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Historically, growth in the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) region of Ontario, Canada, 

has been characterized by urban sprawl.  The area is projected to undergo rapid population 

growth in the near future, which, if trends continue, will result in further sprawl. This is highly 

undesirable, as it will result in the conversion of agricultural and natural lands for low density 

development, a process which has significant social, environmental, and economic 

consequences. To address this issue, in 2005 the Ontario Government passed the Greenbelt Plan, 

a land use plan that aims to protect affected lands against development. However, the plan only 

covers a small portion of the GGH area, which leaves the majority of the region vulnerable to 

sprawl. However, there is currently an opportunity for this to change, as in 2015 4 provincial 

land use plans are being reviewed in tandem: The Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP), the Greenbelt 

Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP), and the Growth Plan for the GGH. 
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This study seeks to explore the idea of ‘completing’ the planning for the GGH, or extending 

policies protecting against sprawl across the GGH region as a whole. The purpose of this study 

was to support to support policy development work being done by an environmental not-for-

profit organisation, the ORM Partnership for 2015 (the Partnership), in the context of the 2015 

Co-Ordinated Land Use Planning Review.  This goal was accomplished through observing and 

attending a workshop between individuals knowledgeable on land use planning in Ontario which 

focussed on this concept. A literature review was done in order to identify themes, which were 

then used to analyse grey literature and workshop results. As a result of the workshop, the 

Partnership intends to propose to the minister via the mechanism of the review that the Greenbelt 

Plan’s protective policies on agriculture should be extended across the whole GGH, the 

Greenbelt’s Natural System should be extended across the whole GGH, and that a moratorium 

should be placed on urban boundaries for the next 10 years. This proposal would effectively 

resolve sprawl-related issues in the GGH, and would be feasible to implement. Several issues 

associated with the proposal and factors that could impact proposal success are also discussed 

with corresponding recommendations.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 THE PROBLEM: URBAN SPRAWL IN THE GREATER GOLDEN HORSEHOE (GGH) 

 Hundreds of years ago, Southern and Eastern Ontario was a landscape of wetlands, 

prairie, and Carolinian and mixed wood forests (David Suzuki Foundation and Ontario Nature, 

2011).  However, historical growth in the GGH region has been characterized by urban sprawl, 

here defined as unstructured low density development at the periphery of built up areas (Tandon, 

2011).  This has created a landscape of fragmented natural spaces, such that Southern Ontario is 

now characterized by single family homes, single use zoning, and large road networks, as well as 

an increased dependency on automobile transit (Tandon, 2011).  In upcoming years, the GGH is 

projected to undergo rapid urban growth: The Growth Plan for the GGH forecasts a population 

Figure 1: Ontario’s Greenbelt Plan Area and the GGH. (Statistics Canada 2013) 
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increase of about 2.5 million people from 2011-2031. This increase represents 80% of the 

projected population growth for all of Ontario (Ontario Ministry of Infrastructure, 2006).  

If development continues as it has historically, this will result in the consumption of more 

land in the GGH area, which will have social, economic, and environmental consequences (see 

Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3). For example, from 2001 to 2011, the population of the GGH grew by 

17%, while settled areas increased by 28% over this same time period (Statistics Canada, 2013).  

For the area outside the ring formed by the Ontario Greenbelt Plan Area, the largest proportion 

of this change resulted from the conversion of natural lands, whereas over 66% of the converted 

land located inside the ring formed by the Greenbelt was formerly agricultural (Statistics Canada, 

2013).  

This urban sprawl at the expense of cropland and natural spaces is the issue to which the 

Greenbelt Plan aims to respond.  It is a provincial land use plan which aims to work in 

conjunction with the Growth Plan for the GGH to protect against the loss and fragmentation of 

the agricultural land base, support agricultural viability, protect natural heritage and water 

resource systems, and provide for diverse economic and social activities (Ministry of Municipal 

Affairs and Housing (MMAH), 2005). It has generally been effective at protecting lands from 

development (see Sections 3.1 and 3.2). However, the Greenbelt Plan only covers approximately 

22% of the GGH area (Statistics Canada, 2013), leaving the majority of the region vulnerable to 

sprawl.  

The Greenbelt Plan Area’s outer boundary follows property boundaries, watercourses, 

major roads, and rail lines, and was established based on the best science available, a 

consideration of existing and future patterns of urbanization, and local knowledge (Fung & 

Conway, 2007).  The Greenbelt also contains the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
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(ORMCP) and the Niagara Escarpment Plan (NEP) areas. These latter two plans protect 

ecologically important features through land use designations that, in the case of the NEP, 

protect portions of the top of the escarpment, the escarpment face, and slope (Ontario Ministry of 

Natural Resources and Forestry, 2014).  With respect to the ORMCP, a network of ecologically 

important core habitat lands on the Moraine and connections between them are protected 

(MMAH, 2002).  The location of the Greenbelt Plan Area was thus largely based on containment 

of urban growth, and so there are many important natural features and agricultural lands located 

outside of the Plan Area: Approximately 75% of the best farmland of the Toronto Metropolitan 

Region, a region slightly smaller than the GGH, and about 70% of the region’s greenlands lie 

outside the Greenbelt Plan Area (The Neptis Foundation, 2005). One issue commonly identified 

with greenbelts in the literature is 'leapfrog' development, or development beyond the plan area's 

boundaries. Fung and Conway (2007) caution that the Greenbelt Plan's allowance of the 

construction of transportation and utilities corridors through even ecologically sensitive areas of 

the Greenbelt enables such leapfrog development, indicating that the green and agricultural lands 

external to the plan area will likely experience increased development pressure due to the 

protective policies of the Greenbelt Plan.  However, these lands are protected only by the 

protective policies of the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) and municipal plans, which are less 

strict and thus less effective (The Neptis Foundation, 2005).  

What happens outside the Plan Area will affect that which happens within it: The loss of 

natural features and functioning in the GGH external to the Greenbelt could compromise the 

connectivity and integrity of the Natural System identified within the Greenbelt Plan Area, 

including the NEP and ORCMP.  The loss of greenlands and agricultural lands is thus an issue 

not limited to the Greenbelt Plan area, rather, it is an issue that is regional in scale. Natural 
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features and agricultural lands outside the Greenbelt Plan area should have similar protection to 

those within it.  Indeed, integration at various spatiotemporal scales is essential to manage the 

complex connections between natural and human systems, as well as address diverse objectives 

(Hanna, Webber, & Slocombe, 2009).   

1.2 THE OPPORTUNITY: THE 2015 GREENBELT PLAN REVIEW 

In 2015, 4 provincial land use plans are being reviewed in tandem: The Growth Plan for 

the GGH, the NEP, the ORMCP, and the Greenbelt Plan. The review, named the Co-Ordinated 

Land Use Planning Review, will take 6 months: In phase 1, there will be public consultation via 

town hall meetings, online submissions, and submissions through the environmental bill of rights 

registry with the aim of obtaining information and viewpoints to inform potential plan 

amendments. Stage 2 will then concentrate on obtaining feedback to proposed amendments. An 

advisory council composed of members with backgrounds in agriculture, residential 

development, planning, natural resources management, and politics will then produce a report 

with recommendations by September 1st, 2015.  

The goals of the review are to: 

- Protect agricultural land, water, and natural areas.  

- Build cost effective infrastructure, keep people and goods moving 

- Create healthy, liveable, inclusive communities 

- Build communities attracting workers and employers 

- Address and build resilience to climate change 

- Improve implementation and better align plans  (MMAH, 2015) 

This review represents an opportunity for different stakeholders to advocate for changes to 

the above 4 plans.  
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1.3 RESEARCH PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVE 

 This report aims to present scholarly literature, grey literature, and results from a 

workshop on completing planning for the GGH within the context of the 2015 Co-Ordinated 

Land Use Planning Review in support of policy development work being done by the ORM 

Partnership for 2015 (the Partnership).  This is an environmental group consisting of 4 

organizations: EcoSpark, Earthroots, Ontario Nature, and the Save the Oak Ridges Moraine 

Coalition, that has been preparing for the plan review for the past two years. This report also 

aims to assist the Partnership in determining how a proposal on completing planning for the 

GGH could be implemented. Since regime changes are most successful when they build upon 

tested approaches (Whitelaw & Eagles, 2007) scholarly and grey literature was examined to 

determine the potential benefits of their policy proposal, issues that may be associated with the 

proposal, and factors that could influence its success. The outcome of this project will be a 

confidential document for the Partnership containing recommendations for the 2015 Land Use 

Planning Co-Ordinated Review.   

1.4 LAND USE PLANNING IN ONTARIO 

In Ontario, the provincial government delegates the majority of land-use planning 

responsibilities to municipalities, through the Planning Act (2011).  However, the province does 

maintain oversight approval and can override local decisions. Land use planning at the provincial 

level is primarily under the mandate of Ontario’s Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

(MMAH). The ministry issues provincial policy statements, develops provincial plans like the 

Greenbelt Plan, and advises municipalities on land use planning issues (MMAH, 2014; Ontario 

Ministry of Infrastructure, 2006; MMAH, 2005; MMAH, 2002; Ontario Ministry of Natural 
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Resources and Forestry, 2014). A summary of Ontario land use plans and policies may be found 

in Table 1. 

Table 1: Summary of Ontario land-use planning legislations and plans  

Legislation/Policy Description 

Planning Act 

Last revised in 

2011 

The provincial legal framework outlining municipal and provincial 

land use powers and responsibilities.  The Planning Act states that 

municipal decisions “must be consistent with” its directives, meaning 

that the Ontario Municipal Board or municipal councils may not make 

decisions that conflict with the Planning Act or provincial plans.  

Provincial Policy 

Statement (PPS) 

Last revised in 

2014 

This is section 3 of the Planning Act. It provides overall land use 

policy objectives that municipalities should rely upon when making 

planning decisions. The revised statement supports intensification, 

transit friendly development, and green infrastructure development. 

The Places to 

Grow Act  
introduced October 

2004 

This is the legal framework enabling the development of regional 

growth plans in Ontario. It was created with the intent of identifying 

where and how growth should occur so as to prioritize infrastructure 

investment, protect the natural environment, and support a strong 

economy. 

Greater Golden 

Horseshoe (GGH) 

Growth Plan  
released June 2006 

The regional growth plan for the GGH region created under the Places 

to Grow Act. It establishes specific density targets and planning 

priorities so as to indicate where and how regional growth should 

occur.  

Niagara 

Escarpment Plan 

(NEP) 

released 1985, last 

amended 2014 

A land use plan including land designations, development criteria, and 

permitted uses designed to balance development, industrial activity, 

and preservation on the Niagara Escarpment. The NEP's policies are 

the policies of the Greenbelt Plan for the NEP Area.  The Niagara 

Escarpment Commission is an independent regulatory agency of the 

Ontario Government that oversees development proposals, permits, 

and plan amendments in the NEP Area.  

Oak Ridges 

Moraine 

Conservation Plan 

(ORMCP) 

released in 2002 

A regional land use plan setting out land use designations and their 

associated permitted uses for the Oak Ridges Moraine (ORM) Area. It 

is an ecologically based plan created to protect the ecological and 

hydrological integrity of the Moraine while allowing for development. 

Greenbelt Plan 

released in 2005 

Ontario's Greenbelt Plan is a land-use plan which aims to protect 

agricultural lands and the ecological features and functioning of the 

implicated area by identifying where urbanization should not occur. 

The lands not covered by the ORMCP and the NEP are classified 

within the Greenbelt Plan as Protected Countryside.  Within this 

category there are 4 land-use designations, all of which have their own 

policies pertaining to allowed uses. The entire Protected Countryside is 

overlain by a Natural System with policies protecting natural and 

hydrological features and their connectivity.  
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Table modified after (Burda, 2008; MMAH, 2014; Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 

2011) 

There are 3 types of municipalities in Ontario.  They may be single tier, like Toronto and 

Hamilton, or in a two-tier system. Upper tier municipalities are regional governments that cover 

administrative areas including two or more lower-tier municipalities.  Single tier municipalities 

assume all municipal responsibilities, while these responsibilities are split between the upper and 

lower tiers in a two-tier system. All 3 types of municipalities are required to develop Official 

Plans describing land use planning policies and objectives.  The plans must comply with 

applicable provincial plans, and must identify natural features, agricultural lands, and settlement 

area boundaries.  These Official Plans may then be used to plan for protection of natural heritage, 

expansion of infrastructure, and development, and are implemented through development 

approvals and zoning by-laws. (Hanna, Webber, & Slocombe, 2009; MMAH, 2014; MMAH, 

2006).   

