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Oct 20th, 2019

Planning Consultation

Provincial Planning Policy Branch

777 Bay Street
13th floor
Toronto, ON
M5G 2E5
Canada

Re: Provincial Policy Statement Review – Proposed Policies: ERO number: 019-0279
Protect Mono is a local community organization with a membership of 200 households focused on protection of the cultural and natural heritage and environment in the Town of Mono in Dufferin County. The Town of Mono is a mixed rural residential area and is the headwaters of 3 of Ontario’s major river systems, The Nottawasaga, Credit and Humber. In addition to residences, the Town is home to businesses both large and small (e.g. Hockley Valley Resort, art studios, country restaurants, etc…) that depend on the year round natural beauty of the Hills of Headwaters as a tourist draw to drive their businesses. Agriculture is also a major business in Mono, including both large leased acreage and smaller family operations. For the most part, these businesses run in harmony with and are mostly owned and/or operated by local residents.
In terms of the proposed PPS changes, we have grave concerns about the impact to existing sustainable businesses, the rural charm of our community and the local environment by loosening the regulations governing the introduction of industrial activity (including aggregate mining) within this natural environment tourist focused community.

While we agree with the goals of making housing affordable and maintaining jobs in general, our membership’s concerns with the proposed changes to the Provincial Policy Statement posted to the Environmental Registry (019-0279) remain. We will outline some specific examples in the remainder of this document. In general, the concern is the weakening of protections to water, farmland and what we see as reductions in the ability of local municipalities to control development which would threaten existing businesses, the environment and our community’s country charm which contribute significantly to the local economy. We find many of these changes to be short sighted and feel we should not trade existing sustainable employment for shorter term jobs here or elsewhere.
As a general example, while we support in principle the addition of the following clause:

2.1.10 Municipalities may choose to manage wetlands not subject to policy 2.1.4 and 2.1.5, in accordance with guidelines developed by the Province.
We cannot fully support this change without knowing the guidelines to be developed. It is our belief that when government submits such a change, they should also provide at least a summary of the direction the guidelines will take. Without this information, it is impossible to determine the impact, or lack thereof, of such a change which appears on the surface to be a positive move. This approach is repeated several times throughout the
PPS 2019 and in each case, we find it difficult to determine the impact of the changes because we have no guidance on what the provincial guidelines will be.

There are several changes which seem to aim to mitigate or adapt to a “changing climate” and while we approve of these, at the same time we believe that if we are revising such an important tool in the planning process, much more effort should have been assigned to factors which would reduce the impacts of human activities which result in change to the climate (e.g. reducing GHG emissions) to begin with. We are also concerned about the definition of “Impacts of a changing climate:” which makes no reference to the human activities which are a major factor in its cause. 
Our largest area of concern is with the changes to section 2.5 on Mineral Aggregate Resources. This industry has a massive, often negative impact on local communities and the environment. There are two changes proposed here and we strongly disagree with both of them. 

In 2.5.2.2 you propose to differentiate the treatment between Natural Heritage Systems within and outside the greenbelt. While we approve of the greenbelt in principle, we do not believe that areas outside of it by only 10s of kilometers should be treated differently. This has the perverse effect of pushing aggregate extraction to the next “ring” outside the greenbelt into areas that are more virgin and where the residents have stayed or settled in, sometimes decades ago, specifically to get away from such development. In addition, we do not consider large aggregate sites to be “interim uses”. That is a ridiculous label for activities that can outlive the residents themselves. We also have very low confidence in the ability of the industry to truly rehabilitate such sites. We are unaware of a single site which has been rehabilitated back to its original agricultural or environmental capacity, with the result that we continuality degrade both. Our experience is a pockmarked landscape where rehab plans are changed decades after licenses are issued to the benefit of the industry or sites are abandoned by the original operators.
The other aggregate policy change is the clarification on who controls depth of extraction (2.5.2.4). We are strongly opposed to this change. In PPS 2.2.1, municipalities as planning authorities are charged with “shall protect, improve or restore the quality and quantity of water”. It is our position, that municipalities cannot do proper long term planning when they do not know if a site will be above or below the water table at the outset. We believe that municipality’s must have the ability to vertically zone such sites. Our preference would be that a de novo licensing process should be initiated to switch from above to below water table extraction in place of vertical zoning, but since this is not the case, nor proposed, we strongly support the ability to vertically zone. We note that in the proposed Aggregate Resource Act changes you hint at an objection process being made available when such a major site plan amendment is circulated. This combination is unacceptable to us as it places the financial burden on the municipality to study the impact of the change. With vertical zoning in place, a change to zoning would place the financial burden of independent peer review of such a proposal prior to a decision on the industry, where it belongs. It is the industry that benefits financially from such a change while the impacts are borne sometimes for decades, by the municipality and its residents. That does not seem fair, nor does it reflect the Premier’s election promise to “stand up for the little guy”. In terms of aggregate, the municipality and its residents are routinely the little guy when dealing with all but the smallest operators.

With regard to section 4.7, we cannot find a definition of “Priority Application” and without this information we find ourselves in the same situation as with the “guidelines” we noted above. Without this definition of who and why an application is defined as “Priority” it is impossible to understand or support such a change.

While we all want as little regulation in our affairs as possible, this does not mean it is a good idea to degrade checks and balances such that a single authority, often removed from the local circumstances, can impose it’s will on the life of a community. Some “red tape” is necessary and when it comes to the health and well being of rural communities, what are often considered “red tape” type regulations are the only mechanism available and should be maintained.  

We hope you will take these comments seriously and consider major revisions to the proposed PPS 2019 changes.
-The Board of Directors of Protect Mono
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