
 
Town of Newmarket

Agenda
Special Committee of the Whole - Electronic

 
Date: Tuesday, September 22, 2020
Time: 2:00 PM
Location: Streamed live from the Municipal Offices

395 Mulock Drive
Newmarket, ON L3Y 4X7

1. Notice

At this time, the Municipal Offices remain closed to the public. This meeting will be streamed
live at newmarket.ca/meetings.

Public Input

Individuals who wish to submit input to Council in relation to an item on this agenda have the
following options available.

Email your correspondence to clerks@newmarket.ca by end of day on Monday,
September 21, 2020. Written correspondence received by this date will form part of
the public record; or,

1.

Make a live remote deputation by joining the virtual meeting using the Town's
videoconferencing software and verbally provide your comments over video or
telephone. To select this option, you are strongly encouraged to pre-register by
emailing your request and contact information to clerks@newmarket.ca.

2.

2. Additions & Corrections to the Agenda

Note: Additional items are marked by an asterisk*.

3. Conflict of Interest Declarations

4. Presentations & Recognitions

5. Deputations

6. Items

https://www.newmarket.ca/TownGovernment/Pages/Council%20Meetings/Agendas%2c-Minutes-and-Meetings.aspx
mailto:clerks@newmarket.ca
mailto:clerks@newmarket.ca


6.1 Established Neighborhoods Compatibility Study

Note: Blair Scorgie, SvN, will be in attendance to provide a presentation on this
matter.

That the presentation provided by Blair Scorgie, SvN, regarding the
Established Neighbourhoods Compatibility Study be received. 

1.

*6.2 Established Neighbourhoods Compatibility Study Written Correspondence

That sub-items 6.2.1, 6.2.2, 6.2.3, and 6.2.4 being written correspondence
provided by Ted Bomers, Dan Cannistra, Joan Stonehocker, and Janet
Wong regarding the Established Neighbourhoods Compatability Study be
received. 

1.

*6.2.1 Ted Bomers

*6.2.2 Dan Cannistra

*6.2.3 Joan Stonehocker

*6.2.4 Janet Wong

7. Adjournment
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PRESENTATION OUTLINE

1. Meeting Purpose

2. Policy Recommendations

3. Compliance Demonstrations

4. Next Steps
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1. MEETING PURPOSE

• Review the Official Plan and Zoning by-law policy recommendations;

• Review examples of infill developments in contexts similar to that of the
Historic Core and Tranditional Suburban Character Areas;

• Evaluate each example for compliance relative to policy recommendations,
to help demonstrate development potential; and,

• Outline next steps.
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Town of Newmarket Official Plan

York Region Official Plan

Growth Plan for the GGH, Provincial Policy Statement

Newmarket’s neighbourhoods are designated Urban Areas, of which the Residential 
Intensification Target for Newmarket is 5,250 new units between 2006-2031.

Newmarket’s neighbourhoods fall within designated Settlement Areas and 
Delineated Built-up Areas. Both are areas intended for growth with the latter 

intended to host 50% of residential development.

Residential Areas
•	 still predominantly single-detached or semi-detached dwellings with 

permissions for other forms of low-rise housing
•	 Recognizes that compatible development in existing Residential Areas 

can add physical and intrinsic value to communities

Municipal 
Land Use 
Category 

corresponds with 
updated Schedule 

A - Land Use 
Designations

Regional 
Structure

Provincial 
Places to 

Grow

Residential 
Character 

Areas
corresponds with 

new Schedule 
- Residential 

Character Areas

Historic Core 
Character Area
•	 Newmarket’s oldest 

neighbourhooods, 
includes historic core
•	 see Panel 8

Contemporary 
Suburban 

Character Area
•	 Newmarket’s more 

recent subdivision-
based planning
•	 see Panel 10

Traditional 
Suburban 

Character Area
•	 Newmarket’s earlier 

subdivision-based 
planning

•	 see Panel 9

Proposed Policy Structure

• Update the Official Plan to:

- combine Stable Residential and
Emerging Residential into one land use
designation;

- Introduce definition for neighbourhood
character;

- Establish development criteria
for residential areas, which respond to
neighbourhood character;

- Establish new layer of policy, providing
design direction for each character area;

- Establish new urban design and
compatibility policies; and,

- Update land use schedule, and establish
new schedule for residential chracter
areas.