1.5 OUTLINE OF REPORT 

This report goes on to explain project methods. It then explores the themes of Agriculture, 

Natural Systems, and Urban Boundaries, and how the Partnership seeks to resolve GGH issues 

associated with each of these 3 themes through policy proposals. The report concludes by 

analyzing potential issues associated with the Partnership’s proposal, and factors that could 

influence the proposal’s success.  
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2.0 METHODS 

Initially, a literature review was conducted.  Search terms like ‘greenbelt’, ‘greenway 

planning’, ‘land-use planning’, and ‘Oak Ridges Moraine’ were inputted into the Queen’s 

Library database and Google Scholar to find pertinent scholarly articles.   This review was done 

in order to identify common themes in the literature. These themes were then used to guide the 

research and analysis of grey literature, and a table summarizing the grey literature evaluated 

may be found in Appendix 8.  This themed analysis was completed using methods outlined in 

chapters 2, 10, and 11 of Berg’s “Qualitative Research Methods for the Social Sciences:” 

Literature was read through several times in order to become familiar with the material, then 

patterns and themes were identified.  The results from this analysis was then used to analyze 

notes taken at a workshop held between individuals knowledgeable on land-use planning in 

Ontario focussed on the idea of ‘completing’ planning for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.  The 

workshop was designed to help inform the Partnership on policy recommendations for the area 

outside the Greenbelt Plan within the GGH, and was observed and attended by the principal 

investigator in order to acquire qualitative research for this report.  

The workshop was held on March 2nd between the members of the ORM Partnership and 

18 other actors in Toronto, Ontario. Ethical approval for this workshop was obtained from the 

Queen’s Research Ethics board on Friday, February 27th (Appendix 5). The workshop was 

designed and hosted by the ORM Partnership. Participants were invited to the workshop using a 

snowball approach:  The members of the ORM Conservation Partnership were invited first, and 

then they were asked to identify other participants they felt would bring forward experience and 

insight on Greenbelt issues.  Individuals were invited to participate via email or telephone 

conversations by members of the partnership.  Notes were taken at this workshop, and were 
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coded so that individuals were not identified by name. Individuals were asked for their consent 

that the notes be used for this project, and all individuals present consented.   This workshop is 

an example of participatory action research, whereby the research takes place with and for the 

people affected by a particular problem so as to lead to an action (Kindon, Pain, & Kesby, 2008) 

Information from the literature review, grey literature analysis, and the workshop was then 

triangulated to verify the validity of results.   

3.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3 primary themes came out as a result of the themed analysis, and these same themes 

were discussed at the workshop with respect to the Coordinated Land Use Planning Review and 

the issue of urban sprawl. These themes were agriculture, natural systems, and urban boundaries.  

3.1 AGRICULTURE  

The review of grey literature indicated that there are significant differences between the 

agricultural policies covering lands within the Greenbelt Plan Area and those outside this area 

but still within the GGH:   

The Greenbelt Plan identifies an agricultural system: Within the Greenbelt Plan Area, all 

lands not covered by the ORMCP and the NEP are classified as Protected Countryside.  Within 

this category there are 4 land-use designations, all of which have their own policies pertaining to 

allowed uses: Specialty crop areas, prime agricultural lands, and settlement areas.   

 Specialty crop areas represent 11% of the area of the Protected Countryside, and within 

these areas expansion of settlement areas is not permitted, nor are any new non-

agricultural uses.  
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 57% of the Protected Countryside is designated as prime agricultural lands, within which 

no new non-agricultural uses are allowed, though expansion of settlement areas into these 

lands may be permitted under certain conditions at the Greenbelt Plan’s 2015 review.  

 Settlement areas, comprising 15% of the existing countryside, are those designated for 

urban use 

The remaining spaces are rural areas in which a wide range of activities are permitted, 

though residential lot creation is restricted (MMAH, 2005). 

These policies are significantly stricter than those of the PPS.  For prime agricultural 

lands, the PPS allows for aggregate extraction and limited non-residential uses provided that it 

can be demonstrated that there are no reasonable alternatives, a specified separation distance is 

maintained, and that the impact of these uses will be mitigated to the extent feasible (MMAH, 

2014).   

The review of grey literature also indicated that the protective policies on agricultural 

lands lying outside the Greenbelt Plan Area but within the GGH should be increased. As 

described in Section 1.1, urban sprawl is leading to the loss of agricultural lands. The Canada 

Land Inventory classifies Canadian agricultural lands in classes from 1-7, with class 1 being the 

most productive. Agriculture is only feasible on lands of classes 1-5, and classes 1-3 are 

designated as ‘prime’ agricultural land, or highly productive land with no significant limitations 

for agriculture (Environment Canada, 1982). Only 0.5% of Canada’s land is of Class 1, with 

52% of this being found in Ontario (Environment Canada, 1982). However, 18% of this has 

already been urbanized, a process which occurred mostly in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) 

(Sierra Club, 2003).  In 1967, over 62% of the GTA was prime agricultural land, however this 

had dropped to 44% in 1997, largely as a result of settlement (Sierra Club, 2003). Canada’s best 
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agricultural land is therefore being lost to urban sprawl.  Though the Greenbelt Plan protects 

some of the lands within the GGH area, the Plan’s implementation likely puts increased pressure 

on lands outside the Plan Area (Section 1.1). Indeed, workshop participants described how land 

speculators are buying large tracts of currently agricultural land in anticipation of being allowed 

to develop or to profitably sell them for development later. 

The grey literature reviewed also indicated that the agricultural lands of the GGH are 

highly valuable to Ontarians: Firstly, they provide valuable ecosystem goods and services, here 

defined as the benefits derived from ecosystem which are dependent on ecosystem functions, 

where the latter refers to the processes or attributes that maintain ecosystems and the species that 

live within them (Wilson, 2008).  Such values include not only direct economic benefits like 

carbon storage and sequestration, climate buffering, soil stabilization, air and water filtering, 

flood protection, and waste treatment, but also cultural, and spiritual benefits. Though there are 

no studies on the benefits of agricultural lands across the GGH, those of the Greenbelt have been 

studied:  The Greenbelt’s agricultural lands provide an estimated $329 million in non-market 

goods and services (Wilson, 2008), and agriculture in the GGH generates overall economic 

activity of $4.89 billion annually, which supports over 42, 000 jobs (Friends of the Greenbelt 

Foundation, 2014).  As described in Section 1.1, the majority of the GGH’s best farmland lies 

outside of the Greenbelt Plan Area, and thus the benefits Ontario accrues from these farmlands 

are likely comparable if not superior to those accrued from farmlands within the Greenbelt Plan 

Area. These findings agree with workshop participants’ belief that agriculture in the GGH is 

essential to local food security, represents a valuable source of employment, and provides 

significant environmental benefits.  
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Thus, the analysis of grey literature indicates that agricultural lands outside the Greenbelt 

Plan Area are under pressure from development, have weaker protection against this threat than 

agricultural lands within the Greenbelt Plan Area, and are likely to be lost.  Such lands provide 

valuable ecosystem goods and services, represent an important component of Ontario’s 

economy, and are essential to ensuring local food security. They therefore require stronger 

protection from development. Indeed, workshop participants were unanimous in agreeing that it 

was paramount to protect the GGHs agricultural lands.  Furthermore, though there is no publicly 

available monitoring data on the success of the implementation of the Greenbelt Plan, Niagara 

Region and Durham Region’s Plan Reviews found that diverse stakeholders believed that the 

plan had enhanced the protection of the agricultural land base (2013, 2014).  Workshop 

participants were unanimous in agreeing that extending the Greenbelt’s policies on prime 

agricultural lands to cover those across the entire GGH would significantly improve the 

protection of agricultural lands located outside the Greenbelt Plan Area within the GGH.  The 

Partnership intends to propose this idea as one of their submissions to the Minister as part of the 

2015 Co-Ordinated Land Use Planning Review.  

3.2 NATURAL SYSTEMS 

Development in Southern Ontario has led to substantive human-induced fragmentation of 

what was once a well-connected landscape (Tandon, 2011). Fragmentation leads to habitat loss 

and degradation, can accelerate species loss and change, and facilitates invasion of non-native 

species (Linehan, Gross, & Finn, 1995).  Traditionally preservation of natural heritage was done 

on a feature-by-feature basis: In Ontario, planning for the protection of natural heritage first 

began in the early 1970 with the development of environmentally sensitive area (ESA) policies.  

Municipalities designated natural features that were unique, provided essential ecological 
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functions, or were important for scientific research or conservation as ESAs in their official land 

use plans so as to have limited control over development without purchasing the lands 

themselves (Eagles, 1981). In order to develop the land, proponents had to determine the 

sensitivity of the area to the proposed development through an environmental impact study, and 

work in concert with the municipality to develop a plan protecting the area (Eagles, 1981). If the 

proponent could not demonstrate sufficient protection, they then had to apply for an official plan 

amendment (Eagles, 1981). This ESA policy approach did improve environmental protection in 

Ontario, however failed to protect regional, cross-jurisdictional natural systems (Whitelaw & 

Eagles, 2007). 

In recent years, research has begun to embrace a natural systems approach to natural 

heritage protection through land use planning: A systems based approach is thought to be 

superior because individual areas rarely represent all of an area’s natural communities, most 

protected areas are too small to sustain viable populations and natural ecological processes, 

species movement patterns typically cross reserve boundaries, and isolated areas do not allow 

species to alter their ranges in response to natural or anthropogenic changes (Bennett, 2003). 

Natural heritage systems (NHSs) aim to reduce the impact of habitat fragmentation through 

identifying and creating a system of core habitat areas and linking corridors.  This results in 

increased landscape connectivity, which reduces the risk of species loss via reduction in 

magnitude of population fluctuations within individual protected areas, enables recolonization if 

species are lost from a protected area, maintains gene flow and facilitates the movement of wide 

ranging species (Simberloff, Farr, Cox, & Mehlman, 1992).  Connectivity also increases 

ecosystem functionality (Linehan, Gross, & Finn, 1995) and therefore increases the ability of the 

landscape to provide ecosystem goods and services such as flood control, water purification, and 
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air quality enhancement. A natural systems approach is thus embraced by scholarly literature as 

representing a superior approach to land use planning for natural heritage protection.  

The analysis of grey literature found that there are significant differences between the 

policies of the Greenbelt Plan and the PPS with respect to their protection of natural features and 

natural systems.  The Greenbelt Plan, NEP, and ORCMCP all contain NHSs, and some 

municipalities have developed their own fine scale NHSs (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources 

and Forestry, 2014; MMAH, 2005; MMAH, 2002). The NEP and ORCMP Natural System 

policies are more stringent than those of the Greenbelt Plan, and take precedence over it within 

their respective plan areas (MMAH, 2005).  The entire Protected Countryside of the Greenbelt is 

overlain by a Natural System, which is connected to the Oak Ridges Moraine NHS, the Niagara 

Escarpment NHS, and other broader-scale natural systems in Southern Ontario. The natural 

system is composed of a Natural Heritage System, which protects lands deemed to have the 

highest concentration of sensitive or significant natural features or functions, and a Water 

Resources System protecting aquifers, recharge and discharge areas, and headwaters (MMAH, 

2005). Within the Natural System of the Greenbelt Plan all agricultural and agriculture-related 

practices and uses are permitted.  No new development or alteration is permitted on or near 

features in this system unless it can be proven that there will be no negative effects on key 

natural heritage or hydrologic features or their functions, that connectivity between these features 

will be maintained or enhanced, that the removal of non-key natural features will be avoided and 

such features will be incorporated into planning and design of the proposed use wherever 

possible, and that the disturbed area of any site does not exceed 25% and the impervious surface 

does not exceed 10% of the total developable area. Furthermore, the government must promote 

and undertake planning and design to ensure that the Greenbelt’s NHS is connected with the 
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other NHSs in Southern Ontario, and that such connections are maintained or enhanced 

(MMAH, 2005).  

 

 

Lands located outside the Greenbelt Plan Area are subject to the policies of the PPS. The 

PPS states that “the diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term 

ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be maintained, restored 

or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages.” It further explains that development cannot 

occur on most significant features or adjacent to them unless it can be demonstrated that there 

will be no negative impacts on the natural features or their ecological functions (MMAH, 2014).  

In general, use of the word ‘should’ means that the PPS makes no binding statements with 

regards to identification, preservation, and management of the diversity and connectivity of 

natural features. Though it does state that natural heritage systems must be developed covering 

Ecoregions 6E and 7E (See Figure 2) (MMAH, 2014), the PPS gives no timeline for completion 

of this initiative and no indication of who is responsible for its achievement. As such, the grey 

literature indicates that natural and hydrological features, their functioning, and their 

connectivity are much better protected within the Greenbelt Plan area. 

