
By Jane Hanlon 

It has been such a great 

privilege these past 10 

years, representing so many 

who want to see real change 

on our green earth.  I ’ m 

getting on, and I ’ m de-

lighted to pass the torch, and 

more delighted to see it be-

ing taken up and taken to 

heart.  With so many en-

trenched into positions of 

denial to climate implica-

tions, real and sustained 

change won ’ t  happen with-

out each and every one of 

us, doing what we CAN.  

Thank you so much for the 

support and trust that you 

have placed with me.  Of 

course, I ’ m only a cog in 

the wheel of Greening Niag-

ara so I look forward to hear-

ing of your future efforts.  

My next year will be spent 

developing firstly, a cabin off 

grid, then additional cab-

ins.  I hope that you ’ l l stay 

in touch and that you ’ l l visit 

the forest ground that is my 

next trust.  And I ’ l l be call-

ing on many of you to help 

build, lol. I can be reached 

at  jane.hanlon1@outlook.co

m . And of course, I ’ l l be 

back in Niagara every two 

weeks for family and for prior 

commitments. This is the 

time, to come together with 

Nate, to provide real impe-

tus.  We have no time to 

lose, developing a future that 

is cleaner and greener.   

Namaste and meegwich.  

 

 

2016 marks a decade of Greening Niagara. From left, Dr. 
John Bacher, Phil Curtis, Jane Hanlon, Shannon Henry 
and Amy Thomson. 

Ten Years of  Greening Niagara 

By Nate Smelle 
When the local activist com-
munity learned of the of the 

Niagara Peninsula Conser-
vation Authority ’ s 

( N PCA )  intention to go 
along with the Ontario gov-

ernment ’ s controversial 
plan to allow developers to 

engage in biodiversity offset-

ting many became outraged 
by the idea. Biodiversity off-

setting gives developers the 
opportunity to pave over and 

build on wetlands as long as 
they manufacture wetlands 

in another location.  
On Wednesday, Jan. 27 at 

the Balls Falls Centre for 

Conservation, Carmen D ’
Angelo, chief administrative 

officer and secretary treas-
urer of the NPCA, will be 

answering questions about 
biodiversity offsetting in Ni-

agara. The meeting begins 
at 6:30 pm, and is intended 

Balls Falls to host public meeting on biodiversity offsetting   

GREENING 
ONTARIO 

Winter 2016 

to give concerned citizens a 

chance to have their ques-
tions regarding how biodi-

versity offsetting will impact 
the environment and the 

communities where these 
offsets take place. 
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By Nate Smelle 

Since becoming Greening Ni-

agara ’ s new Executive Direc-

tor last October it has been 

both a pleasure and a shock 

reconnecting with the place 

where I was born and raised. 

While some things have 

changed for the better, many 

others have not. Revisiting 

some of my favourite haunts 

throughout the region, I have 

discovered that many of the 

fields, wetlands and forests 

where I used to play are now 

gone –  consumed by pro-

gress.  

Should such losses of our 

dwindling wildness be consid-

ered a step forward?  

At first the concept of biodiver-

sity offsetting grabbed my at-

tention like 2-for-1 pizza. Two 

wetlands for the price of one; 

only a fool would walk away 

from that bargain...Right?  

Then I remembered that biodi-

versity was not a pizza. Biodi-

versity is the entirety of life on 

earth; an interconnected web 

of ecosystems composed of 

mutually evolving beings, inter-

dependent with one another 

for the sake of their survival. 

Walking through a wetland its 

wildness cannot be over-

looked. Birds bursting from the 

cattails, beavers, turtles and 

frogs sliding under the cover of 

the water, insects feasting; all 

doing what they do best –  

surviving.  

Many of these species such as 

turtles have hundreds of mil-

lions of years of evolutionary 

experience that we could learn 

from if we took the time to get 

to know them. Do we honour 

the wisdom of these living di-

nosaurs through our actions?  

Nope!  

Of the eight turtles native to 

Ontario seven of them are 

listed as species at risk. Only 

the Painted Turtle remains off 

the list and experts believe that 

the only reason for this is be-

cause there is a lack of study 

of the species. There are many 

factors causing the decline of 

turtles in Ontario: habitat loss 

and habitat fragmentation, 

road and boat mortality, and 

being hunted for food and 

poached to supply the pet 

trade –  all by-products of a 

corrupted interpretation of pro-

gress. 

 In the relatively short-time our 

species has existed, we have 

not failed at leaving our mark. 

Witnessing so many formida-

ble changes during this time, 

our knowledge is still at best 

only a small fraction in com-

parison to the transformations 

experienced by these wetland-

dwelling elders. Instead of 

paying attention to such les-

sons we assume the role of 

the driving force behind our 

planet ’ s sixth extinction crisis 

by blatantly disregarding the 

perilous consequences of dis-

connecting from the natural 

world. Foolishly we continue to 

obliterate our non-human 

neighbours at an unprece-

dented pace; squandering our 

future for the sake of a few 

dollars more. 

