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Unionville Residents Association

From: Peter Miasek <peter.miasek@rogers.com>

To: Mayor Frank Scarpitti - Markham <fscarpitti@markham.ca>

Cc: Reid McAlpine <rmcalpine@markham.ca>; Ritch Lau - Markham Councillor
<ritchlau@markham.ca>; Isa Councillor <ilee@markham.ca>; Giulio Cescato
<gcescato@markham.ca>; Stephen Lue <slue@markham.ca>; Arvin Prasad
<aprasad@markham.ca>

Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2024 at 04:29:34 p.m. EST

Subject: Schedule and Concerns with Markham Centre Secondary Plan

Hello Mr. Mayor:

As you know, the Markham Centre Secondary Plan area falls largely within Ward 3, with portions in
Wards 2 and 8. The Unionville Residents Assn has closely been following the development of the
Secondary Plan since it was initiated in 2019. The Secondary Plan should be the embodiment of “good
planning” and be available to use as the benchmark to judge all development proposals. However, this
desire is frustrated by the very slow pace of plan finalization, which remains in draft form after 6 years of
study.

The draft policies and accompanying maps were finally released at DSC on July 3, 2024. There are
many excellent policies in this draft and it was a pleasure to review them. The Plan contemplated total
population of 139,000 residents and 55,000 jobs. The draft transportation plan was finally released to us
in September, 2024.

Notwithstanding the many good points, we have a number of concerns about the process and plans:

e The schedule slippage is unusually long and troublesome. Presentations from 2019-2020 show a
planned 2 to 3 year process from the start of the project to a recommended development concept and
policies. We are now at 6+ years. And this slippage continues. The staff report from July 3, 3024
indicates a statutory public meeting and adoption of the plan was to be held in Q4-2024. However, this
has not occurred.

e Policy 10.8.7 deliberately sets a definition of FSI that differs from that in Markham’s Official Plan. Will
it be revised to align with the OP? If so, this will require a downward revision to the FSI numbers shown
in Appendix 1 in order to keep the same population and jobs.

e The road and transit network near the GO station still seems to be unresolved. A project was
approved in the 2024 Markham Budget (Project # 24032) to study the 407 Transitway realignment, but
has not reported back to our knowledge. And there still seems to be uncertainty about the alignment
(over/under tracks) of some of the collector roads near the station.

e More importantly, the transportation study provided in September revealed that road gridlock would
occur at populations beyond about 80,000 people! This is despite assuming strategies to maximize non-
auto travel modes. How will this study be reconciled with the Secondary Plan recommended concept?



e Policy 10.8.8 provides a means to deal with developer applications that exceed secondary plan
values for density. It requires that the developer model the cumulative impact of similar increases in
density on all sites with development potential. We presume that this modeling is not onerous, as
existing models for traffic and water could be used. We strongly support this policy, but are concerned
that developer push-back may weaken it.

Mr. Mayor, we would appreciate if you able to provide an update on timing of the next steps (eg Public
Meeting) on this Secondary Plan. Furthermore, would you please arrange for staff to respond to our
concerns. If helpful, we would be happy to participate in a meeting to discuss.

Peter Miasek
Director, URA