Figure 2: Ontario Ecoregions 6E and 7E.  Modified after Ontario 

MMAH (2014).  
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Workshop participants agreed that urban sprawl in the GGH was resulting in the loss and 

degradation of natural features and habitat. As described in section 1.1, the Greenbelt Plan Area 

was largely designated to create a ring around Toronto and thereby contain urban sprawl, 

however it does not include many natural features of the GGH that are perhaps equally as 

important to ecological functioning as those within the Plan Area. Just as with agricultural lands, 

their exclusion from the increased protection provided by the Greenbelt Plan likely only serves to 

increase development pressure on these lands (Workshop, 2015).  As with agricultural lands, 

there are no studies on the benefits of natural features in the GGH as a whole.  However since the 

majority of the greenlands in the GGH lie outside the Greenbelt Plan Area (The Neptis 

Foundation, 2005), it may be assumed that the benefits generated by the Greenbelt’s greenlands, 

which have been studied, are comparable to those generated by those greenlands within the GGH 

lying outside the Greenbelt Plan Area.  

The grey literature indicated that the Greenbelt’s greenlands are highly beneficial to the 

GGH: A study by the David Suzuki Foundation estimated that non-agricultural lands within the 

Greenbelt produce ecological goods and services valued at $2.3 billion annually (Wilson, 2008), 

with the majority of this value coming from forests and wetlands. Since the Greenbelt only 

covers a small portion of the GGH, natural spaces lying outside the Plan Area could have an 

even greater economic value. However, the grey literature analysis found that degradation of 

these spaces has been ongoing ever since settlement began in Ontario.  For example, since this 

time, approximately 85% of Ontario’s wetlands have been lost, with only 3% of Metro Toronto’s 

wetlands still intact (Ducks Unlimited, 2010).  Further degradation will come at an economic 

cost in terms of replacing these ecological goods and services: The same David Suzuki 

Foundation study found that the Greenbelt’s watersheds only have an average of 30% of their 
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natural cover intact, and a 20% further decrease would lead to a 156% increase in the cost of 

water treatment for the City of Toronto (Wilson, 2008). It is therefore important to protect the 

GGH’s natural spaces not only for their intrinsic value as natural spaces, but also from an 

economic perspective.  

A natural systems approach is thus a proven way of preserving natural heritage in 

fragmented landscapes like that of Southern Ontario. Natural features outside of the Greenbelt 

Plan Area but within the GGH are also vulnerable to sprawl, and ought to be protected for their 

intrinsic value, as well as for their ecosystem goods and services like air filtration, water 

purification, and many others. Furthermore, the functioning of natural systems outside the 

Greenbelt Plan area will affect those within. The Greenbelt’s policies surrounding protection of 

natural systems are far stricter than those covering the lands outside the Plan Area, and both 

Durham Region and Niagara Region (2013, 2014) found that diverse constituents believed that 

its policies had enhanced protection of natural and hydrological features. A significant majority 

of workshop attendees agreed with the scholarly and grey literature, and believed that developing 

a natural heritage system for the areas of the GGH not included within the Greenbelt Plan should 

be advocated as part of the Co-Ordinated Land Use Planning Review. These same individuals 

agreed that extending the Greenbelt’s existing natural system to cover the GGH as a whole will 

enhance the benefits of those systems already in existence.  This would further support the 

Greenbelt Plan’s goal of protecting agricultural land, water, and natural areas (MMAH, 2005).   

3.3 URBAN BOUNDARIES 

 Scholarly literature indicated that urban sprawl leads to dependency on transit by 

automobile (Tandon, 2011).  Furthermore, workshop participants were in agreement that the 

densification targets of the Growth Plan for the GGH result in population densities which are 
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insufficient to support public transit service of a quality superior to 30 minute bus service. They 

thought that this low frequency of service would not be sufficient enough to incite individuals to 

switch from using cars as their primary means of transit to replying on public transit.  Car 

dependency is an issue for several reasons: First, scholarly literature indicates that it leads to 

increased air pollution, greenhouse gas emissions, traffic congestion, and fragmentation of 

ecosystems via road construction (Tandon, 2011).  It also poses costs in terms of human health 

through increased air pollution and obesity rates (Jackson & Kochtitzky, 2001). Furthermore, at 

the workshop the idea was expressed that low density development does not generate sufficient 

revenue to cover its lifetime infrastructure costs.  Indeed, one study found that in the Greater 

Toronto Area alone, containment of urban sprawl could result in 25 billion dollars of savings 

related to infrastructure needs over the next 25 years (Slack, 2002).  Urban sprawl therefore has 

economic, environmental, and social costs. Workshop participants were unanimous in their belief 

that most GGH communities are already car-dependant, and so settlement area expansion should 

be halted and densification promoted so as to work to provide adequate transportation 

infrastructure for existing areas before more car-dependent neighborhoods are built.   

 Compact growth is therefore essential to both preserving the environment and promoting 

Ontarians’ health. Ontario municipalities have already identified settlement area boundaries, 

however, under the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan for the GGH, settlement area boundary 

expansions are permitted subject to certain conditions at the time of official plan review 

(MMAH, 2005; Ontario Ministry of Infrastructure, 2006). Workshop participants believed that 

pressure from developers may lead to such settlement area expansions.  Indeed, at the workshop 

individuals stated that developers are securing large tracts of what is currently natural or 

agricultural land in the mindset that these lands will one day be designated for urban expansion. 
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This agrees with the findings of the grey literature analysis: For example, a TD Economics study 

found that one of the primary factors contributing to rising land costs in the Toronto area is the 

fact that landowners are holding onto idle land with the goal of selling later and profiting more 

due to an appreciation in land value (Burleton & Petramala, 2015).   

However, the following concepts were explained and discussed at the workshop: There 

are 107 000 hectares of vacant greenfield land designated for development in the GGH region as 

of 2006 (Allen & Campsie, 2013). There is effectively no possibility of these lands being de-

designated for development (Workshop, 2015). The designation of these lands was done based 

on GGH Growth Plan targets: The Plan forecasts growth to 10,330 million people by 2021 and 

11,500 million by 2031, which represents a growth of approximately 2.5 million from 2011 

levels. However, more recent forecasts predict reduced population growth (Ontario Ministry of 

Finance, 2014), indicating that existing lands may be adequate to support growth for longer than 

anticipated.  Furthermore, land consumption per unit growth is occurring at decreasing rates: 

Toronto’s urban footprint grew by 26% between 1991 and 2001, but only by 10% over the 

following decade to accommodate a similar number of people (Burchfield, 2014). This again 

indicates that the existing land supply may accommodate growth for longer than was forecasted 

at the time of the Growth Plan for the GGH’s introduction.  Municipalities can accommodate 

800, 000 new single unit, semi-detached, and row homes as well as 318,000 multi-storey 

apartment units up to 2031 in lands already designated for urbanization based on the Growth 

Plan for the GGH’s targets (Burda, 2013). If one estimates 3 people per unit, this provides new 

housing for 3.3 million people- a number exceeding that of the projected population increase. 

Furthermore, as of 2011 there were 179, 000 senior citizens living alone in Toronto. They will 
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likely die or move to assisted living facilities before 2031, resulting in many units coming on the 

market that are already within urbanized areas (City of Toronto, 2012).   

Associated with this issue is the worry that compact growth does not accommodate 

consumer demand for detached, semi-detached, or row housing. However, the 800 000 such 

potential units that could be built could accommodate 2.4 million of the 2.6 million person 

projected population increase, again using an estimate of 3 people per unit (Burda, 2013; Ontario 

Ministry of Infrastructure, 2006). Furthermore, consumer demand is moving away from this 

‘ground related’ housing. The Pembina Institute found that price was the primary factor 

influencing where GTA residents chose to buy a home, however, if prices were equal GTA 

homebuyers preferred smaller homes in more transit-accessible neighborhoods than larger 

suburban detached homes (Burda, 2014). Choice to live in the suburbs is thus largely predicated 

on price, not consumer preference. Furthermore, living in the suburbs may ultimately prove to be 

more expensive:  Cars cost users approximately $9, 500 each year (Canadian Automobile 

Association, 2013).  Understanding increased transportation costs makes homebuyers more 

likely to choose a transit-accessible neighborhood (Burda, 2014). Furthermore, development 

charges rarely cover the full cost of extending municipal infrastructure to new developments, 

which results in higher property taxes across the whole municipal area (Thompson, 2013). This 

means that downtown residents are effectively subsidizing low density development in the 

suburbs (Workshop, 2015). Further savings with respect to higher-density development could be 

also be accounted for if one were to examine the reduced spending on roads and parking, 

reduction in air pollution, and reduced traffic congestion associated with reduced automobile 

dependency (Thompson, 2013).  Finally, the existing trends in rising home prices and in higher 

density development predate the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan for the GGH, and a study 



ENSC 501 Emily Goldney April 2015 

25 
 

by RBC and the Pembina Institute found that there is no evidence that these policies restricted 

housing development or contributed to a rise in housing prices (Burda, 2013).  

Based upon this information and their own analysis, as part of the review the Partnership 

is advocating for a moratorium or the expansion of settlement areas over the next 10 years. 

Indeed, at the end of the workshop, participants were unanimous in agreeing that GGH land that 

is already designated for housing is sufficient to accommodate growth to 2031 and potentially 

beyond, the type of housing constructed on this land will be able to meet with consumer 

preference, and that the Partnership’s proposed moratorium would not unduly affect housing 

affordability. They believed that settlement area expansion should be halted and densification 

promoted so as to provide adequate transportation infrastructure for existing areas and reduce 

their dependency on cars rather than continuing to construct more low density car-dependent 

communities.  

At the workshop, it was proposed that opposition to the partnership’s proposal to set a 

firm urban boundary may come on the grounds that more land needs to be designated as urban to 

allow for growth, which they will state is  itself essential to the economy. Workshop participants 

also indicated that politicians may believe that money from new development charges is 

necessary to pay for preceding developments.  However, evidence presented and discussed 

during the workshop indicates that this is not the case. Participants explained that there is enough 

land already designated as urban to provide for housing to accommodate growth to 2031, and 

compact growth would result in many economic savings as described above. This therefore 

indicates that fixing the existing urban boundaries as proposed by the Partnership will not inhibit 

growth. It should, however, prevent further sprawl and protect against its negative impacts. If 

such a boundary is not set, workshop participants feared that ‘business as usual’ development 
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would occur, with continued leapfrog development, land speculation, and sprawl occurring in 

regions outside the Greenbelt Plan area (Fung & Conway, 2007).   

3.4 IMPLEMENTATION 

 Workshop participants discussed how the Partnership’s proposal could potentially be 

implemented. They expressed the belief that developing an agricultural system could simply be 

accomplished through extension of the Greenbelt’s policies on prime agricultural lands to those 

across the GGH.  Municipalities already have to designate prime agricultural land in their 

Official Plans under the PPS, so this identification of lands has already been done.  As such, a 

schedule could simply be added to the Growth Plan for the GGH to explain the policy change 

and its planning implications.  

 They also believed that implementing the Natural System aspect of the proposal would be 

quite feasible.  Though no regional GGH NHS has yet been developed, they believed that one 

could be identified within a year. As with the Greenbelt Plan, the responsibility could be placed 

on the municipalities to identify natural features and corridors or connectivity and map them into 

a system. Again, workshop participants indicated that such a change could be accomplished via a 

schedule addition to the Growth Plan for the GGH. Furthermore, the science behind NHS 

identification and development already exists: Ontario has produced the Natural Heritage 

Reference Manual, a document aimed at policymakers which aims to explain the revised NHS 

policies of the 2014 PPS (Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 2010).  This is a technical-

based document detailing the principles of NHSs which outlines its recommended approach for 

municipalities to use in their identification of a natural heritage system.  Ontario Nature has also 

produced the Best Practices Guide for Natural Heritage System Planning which reviews existing 
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municipal plans to provide guidance to municipalities for NHS policy development (Ontario 

Nature, 2014).  

 With respect to fixing urban boundaries, there is again precedent: Ontario municipalities 

have already have identified fixed settlement areas in their Official Plans, though putting a 

complete moratorium on extension of the settlement area for 10 years has not been tried in 

Ontario to date. Containing urban growth through the use of boundaries has proven to be 

effective in the past: Vancouver has long promoted compact growth and has adopted an urban 

growth boundary.  It is currently the most densely populated city in Canada, has extensively 

invested in public transit, and is consistently rated as one of the most liveable cities in the world 

(Fox, 2010), an outcome which is aligned with the Greenbelt Plan’s goal of creating liveable 

communities. Urban boundaries have been proven to work, and as described in Section 3.3 it 

would not inhibit growth under current trends.  As such, the proposal is both practical and 

feasible.   

 As such, though the proposal may be bold, it would work well within the existing suite of 

provincial plans and legislation, and could realistically be implemented quite rapidly.  It is 

therefore a highly feasible solution to the issues outlined in the previous section. Other 

environmental groups are focussing their efforts with respect to the Plan Review on growing the 

Greenbelt Plan Area. However, workshop participants indicated their belief that growing the 

Greenbelt to protect all the GGH’s greenlands will not happen, and as such it would be better to 

focus on other methods to ‘complete’ planning in the GGH such as the advancement of  policies 

and practices to support the Greenbelt Plan.   
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3.5 ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSAL 

A review of the literature surrounding Greenbelts and Greenway planning found that of 

the many issues that have been identified with the Greenbelt Plan and the ORMCP, several may 

extend to and affect the success of the Partnership’s proposal. These issues are acknowledged 

and potential strategies to mitigate them are proposed in the Partnership’s more detailed policy 

recommendations.  

