
 
 
 
Clause No. 14 in Report No. 11 of Committee of the Whole was adopted, without 
amendment, by the Council of The Regional Municipality of York at its meeting held  
on June 26, 2014. 
 
 

14 
REVIEW OF THE PROVINCE’S PROPOSED PERFORMANCE INDICATORS FOR 

THE GROWTH PLAN FOR THE GREATER GOLDEN HORSESHOE, 2006 
 

 
Committee of the Whole recommends adoption of the following recommendations 
contained in the report dated May 28, 2014 from the Executive Director, Corporate 
and Strategic Planning: 

 
 

1. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
It is recommended that: 
 
1. Council endorse staff comments (Attachment 2) on the Province’s proposed 

performance indicators for the Places to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe, 2006, as submitted to the Province on April 30, 2014.  
 

2. The Regional Clerk forward this report to the Minister of Infrastructure and local 
municipalities. 

 
 

2. PURPOSE 
 
This report advises Council of the release of the Province’s proposed performance 
indicators for the Places to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. 
This report also seeks Council endorsement of comments submitted to the Province by 
Regional staff on April 30, 2014 (to meet the Province’s submission deadline of April 30, 
2014). 
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3. BACKGROUND  

 
The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 is a framework 
for implementing the Province’s vision for building stronger, prosperous 
communities by better managing growth 
 
The Province of Ontario’s Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006 
(“Growth Plan”) came into effect on June 16, 2006. The Growth Plan guides where and 
how growth should occur in the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) and ensures that 
communities are planned and built to be sustainable and prosperous. The Growth Plan 
works with other key government documents including the Provincial Policy Statement, 
Greenbelt Plan, and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan to implement the 
Government of Ontario’s vision of smart growth, agricultural vitality and environmental 
protection. 
 
The development and monitoring of Growth Plan performance indicators 
forms a key part of an evidence-based approach to policy development 
 
The Growth Plan (Section 5.4.3) requires the Minister of Infrastructure to monitor the 
implementation of the Growth Plan policies, including developing and reviewing 
performance indicators, and to report on this implementation. In addition, the Places to 
Grow Act, 2005 requires that the Minister of Infrastructure review the Growth Plan at 
least every 10 years after the plan comes into force. The first scheduled formal review 
will be required by 2016. The development of performance indicators is an important step 
in the implementation of the Growth Plan and the Province’s preparation for the 
upcoming formal review, as understanding how policies are being implemented and 
assessing progress forms a key part of an evidence-based approach to policy 
development. 
 
The Province released proposed performance indicators for the Growth 
Plan for public and stakeholder feedback 
 
In March 2014, the Province released proposed performance indicators for the Growth 
Plan. This release was the first opportunity for the public and stakeholders, including 
York Region staff, to review the performance indicators. The materials released by the 
Province consisted of a Printed Brochure and a Technical Report, which included some 
additional details on data sources and calculation methodologies. The Printed Brochure is 
included as Attachment 1.  
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The Province set a deadline of April 30, 2014 to receive all public and stakeholder 
feedback on the proposed indicators. Specifically, the Province requested comments on: 
• The proposed performance indicators, including methodologies and additional 

indicators 
• Data sources 
• Reporting on the performance indicators, including the frequency of reporting 
 
Following this consultation process, the Ministry of Infrastructure will finalize the 
performance indicators and reporting program. 
 
 

4. ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS 
 
Performance indicators are a tool to help evaluate the outcomes of Growth 
Plan policies 
 
The Province wants to establish performance indicators for the Growth Plan that: 
• Measure on-the-ground outcomes 
• Are easily understood 
• Are based on credible data sources available across the GGH 
• Can be repeated easily 
• Are manageable in scale, scope and cost 
 
It is the Province’s intent that these performance indicators only be used to measure the 
effectiveness of the Growth Plan’s targets and policies. The Province emphasizes that the 
results are not intended to be a report card for municipalities to assess municipal 
conformity with the requirements of the Growth Plan, or be used to compare 
municipalities to one another. 
 
Once finalized, the performance indicators will be used to assess the implementation of 
the Growth Plan and inform the mandated reviews of this Plan. This includes the 
upcoming 10-year review that is scheduled to occur by 2016. 
 
The twelve proposed performance indicators are divided amongst four 
themes 
 
The Province developed four key themes that encapsulate the guiding principles of the 
Growth Plan: 
1. Building Compact and Efficient Communities 
2. Creating Vibrant and Complete Communities 
3. Planning and Managing Growth to Support a Strong and Competitive Economy 
4. Protecting, Conserving, Enhancing and Wisely Using Natural Resources 
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The proposed performance indicators are categorized by these four key themes, as 
outlined in Tables 1 through 4. Attachment 1 includes some additional details about why 
these indicators matter and how they are measured. 
 