2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS
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Proposed Policy Structure Cont.

• Update the Zoning By-law to to comprehensively change the way that houses are regulated,
so as to allow for optimize the development of properties, without jeopardizing the character
of the surrounding neighbourhood. This can be achieved while allowing for greater flexibility
in the interior layout.

2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

• Basement
• Grade, Established or

Finished
• Roof, Flat
• Roof, Pitched
• Height, Building
• Height, Finished First

Floor
• Storey
• Garage, Residential

• Interior Side Yard Setbacks
• Dormers
• Reserve
• Non-complying building or

structure
• Transition

• Max. Finished First Floor
Height

• Interior Side Lot Lines - C
& D Zone Standards

• Required Front Yard
Setback – C, D, E, F, G, H, J,
K, L and M Standards

• Repeal Exception 119
enacted by By-law 2013-30

• Max. Lot Coverage
• Max. Building Height

Creating and Updating 
Definitions

Updating and Creating 
Regulations & Standards
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Zoning By-law Update - Creating and Updating Definitions

New Defined / 
Updated Word

Key Change

Basement Definition of height has been reduced to 1.2m or 
1.8m

Grade, 
Established or 
Finished

The measurement of grade has been changed to 
be based on the front yard setback rather than  all 
setbacks around a dwelling

Roof, Flat New definitions include minimum slope and roof 
area standards Roof, Pitched

Height, Building Retitled to refer to building height
Height, Finished 
First Floor

New definition added to recognize the first floor of a 
dwelling

Storey The 3.6m height limit has been removed, though 
any portion that is 1.2 above grade will be deemed a 
storey (consistent with other definition changes)

Garage, 
Residential

Definition change clarifies garages are accessed via 
driveways

2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Basement

Grade, Established or Finished
= Average of Elevation at Point A & B
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• Less than 1.0 vertical unit
for every 4.0 horizontal unit

• Height dependent on
finished grade and highest
point of the roof

2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Height, Finished First Floor

New /  Updated 
Regulation or 
Standard

Key Change

Section 6.2.2.
Max. Finished First 
Floor Height

Set to 1.2 for Zone Standards A, B, C, D, E, F, G, H, 
and J

Section 6.2.2. 
Interior Side Lot 
Lines

Measurements have been given (ranging from 1.2-
1.8m) for interior side lot line setbacks, which are 
dependent on height

Section 6.2.2. 
Interior Side Yard 
Lot Lines

Interior side-yard setbacks are not required for 
semi-detached dwellings sharing a common wall

Section 6.2.2. 
Required Front 
Yard Setback for 
C, D, E, F, G, H, J, K, 
L, M

Setback requirement has been changed to be 
within a range of 1m of the average of the front 
yard setback of adjacent dwellings, rather than to 
be within the range of adjacent dwelling setbacks

Exception 119 Repeal Exception 119 enacted by By-law 2013-30 
(Previous modifications to zone standards for the 
core area)

• Min. of 1.0 vertical unit for
every 4.0 horizontal unit

• Height dependent on
finished grade and mean
roof distance

Pitched Roof Flat Roof

Zoning By-law Update - Creating and Updating Regulations
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2. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Storey

Section 6.2.2.
Max Lot Coverage

Lot coverage to follow area-specific lot indicated 
in a new schedule. Generally, allowances have 
been reduced in R1-C and R1-D areas.

Section 6.2.2.
Max. Height

Regulation revised to a maximum height of 8.5m 
for most Zone Standards.

Section 6.2.3
Dormers

New definition of dormers given with a limitation 
on how much area it can cover in relation to the 
roof.