3.51 LACK OF SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURAL VIABILITY 

A weakness of both the Greenbelt Plan and of the ORMCP is that, though they protect 

agricultural land, they both lack policies to further support agricultural land use, and, indeed, 

have policies inhibiting the viability of agriculture on lands designated for that purpose. Within 

prime agricultural areas, the plans only permit normal farm practices and small-scale related or 

secondary uses (MMAH, 2005). This restricts the ability of farmers to expand their operations, 

make repairs or additions to existing infrastructure, and prohibits farming-supportive businesses 

like a farm implement repair agencies from locating within a farming community.  Durham 

Region’s 2014 Greenbelt Plan Review also indicated that excessively strict application of natural 

heritage policies impeded the economic viability of farming where the Natural System 

overlapped with agricultural lands. Niagara Region’s Plan Review (2013) likewise found via 

public consultation that individuals believed that Greenbelt farmers were leaving the industry 

and that former farms were transitioning to estate lots. There is, however, no quantitative 

research to support a farmers’ exodus as a result of the Greenbelt Plan’s implementation. 

Furthermore, when the Greenbelt was created, there was no compensation program implemented 

to attempt to offset the probable loss of property value for farmers who had hoped to one day sell 

their land for development (Fung & Conway, 2007). In the case of Seoul’s Greenbelt, its creation 
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led to a decline in land prices within the Seoul Greenbelt area, leading to landowner pressure 

which ultimately resulted in revisions weakening the greenbelt policies (Fung & Conway, 2007).  

To resolve these issues, Durham Region proposed that the government add an appeals 

process into the Greenbelt Plan’s implementation such that plan exemptions may be granted on a 

case-by-case basis so as to allow for plan exemptions when logical (2014). Fung and Conway 

also stated that subsidies or tax cuts to farmers could help increase agricultural viability and 

reduce the risk of land parcels being under-utilized, being used as hobby farms, or becoming 

rural residences (2007).   

The Partnership’s proposal as is would only protect the agricultural land base.  As such, 

they are examining integrating policies supporting the viability of agriculture into their proposal 

to extend the Greenbelt’s Agricultural System, an addition which is supported by the grey 

literature analysis as described above. Restricting farmers’ options with respect to the use of their 

land benefits the public in terms of increasing the protection of the ecological goods and services 

provided by this land, but many at the workshop believed that these restrictions came at the 

expense of individual farmers. This confirms that there should be public investment in 

supporting the viability of agriculture as an industry on affected lands.  

In particular, the Partnership should continue to examine the possibility of introducing an 

Alternative Land Use Services Program (ALUS) to cover the affected agricultural lands. ALUS 

programs provide compensation to farmers for the ecological goods and services provided by 

their lands based on the belief that such services are in the public interest (Mackenzie, 2008; 

Engela, Pagiola, & Wunder, 2008). Research by Mackenzie on the potential of integrating ALUS 

into the Greenbelt found that an ALUS program could help preserve agricultural land, maintain 

ecological goods and services, and stop urban sprawl (2008).  He also found that such a program 
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could help support peri-urban farming. This support is essential to the maintenance of 

agricultural viability: Cadieux et al. (2013), Durham Region (2014), and Niagara Region (2013) 

found that there was tension between farmers and their urban neighbors, and that nearby 

residents’ complaints led to peri-urban farmers being forced to adapt sub-optimal farming 

practices. Furthermore, workshop participants indicated that a potential concern with the 

introduction of an agricultural system is that farmers will engage in agricultural intensification to 

increase the economic viability of farming these lands. However, this intensification would 

decrease the lands’ ability to provide ecosystem goods and services (Tilman, 1999). Rewarding 

farmers for their lands’ non-market values would thus assist in maintaining agriculture’s 

economic viability in an environmentally supportive manner and help offset any loss in property 

value incurred through designation as protected Greenbelt land. 

3.52 LACK OF PLAN FLEXIBILITY 

Both Niagara Region and Durham Region complained of a lack of plan flexibility in their 

Greenbelt Plan Reviews, stating that the plan has a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach that fails to 

recognize site-specific conditions (2013, 2014).  Both regions’ reviews stated that an appeal 

process to modify or allow for exceptions would better allow them to fulfill the objectives of the 

plan in a logical manner. For example, Durham Region found that restrictions on secondary 

agricultural uses precluded farmers from developing infrastructure like a shared grain elevator 

that would help improve the agricultural viability of the area (2014).  This issue with flexibility 

would extend to all 3 pillars of the Partnership’s proposal:  Thus, the grey literature confirms the 

Partnership’s belief that they should negotiate for the inclusion of an appeals process such that 

the plan in its implementation may be sensitive to local concerns, and thus better work to fulfill 

the Plan’s objectives. However, such flexibility must be integrated with caution as excessive 
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flexibility may negatively affect the public’s faith in the plan’s strength (Oak Ridges Moraine 

Conservation Partnership, 2015)  

3.53 CONFLICT BETWEEN PLAN OBJECTIVES 

The Partnership’s proposal involves the development of an agricultural and of a natural 

system, which could overlap and come into conflict. Fung and Conway (2007) indicate that a 

weakness of both the Greenbelt Plan and the ORMCP is that they contain contradicting 

management goals.  For example, infrastructure is allowed to cross key natural or hydrologic 

features of the Greenbelt’s Natural Heritage System if it can be demonstrated that there is a need 

and no reasonable alternative (MMAH, 2005), a process which seems to prioritize the Plan’s 

goal of support for infrastructure above its other goal of environmental protection.  In his 2005 

Annual Report, Ontario’s Environmental Commissioner similarly stated that the overlay 

structure of the Greenbelt’s Natural Heritage System could lead to conflict between interests.  He 

also noted that Greenbelt policies allowing development could lead to growth pressures 

threatening the integrity of the Protected Countryside (Environmental Commissioner of Ontario, 

2005), a concern which was also expressed in Durham Region’s Greenbelt Plan Review 

(Durham Region, 2014).  Niagara Region’s plan review likewise noted conflicts between 

environmental protection, aggregate extraction, and agricultural viability, and indicated that there 

should be a mechanism for prioritizing competing objectives.  Within the ORCMP, 

transportation and infrastructure projects are similarly not allowed in many areas unless the 

project has a demonstrated need and there is no reasonable alternative (MMAH, 2002). However, 

workshop participants felt that as development continues inside and outside the moraine, need 

and a lack of alternative may easily be demonstrated.  The grey literature therefore supports the 
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Partnership’s recommendation that there should be a process in place to resolve conflicts that 

may arise due to plan objectives coming into opposition. 

3.54 MONITORING 

Hanna, Webber, and Slocombe state that one of the significant weaknesses of the ORMCP is 

that is lacks an integrated and collaborative framework for monitoring and evaluation, a finding 

that extends to greenway planning in general (2009).  

Monitoring is essential to the success of the Greenbelt Plan and any potential amendments 

like the Partnership’s proposal: Monitoring should have been done prior to plan implementation 

to establish baseline conditions, then should be done throughout plan operation so as assess the 

plan’s success.  It is essential to determining if the plan is proceeding towards its target 

objectives, may indicate if and when changes are necessary, and may legitimize the necessity of 

the plan and any changes. The 2015 Greenbelt Plan Review is supposed to use the information 

gathered through a Plan Monitoring program, however to date there is no government-led formal 

monitoring program in place. The same is true for the ORMCP: STORM, EcoSpark, and the 

Centre for Community Mapping led the Monitoring the Moraine project several years ago to fill 

this gap (EcoSpark and STORM, 2012).  It had many successes, including policy monitoring, 

reporting on the status of the ORMCP in meeting objective, and hydrological monitoring 

(EcoSpark and STORM, 2012).  Ryan et al's review of multi-jurisdictional greenbelt planning 

found that having clearly defined goals was essential to plan success (2006). The grey and 

scholarly literature therefore confirms the Partnership’s belief that the government should 

collaborate with them and other implicated stakeholders to establish a collaboratively-defined 

monitoring framework.  This project would entail the development of collaboratively-arrived 

upon goals, identification of specific indicators, and associated target values.  Such collaboration 
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could have many benefits including reduction in conflicts between stakeholders, as described in 

Section 3.6.  

3.56 REGIONAL GOVERNANCE  

The GGH is highly politically fragmented, with 26 municipal governments in place, each 

having its own needs and challenges. There is no regional governance body aside from the 

province to oversee planning decisions among these entities. There is a Greenbelt Council, 

however it only exists to advise the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH, 2005), 

and therefore can only influence, but not control GGH governance.  

In their Greenbelt Plan reviews, both Niagara Region (2013) and Durham Region (2014) 

noted that one of the plan’s weaknesses was inconsistency in its application. Hanna, Weber, and 

Slocombe (2009) noted that the ORM Technical Guidance Documents, which contained 

instructions to implement the objectives of the Conservation Plan, helped reduce subjectivity in 

policy application, however municipalities lacked the capacity to address the technical aspects of 

these documents, which resulted in uneven plan implementation.  

Spicer and Slack also believe that the current GGH governance system is unable to 

process regional issues, and that a regional mechanism is required to manage and coordinate area 

growth and infrastructure (2014). Local governments tend to resist regional solutions, and make 

decisions suiting their own interests in the absence of a strong regional direction. This leads to 

disjointed, incremental approaches to planning and a lack of regional focus resulting in failure to 

address cumulative impacts of development (Hanna & Webber, 2010).  Erickson, in her 

evaluation of North American greenway systems, similarly concluded that having regional 
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governance is a factor essential to coordination between government agencies and ultimately the 

success of cross-jurisdictional greenway initiatives (Erickson, 2004). 

 The above findings of the grey literature analysis supports the Partnership’s call for 

improved coordinated regional governance (Workshop, 2015).  A regional governance body 

should therefore be established, or, the province should take on a greater oversight role in the 

GGH in order to resolve this inconsistency in plan implementation and better address cumulative 

impacts of development.    

A regional governance body could also help resolve the aforementioned issues: Namely, 

such a body could hear appeals on plan exemptions to increase the plan’s flexibility, could 

oversee programs to increase the viability of GGH farming, and act as an appeals board to 

resolve conflicts between plan objectives. Furthermore, workshop participants indicated that 

coordinated management of the 2015 Plan revisions would also be required. As outlined above, 

such a task would likely be better if carried out under the supervision of a regional governance 

body to avoid issues with fragmented and inconsistent governance. Furthermore, a regional 

governance body could also oversee collaborative monitoring efforts and provide a forum for 

collaborative management of the Greenbelt Plan and the Partnership’s proposal.  

3.6 COLLABORATIVE PLANNING 
A common theme in the literature is the need for collaboration with respect to 

environmental planning:  Frame et al. (2004) state that collaborative planning is an attempt to 

collaboratively seek outcomes that meet the interests of all stakeholders based on interest-based 

negotiation and consensus building. They suggest that it is of high value to environmental 

planning, as compared to other approaches it leads to higher stakeholder collaboration and 

involvement, conflict resolution between stakeholders, and agreements that are easier to 
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implement, lack opposition, integrate social, economic, and environmental objectives, and can 

more creatively adapt to change.  Whitelaw et al. (2008) suggest that the collaborative planning 

processes used on the ORM significantly benefited the success of that plan as compared to the 

NEP, which did not follow that approach. These benefits included timely plan preparation and 

interpretation and broad plan acceptance among diverse stakeholders (Whitelaw, Eagles, Gibson, 

& Seasons, 2008).  However, there are many barriers to collaborative planning, including value 

differences, resistance to change, lack of trust, power imbalances, and the significant time and 

financial resources that may be required (Frame, Gunton, & Day, 2004).  

Similarly, Cadieux et al. (2013) indicate that environmental governance is most effective 

if the goals of a variety of constituents are sincerely engaged, and that stakeholders should 

collaborate to identify target measures for success. They go on to state that a significant issue 

with the Greenbelt Plan is that different interpretations of the meaning of countryside and a lack 

of understanding of the problems of rural life have led to conflicts between farmers and other 

stakeholders, an issue that could potentially be resolved or mitigated through increased 

collaboration (Cadieux, Taylor, & Bunce, 2013). Likewise, in their study of New England 

greenways Ryan et al. (2006) found that the establishment of partnerships with a broad array of 

stakeholders and public involvement were essential to greenway success.  They also indicated 

that broad and diverse stakeholder memberships and partnerships, shared goals and commitment 

to goals, and effective communication, organization, and leadership were key to successful 

collaborative greenway planning. Regional governance was noted to be an effective mechanism 

for leadership and organization, which supports the conclusion of Section 3.56 on the need for 

regional governance. A model of interest to share during the Plan review could be the ‘Grease to 

Glue’ approach of the Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation that successfully allowed for 
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collaboration on stewardship initiatives during implementation of the ORMCP from 2002-2013. 