Table 1 
Proposed Performance Indicators for Theme 1:                                         
“Building Compact and Efficient Communities” 

Indicator Description 
Achieving 
Intensification 

The percentage of new residential units constructed within the 
built-up area of the municipalities in the region. 
 

Urban Growth 
Centre Density 

The number of people and jobs per hectare within each of the 25 
urban growth centres identified in the Growth Plan. 
 

Major Transit 
Station Area 
Density 
 

The number of people and jobs per hectare within major transit 
station areas. 

Designated 
Greenfield Area 
Density 

The number of people and jobs per hectare in built portions of the 
designated greenfield areas and the characteristics of development 
that has occurred in these areas. 

 
Table 2 

Proposed Performance Indicators for Theme 2:                                        
“Creating Vibrant and Complete Communities” 

Indicator Description 
Mix of Housing 
Types 

The range and mix of housing types (single-detached dwellings, 
semi-detached dwellings, row and town houses and apartments) 
that have been completed each year in upper- and single-tier 
municipalities across the Greater Golden Horseshoe. 
 

Diversity of Land 
Uses 

The diversity of land uses within areas where the Growth Plan 
directs intensification, including urban growth centres, major 
transit station areas and the built-up area. This indicator uses the 
Simpson Diversity Index. 
 

Community 
Infrastructure 

The percentage of the population in an urban growth centre, major 
transit station area, and the built-up area within walking distance 
of a community centre, park and school. 
 

Street Connectivity The number of intersections per hectare in urban growth centres, 
major transit station areas and the built-up area. 
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Table 3 
Proposed Performance Indicators for Theme 3:                                        

“Planning and Managing Growth to Support a Strong and Competitive Economy” 

Indicator Description 
Transportation 
Modal Split 

The percentage of trips to work made by car, bike, transit or 
walking for each Census Division in the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe. 
 

Commute Time by 
Mode 

Commute time by Census Division in the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe by mode of transportation, broken into 30 minute 
intervals. 
 

Location of Major 
Office Space 

The percentage of major office space that has been developed 
inside urban growth centres and major transit station areas since 
2006. 

 
Table 4 

Proposed Performance Indicators for Theme 4:                                     
“Protecting, Conserving, Enhancing and Wisely Using Resources” 

Indicator Description 
Land Consumption Ratio of percentage change in planned population and 

employment to percentage change in amount of settlement area. 
 
Regional staff provided comments on the proposed performance indicators 
to the Province on April 30, 2014 
 
Regional Planning staff have reviewed all materials released for consultation on the 
proposed performance indicators for the Growth Plan. This includes both the Printed 
Brochure and the Technical Report. To meet the Province’s commenting deadline, 
Regional staff provided the Ministry of Infrastructure with comments on April 30, 2014. 
A copy of this submission is included as Attachment 2. 
 
As previously indicated, the Province asked for feedback regarding three subject areas: 
the performance indicators, data sources and reporting program. The following sections 
summarize the response provided by Regional staff in these areas. 
 
The proposed performance indicators represent a good start; however 
some modifications and additional performance indicators are suggested 
 
The proposed performance indicators are a good start at evaluating the Growth Plan 
policies, particularly its targets for growth and intensification. However, there are a 
number of policy directions within the Growth Plan that are not addressed through the 
proposed performance indicators. Additional indicators should be created to evaluate 
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these policy directions. Some examples include affordable housing and employment land 
conversions.  
 
Of the proposed performance indicators that monitor policy directions, many are intended 
to track and evaluate the Urban Growth Centres, Major Transit Station Areas and the 
Built-up Area. However, it is imperative that these policy directions also be tracked and 
evaluated in the Designated Greenfield Areas. These areas represent the Region’s future 
new communities and it is important that we ensure that these communities are monitored 
and are achieving the desired results. 
 
Other key staff comments include: 
 
• The “Urban Growth Centre Density” and “Major Transit Station Area Density” 

performance indicators currently measure the density across all lands within these 
areas, as opposed to just the lands that have been developed to date. This is 
problematic for Urban Growth Centres or Major Transit Station Areas that currently 
contain large amounts of undeveloped land, as it skews the density calculation. By 
using the entire land area to calculate density, the current methodology 
underrepresents the density in the built portions of these areas. This can lead to 
incorrect conclusions that new development in these areas does not meet the targets 
of the Growth Plan, when this development may actually exceed these density 
targets. The methodology should be modified to track both the gross density and net 
density for development in these areas. 
 

