lands for 

development? 

The Province has mandated that York Region 

accommodate 800,000 new people and 315,000 new 

jobs between 2021 and 2051. Following this direction, 

York Region has released its land needs assessment 

and is proposing a near-doubling of Markham’s 

population and jobs and the development of 100% of 

Markham’s remaining agricultural land not in Rouge 

National Urban Park or in the Greenbelt. However, 

other growth options do exist. For example, URA has 

calculated that Markham’s entire mandated 

population increase can be accommodated from 

already-proposed developments or plans, meaning 

very little if any expansion into agricultural lands is 

necessary. 
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The York Region study is part of its Municipal 

Comprehensive Review to update its 2010 Regional 

Official Plan (ROP) by mid-2022. In addition to 

population targets, the Province has also mandated 

that at least 50% of the growth needs to be 

intensification into the built-up area, and that a 

minimum of 50 people + jobs/hectare must be 

planned for in any new communities. 

In early 2019, York Region Council directed staff to 

use the provincial minimum (50%) intensification 

target rather than the staff recommendation of 60%. 

It also directed staff to report back on the 

recommended density in new communities (50 or 60 

per hectare), whereas staff had already 

recommended 60. 

York staff has now concluded its preliminary 

assessment. Even with a new community density of 

60 per hectare, a remarkable 3,400 ha of urban 

expansion, or 80% of the remaining available lands, is 

needed within the Region to accommodate growth to 

2051, largely due to the low intensification target. 

 

Source: Official Plan Map 3 Land Use (markham.ca) 

The Region is responsible for assigning growth to each 

lower tier municipality. Markham was assigned 2051 

targets of 619,000 people, 309,000 jobs and an 

intensification rate of 52%. Based on this, all of 

Markham’s undeveloped land except for Rouge 

National Urban Park and the Greenbelt will be needed 

to accommodate the assigned growth (1270 hectares 

for neighbourhoods, 220 hectares for employment). 

A subcommittee of URA members has met with 

Region staff, reviewed the reports and has prepared 

the following preliminary observations and 

questions: 

• Markham’s intensification rate of 52% seems like 

a step back versus its current target of 60%, 

recognizing that intensification has major 

environmental and infrastructure cost benefits. 

• A quick tally of some major in-fill development 

plans in Markham (such as Markham Centre, 

Langstaff Gateway, Markham Rd - Mt. Joy, York 

Downs and others), plus major planned 

developments in already-designated greenfield 

sites (Future Urban Area, Cornell Centre) totals 

over 250,000 new population. When added to our 

current population of 353,000, this totals over 

600,000, suggesting that our population growth 

to 2051 can be accommodated by little to no 

further urban expansion. Will the Region listen to 

different growth options such as this one? 

• A housing analysis by the Region’s consultant 

(Watson and Associates) noted that the Region’s 

population is currently almost 100,000 below the 

Provincial forecast. Watson was felt that high 

housing prices are a major factor. Watson 

identified the need for low-cost low-density 

housing (townhouses), smaller detached units 

and purpose-built rental units. Does this mean 

that new lower density communities in the 

agricultural lands are needed? 

• Phasing of development is critical. If the current 

staff recommendations are followed, there will be 

pressure from landowners to develop “remote 
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lands”. Strong policies in the ROP are needed so 

that growth is orderly and based on contiguous 

blocks. Remote blocks, although they may be 

designated as urban in the ROP, should remain in 

agricultural use until needed. 

• Some of other municipalities (Hamilton, Halton 

Region) are examining a zero-boundary expansion 

option and are engaging public consultation on 

this option. 

 

The Region will be initiating public consultation in Q2. 

Markham staff will also be preparing a local analysis 

for Development Services Committee on April 19. 

URA intends to engage with staff in both jurisdictions 

and participate in the consultation. 

 

URA Position on Completion of 

Kennedy Road Environmental 

Assessment 

York Region has filed a Notice of Completion for its 

Environmental Assessment to widen Kennedy Road 

between Major Mackenzie and Steeles to 6 lanes by 

adding one HOV/transit lane in each direction, plus 

improved facilities for cycling and walking (known 

collectively as Active Transportation, or AT). This is 

the same proposal as recommended for 16th Avenue. 

Comments on the Environmental Study Report are 

due in mid-April. 

The URA has been involved with this Assessment 

since its inception and has carefully reviewed the 

Report. As with 16th Avenue, we continue to question 

the strategic fit of road widening in dense urban areas 

in a future of new technologies, work-from-home, 

climate change and sprawl reduction. We have been 

communicating with the Region to model various 

such scenarios as part of the Transportation Master 

Plan (TMP) update, and have received a commitment 

that these scenarios will be modeled. 