This approach could be replicated for the implementation of changes to the Greenbelt Plan and 

broader GGH planning.  

As such, collaborative planning, management, and monitoring of the GGH would have 

many benefits.  Were a regional governing body to be developed, its members should thus be 

drawn from a wide range of stakeholder groups. Furthermore, as the Partnership works to 

develop and submit their proposal for the Plan Review, they should continue to cultivate 

relationships and partnerships across multiple stakeholder groups, and collaborate with them on 

refining and their proposal.  Collaborating with the public, politicians, media, and scientists will 

assist in drawing public and government attention to their proposal and swaying public attitudes 

to their view, and thereby put pressure on the government to adopt their proposal. Not only will 

this collaboration increase the perceived legitimacy and validity of their proposal, it will also 

likely lead to a better proposal, better implementation of this proposal, and give the potentially 

resulting policy greater longevity.   

3.7 FACTORS AFFECTING PROPOSAL SUCCESS  

 Ali (2008) indicates that 4 factors affect the success of greenbelt plans: Strong political 

will, public support, good planning, and enabling legislation.   

3.71 POLITICAL WILL 

 Elected officials are those who develop and maintain government plans, and so political 

support must be acquired in order for any change to be accomplished. For example, the ORM 

Technical Committee recommended the development of a NHS on the Moraine in the early 

1990s, however the government chose not to act on these recommendations (Hanna & Webber, 
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2010). The ORCMP finally advanced due to the broad regional municipal support, the support of 

conservation authorities, and the desire of the Minister of the Environment to initiate and 

advance the plan (Hanna & Webber, 2010; Whitelaw & Eagles, 2007). Furthermore, political 

support must be maintained following the initiation of the plan so as to ensure the longevity of 

plans through changing political agendas and differing economic pressures (Ali, 2008).   

Workshop participants indicated that political will for change is present, as the current 

government wants to leave behind a ‘legacy project’ with respect to the Greenbelt. Historically, 

land use planning change in Ontario has taken place incrementally and has been reactive in 

nature (Hanna & Webber, 2010). The Partnership should continue to appeal to the government to 

adopt their proposal on the basis that it would set a precedent by taking a more proactive 

approach, and allow Ontario to continue to be a leader nationally and internationally in Greenbelt 

protection.  

To generate political will and ongoing political support, it is necessary to build public 

support (Ali, 2008).  

3.72 PUBLIC SUPPORT  

As identified in the literature, workshop participants agreed that obtaining public support 

would be necessary for the success of the Partnership’s proposal.  In a discussion on how best to 

acquire this public support, workshop participants indicated that the public understands and 

engages with environmental issues when they are framed around appeals to human health or 

financial concerns, however participants feared that such a focus would ignore other aspects of 

the problem at stake such as the preservation of nature for its own sake.  They also recognized 

that the public generally does not respond to mathematical arguments. Participants also proposed 
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two different ways of framing Greenbelt related issues to generate public attention: First, the idea 

was put forth to think of greenspaces as infrastructure in and of themselves, such that they could 

then assess whether or not we are in a deficit situation based on the loss of ecological goods and 

services provided by these spaces that complement public infrastructure. They also proposed to 

attempt to communicate the cost of low-density development to the public, and speak of how this 

cost is effectively subsidized by taxpayers.  

The participants’ assertions are generally supported by the literature.  A UCLA study 

found that both appeals to economic and health benefits led to changes in public behaviour, with 

health-related appeals proving to be more effective (Asensio & Delmas, 2015). Individuals were 

found to be more likely to change their attitudes and beliefs if the psychological distance 

between them and an issue was reduced (Spence, Poortinga, Butler, & Pidgeon, 2011) and when 

issues are portrayed unambiguously with dramatic, convincing, and clear evidence (Protess, et 

al., 2003).  McKenzie-Mohr (1996) states that effective persuasive messages are vivid, personal 

and concrete, are delivered by sources credible to the intended audience, are not too extreme, and 

engender a sense of control.   

With the two-tiered Plan Review process, the Partnership must first get their proposal 

past the first review stage and have it be recognized as viable before it can be negotiated and 

potentially adopted. The Partnership should therefore continue to focus its initial communication 

efforts on clear, simple messaging.  In order to get their proposal past the first stage, it would be 

beneficial to generate public support, as this will generate political pressure to adopt their 

proposal.  In order to do so, the Partnership should continue with its efforts to keep their early 

messaging simple, use storytelling, be cautious when using fear-based appeals, seek media 

support, and cultivate relationships with stakeholders.   
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Their proposal lends itself well to public communication efforts as it may be summarized 

in 3 simple, easily understood points. The Partnership should continue to attempt to spread this 

3-pillar message to many groups, and continue to support it by emphasizing how their proposal 

would lead to economic and health benefits. They should also continue to promote how their 

proposal will enhance the benefits of the Greenbelt in order to keep building on the existing 

public support for the Greenbelt, which in 2009, was at 93% (Friends of the Greenbelt 

Foundation, 2009).  These strategies frame the argument in a way with which the public 

responds and engages. The Partnership can then expand their argument to include more complex 

ideas once their proposal has successfully gained traction and made it to the second tier of the 

review process. 

The Partnership should also continue their efforts to promote their messaging using 

relatable stories, and to seek to increase the credibility of their messages by searching for 

political or scientific endorsements. This was done successfully by environmental not-for-profit 

groups in the controversy surrounding the Oak Ridges Moraine, and likely contributed to the 

eventual success of non-governmental organization advocacy (Whitelaw, Eagles, Gibson, & 

Seasons, 2008).  Such messaging may be accomplished through community meetings, seminars, 

workshops, and the media (Ali, 2008).  The ‘green infrastructure’ idea may be excessively 

complex to be understood by the public, however, the idea of framing the cost of low density 

development around taxpayers subsidizing single family homes is relatable and simple to 

understand, therefore ought to be explored further.  

The above research also supports the idea put forth at the workshop that the Partnership 

prepare an infographic providing a clear, simple explanation of how housing availability and 
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affordability would not be negatively impacted by their proposal to assuage their likely fears on 

this issue.  

Another element that was proposed at the workshop was the need to re-communicate the 

benefits of the Greenbelt and to communicate existing threats to its success, as individuals will 

not be motivated to protect it if they believe it is currently effective. This is confirmed by 

scholarly literature: Fung and Conway (2007) indicated that an issue with greenbelt planning is 

that once designated, they may be seen as sufficient solutions such that no other planning action 

is taken.  Re-communicating the value of the Greenbelt as well as its threatening factors is 

therefore important.  Caution must, however, be taken when communicating these threats to the 

public: Fear based appeals can effectively mobilize public support, however they must be 

associated with empowering messaging on how threats can be resolved, otherwise such appeals 

risk fostering a sense of apathy and incapacity to create change (McKenzie-Mohr, 1996).  

The Partnership should continue to search for media support for their proposal: Media 

coverage plays a key role in determining which issues garner public attention and how the public 

thinks about these issues. Edey, Seasons, and Whitelaw (2006) found that the Toronto Star's 

anti-development coverage of potential development on the Oak Ridges Moraine shaped public 

opinion on the issue, which put pressure on government to act. Indeed, media attention was cited 

as one of the reasons that the ORCMP emerged at the time and place it did (Hanna & Webber, 

2010).  The anti-development slant of the media coverage was largely due to the fact that an 

environmental organization had toured a Toronto Star columnist around the Moraine and 

maintained a positive relationship with him throughout the Moraine controversy (Edey, Seasons, 

& Whitelaw, 2006).  The Partnership may wish to consider using a technique developed by 

STORM in the early days of the initiative to save the ORM: to target the media by engaging 
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them in regular meetings and field trips.  This could inform them of the Partnership’s perspective 

and gain their support, which could generate public and thus political support.  

3.8 THE PARTNERSHIP’S CONCEPTION OF THE ISSUE 
One interesting outcome of the workshop was to see how the Partnership changed their 

conception relating to the plan review. Historically, the group has dealt solely with the Oak 

Ridges Moraine and focussed on issues pertaining to its conservation (Oak Ridges Moraine 

Conservation Partnership, 2015).  However, with their proposal they are changing foci to the 

whole GGH region.  Their emails (Crandall, 2015: email to the Partnership) demonstrate that 

they understand the need for a wider-scale approach. They recognize that the broader scale issues 

affecting the Oak Ridges Moraine cannot be dealt with at the level of the Moraine, and have to 

be addressed at a wider scale. They understand that the ORM is only one component in the larger 

GGH system, and protecting the areas outside the Moraine will increase protection of the 

Moraine itself.  

4.0 CONCLUSIONS  

In general, the following ideas were agreed upon at the workshop, and were supported by 

the grey literature analysis: 

 The Greenbelt is working well and its value must be re-communicated to the 

Government 

 Urban sprawl remains a significant issue in the GGH, and causes issues relating to 

increased emissions, degradation of water and natural features, congestion, and 

energy consumption. It is accompanied by significant economic, social, and 

environmental costs.  
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 There is already sufficient land designated as urban to meet forecasted population 

growth 

 Compact growth should be promoted 

 Agricultural and natural lands are highly beneficial and should be protected in 

perpetuity 

As a result of the workshop the Partnership will propose to the Minister as part of the 2015 

Co-Ordinated Land Use Planning Review that the government ‘complete’ landscape planning in 

the GGH through 3 actions: 

1. Extending and connecting the Greenbelt’s Natural System to cover the whole GGH 

2. Extending the Greenbelt’s Prime Agricultural Lands policies to those across the whole 

GGH 

3. Setting a firm limit on urban boundaries until the 2025 review  

This may seem to be a broad scale approach: However, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 

Housing has told groups to be bold with their proposals. Furthermore, workshop participants 

repeatedly stated that the current government is looking for legacy projects, which provides a 

unique opportunity for ‘big asks’ like this one. The development and implementation of the 

ORMCP shows actors from different disciplines can come together to research and develop 

lasting solutions (Whitelaw & Eagles, 2007). It further demonstrates that advocacy and 

collaboration by environmental groups can lead to the development of a new legal framework for 

landscape planning and management (Whitelaw, Eagles, Gibson, & Seasons, 2008).  

The Partnership’s 3-part proposal would be feasible to implement in the near future and 

would work within the existing suite of provincial land use policies and plans.  Extending the 
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Greenbelt’s agricultural and natural systems would enhance the protection of lands outside the 

Greenbelt Plan Area, and would enhance the existing benefits of the Greenbelt.  Setting a firm 

boundary on urban expansion would promote compact growth, and would not limit growth as 

enough land already exists to accommodate projected growth until 2031 in desirable, affordable 

units.  

There are several issues with the proposal that were identified in the themed analysis.  

These issues are acknowledged and potential strategies to mitigate them are proposed in the 

Partnership’s more detailed policy recommendations 

 Policies should be put in place to support agriculture’s viability in the GGH 

 An appeals process should be developed with regards to the Greenbelt Plan, and, 

should it be adopted, the Partnership’s proposal, so as to increase the plans’ 

flexibility and allow them to better reflect local conditions.  

 A prioritization process should be developed in order to resolve conflicts that may 

arise due to plan objectives coming into opposition. 

 A collaboratively defined monitoring framework should be developed for the 

GGH to monitor the progress of land-use plans towards their objectives, and 

inform future reviews.  

 A regional governance body should be established, or, the province should take 

on a greater oversight role in the GGH in order to resolve inconsistencies in land-

use plan implementation and better address cumulative impacts of development.    