I understand that we all need 

to make a living. What I do not 

understand is why such a bio-

logically diverse region, one of 

the most beautiful places in the 

world, would consciously de-

cide to sell itself short by de-

pleting its residents ’  quality of 

life.  

Sure biodiversity offsetting 

may look good on paper if you 

avoid the fine print. But when 

you dig into the deal a little 

deeper it doesn ’ t take a mi-

croscope to realize - 2-for-1, 

10-for-1, whatever the ratio –  

biodiversity comes out on the 

losing end.  

When we eradicate biodiver-

sity from where it naturally 

occurs we can never restore it 

to its full capacity. 

As the old saying goes “ if it 

sounds too good to be true it 

Two Wetlands for the Price of  One 

Caption describing picture or graphic. 
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probably is. ”  

Unfair as “ free trade ” , biodi-

versity offsetting disguises the 

degradation it delivers using 

the oldest trick in the big-box - 

replacing quality with quantity. 

Rather than trying to pull one 

over on us with a 2-for-1 wet-

land sale, a more realistic pitch 

would declare “ URBAN 

SPRAWL FOR SALE: GET 

TWO BRAND NEW ECOL-

OGICALLY DEPRAVED 

PLASTIC PONDS FOR THE 

COST OF ONE ANCIENT 

WETLAND AND NATURAL 

HUB OF BIODIVERSITY. ”  

Hairy Woodpecker 
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By Dr. John Bacher (PhD) 

Report Reflects Lack of Understanding of Ontario’s Current Land Use Planning System. 

The under-lying flaw in the Advisory Panel‟s report  on its four-plan review „Planning for Health, Prosperity and Growth „, is that it fails 
to understand and reflect the basic approach of Ontario‟s  2005 Planning Act and Provincial Policy Statement Policy (PPS).   This 
failure is then compounded by a lack of appreciation of the need for the four „Plans‟ i.e. the Niagara Escarpment Plan, the Oak Ridges 
Moraine conservation Plan, the Greenbelt Plan and the Growth Plan,  to provide a more restrictive planning framework than the more 
permissive model for the rest of the province.  Therefore, the Panel, lacking a good overview of what it was entrusted to advise upon, 
essentially negates the planning protections of the four „plans‟  by recommending a planning system that would be even weaker than 
the 2005 Planning Act and the PPS. 

Growth Projections for Lower-Tier Municipalities of Burlington, Mississauga and St. Catharines  Highlight  Lack of Under-

standing of Planning Act and PPS 

Pages 61 and 62 of the Panel‟s report most clearly show its failure to appreciate, and use, a key approach taken by the Province 
since the 1980s, and enshrined in the 2005 Planning Act and PPS - that is, the use of a planning framework whereby urban needs to 
be accommodated by land use planning, are to be provided by a combined land supply of „upper-tier‟ municipalities where they exist. 
This excludes, in the panel‟s terms of reference, single- tier municipalities of Hamilton, Toronto and Kawartha Lakes.    Therefore, it is 
a basic assumption of the PPS that growth projections are to be allocated to upper- tier municipalities. Most importantly, this is not 
reflected in the Panel‟s conclusions regarding intensification made on pages 61 and 62, where it states that “a number of communities 
such as Mississauga, St. Catharines and Burlington are nearly built out and will have to accommodate all future growth through infill 
development at this time.”  

This latter statement is obviously a major planning error in the Panel‟s report.  Specifically, Mississauga, Burlington and St. Catharines 
are part of upper- tier municipalities, all which have truly massive greenfield development opportunities.  Mississauga is part of Peel 
Region, which contains extensive “White Belt” (ie. Agriculturally- zoned lands excluded from the Greenbelt) in Caledon; Burlington is 
part of Halton Region  which also has extensive White Belt lands; and, St. Catharines is part of the Niagara Region, which has a  41 
year supply of housing within its urban boundaries- double the supply mandated as need by the PPS ! 

Following what is intended as the basic PPS planning framework, the urban needs of Peel, Halton and Niagara are supposed to be 
determined on an upper-tier planning basis. Clearly, this is not properly appreciated by the panel, which assumes that the urban re-
quirements of Mississauga, St. Catharines and Burlington are all to be met through intensification, rather than allocation of to urban-
zoned lands of other municipalities in Peel, Halton and Niagara respectively.  

Errors in Understand PPS and Compounded with Errors in Understanding the Four  Plans 

The failure to appreciate the basic framework of the PPS compounds the Panel‟s errors regarding the understanding of the four plans 
they were charged with reviewing. The basic reason that the PPS has been found an insufficient basis for planning in the Greenbelt is 
that growth pressures here are much greater than in the rest of the province.  This has resulted in the imposition of restrictions on land 
use planning that are greater than those outside the Greater Golden Horseshoe Region.  