 

Although the improvements to AT are good, there is 

skepticism that the mode shift to transit will occur 

and that the HOV/Transit lanes will be effective. It is 

feared that the new roads will just become wider 

roads for general purpose traffic. 

We acknowledge that the Study started with the 

premise that Phase 1 (problem/opportunity) and 

Phase 2 (alternative solutions) of the Environmental 

Assessment process were established in the approved 

2016 TMP and that the TMP had selected road 

widening for Transit/HOV/AT as the preferred 

solution. Therefore the Study was limited to Phase 3 

(alternative design concepts for the preferred 

solution). Within this mandated narrow scope, the 

Study did a good job identifying the major challenges 

and coming up with good recommendations. 
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We intent to submit the above comments to the 

Region, and also make some specific points as listed 

below: 

• Access to Denby Crescent and 2nd Street – The 

ability of residents of these streets to drive in and 

out will be severely restricted, as only a Right-In-

Right-Out movement is proposed. These are “no 

outlet” streets with no other access than from 

Kennedy. Improved access from Kennedy from 

the south (for Denby) and from the north (for 2nd 

Street) needs to be studied. 

 

• Width of AT Facility in Centres – we are concerned 

that a 3.0 m Multi Use Path in the intensive areas 

of Milliken Centre and Markham Centre will be 

inadequate and lead to pedestrian-cyclist 

collisions. The design should look to separate 

these users, as was done on Highway 7 between 

Sciberras and Town Centre. We recognize the 

need to be mindful of continuity of the facility 

beyond these centres. 

 

• 407 Ramp AT Bridges - Given the size of the whole 

project, we feel that the ultimate vision of adding 

AT bridges over the on-ramps of the 407 should 

be done together with the bridges across the 

expressway. It would make AT travel much safer 

and would save cost in the long run by completing 

the AT bridge construction as one project. It also 

means only a one-time construction period. 

 

The full text of the environmental assessment can be 

found here: Kennedy Road EA | York Region. 

 

Kingdom-Markham Center 

Update (The Sheridan Lands) 

The Kingdom Project on Highway 7 East, Ward 3, was 

presented to the DSC on March 30 2021. Although the 

project consists of 4 phases, Kingdom presented an 

application for Phase 1 only at this time; Phase 1 

fronts directly onto Highway 7. 

Councilor Reid McAlpine had facilitated 2 meetings 

with the URA and Kingdom in 2020 and 2021. In 

addition the URA had presented a deputation in May 

2020 to the DSC raising many concerns about the 

height of the towers, and the lack of sufficient open 

spaces. The URA also identified that the proposal was 

not in conformance with the Secondary Plan, and an 

earlier City approval in 2014. 

The URA deputed again on March 30 2021, re-

emphasizing the same concerns, and lack of 

movement by Kingdom on the 60% increase in units 

over what was originally approved. (See copy of the 

March 2021 deputation on the URA website) 

Although the earlier approval was for two 6 storey 

towers in Phase 1, the URA agreed with the City’s 

recommendation to allow two 8 storeys consisting of 

331 units. We also supported the City’s request for 

Kingdom to seek at least silver LEED status, and to 

design for Bird Friendly and Dark Sky lighting 

measures. 

In this deputation we chose the opportunity to point 

out that the height and density of Phases 2 and 3, 

were still in excess of the preliminary concept 

Markham Centre Secondary Plan, and the 2014 City 

approval. 

We commented also on a proposed extension of 

Sciberras Road across the Rouge River as it may be 

important to disperse road traffic from this 

development. We supported the City’s 
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recommendation that Kingdom resolve the TRCA 

issues regarding the crossing through the protected 

flood plain areas, and as a minimum, to provide for a 

pedestrian and cycle path. 

The URA is aware of the need for more purpose-built 

rental units, units for seniors, and affordable units in 

our district. We pointed out that Kingdom was 

offering 2.3% of such facilities in Phases 1 and 2 

combined when the Times development west of 

Verdale, was making available up to 12% of total. 