 The Partnership should continue to collaborate with the public, politicians, media, and 

scientists on refining and presenting their proposal. This would assist in drawing public and 
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government attention to their proposal, swaying public attitudes to their view, and thereby 

putting pressure on the government to adopt their proposal.  Their messaging should be 

understandable and relatable in order to generate public support.  
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7.0 APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1: WORKSHOP NOTES 

March 2nd, 2015 

Premise 

 The ORM Partnership for 2015 has a 3 pillar approach to the 2015 Greenbelt Plan 

Review 

o Extend and connect the natural heritage system to cover the whole GGH 

o Extend and connect the agricultural system to cover the whole GGH 

o Set a firm limit on urban boundaries 

 What happens outside the ORM and outside the Greenbelt affects that which happens 

within the plan areas. As such, the areas beyond the Greenbelt must be examined  

Morning Presentation 

 The current government is looking for a legacy- this review provides a unique 

opportunity for a ‘big’ ask 

 Growth today normally takes place in an unstructured fashion, which leads to 

environmental and social costs outweighing its benefits.  

o –New Climate and Economy Report (USA) 

 Southern Ontario is relatively small with respect to the rest of Ontario. Most of the land 

in Ontario is Crown land located in Ontario’s North.  

o It does, however, have a significant portion of the class 1 soils in Canada, as well 

as important water resources.  
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o Greenbelt represents approximately 20% of the GGH 

 Brief History of Land Use Planning in Ontario 

o Really began in 60s/70s 

o Successive governments have continued to build upon the work of those 

preceding them.  In a certain sense, environmental planning has been apolitical 

due to all party support.  

o Parkway Belt and NEPA came out in 1978, followed by the NEP 7 years later 

o 90s- first comprehensive policy statement came out: the PPS.  

o Late 90s- Kanter Report and Royal Commission, ORM Technical Committee 

o 2002- ORCMP 

 Motivation for plan largely political 

 Plan about water protection and natural connectivity- wanted to allow for 

East West connections between watersheds to allow for the horizontal 

movement of water across the landscape.  

o 2005- Greenbelt Plan 

 Greenbelt designed to protect agricultural lands, natural heritage, and 

water resource systems 

 Note: The Study area for the Greenbelt Plan was restricted to the GTA area and Hamilton 

 The Growth Plan ‘ 

o Wants to direct 75% of growth to the GTA/Hamilton, 15% to Kitchener Waterloo, 

7% Simcoe, 5% Niagara, 2% Peterborough 

o Set targets for intensification to drive growth inwards: Previous targets for 

intensification were 20%, the growth plan doubled that to 40% 
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o They also set target densities but the new targets were not much of an increase 

above normal, and were too low to support transit infrastructure 

 Buses at 30 minute intervals do not inspire individuals to use transit over 

automobiles 

 Subways require very high density, LRT less, busses less.  

 By building communities further and further out at low densities, it 

becomes even more expensive to serve them with transit when you already 

cannot serve closer communities well. This could lead to lots of poorly 

served communities 

 One of the reasons for the relative success of the TTC is the high density 

of the 416 area 

 Lake Simcoe 

o Many developments around the lake 

o Developers were involved with the area prior to the introduction of the Greenbelt 

Plan- the plan’s introduction probably only accentuated existing issues.  

o The government gave an amendment to the Growth plan to allow for major 

development in Simcoe in the context of the economic recession.  

o These major developments require pipelines for water/sewers (Infrastructure 

investment) 

 Different issues affected by urban sprawl 

o Health 

 There is a rise in chronic illnesses that will come at a huge cost to the 

government.  This trend is expected to continue 
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 Medical Officers of Health have stated that we need active transit based 

communities 

 A firm urban boundary would stop outwards expansion.   

 Problem inherent in environmental issues is whether to appeal to human 

health aspect: Appeals to human health ‘gets’ people.  People can 

understand issues and engage with them if they are framed around human 

health. BUT urban sprawl is not just a health issue, many other areas are 

affected.  

 Nature has mental health, respiratory benefits, etc. Extreme heat and 

atmospheric pollution is bad.  

o Water 

 Watershed report cards were done for forests, surface water quality, and 

groundwater quality 

 In urbanized watershed water quality and forest cover is very poor to poor 

 This reinforces the idea that urbanization is causing landscape 

degradation, and what landscape we have left must be preserved to 

mitigate against contamination. Outwards expansion of urban areas must 

therefore be halted 

 Research shows that the Moraine and GB plans are leading to some level 

of restoration. Biodiversity plots on the Niagara Escarpment show that the 

NEP is doing well.  

 Demonstrates that we do have the ability to address problems 

through policy while still allowing for growth.  
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 We must accommodate growth in a sustainable manner 

o Biodiversity 

 An increasing number of species is under stress in Ontario, with the big 

reason for this being habitat loss.  

 A NHS should therefore be developed for the whole Golden Horseshoe 

o Agriculture 

 Have lost 165 000 more acres from 2006-2011.  

 Even with the Greenbelt Plan there are still losses in the GGH. 

 Agriculture affects jobs and agricultural lands provide ecological goods 

and services. Therefore we should have an agricultural system identified 

and protected across the GGH 

 Weak metrics with respect to agricultural land: We know that more and 

more Class 1 land is being used, however we need to examine what 

precisely that means with respect to the viability of the agricultural 

industry.  We must consider the market and non-market value of farmland.  

 Non market values include carbon storage and pollination 

 Do we need more data? We will never have ALL the science: 

politicians gravitate towards more intuitive ideas regardless, and 

the loss of farmland is a compelling narrative 

 There is fear that there will be greater intensification of agriculture on a 

diminishing land base. This would increase its market value, but decrease 

the lands’ non-market values. We may need data on these non-market 

values to combat this intensification 
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 We know how to do NHSs- they have been done in the past, there is a 

technical guidance document. However, we do not really know how to 

protect agriculture as a system. Prime agricultural lands have already been 

analyzed and identified, however incremental urban expansion is allowed 

into these areas 

 Creates anticipation and speculation 

 Eg Company around Brantford assembled 6000 acres way 

removed from the urban boundary. This land is currently farmland. 

They have also bought more land elsewhere, as have many other 

developers 

 Developers are working under the assumption that people deserve 

single detached affordable homes. A signal must be sent to the 

industry that a different future is coming.  

o Climate Change 

 Buildings and transportation are big issues 

 Need compaction with transit supported development to decrease air 

pollution 

 Sprawl costs us billions: Extreme weather alone estimated to cost us about 

6 billion dollars each year 

 The IBI group did a study in Calgary indicating that 25% more 

compactness will save 11.2 billion dollars in road capital, transit capital, 

schools, etc.  
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 http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/planitcalgaryc

oststudyanalysisaprilthird.pdf  

 Most of this money would be coming from the taxpayer  

 Pamela Blais  

 https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&l

pg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWR

iVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-

_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwA

g&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh

%20compact&f=false 

 Potential savings on infrastructure of 18-29% depending on 

compactness of growth in Toronto 

o Land Supply and Consumption 

 Ads are out saying that the Greenbelt drives up land prices by containing 

the land supply 

 There is lots of land in the GGH approved for development.  Some of it 

has since been developed, but relatively little of it.  

 Expansion of Urban Footprint 

 Neptis Study (http://www.neptis.org/publications/rethinking-

sprawl) 

 The urban footprint between 1991 and 2001 grew by 26%, but 

grew only by 10% over the following decade to accommodate a 

similar number of people (about 1 million) 

http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/planitcalgarycoststudyanalysisaprilthird.pdf
http://www.reconnectingamerica.org/assets/Uploads/planitcalgarycoststudyanalysisaprilthird.pdf
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
https://books.google.ca/books?id=MqtGJSWsDyMC&pg=PA57&lpg=PA57&dq=pamela+blais+ggh+compact&source=bl&ots=yWRiVxaTyD&sig=vnk9Kf1oYiFoAc-_GsZDNxXou18&hl=en&sa=X&ei=4ez1VOr5KYT1yATnqIHwAg&ved=0CEEQ6AEwBg#v=onepage&q=pamela%20blais%20ggh%20compact&f=false
http://www.neptis.org/publications/rethinking-sprawl
http://www.neptis.org/publications/rethinking-sprawl
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 This shows that we are using up greenbelt lands slower than 

anticipated.  

 The trend was in place before Places to Grow/Greenbelt Plan came 

in 

 There is 107 000 hectares of land designated for development in the GGH 

region 

(http://www.neptis.org/sites/default/files/growth_plan_2013/theneptisgrow

thplanreport_final.pdf) 

 This number was obtained through going through official plans, 

looking at how much land was designated for development.  

 Not all plans examined had been approved- there are appeals to the 

OMB to increase available land, so this figure may increase 

 Lands were designated by municipalities based on Growth Plan 

population targets 

 Lands will not be de-designated for development 

 Should be noted that some of these lands are included in NHSs- ie 

North Oakville has a NHS planned and dedicated, so land is 

relatively protected compared to other GGH areas 

 Most of these lands are currently green.  

 We have lots of land, are consuming it more slowly due to an increase in 

intensification, in part because people want to be more near services, and 

also in part because people are increasingly unable to afford detached 

housing.  

http://www.neptis.org/sites/default/files/growth_plan_2013/theneptisgrowthplanreport_final.pdf
http://www.neptis.org/sites/default/files/growth_plan_2013/theneptisgrowthplanreport_final.pdf
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 Trend towards decreased purchasing of single detached homes 

began in 2001 before the growth plan because of decreased 

affordability 

 People are increasingly buying apartments  

 These trends predate the Growth Plan 

 There are about 800 000 units in the GGH planned to be built- these are 

ground related units (townhomes/single detached/semi-detached). If one 

budgets for 3 people a unit, this can accommodate a significant portion of 

the projected growth from now until 2031 

 Developers are no longer saying there is a shortage of approved land, they 

are saying municipalities are not providing serviceable land.  

 The cost of land is rising: A TD report 

(http://www.td.com/document/PDF/economics/special/GTA_Hous

ing.pdf) indicates that landowners are holding on to idle land to try 

to earn a profit via sales as the land value appreciates.  This 

underutilization drives up land prices 

 Concern that if we can’t already service existing lands, should be 

we developing more? 

 As a society we do not often talk of who is shouldering the cost, but single 

home development is very costly to government and ultimately taxpayers- 

can think of it as taxpayers subsidizing single homes  

 Population Projections 

 For the total GGH, Growth Plan says:  

http://www.td.com/document/PDF/economics/special/GTA_Housing.pdf
http://www.td.com/document/PDF/economics/special/GTA_Housing.pdf
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o 2011: 9 090 

o 2021: 10 330 

o 2031: 11 500 

 This is a growth of approximately 2.5 million people.  

o Numbers vary: Ministry of Finance and Stats Can 

projections differ. Regardless of actual growth 

Municipalities have to plan infrastructure for Growth Plan 

forecasts 

 2031-2041: Are currently saying that they are planning for growth 

of an additional 2 million people- this number is not fixed 

 We already have 800 000 units planned to be built- if use figure of 

3 people per unit, this covers 2.4 million people 

 Additionally, we have an ageing population: 702 000 units are 

owned by people 55 years or older in the GGH, and 412 000 in the 

GTA. These will soon come onto the market. Again, using 

estimate of 3 people per home this represents 2.1 million people 

accommodated.  

o These homes could be more expensive due to location, but 

individuals would save money on development charges and 

not having to buy a car(s), plus they are lower cost due to 

their smaller size 

 This indicates that urban boundaries can be frozen for 10+ years. 

There is no need to grow outwards. This moratorium would  give 
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us a chance to assess changes in demographics and housing 

practices 

o It is true that these trends are dynamic and ongoing.  

o However, we currently have the unique demographic 

context of the ageing boomer population leaving their 

homes 

 RBC/Pembina Report 

 https://www.pembina.org/reports/2014-home-location-preference-

survey.pdf 

 Combination of walkability, commuting times and rapid-transit 

access matters more to GTA homebuyers than having a detached 

house . 

 GTA homebuyers prefer walkable, transit-friendly neighbourhoods 

to car-dependent suburbs 

 Generally we have enough land, likely even enough to accommodate 

growth to 2041. The ‘guts’ of the review in one sense is to examine how to 

accommodate this growth. 

 If growth occurs in a more compact fashion land currently 

designated for development could last even longer. 

 Future greenfield development must be different than in the past 

and protect the ecosystem at a finer scale 

 Affordability is another issue, but the way to affordability is density  

 Could we think of greenspaces as infrastructure in and of themselves? 

https://www.pembina.org/reports/2014-home-location-preference-survey.pdf
https://www.pembina.org/reports/2014-home-location-preference-survey.pdf
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 We could then assess whether or not we are in a deficit situation 

based on the loss of ecological goods and services provided by 

these spaces that complement infrastructure we already pay for. 

Greenspaces also help mitigate problems like flooding which 

likewise come at a cost to society. 

 Tactically with respect to the review 

o The review is happening now: there is not really time for much more research.  

o Involved groups must use existing information and disseminate it to their 

constituents.  

o A freeze on the current urban boundaries for the next 10 years (until the next 

review) would give the existing plans time to work and create time to do more 

research 

o We need to be able to explain to people that there is enough land already 

approved for growth.  

o Another concern is that over the next decade people will see greenlands currently 

slated for development developed. We will have to explain to people what we can 

do to build green on a neighborhood scale.  

o ORM partnership is not saying ‘grow the greenbelt’- they wish to grow the NHS, 

hold urban boundaries, and expand the agricultural system.  

 Easy to say but need more firm ideas on policy to get message heard and 

goals accomplished 

o Want to get simple message and have many people saying it.  