New /  Updated 
Regulation or 
Standard

Key Change

Zoning By-law Update - Creating and Updating Regulations



2  SETBACK: 

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot coverage (25%)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)

1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (7.5m) 

Side Yard Setback 
(1.5m)

EXAMPLE: HISTORIC CORE CHARACTER AREA

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Does Not ComplyComplies 9
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3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(30%)

1  HEIGHT:

Building Height (7.5m) 

Side Yard Setback 
(1.5m)

2  SETBACK: 

Side Yard Setback 
(0.5m)

2  SETBACK: 

 

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)

EXAMPLE: HISTORIC CORE CHARACTER AREA

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Does Not ComplyComplies
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3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

EXAMPLE: HISTORIC CORE CHARACTER AREADoes Not ComplyComplies

2  SETBACK: 

 
2  SETBACK: 

 Side Yard Setback 
(1.0m)

Side Yard Setback 
(0.5m)

1  HEIGHT:

Building Height (8.5m) 

1  HEIGHT: 

Finished First Floor 
Height (2.5m)

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(40%)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)
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1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (9.5m)

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(35%)

2  SETBACK: 2  SETBACK: 

 

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)

Side Yard Setback 

(1.0m)

Side Yard Setback 
(1.0m)

EXAMPLE: HISTORIC CORE CHARACTER AREA

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Does Not ComplyComplies

1  HEIGHT: 

Finished First Floor 
Height (2.5m)



2  SETBACK: 

1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (8.5m)  

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(35%)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Within 1.0m of Adajcent 

Properties)

Minor change in setback

Side Yard Setback 
(1.8m)

Does Not ComplyComplies

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

EXAMPLE: TRADITIONAL SUBURBAN CHARACTER AREA 13



2  SETBACK: 

 

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(35%)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Within 1.0m of 

Adjacent Properties)

1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (8.5m)  

Minor change in setback

Side Yard Setbacks 
(1.8m)

EXAMPLE: TRADITIONAL SUBURBAN CHARACTER AREA

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Does Not ComplyComplies

1  HEIGHT: 

Finished First Floor 
Height (2.5m)

14
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3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

EXAMPLE: TRADITIONAL SUBURBAN CHARACTER AREADoes Not ComplyComplies

1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (9.0m) 

Side Yard Setback 
(1.2m)

2  SETBACK: 3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(35%)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)

1  HEIGHT: 

Finished First Floor 
Height (2.75m)
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1  HEIGHT: 

Building Height (11.0m) 

Side Yard Setbacks 
(1.8m)

2  SETBACK: 

Front Yard Setback 
(Consistent with 

Adjacent Properties)

 

3  LOT COVERAGE: 

Lot Coverage 
(40%)

EXAMPLE: TRADITIONAL SUBURBAN CHARACTER AREA

3. COMPLIANCE DEMONSTRATIONS

2  SETBACK: 

Does Not ComplyComplies

1  HEIGHT: 

Finished First Floor 
Height (2.75m)
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4. NEXT STEPS

• Based on the feedback received by Council, the Official Plan
Amendment, implementing Zoning By-law Amendment, and
accompanying Policy Recommendations Report will be revised
and finalized.

• These materials will be presented back to Council for formal
approval in October, 2020.
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THANK YOU!



I would like to propose: 
 
that the Exterior Side Yard setback of a corner house be within +/- 1M of the adjacent 
front yard setback of the houses on the adjacent street. This would make the landscape 
more uniform to the neighbourhood.  
 
Ted Bomers 
 



 



Good afternoon, 
 
I live on Park Avenue, a street that is greatly affected by infill building. Currently there is a lot on the 
south side 258 Park Ave that was severed into two lots, the previous dwelling was demolished and now 
has sat empty for almost 2 years. I’ve come to know that this infill builder Is building two other 
properties on Victoria St and will not start building on either of the two lots on Park Ave for at least a 
year. As In the case of the houses on Victoria he seems to build then live in for a year and move on to 
the next, which puts finish date for the second of the two lots on Park Ave a minimum of 5 years away 
and with a total street disruption of  7 years.  
What can the town do to minimize the disruption on the street for such long periods of time? I 
understand that construction, re-building and renovations are a fact of life, I just feel that this could of 
been handled in a more courteous manner that benefits us all.  
I’m aware that the owner of 258 Park Ave was forced to demolish the house within 6 months of the lot 
severing, this seems like an area that can be improved on. The house could of stayed and demolished 
once ready to be built on. We now have to ensure the construction fence and weeds for longer than I 
think is necessary.  
I look forward to hearing from the town and committee on this matter and the new by-law 
amendments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Dan Cannistra  