The cases of Mississauga, St. Catharines and Burlington clearly illustrate why more restrictive policies are required in the four plans 
than in the PPS.  The Greenbelt‟s urban river valleys are the only extensive natural areas surviving in the Mississauga, mega-city. The 
Greenbelt‟s “Protected Countryside”, protects the tender fruit lands of Niagara  from being paved over by urban expansions (doing so 
could lead to the demise of the entire soft fruit industry based on peaches, plums, apricots, cherries and pears). Likewise, the Niagara 
Escarpment Plan protects the magnificent vistas of the Escarpment in both Burlington and St. Catharines from being wiped out by 
urbanization.  

It could be argued that if properly applied, the PPS would not need to be supplemented by the four plans. While abstractly, growth 
could be kept away from paving over the Escarpment and the fruit lands by properly allocating it to other municipalities in upper tier 
regions, in reality, this has not always proved to be the case. Contentious urban boundary expansions are frequently adjudicated by 
the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB). These involve expensive battles between costly lawyers and expert witnesses, which negate the 
PPS.   

Panel Challenges Freeze on Urban Boundary Expansions of Greenbelt 

The strength of the Greenbelt is that since 2005 it has prevented urban boundary expansions within it from going to adjudication by 
the OMB. This is most evident in Burlington and St. Catharines. Both have been effectively Greenbelted against sprawl for this period. 
It also relates to urban communities impacted by the Niagara Escarpment Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan and to the area of Boyd 
Park, which protects a critical headwaters of the Humber River.  

The Panel fails to clearly articulate that the designated specialty crop areas of the Greenbelt Plan. (Niagara Fruit Belt, Holland Marsh) 
are not to be reviewed in the future. It appears however, that in the rest of the plan area, including the Escarpment Urban areas adja-
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cent to the Escarpment Rural Lands), that such boundary expansions are to be permitted. They are to be reviewed on the same basis 
as urban expansions elsewhere in Ontario-every five years through the guidance of the PPS.               
In calling for basically the same approach to urban boundary expansions as contemplated under the Planning Act and the PPS, the 
panel is effectively advocating the dissolution of the Greenbelt as a meaningful planning tool. There are moreover some aspects of the 
methodology advocated by the panel which are more permissive than those established for urban expansions under the PPS.  

The panel simply offers one methodology for urban expansion in the four plans. There are no specifics as to the methodology to be 
used for Escarpment Urban expansions, the Oak Ridges Moraine, the protected countryside, „specialty‟ crop lands, or the White Belt. 
It appears that it is anticipated that urban expansions that could encroach on all these areas are to be guided by its proposed criteria. 
A key provision of the Greenbelt Plan that specialty crop lands are to be permanently protected from such expansions is negated by a 
failure to positively recommend this approach be continued in the new plan.   

Regarding the proposed criteria of having need determined by the 2041 Growth Plan, (26 years), the PPS establishes a 20 year re-
view period.  This means that the panel is proposing a weaker criteria to review expansion in the four plans than what is provided for 
under the PPS.  The six additional years allows larger need numbers to justify an urban boundary expansion. 

There is precious little in the criteria for urban expansion proposed by the Panel that is different from those contained in the PPS.  
While recommendation 20 talks about stronger criteria to protect farmland the Panel fails to suggests how his can be done.  This is 
shown in recommendation 29 which vaguely suggests that “stronger criteria” to stop the conversion and fragmentation of prime agri-
cultural lands be considered.  Similarly vague are the details for the watershed plans contained in recommendation 40. These fail to 
provide the tough specifics, such as the protection of existing natural habitat, which might prove effective in actually constraining ur-
ban boundary expansions.   

While essentially copying the minimalist standards of the PPS for urban expansion, the panel innovates in a novel and dangerous way 
regarding what is termed “de-designation” of vacant lands zoned and designated for urban expansion.  This is the entire basis for the 
panel‟s recommendation No. 19.  This recommendation is simply unrealistic. Landowners, who would as a result of an effort to actu-
ally implement recommendation 19 to downzone their lands to an environmental or agricultural designation, in order to redirect growth 
elsewhere, would object and politically prevent such an action. Recommendation 19 dangerously proposes de-designation as a way 
to promote urban boundary expansion on other lands.  

Panel Fails to Consider Impact or Justification of Urban Boundary Expansions on Greenbelt Protected Lands. 

The great strength of the creation of the Greenbelt was complimenting an earlier ministerial order freezing agricultural zoning in the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe region. Both nixed a number of urban boundary expansions that were proposed for adjudication by the 
OMB. In this the Greenbelt worked upon and extended a ten earlier freeze on urban boundary expansions achieved by the Oak 
Ridges Moraine Plan in 2002. This means that one of the panel‟s most important tasks, which it has effectively suggested in the nega-
tive, is to consider if the 13 year old freeze of urban boundaries in the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan, and the decade long freeze in the 
rest of the Greenbelt should be renewed.  