Lake Iroquois 
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 Glacial lake formed about 13, 000 years ago when glaciers blocked the outflow of water 

from the Great Lakes region. Flooded a huge area around what is today Lake Ontario 

 In 1834 Toronto became a city. At this time its population was around 18 000. 

o Thomas Roy was a surveyor tasked with trying to find a pathway for a railroad.  

o He was a Scottish geologist who identified the ancient shoreline of this former 

lake 

 Where the lake receded, a large plain was left behind of sands and clays bounded by hills, 

bluffs, and similar features.  

o Plains also known as ‘benches’- recognized by wine growing associations due to 

unique microclimate formed 

 Iroquois’ legacy on the land includes: 

o Wildlife habitats 

o Ecological corridors 

o Groundwater resources (wells) and groundwater discharge (headwater streams, 

stream refreshment) 

o Network of wetland areas 

o Migratory bird stopover habitat 

o And much more 

 Objective is to get people to understand the landscape so that they will be inspired to 

protect it: 

o People recognize the escarpment and moraine as features, not so much glacial 

Lake Iroquois.  

Discussion 



ENSC 501 Emily Goldney April 2015 

62 
 

 The Greenbelt Plan requires subarea assessments- its NHS/Ag system must connect to 

external systems 

o The PPS indicates that an NHS must be done. Timeframe of this is debateable 

o Carolinian Canada’s big picture report identified a NHS in South Southern 

Ontario,  

 http://caroliniancanada.ca/legacy/ConservationPrograms_BigPictureMaps.

htm 

o Extending the Greenbelt NHS could give status of the Carolinian and of the Lake 

Iroquois shoreline 

 Suzuki report 

o http://www.davidsuzuki.org/publications/downloads/2012/DSF_whitebelt_2013_

web_edited_version.pdf 

o Majority of land loss is agricultural land 

 There will be limited opportunities to grow the Greenbelt.  It would be better to advance 

policies and practices to support it. Growing the greenbelt to protect the GGH’s 

agricultural land and natural heritage will not happen.  

 The Partnership’s ask requires provincial policy- any efforts at the municipal level would 

be too erodible 

 Development of an NHS would not actually be that hard 

o Estimated timeframe about a year 

o NHS’s not already in many municipal plans.  

o Could give municipalities minima for sizes of natural areas and corridors, say 

which features need to be protected, and make the municipalities map them 

http://caroliniancanada.ca/legacy/ConservationPrograms_BigPictureMaps.htm
http://caroliniancanada.ca/legacy/ConservationPrograms_BigPictureMaps.htm
http://www.davidsuzuki.org/publications/downloads/2012/DSF_whitebelt_2013_web_edited_version.pdf
http://www.davidsuzuki.org/publications/downloads/2012/DSF_whitebelt_2013_web_edited_version.pdf
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 Development of an Agricultural System could be quite simple 

o With the Greenbelt Plan, they simply used existing municipal plans 

o Could do a similar thing and say: If they are already prime agricultural lands in 

the municipal plan, they must stay this way.  

o In PPS settlement area expansion is allowed into the prime agricultural lands if it 

may be shown that there is no viable alternative 

o The Greenbelt Plan is stricter- it says that any non-agricultural use must be rurally 

appropriate and have no negative impact on key natural heritage features, their 

functions, or their connectivity.  

o Could get municipalities to map everything 

 ORM case: ENGOs thought out options and presented them to the government. Proposed 

opportunities and different options with research/different paths forwards.  

 Proposed to add some punishment aspect- fines, etc to give plan teeth 

 Long Term Viability 

o Provide farmers with compensation for value of their land 

 ALUS- Alternative Land Use Services- program where farmers given 

money to conserve and restore natural features on their land 

o Farmers also have issues with having to get permits and work through 

bureaucracy to do small things 

 Recall: The minister wants a big bold ask 

o The boundary is not enough- a systems approach is needed 

o It is good that the Greenbelt is doing well, however every low density project that 

goes forwards creates further demand for more of the same, and takes away 



ENSC 501 Emily Goldney April 2015 

64 
 

money in terms of increased infrastructure costs that could be used to drive public 

participation in the review 

o Ongoing development across the landscape must be fought 

 Re-communicating the value of the Greenbelt is essential to the review to counter 

developers’ statements 

o It is complementary to the Partnership’s “Big Ask” 

 Communicating threats to Greenbelt is also important 

o People want to hear Greenbelt has been saved and is ‘totally awesome’ 

o However, people will not get passionate about it and its protection if they believe 

it has already been saved 

o For more on threats to greenbelt see: 

http://greenbeltalliance.ca/sites/default/files/reports/GreenbeltThreats_OnlineREV

6.pdf 

 Developers tend to target agricultural land. Governments must be convinced to protect 

farmland. 

o There is a myth propagated by development agencies that if the population does 

not grow the economy will suffer. They have to make this argument to get 

politicians on their side, politicians then think they need the money from new 

development charges to pay for preceding developments.  

o People have to be convinced of costs of development.  

 Shifting the focus of the discussion to smart growth rather than land protection allows for 

the discussion of a broader set of issues- traffic congestion, human health, etc.  

http://greenbeltalliance.ca/sites/default/files/reports/GreenbeltThreats_OnlineREV6.pdf
http://greenbeltalliance.ca/sites/default/files/reports/GreenbeltThreats_OnlineREV6.pdf
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 Important to recall that the growing out of the NHS will require active management 

if/when it is implemented. Must also remember that the size, connectivity, and diversity 

of the NHS should be improved wherever possible: It will be an ongoing effort.  

 It is good to have commonality in messages to the government. Group should try to 

coordinate their messages (contextualized for scale of operation and the nature of 

different groups) 

 Collaboration is excellent- people may share and combine their experiences 

 A big challenge will be communicating messages in a palatable member to the public.  

 Building community support for various on the ground issues may be done through town 

halls, reports, social media. Information is good, but cannot focus too much on numbers.   
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APPENDIX 2: RECRUITMENT LETTER 

Subject Greenbelt 2015 Review ORM PARTNERSHIP Workshop 

Hello, 

My name is Emily Goldney and I am currently working towards completing my final year of a 

Honours Bachelors of Science in Environmental Science at Queen's University. One of the 

requirements of my degree is that I complete an independent research project in a course known 

as 'ENSC 501'. For this project, I have chosen to address the issue of greenbelt planning, with an 

emphasis on managing urban sprawl and infrastructure development through regional planning 

within the Greater Golden Horseshoe region of Ontario. 

It is my understanding that the ORM Partnership has already discussed the idea of meeting to 

discuss completing regional planning for the GGH in the context of the 2015 review and that my 

project supervisor, Dr. Graham Whitelaw, may have already approached you with regards to this 

project.  In order to gather qualitative research for this initiative, I propose to host a workshop 

with individuals knowledgeable on Ontario Greenbelt issues.  The information from this 

workshop as well as qualitative research acquired from a review of relevant policy will undergo 

a themed analysis, and will be triangulated with information gained through a review of relevant 

scholarly literature.  

I would like to formally invite you to participate in this workshop.  The workshop would ideally 

be held on one day, from approximately 10am-3pm, over the week of February 16th, 2015.  I 

apologize for the short notice, and would appreciate it if you could let me know your availability 

over that time period. If the week prior to or immediately after this week is more suitable for 

you, please let me know.   
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This invitation has been extended to the members of the Oak Ridges Moraine Partnership for 

2015.  Dr Whitelaw has requested that I ask you if you have any insights on who else should be 

invited to attend, and as to your preferred facilitation method for this workshop.  Furthermore, 

we are intending to host this workshop at the Save the Oak Ridges Moraine Foundation Coalition 

Office known as Sugar Bush.  I understand Graham has spoken with Debbe about making 

arrangements once we set a date. I will get back to everyone with confirmation of the date, time 

and place once I have all the information. 

Thank you very much for your participation and I am hopeful my research will contribute to the 

2015 review. 

 -Emily Goldney 
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APPENDIX 3: WORKSHOP AGENDA 

Workshop: Greater Golden Horseshoe Planning (GGHP) in the context of the Greenbelt Plan Review 

Location: 67 Mowat Avenue, Suite 100 

Time: 10am to 3pm 

Lunch included 

Agenda 

 

1. Introduction by the Oak Ridges Moraine Partnership for 2015  on the need to examine 

GGHP 

 

2. Sharing information on the areas of the GGH area outside the Greenbelt Plan based on 

current state of development, key facts round developable land, predicted state, etc. 

 

Questions to consider: 

 

 Are there opportunities for the government to address shortcomings in planning 

governance associated with the GGH that are outside the Greenbelt?  

 

 How might improved planning in the GGH result in better plan implementation within 

the Greenbelt including the ORMCP and NEP. 
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LUNCH 

 

3. Sharing information on natural heritage values and protection within the GGH area with a 

focus on the remnant Lake Iroquois shoreline and connections to the Greenbelt natural 

heritage system. 

 

Questions to consider: 

 

 Why is it important to complete the protection of natural heritage in the GGH? 

 

 How might protection of natural heritage in the GGH be protected and integrated with the 

Greenbelt natural heritage system? 

 

 Does the Greenbelt (including ORM Natural Core and Natural Linkage Areas) need to be 

updated along with improved protection? 

 

 How does a natural heritage system in the GGH related to other provincial initiatives, 

e.g., Ontario’s new climate change strategy? 

 

4. Discussion of next steps for the ORM Partnership on the issue of GGH planning.  
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APPENDIX 4: COMBINED LETTER OF INFORMATION AND LETTER OF CONSENT 

GREENBELT PLANNING AND THE 2015 GREENBELT PLAN 
REVIEW: ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: EMILY GOLDNEY 
 UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT  
 SCHOOL OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES, QUEEN’S UNIVERSITY 

PROJECT SUPERVISOR: DR GRAHAM WHITELAW  
 ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR  

SCHOOL OF ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES AND THE SCHOOL OF URBAN AND 

REGIONAL PLANNING  
 QUEEN’S UNIVERSITY  
 Hello, 

This is a letter to request your participation in a project on greenbelt planning with an 

emphasis of managing urban sprawl and infrastructure development through regional planning 

within the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) region of Ontario.  The goal of the project is to 

produce a report detailing recommendations for the upcoming Greenbelt Plan review as well as 

for general land use planning in Ontario.  This report will be used in the production of an 

undergraduate thesis submitted to the School of Environmental Studies in partial fulfillment of 

the requirements for the degree of Bachelor of Science (Honours).    

You have already indicated that you would participate in a workshop with the ORM 

Partnership on issues pertaining to the 2015 Greenbelt Plan Review.  I have been invited by the 

Partnership to observe and take notes at this workshop.  I will not be participating in the 

workshop in any way.  I would like to request that you allow me to use my workshop notes for 

research purposes that will be contributing to the partnerships’ development of policy and also 

my thesis.  I would be using this information along with grey literature and scholarly articles to 
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develop my final project report. The workshop itself will take place on March 2nd from 10am to 

3pm, and my final project will be submitted by March 31st.  A draft copy of my thesis will be 

sent to all research project participants prior to its submission. Your signature below confirms 

that you understand the expectations and requirements of participation in this project.   

There is economic risk to participation in this study. If individuals were identified and 

quoted in the project, this could be interpreted by the government as ‘advocacy’.  This could 

affect your affiliated organizations’ not-for-profit status.  As such, all notes gathered will be kept 

confidential through the use of a code, as will any publications arising from the research. 

Participation in this project is wholly voluntary and you are free to withdraw at any time.  

Your consent to allow me to use my notes for my research in no way affects your ability to 

participate in the workshop.  You are not obliged to participate in any discussions that make you 

feel uncomfortable or that you find objectionable. Your signature below is meant to confirm that 

you understand that your participation in this project is voluntary and that you may withdraw 

without consequence at any time.  

Individuals choosing to participate in this project should be aware that notes on workshop 

proceedings will be taken by the principal investigator on her laptop and used in the development 

of the projects’ final report. No directly identifying information will be included in the notes. 

Rather, a code will be assigned to each individual for the purpose of note taking so that 

information taken from non-consenting individuals may be removed and will not be used for 

research. Following the workshop, notes will be encrypted and kept in a password protected 

document on the principal investigators' laptop. The code key will be kept separately from the 

data and will be destroyed following completion of the research project. This data will be 

retained for 5 years. Any contact information including your name, email, position, and/or phone 
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number acquired through the recruitment process will be kept only in hard copy, which will be 

kept separate from the data. The principal investigator will be the only person who has access to 

this contact information.  Likewise, paper copies of the consent form for participation will be 

signed and kept in a separate location from the data and contact information. The project 

supervisor and I will likewise maintain the confidentiality of the workshop.  Your signature 

below indicates that you have understood these provisions about confidentiality and anonymity.   

The final report will be published online through the Queen’s Library website.  

No remuneration will be provided for participation in this project.  

Any questions about study participation may be directed the principal investigator at 

e.goldney@queensu.ca. Any ethical concerns about the study may be directed to the Chair of the 

General Research Ethics Board at chair.GREB@queensu.ca or 613-533-6081. This study has 

been granted clearance according to the recommended principles of Canadian ethics guidelines 

and Queen’s policies.  