 



 



Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I wanted to offer a couple of comments about neighbourhood compatibility and consistent 
height and footprints in established neighbourhoods. I find that this is inconsistent with the 
need for more affordable housing, addressing climate change and the broader equity, 
inclusivity and diversity goals that have become more urgent during the pandemic. A quote 
from an article about Vancouver's West End Challenges Assumptions About Compatibility: 
"Lack of compatibility, we're told, is the road to ruin: build something out of place, out of scale, 
or out of character with its surroundings, and it will inexorably deflate adjacent property values 
and rob a neighborhood of its desirability....The eclectic West End of Vancouver, British 
Columbia, is a fascinating challenge to common understandings of neighborhood compatibility. 
It maybe shouldn't work on paper. It's a direct blow to the notion that "compatibility" requires 
homogeneity in terms of building height, size, and massing. It suggests a very different 
understanding of neighborhood compatibility, in which eclecticism is a virtue, not a liability." 
Newmarket would be a much more vibrant community if we didn't systemically prevent natural 
growth and opportunities to live close to amenities, reducing dependency on cars. There are 
much more important priorities than maintaining privilege of certain home owners. How do we 
develop the missing middle - housing between single family homes and highrises? 
 
Thanks, 
 
Joan Stonehocker 

 
 

https://www.strongtowns.org/journal/2018/8/21/vancouvers-west-end-challenges-assumptions-about-compatibility?rq=neighborhood%20compatibility


 



Hello 
 
Could you please provide this email and attached letter, previously provided to the Planning 
Department, to Council for their meeting September 22, 2020.  I have been in conversation with Phoebe 
Chow regarding the Established Neighbourhood Study and proposed Official Plan and Zoning By-law 
amendments and look forward to continuing that discussion. 
 
To summarize my comments, I am pleased that the Town has undertaken this initiative.  Generally the 
classification of the residential areas through a description of the character could assist with assessment 
of proposed developments and is a good approach. My main concern with the Study document is with 
the description of the street width and parking in the Traditional Suburban Character Area particularly 
and generally as they will be a component for consideration of compatibility through the Official Plan 
amendment.   I also have a concern that the descriptions do not readily give a picture of the variations in 
the quantity or type of landscaping (public and private) that distinguish the residential character areas 
that was identified as important to the community.  This has to be construed through interpretation of 
other character traits including available space.  For instance, Contemporary area lots may currently 
have few mature trees, however the lot size and soil quality will never be able to support larger tree 
species such as those found in the other character areas.  Thus will/does have a completely different 
canopy cover and home landscape character.  To a certain extent it isn’t clear how some of the 
character traits will be used to assess development compatibility. 
 
I would be fully supportive of the Town introducing medium-density housing typologies that can be 
compatible with the neighbourhood.  I believe the proposed Official Plan amendment could be 
strengthened to allow for these housing forms without the need for an Official Plan amendment.  My 
comments are intended to reflect this.   
 
The comments on the proposed Zoning By-law amendment are primarily technical in nature.  Being that 
I am located in Zone R2-K and a Traditional Suburban Character Area, I do have a concern with this zone 
not being revised to a Maximum Building Height of 8.5m.  Is there a reasoned explanation for this?  My 
understanding is the proposed amendment would reduce the maximum lot coverage for Zone R2-K, 
which I am in support of as it has been based on the analysis of the existing development form.  This has 
been reflected on the draft Schedule, but does not appear to be reflected in the text of the amendment. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments.  Unfortunately, I am not able to make a deputation. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Wong 
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