The panel has effectively disguised its intent to repeal freezes on urban boundary expansion by putting this key aspect of three provin-
cial plans (Niagara Escarpment Plan, Oak Ridges Moraine Plan, Greenbelt Plan), into the criteria for urban boundary expansions to 
be applied the White Belt lands governed by the Growth Plan. Among other dangers, notably the elimination of the Niagara Fruit Belt 
through a wave of urban expansions, a flood of OMB hearings on the Oak Ridges Moraine could be triggered. This would be similar to 
the situation which caused the provincial government to impose a development freeze on the Moraine, prior to the passage of the Oak 
Ridges Moraine Conservation Act.  

In reviewing the Oak Ridges Plan, the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the Greenbelt Plan, one critical point needs to be considered. 
This is should the permanent ban on urban boundary expansions on specialty crop lands and the ten year freeze on expansions of the 
Escarpment Urban Area into the Escarpment Rural Zone, and urban expansions onto the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Protected 
Countryside.  

Based on simply the need criteria of the PPS and the existing requirements of the Growth Plan the existing ban on urban expansions 
on specialty croplands should be renewed. There are clearly lands of lesser capability in Niagara and York regions for urban expan-
sions to protect these unique agricultural lands. Likewise need criteria of existing plans fail to justify urban expansions on lands pro-
tected by the Greenbelt, especially when a huge reservoir of White Belt lands exist for such expansions, if justified, to be considered. 

Protecting Existing Greenbelt is the Central Issue for Plan Review.  

The central issue of the „Co-ordinated Plan Review‟ is whether the existing freezes on urban boundary expansions should be perpetu-
ated. The Panel has failed to provide any compelling reason for expansions based on urban need, justified by even the minimal stan-
dards of the PPS, let alone the more restrictive criteria of the Growth Plan which requires proof of intensification. In view of the failure 
to provide any such evidence, the current freezes on urban expansion should be continued until the next decade long plan review. 
There should also be a provision that during the next plan review, attempts to expand urban boundaries on specialty crop lands 
should not be considered.  

If the panels‟ recommendations re urban boundary expansions are accepted, then the issue of the size of the Greenbelt no longer 
becomes relevant. The Greenbelt is special exactly because it is exempt from the more permissive urban boundary expansions gov-
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erned by the PPS and the Planning Act, which are based on five year municipal reviews.  

Criticism of Niagara Escarpment Commission Development Control is Contradicted by Panel’s Own Evidence.  

One of the most negative aspects of the Panel‟s recommendations is where it criticizes the Niagara Escarpment Commission‟s (NEC) 
development control process.  The panel however, actually does not provide any substantial advice on how this process can be im-
proved, only a vague suggestion that it be streamlined. 

The Panel‟s criticisms of the NEC are contradicted by its own description of the poor state of natural heritage outside of the NEC regu-
lated plan area. This situation is a backhanded compliment to a critical founder of this system, the late Dr. Leonard Gertler. As an 
obituary tribute to Dr. Gertler in Ontario Nature October 5, 2011 issue pointed out this area has 47 per cent forest cover, while 19 per 
cent is the norm for southern Ontario (through the NEC‟s good work this is now 48 per cent). 

Although ignored by the Panel, a recent decision by Dufferin County to repeal its tree by-law illustrates the importance of the NEC 
retaining its current development control system. For the past two years in the absence of any tree cover protection by-law, private 
owners have the right to completely eliminate forests on their properties. The only area that this does not apply is the part of the 
County which is regulated by the NEC‟s development control.  

The empirical evidence cited in the text of the Panel‟s report, as opposed to its recommendations, provides ample evidence of the 
need to extend the NEC‟s development control activity to areas of the Protected Countryside adjacent to the Escarpment. It also 
serves to provide reasons for the creation of a similar system of regulations administered by a new provincial body for the Oak Ridges 
Moraine.  

On page 106 the Panel illustrates some of the problems that occur in the Greater Golden Horseshoe Region from the decisions to 
have detailed site planning control in the hands of municipalities. These are “activities such as filling, cutting forests and wetland deg-
radation…often illegally in advance of designations for urban expansion.”  

Despite its unfounded ridicule of the NEC‟s controls, the panel‟s empirical findings regarding the loss of natural areas where they are 
not applied show ample reason why they should be extended as recommended by the Commission‟s brief through an expansion of 
the Escarpment Plan area.  This also shows a need to provide protection in a similar manner to the lands of the Oak Ridges Moraine 
a crucial headwater source for most streams that flow into the Canadian half of Lake Ontario.  It like the Niagara Escarpment is in-
tended over time to be predominately in forest cover.  