Your signature below indicates that you have read this Letter of Information, have had 

any questions answered to your satisfaction, and will retain a copy of this letter for your records. 

Name: __________________________ 

 

Date: ___________________________ 

 

Signature: ________________________ 

If you would like a PDF copy of my thesis, please provide your email here. 
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APPENDIX 5: ETHICS BOARD CLEARANCE 

February 27, 2015 

Miss Emily Goldney 

Undergraduate Student 

School of Environmental Studies 

Queen's University 

Kingston, ON, K7L 3N6 

GREB Ref #: GENSC-067-15; Romeo # 6014995 

Title: "GENSC-067-15 Ontario's Greenbelt Plan and the 2015 Greenbelt Plan Review: Analysis 

and Recommendations" 

Dear Miss Goldney: 

The General Research Ethics Board (GREB), by means of a delegated board review, has cleared 

your proposal entitled "GENSC-067-15 Ontario's Greenbelt Plan and the 2015 Greenbelt Plan 

Review: Analysis and Recommendations" for ethical compliance with the Tri-Council 

Guidelines (TCPS) and Queen's ethics policies. In accordance with the Tri-Council Guidelines 

(article D.1.6) and Senate Terms of Reference (article G), your project has been cleared for one 

year. At the end of each year, the GREB will ask if your project has been completed and if not, 

what changes have occurred or will occur in the next year. 

You are reminded of your obligation to advise the GREB, with a copy to your unit REB, of any 

adverse event(s) that occur during this one year period (access this form at 

https://eservices.queensu.ca/romeo_researcher/ and click Events - GREB Adverse Event Report). 

An adverse event includes, but is not limited to, a complaint, a change or unexpected event that 
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alters the level of risk for the researcher or participants or situation that requires a substantial 

change in approach to a participant(s). You are also advised that all adverse events must be 

reported to the GREB within 48 hours. 

You are also reminded that all changes that might affect human participants must be cleared by 

the GREB. For example you must report changes to the level of risk, applicant characteristics, 

and implementation of new procedures. To make an amendment, access the application at 

https://eservices.queensu.ca/romeo_researcher/ and click Events - GREB Amendment to 

Approved Study Form. These changes will automatically be sent to the Ethics Coordinator, Gail 

Irving, at the Office of Research Services or irvingg@queensu.ca for further review and 

clearance by the GREB or GREB Chair. 

On behalf of the General Research Ethics Board, I wish you continued success in your research.  

Yours sincerely, 

Joan Stevenson, Ph.D. 

Chair 

General Research Ethics Board 

c: Dr. Graham Whitelaw, Faculty Supervisor 

  



ENSC 501 Emily Goldney April 2015 

75 
 

APPENDIX 6: LETTER TO THE MINISTER PREPARED BY THE PARTNERSHIP 

 

Take action today to protect water, nature and communities  

The Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, Greenbelt Plan, Niagara Escarpment Plan and 

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshow play a key role in protecting over 720,000 

hectares of land extending around the province’s most populated region from Niagara to the Rice 

Lake Plains and up to the tip of the Bruce Peninsula. We must take action now to ensure this 

region’s water, nature and communities remain truly protected for future generations of 

Ontarians. 

 

The government is currently reviewing these four important plans that guide the future of this 

region. It is an opportunity to highlight the value of these plans in preserving the region’s 

biodiversity and creating resilient communities in the face of climate change. Through this 

review, we are calling for important changes to be made to these plans and associated policies to 

ensure protection of our most valuable natural assets are enhanced.  

 

Earthroots, EcoSpark, Ontario Nature and STORM have been on the front lines advocating on 

behalf of the Oak Ridges Moraine for more than 25 years. The 2015 Coordinated Review of 

these four plans allows us the opportunity to situation the moraine in a broader bioregional 

context. 
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Join us and take action to ensure the water, nature and communities are protected for future 

generations.  

 

We are calling for: 

1. Stronger Laws: Address the gaps and close the loopholes in any policies that do not protect 

the region’s water, nature and communities (e.g. regulate commercial fill, reduce impacts of 

aggregate extraction and infrastructure projects like 400-series highways) 

2. Stronger Landscape: Enhance the protection of natural heritage and prime agricultural 

systems, and freeze sprawling urban expansion in the region.  

3. Stronger Legacy: Support the stewardship, monitoring and restoration of the region’s 

important ecological core and corridors.  

 

How can you get involved? 

 

1. Attend a local town hall meeting close to your community (LINK) 

3. Submit the letter below by May 27, 2015 and join the Earthroots, EcoSpark, Ontario Nature 

and STORM in calling for Stronger Laws, a Stronger Landscape and a Stronger Legacy (make 

sure to quote registry number “012-3256” in the subject line). 

 

For a copy of the Partnership’s full submission, please e-mail Josh Garfinkel at 

joshg@earthroots.org  

 

mailto:joshg@earthroots.org
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For more information on the incredible value of the Oak Ridges Moraine, the ecological 

backbone of the Greenbelt, visit: www.marvellousmoraine.ca.   

 

 

Send a letter to:  

To: The Honourable Ted McMeekin, landuseplanningreview@ontario.ca 

cc: Earthroots, EcoSpark, Ontario Nature and STORM 

 

Important! The form below lets you easily submit your comments. You can send in the letter 

that appears in the box or write your own comments. (Note: the government gives greater 

consideration to a personalized submission than to a form letter. So, please add your personal 

touch and copy us on your response – joshg@earthroots.org.) 

 

Subject: Protect our water, nature and communities! (EBR: 012-3256) 

 

Attn: Honourable Ted McMeekin, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

 

I support the plans that recognize the value of the Oak Ridges Moraine, Greenbelt and Niagara 

Escarpment and guide population growth in the Greater Golden Horseshoe.  

 

In the face of climate change and a growing population, we need these plans strengthen and 

enhanced these plans to protect the region’s the water, nature and communities for future 

http://www.marvellousmoraine.ca/
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generations of Ontarians. I strongly support the Earthroots, EcoSpark, Ontario Nature and 

STORM’s call for stronger laws, stronger landscape and a stronger legacy! 

 

I am asking for: 

1. Stronger Laws: Address the gaps and close the loopholes in any policies that do not protect 

the region’s water, nature and communities (e.g. regulate commercial fill, reduce impacts of 

aggregate extraction and infrastructure projects like 400-series highways) 

2. Stronger Landscape: Enhance the protection of natural heritage and prime agricultural 

systems, and freeze sprawling urban expansion in the region.  

3. Stronger Legacy: Support the stewardship, monitoring and restoration of the region’s 

important ecological core and corridors.  

 

The region’s forests, wetlands, grasslands, rivers and lakes produce countless benefits provided 

for free by nature, like clean water, habitat for biodiversity and resilient communities. This 

landscape needs to be protected forever! 

 

Sincerely, 
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APPENDIX 7: GREY LITERATURE REVIEWED 
Author (Date) Title Description 

Allen, R., & Campsie, 

P. (2013) 

The Neptis Foundation 

Implementing the Growth 

Plan for the Greater Golden 

Horseshoe 

Introduces the Growth Plan for the 

GGH, causes for its creation, and 

how it intends to achieve its goals 

Bennett, A. (2003) 

International Union for 

Conservation of Nature 

Linkages in the landscape: 

The role of corridors and 

connectivity in wildlife 

conservation 

Describes principles and concepts 

associated with Natural Heritage 

System design 

Burda, C. (2008) 

The Pembina Institute 

Getting Tough on Urban 

Sprawl  

Describes solutions to combatting 

sprawl and climate change.  

Burda, C. (2013) 

Royal Bank of Canada 

and the Pembina 

Institute 

Priced Out: Understanding 

the factors affecting home 

prices in the GTA 

Identifies and describes factors 

underlying home prices in the GTA 

Burda, C. (2014) 

Royal Bank of Canada 

and the Pembina 

Institute 

2014 Home Location 

Preference Survey: 

Understanding where GTA 

residents prefer to live and 

commute 

Identifies and describes factors 

underlying home location choice in 

the GTA 

Burleton, D., & 

Petramala, D. (2015) 

TD Economics 

GTA Housing Boom Masks 

Growing Structural 

Challenges 

Examines trends in real estate in the 

GTA and their underlying causes 

City of Toronto (2012) 2011 Census: Marital 

Status, Families, 

Households 

Demographic data for Toronto 

Ducks Unlimited 

(2010) 

Southern Ontario wetland 

conversion analysis 

Analysis of where and to what extent 

wetlands are dissapearing in 

Southern Ontario 

Durham Region(2014)  

Urban Strategies Inc. 

Durham Region's Greenbelt 

Plan Review 

An analysis of the benefits, and 

shortcomings of the Greenbelt Plan 

developed through consultation with 

the residents of Durham Region. It 

also proposes potential Plan 

amendments. 

Environmental 

Commissioner of 

Ontario. (2005) 

Planning our Landscape The Commissioner’s annual report.  

It largely focusses on that year’s 

changes in land use planning 

Environmental 

Commissioner of 

Ontario. (2011) 

Land Use Planning in 

Ontario 

Summarizes the plans, policies, and 

legislations underlying land use 

planning in Ontario.  

Friends of the 

Greenbelt Foundation. 

(2009) 

Environics Research 

Group 

Measuring the Possibilities: 

Greenbelt Public Awareness 

A poll on Ontarians’ support for the 

Greenbelt. 
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Friends of the 

Greenbelt Foundation. 

(2014) 

JRG Consulting Group 

Agriculture by the 

Numbers: Understanding 

the Greenbelt’s Unique 

Advantages 

Indicates the advantages of faming in 

the Greenbelt, and the benefits of the 

agricultural industry to the area.  

Ontario Ministry of 

Municipal Affairs and 

Housing (MMAH). 

(2002) 

Oak Ridges Moraine 

Conservation Plan 

A regional land use plan setting out 

land use designations and their 

associated permitted uses for the Oak 

Ridges Moraine Area 

MMAH. (2005) Greenbelt Plan A land-use plan which aims to 

protect agricultural lands and the 

ecological features and functioning 

of the implicated area by identifying 

where urbanization should not occur. 

MMAH. (2014) Planning Act The provincial legal framework 

outlining municipal and provincial 

land use powers and responsibilities. 

MMAH. (2014) Provincial Policy Statement It provides overall land use policy 

objectives that municipalities should 

employ when making planning 

decisions. 

MMAH (2015) Our region, our community, 

our future: A discussion 

document for the 2015 co-

ordinated review 

Describes the review’s phases and 

the goals of the review.  

Niagara Region. (2013) 

Urban Strategies Inc.  

Niagara Region's Greenbelt 

Plan Review Summary 

Report 

An analysis of the benefits, and 

shortcomings of the Greenbelt Plan 

developed through consultation with 

the residents of Niagara Region. It 

also proposes potential Plan 

amendments.  

Ontario Ministry of 

Finance. (2014) 

Ontario Population 

Projections 

Population projections for Ontario’s 

census divisions with, low, medium, 

and high growth projection 

scenarios.   

Ontario Ministry of 

Infrastructure. (2006) 

Growth Plan for the Greater 

Golden Horseshoe 

Provincial Plan describing to 

municipalities where and how they 

should accommodate their projected 

population increases so as to inform 

planning.  

Sierra Club. (2003) Sprawl Hurts Us All! A 

guide to the costs of sprawl 

development and how to 

create livable communities 

in Ontario 

Describes the costs of sprawl and 

proposes solutions 

Slack, E. (2002) 

CD Howe Institute  

Municipal finance and the 

pattern of urban growth 

Explains how municipal finance can 

encourage sprawl and proposes 
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municipal finance strategies to 

encourage compact growth.  

Statistics Canada. 

(2013) 

Human activity and the 

environment: Measuring 

ecosystem goods and 

services in Canada 

Presents an overview of ecosystem 

valuation and provides Canadian 

examples of the quantity and quality 

of ecosystem goods and services.  

The Neptis Foundation. 

(2005) 

Neptis Commentary on the 

Draft Greenbelt Plan 

An analysis of the initial draft of the 

Greenbelt Plan, including its benefits 

and shortcomings.  

The Neptis Foundation. 

(2014) 

Rethinking Sprawl A brief on the disconnect between 

projections of land to be urbanized 

and actual rates of land consumption 

at the periphery of Canadian cities.   

Thompson, D. (2013) 

Sustainable Prosperity 

Suburban sprawl: Exposing 

hidden costs, identifying 

innovations 

Defines the causes and costs of urban 

sprawl, as well as potential solutions.  

It also describes the benefits of 

compact growth and addresses equity 

issues.   

Wilson, S. (2008) 

David Suzuki 

Foundation 

Ontario's wealth Canada's 

future 

Quantifies the value of the non-

market ecosystem goods and services 

provided by Ontario’s Greenbelt in 

dollar terms.   

 