To close out the discussions, the DSC approved the 

Phase 1 as presented by the City, and with conditions 

as posted on the Markham City website under 

appendix “A” on page 9. Link: filestream.ashx 

(escribemeetings.com) 

 

Yonge North Subway Extension 

controversy over “Approved 

Reference Alignment” 

Thornhill residents were blindsided in mid March 

when Metrolinx finally released its long-awaited 

Initial Business Case for the Yonge North Subway 

Extension (YNSE). Three alignments were studied – 

two entirely under Yonge St and a controversial third 

option. This Option 3 had the best cost-benefit 

performance in the business case. It proceeds north 

from Finch Station to Royal Orchard Blvd, and then 

turns sharply east and tunnels under 60 homes, one 

school and Pomona Creek to reach the GO Richmond 

Hill corridor near Kirk Drive. It then gradually reaches 

the surface and remains at grade within the corridor 

to a terminus at High Tech Rd. Three stations are 

proposed – at Steeles Ave, between Highways 7 and 

407 (“Bridge” Station) and at High Tech. The main 

positive feature of this option is that Bridge Station 

will be located in the heart of the planned dense 

communities at Langstaff and Richmond Centre. It 

will also be well located for connecting bus routes. 

Because the capital cost is below the funding 

envelope of $5.6B, a fourth station is being studied at 

either Cummer Ave, Clark Ave or Royal Orchard Blvd. 

 

 

 

This controversial alignment was approved by the 

Metrolinx board months ago and is called the 

“Approved Reference Alignment”. However, 

residents only became aware of it in mid March. 

Naturally there is plenty of concern about noise, 

vibration, property values and construction 

disruption. Metrolinx is moving ahead rapidly with 

community and public engagement as well as field 

testing. It expects to go to the market with a Request 

for Qualifications this Fall and is predicting 

completion of the work by 2030. The first public 

engagement meeting is on April 7. 

URA strongly supports construction of this subway 

“missing link”. It is essential to the orderly growth of 
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York Region. As taxpayers, we also support getting 

the best value for our capital dollars. However, the 

concerns of the residents must be taken seriously. 

The manner in which the Approved Reference 

Alignment was suddenly sprung on the community 

was very poor. Resident concerns about long term 

noise and vibration are very legitimate. The tunnels 

are promised to be 20 meters below grade and the 

rails are to be installed with best technology, such as 

rubber dampers, to minimize noise and vibration. 

Residents need evidence that these will work as 

promised. Residents also need to be compensated for 

any property devaluation resulting from subway 

infrastructure on their properties. Lastly, residents 

need to be assured that there will be at least one, 

hopefully two, stations in Thornhill as compensation 

for all this disruption. 

We are hopeful that state-of-the-art noise/vibration 

mitigation, property value compensation and at least 

one Thornhill station can make Option 3 acceptable 

to most of the affected residents, and look forward to 

Metrolinx providing more details on these issues. 

For more information click on Yonge North Subway 

Extension - Projects | Metrolinx 

 

York Downs Tree Cutting 

Anybody driving along 16th Ave will have noticed that 

work has started on tree clearing. We saw that, 

checked with both the City and the developer and 

here is what’s happening. The golf course ceased 

operations already, and the planned split of 

ownership took place, as a result Kylemore now owns 

the more southerly part of the land north of 16th 

Avenue. The tree line at the roadside will be there for 

a while, the bulk of the work is slightly to the interior 

of that strip. See the screen shot below for a map as 

to the location of the permitted works. 

 

A Tree removal – Site Alteration Permit application 

was submitted by Kylemore in February, 2021 with 

the intent to remove trees on site prior to the 

Migratory Bird Seasons which starts on April 1st (The 

Ministry of Natural Resources requires tree removal 

works to be undertaken in advance of bird migratory 

season). Staff reviewed all necessary drawings and 

documents and issued the required permit on March 

10th. 

A total of 614 trees were permitted for removal which 

accounts for a large portion of the trees within their 

Phase 1 and 2 lands. As part of the approval, the City 

has secured a Tree Compensation/Tree Preservation 

Letter of Credit (just over $500,000) in accordance 

with the Tableland Trees Compensation Strategy 

report which sets out the general location and 

approach to tree compensation. The applicant will be 

required to submit an approved Tree Compensation 

Strategy report prior to registration of the first 

subdivision. 

Kylemore has also submitted a Site Alteration Permit 

application for topsoil stripping and works related to 

erosion and sediment control measures, which is 
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targeted to commence following the removal of the 

subject trees. We have this message from Kylemore:  

"Kylemore expects to begin earthworks in the coming 

months, with servicing and eventually home building 

thereafter.  Kylemore and its contractors understand 

that residents live nearby, and that maintenance and 

cleaning of 16th Avenue will be important to 

everyone – it will be a priority to Kylemore". 

We will keep you informed as we learn more, 

especially any details of the planned site prep works. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Homepage - Main Street Unionville 

(unionvilleinfo.com) 