Comments By Panel on Niagara Escarpment are Populist, Not Scientific 

Whenever commenting on recommendations made to it by the NEC the approach of the panel is one of angry populist rhetoric, not 
good science. This can be seen in its approach to the boundaries of the NEC plan area and its criticisms of development control.  

In its dismissal of the NEC‟s request to expand the Niagara Escarpment Plan area the Panel - in a few quips- completely ignores de-
tailed careful research why this should be done. There is no claim for instance, that only part of the former Lathrop lands, now a sanc-
tuary owned by the Nature Conservancy of Canada, would be better protected outside the Plan‟s borders. Nor does the panel offer 
suggestions as to why only part the Boyne River Provincial Park be included in the Escarpment Plan. The panel fails to provide for 
any reasons why keeping out areas such as the Noisy River Development Control area makes logical sense.  

The panel‟s failure to employ good science is most evident in its failure to come up with any recommendations to enhance natural 
heritage protection in the Greater Golden Horseshoe region. Remaining natural habitats within settlement boundaries and those out-
side need to be protected on a comprehensive basis. This is exactly what the NEC system of development control which the panel 
maligns carries out.  

The need to plan comprehensively for natural habitats encouraging their protection, buffering and connection has been vividly ex-
pressed for the past three decades by the work of the eminent conservationist biologist, Dr. Reed Noss. In a June 17, 20015 address 
at the University of Toronto, covered by the Mohawk environmentalist Danny Beaton, (Turtle Clan) in the June 2015 issue of First Na-
tions Drum, Noss stressed how deer corridors provide the basis for natural habitat planning adjacent to the Niagara Escarpment.  

The NEC‟s development control policies, scorned by the Panel, correctly follow   the basic principles of conservation biology articu-
lated by Noss. They recognize that  

“Small tract of natural habitat can increase a species‟ ability to travel through highly fragmented landscapes. The smaller islands and 
fencerows” of habitat it encourages even with the Escarpment Urban designation are to be linked “to larger forested areas.”  NEC 
development control guidelines stipulate that “Disturbance of treed areas should be minimized, and proposed development in heavily 
treed areas shall have site plan agreements.”  Such good planning is the key reason why the Niagara Escarpment Plan area now has 
48 per cent forest cover.  

Panel Fails to Recognize Major Flaw in Growth Plan-Natural Areas Within Settlement Boundaries are Insecure. 

While criticizing the only effective means of enhancing natural heritage protection (the NEC development control system guided by the 
principles of the Niagara Escarpment Plan), the panel is silent on the most grotesque failure of the four plans it is reviewing. This is 
the undermining of natural heritage protection through the Growth Plan.  

I have been deeply involved in three cases of well identified natural heritage features within urban settlement areas that the current 
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provisions of the Growth Plan were involved in eliminating. These were all part of designated significant forests, in the municipalities of 
Richmond Hill, St. Catharines and Lincoln.  

From my involvement in three battles to protect designated provincially significant forests within urban boundaries, it is clear that con-
trary to the recommendations of the panel improvements are needed to the growth plan to secure the protection of currently mapped 
provincially significant forests. If this is not done it is clear that unless these forests are publicly- owned, they will be simply obliterated.  

Panels’ Criticism of NEC Development Control Shows Need to Conservation Easements to Supplement Land Use Planning 

in Protected Countryside  

Although Populist rather than scientific, the criticism of development control proffered by the panel, illustrates some of the problems 
inherent in extending it into the large areas of specialty crop and prime agricultural lands established by the Protected Countryside 
provisions of the Greenbelt Plan. Development control as carried out by the NEC today and hopefully in the future by a similar provin-
cially appointed body to administer the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, makes sense in a landscape that is in the process of 
transitioning into rural estates. It would however, be politically difficult to have such a system in place where predominate use of the 
landscape is anticipated to remain as agriculture because of the high quality of the land for crop production. (Class 1-3 soils and 
„specialty croplands‟).  Difficulties in making provincially -administered development control regulations in the Protected Countryside, 
point for the need to have the purchase of conservation easements. Such instruments, also termed restrictive covenants, like develop-
ment control, make it possible to have stronger regulations in areas such as soil dumping and stripping and general landscape altera-
tion than is possible through zoning.  A program for the specialty crop area of the Niagara Fruit Belt needs to be provincially -funded 
for this purpose, as was done through the Niagara Fruit Lands Program in 1994.  

Greenbelt Expansion Should Be Based on Ontario Greenbelt Foundation’s Blue Belt Report.  

In some regards, the issue of Greenbelt expansions has been trivialized in comparison to the Panel‟s proposed effective elimination of 
this planning tool. However, if the policies of a ten year freeze on urban boundary expansions in the Greenbelt and the permanent 
prohibitions of such expansions on Specialty Crop lands are continued, then this issue becomes highly relevant.  

The majority of the Greenbelt Panel members lack formal training in land use planning or related academic disciplines such as Geog-
raphy or Conservation Biology. Given this lack of relevant expertise it is quite inappropriate, but revealing, that in their lengthy report 
they ignored the detailed Blue Belt report on Greenbelt expansion prepared by the Friends of the Greenbelt Foundation. Not choosing 
to hire their own trained secretariat which could have issued advisory papers, it is quite unfortunate that the Panel apparently rejected 
this report which provided detailed guidance on the issue of the expansion of the Protected Countryside.  

The Blue Belt report stresses the importance of expanding the Greenbelt in a matter that enhances the protection of vulnerable water-
sheds. This fell into basically three areas. The first was the expansion of the Protected Countryside to include watersheds in Waterloo 
Region and Simcoe County threatened by urban expansion. The second are three quite modest suggestions for Greenbelting lands in 
the White Belt, about ten per cent of this massive area. These are the headwaters of the Rouge and Humber rivers, and of Car-
routhers Creek. The report also stresses the need to extend the Greenbelt to protect urban river valleys, especially in the Lake Gibson 
corridor, which provides drinking water for most of the residents of the Niagara Region.  

Panel is Unsupportive of Cultural Heritage Protection 

Although no harm is done through specific policy changes to any of the four plans, the Panel is unsympathetic to serious measures to 
protect the cultural heritage of the Greater Golden Horseshoe region. Such an attitude emerges on page 42. Here the Panel con-
cludes that, “Our recommendations to increase the intensification of existing built-up areas will inevitably result in conflicts with the 
preservation of existing heritage buildings and districts.”   

What is especially disturbing is that using the term “districts” the panel is referring to the areas currently designated for protection un-
der the Ontario Heritage Act. Since these areas and individually designated properties under the Act are so miniscule in extent, it is 
greatly disturbing that the panel has recommendations that in their view will increase conflicts with the protection of these special 
places.  

Currently the Growth Plan has good policies to protect heritage buildings and districts from intensification. The panel, quite properly, 
has not advocated any changes in this regard. The “conflicts” it warns against appear to come about where the panel has chosen to 
exceed its terms of reference which were restricted to the four plans. This would concern its detailed changes for procedural matters 
at the OMB. They would make it more difficult for challenges to changes in zoning and height which could impact these districts, espe-
cially if as is being proposed the board cannot consider these changes on a from-the-start (ie. before the decision made by council) 
basis.  

Given the panel‟s warnings about brewing “conflicts” which could threaten heritage properties and districts, it would be prudent to 
have Planning Act changes to enhance their status. These would prohibit zoning changes that would increase height and density in 
heritage districts and would perpetuate their lot pattern.  

Panel is Silent on Issue of Niagara Fruit Belt 

Apart from a suggestion to reduce protection for natural heritage features, the Panel is basically silent on the issue of the protection of 
the Niagara Fruit Belt. While its report does acknowledge that part of the significance of the Greenbelt is that 55 per cent of Ontario‟s 
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framework is referenced in the Don Watershed Plan of 1949.  

During the 1950s in addition to concerns for the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Niagara Escarpment there emerged a movement for 
protection through provincial planning of the Niagara Fruit Belt. This was because about a third of this tiny unique area was wiped out 
by the urbanization of agricultural land in what eventually became parts of St. Catharines and Niagara Falls.  

Concerns for the protection of Lake Simcoe, the Kawartha Lakes, the Niagara Fruit Belt, the Oak Ridges Moraine, the Niagara Es-
carpment and the Oak Ridges Moraine finally in 1966 led the provincial government to put out discussion papers about the need for 
provincial land use planning. This was articulated by Dr. Leonard Gertler, through his report, “Choices for a Growing Region.”  

While walking with the Ojibway I saw one of the grim consequences for not acting promptly on Gertler‟s urgent call for provincial plan-
ning. I viewed a sewage pipeline which sprayed human waste close to a black stream,  which seemed devoid of any life. This was a 
consequence of the failure to act on his recommendations to keep new development away from the shores of Lake Simcoe.  

Conclusion: Panel’s Recommendations Represent   Assault on Three Decades of Achievements of Provincial Planning 

Although obscured by the flowery words of much of the text of the report and its vague Executive Summary, the detailed specific rec-
ommendations of the Panel‟s report represent a fundamental assault on three decades of provincial planning. One of the examples of 
this disconnect is the text of the report‟s call for appreciating the importance of the Missing Wetlands. However, the report ignores how 
it already is protected as a Provincially Significant wetland and how its recommendations on what it terms “emerging compensation 
protocols” threaten this.  

In contrast to the Panel‟s recommendations, some basic steps that need to be taken to enhance provincial plans, which would correct 
some of the most serious flaws are: 

1.   The province should not seek any changes to the well-functioning development control system of the NEC. It should be able to be 
managed over a larger Niagara Escarpment Plan area, as identified in the submission to the panel by the NEC. 

2. The province should amend the Niagara Escarpment Plan, as recommended by the NEC, to  prohibit new aggregate extraction in 

the Escarpment Rural Area 

3. .A commission modeled on the example of the NEC, should be established to administer the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan, through a 

development control system. 

4.  The ten year freeze on urban boundary expansions in the Greenbelt should be continued and the permanent nature of the pro-

tection of specialty croplands affirmed. 

5. The Niagara Tender Fruit Land Program of 1994 should be revived. 

6.  The Greenbelt should be expanded according to the recommendations of the Blue Belt report of the Greenbelt Foundation. 

7. Provincially significant wetlands should be exempted from any compensation system  and similar protections given  to provincially 

significant forests 

. Planning Act amendments should perpetuate existing zoning and height in heritage districts. 

The proposed changes represent a natural evolution of the provincial planning system begun in 1985 with the approval of the Niagara 
Escarpment Plan. It represents a modest effort to curb sprawl, protect natural habitats and threatened species and have the province 
adapt in a positive way to the serious threats posed by climate change.  
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NIAGARA south Seedy Saturday  
Saturday, February 13, 2016,  

1 – 5 pm Wellandport Community Centre, 5042 Canborough Rd, Wellandport   
Event Participants: $2.00 Donation at Door —- all welcome!  

 
Seedy Saturday is a celebration and sharing of open-pollinated seeds and gardening know-how —
―saving our past for our future.‖ Seedy Saturday and Seedy Sunday events are held across 
Canada.  
 
      For more information contact Linda Crago 905-386-7388 or treeandtwig@sympatico.ca  
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fruit production is grown here, it fails to go on to explain that this is (apart from apple production) concentrated in the Niagara Fruit 
Belt. This is the only location where in substantial and reliable amounts, less hardy fruit such as peaches, pears, plums and apricots 
can be grown. While there is a smaller scale fruit growing area in Essex County, it is more prone to cold damage.  

Since 2005 there has been considerable discussion in Niagara that the concept of permanence in regards to the protection of the fruit 
belt area would be subject to the ten year review. To quell such discussion it would have been helpful if the panel had suggested that 
this aspect of the Greenbelt Plan no longer be subject to policy review every ten years. The revival of the Niagara Tender Fruit Lands 
Program would assist in making the paper provisions of the Greenbelt Plan for permanent protection of this unique area a reality.     

Panel’s Recommendations Would Weaken Natural Heritage Designations  

One of the most disturbing aspect of the panel‟s recommendations is that they threaten to weaken the only strong planning des igna-
tion of Provincially Significant wetlands, apart from the four natural area designations in the Oak Ridges Moraine and Niagara Es-
carpment Plans.  Like questionable recommendations to alter the procedures of the OMB, the panel is essentially going beyond its 
mandate to review the four plans. It is anticipating the outcome of the province‟s review of wetland policy.  

It is undermining to the protections of the current wetland policy that the Panel did not take the opportunity to clearly say, that as the 
policy is reviewed, the proposed system of mitigation and compensation should not be applied to Provincially Significant wetlands, 
which are currently protected from site alteration. Instead of clearly saying this there is ambiguous wording on page 42 on what is 
termed the “mitigation hierarchy” and “emerging compensation protocols.”  

Outside of the forested areas of the protected by the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan the 
only secure protection to the natural heritage system are Provincially Significant wetlands. Throughout the Greater Golden Horse-
shoe region there is the basic problem of having Provincially Significant wet forests protected, and provincially significant dry forests 
unprotected. The panel‟s answer to this problem is to remove the firm protection now afforded provincially significant wetlands, effec-
tively gutting natural heritage protection.  

Panel Takes Aggressive Lobbying Stance For Aggregate Industry 

By repeating such phrases as protecting aggregate supplies “close to market” the panel takes on the position of an industry lobbyist. 
This perspective ignores how Ontario being a substantial aggregate exporter, can also import aggregate from the United States, 
which has high quality aggregates in western New York State close to the heart of the provincial market.    The panel‟s dismissal 
of the NEC‟s call for a plan amendment to remove aggregate extraction from the Niagara Escarpment Plan is based on politics 
not ground water science. Likewise the Panel‟s conclusions ignore how demand reduction can be used to reduce aggregate ex-
traction, through such obvious means as a needed end to new provincial expressways and substituting curbs for bio-swales.  

16. Panel Fails to Conduct Aboriginal Consultation and Threatens Key Principle of Lake Simcoe Protection Plan 

In a public session   in response to a question from Danny Beaton, a Mohawk of the Turtle Clan, its chair, David Crombie, indicated 
that a serious effort would be made to engage native people in a consultation before its recommendations were formalized. In its 
report the panel acknowledged that such a consultation had not taken place. 

The breaking of its pledge for an aboriginal consultation has encouraged a bad decision by the Panel, the end of the ten year freeze of 
urban boundary expansions adjacent to the Greenbelt. This relationship has been brought to my attention through working with 
the Ojibway of Georgian Island in an eight day sacred Water Walk around Lake Simcoe. What was impressed upon me during 
this walk through searing heat was how the pollution of Lake Simcoe is seen as a threat to Ojibway culture. The nation views 
healthy foods such as trout, whitefish and wild rice as being undermined by pollution, facilitated in part by urban sprawl.  

During my intense discussions with the Ojibway it became clear that the most important part of the Lake Simcoe Protection Plan is its 
ten year freeze on urban boundary expansions. If the three plans that now impose urban boundary freezes are changed in the 
way the panel is recommending, it is inevitable that developers and municipalities will in a similar fashion, seek to  weaken the 
Lake Simcoe Protection Plan when it undergoes a review. If successful, this will mean a serious loss in the ability of the native 
people of Ontario to protect ecosystems in a way that reflects the values of their culture.  

Panel Ignores History of Provincial Planning 

The pattern of the panel shaping the grounds for a fundamental gutting of provincial planning is shaped by its ignorance of how such 
land use regulation (first achieved with the passage of the Niagara Escarpment Plan in 1985) came to be. If the Panel had a his-
torical perspective they would have understood that the process which evolved in stages from 1985 with the Escarpment Plan 
and 2001 through the Oak Ridges Moraine Plan and finally through the later Greenbelt and Growth Plans represented a delayed 
action that should have been achieved when the province brought in the Planning Act of 1946.  

The Planning Act of 1946 was an enabling legislation for municipalities to undertake zoning and land use planning. Before its passage 
municipalities could only do this through a specific act for planning through the provincial legislature. The slowness of the Plan-
ning Act in protecting Ontario‟s rural landscape can be seen in the sad reality that it was not until 1959 that a predominate ly rural 
municipality, Thorold Township, passed a comprehensive zoning by-law that could withstand a judicial challenge.  
      

In the debates in the provincial government over post-war reconstruction there was considerable effort to have a provincial plans im-
posed by a provincial planning board. What this framework basically called for was the protection of the Oak Ridges Moraine and 
Niagara Escarpment as an “outer Greenbelt” and the various valleys of streams that flow from them as an “inner Greenbelt.” This 



Greening Xmas 
in Niagara 

Artist Janet LeClair discusses art and the environment with Santa Claus at 

Greening Niagara’s Green Xmas event at the Stokes Community Village. 
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Jackie Gabba displays her handmade toys and clothing at Green Xmas. 

Children get in the spirit of Green Xmas giving Santa Claus some of their 

handcrafted artwork. 

Caption describing picture or graphic. 

Photos By Rebecca Hunt 

Santa drawing pictures of his reindeer at the Green Xmas arts and crafts stable 

with a group of children. 



 Urban farming and an urban farm that pro-
motes hands-on intergenerational education is 
essential to Niagara’s food security 

 The principles of permaculture and biophillic 
design need to be incorporated into commu-
nity building and urban design 

 Better collaboration between environmental 
organizations, poverty reduction/elimination 
groups, schools and farmers is needed for Ni-
agara to achieve food security 

 A more comprehensive understanding of eco-
logical health (water, soil, air, wind, biodiver-
sity, etc.)  and its interconnectedness with food 
security is needed on all levels throughout Ni-
agara 

 The important role of pollinators needs to be 
emphasized in educational programming and 
utilized when designing farms and urban space 

 Urban space needs to be used in a more eco-
effective manner (urban gardens and farms, 
living roofs and walls, etc.) if sustainable food 
security is to be achieved 

 Public knowledge of the personand ecological 
health implications of growing and consum-
ingpesticide-laden and/or GM food needs to 
improve greatly 

 Better education of the effects of climate 
change on Niagara’s food system and subse-
quent threats to food security is needed for the 
public, farmers, the business community and 
all levels of government to prepare for more 
floods, droughts, higher winds and other 
changes within their ecosystem brought about 
by a warming planet 

 More effective policy needs to be developed to 
help farmers and the environment simultane-
ously (Red Tape should be seen as measure of 
protection not a restriction to progress) 

 Manicured lawns need to be replaced with 
hubs of biodiversity and food gardens 

 Biodiversity inspires creativity, ecological 
health and an improvement to our quality of 
life 

 Climate Change poses a very real and sever 
threat to Niagara’s food security and adapta-
tion is needed 

 Food education needs to begin with children 

Observations: Food Security Focus Groups 

Caption describing picture or graphic. 
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Caption describing picture or graphic. 