• The Growth Plan policies related to the density targets in the Urban Growth Centres, 
Major Transit Station Areas and the Designated Greenfield Areas state that these 
areas should be “planned to achieve” the density targets. The proposed performance 
indicators for these targets currently go beyond the planned densities, and speak to the 
actual densities in these areas. While this is a good measure of what is on the ground, 
both the planned and achieved densities should be tracked through these indicators to 
provide a more fulsome vision for these areas. The planned densities can be 
determined through municipal Official Plans and/or Secondary Plans for these areas. 
 

• The “Designated Greenfield Area Density” performance indicator is problematic in 
its current form and should mirror the other target-based performance indicators by 
speaking directly to the population and employment density target in the Growth 
Plan. Presently, this performance indicator has been unnecessarily complicated by 
including an analysis of the mix of housing types in municipalities, which is already 
evaluated as its own separate performance indicator (“Mix of Housing Types”). 
Housing mix is not an appropriate measure of population and employment density. 
The Province should revisit this proposed indicator to determine how to include and 
measure employment density, and ensure that the overall population and employment 
density is calculated over the developable area of the Designated Greenfield Area, 
which excludes lands located within certain features such as wetlands and woodlands. 
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• The two performance indicators related to transportation patterns (“Transportation 

Modal Split” and “Commute Time by Mode”) need to be linked to the distance of 
these commutes to properly evaluate this policy direction from the Growth Plan. 
Distance is one of the major contributing factors to why individuals choose to use a 
particular mode of transportation or the length of their commute. Additionally, 
commute distance is needed to better understand whether individuals are living close 
to where they work.  

 
The Province should use the best possible data sources for each 
performance indicator, regardless of whether this data source is available 
across the GGH 
 
The public release of the proposed performance indicators was the first opportunity that 
York Region and other municipal staff were given to comment on the performance 
indicators. Based on the information provided in the Printed Brochure and Technical 
Report, Regional staff have a number of questions surrounding the raw data, 
methodology and calculations that were used for each performance indicator. It is 
suggested that the Province work more closely with municipalities to address these issues 
and determine best available data sources. 
 
Regional staff recognize that it is challenging to measure these performance indicators 
across all municipalities in the GGH in a streamlined and consistent manner. However, 
this challenge may be alleviated by the Province’s emphasis that the results from 
performance indicators are not to be considered a municipal report card or used to 
compare municipalities to one another; but should only be used to compare a 
municipality to itself over time. Considering this parameter, the Province should focus on 
using the best available dataset for each municipality, for example York Region’s annual 
employment survey. 
 
The reporting program for Growth Plan performance indicators could 
encapsulate the results from each municipality separately and should be 
available for the mandated Growth Plan reviews 
 
The Province has emphasized that the results from these performance indicators should 
only be used to compare a municipality to itself over time; not against other 
municipalities. The reporting program for the performance indicators should be 
structured in this way, by separating the data for each municipality and encapsulating it in 
separate chapters or appendices. Formatting the data in such a way will have a number of 
benefits: 
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• The document will be more accessible and easier to understand for the public, who 
may be interested in only reviewing the results of their own municipality. 

• The graphics and tables associated with each municipality will be easier to read and 
will better illustrate the trends within that municipality over time. 

• The document will make an explicit connection between when the Growth Plan 
policies came into effect at the municipal level, and when the results of a performance 
indicator can transition from baseline data into the actual results of the Growth Plan 
policies.  

 
It is important that the performance indicator results are available and used during the 
Province’s mandated reviews of the Growth Plan, which are scheduled to occur at least 
every 10 years. However, in order to have a transparent and fulsome dialogue on these 
performance indicators, the monitoring program should report on results more frequently 
than the mandated reviews. Regional staff suggest that the Province develop the Growth 
Plan reporting program on a five-year cycle and ensure that the results are available for 
each mandated Growth Plan review. 
 
The Provincial monitoring program could benefit from working closely with 
municipalities that are creating their own performance indicator monitoring 
programs, such as York Region’s YROP-2010 monitoring program 
 
York Region is currently developing a monitoring program to evaluate the success of the 
York Region Official Plan-2010 (YROP-2010) targets and policy directions, identify 
emerging trends and inform the next five year review of the YROP-2010. The framework 
for this monitoring program was received by Regional Council at its meeting on May 16, 
2013 through Clause 2 of Report 5 of the Planning and Economic Development 
Committee. An update to this monitoring program, including a list of indicators and 
results, has been submitted to Committee of the Whole and Council in June 2014 through 
the report titled “Monitoring the York Region Official Plan”, dated May 28, 2014. Table 
5 includes a summary of the indicators that have been identified to monitor the YROP-
2010. 
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Table 5 

List of YROP-2010 Indicators 

ROP Theme Indicator 
Chapter 2 – Sustainable 
Natural Environment 

• Tree and shrub plantings 
• Environmental land protection and preservation 
• Woodland cover 
 

Chapter 3 – Healthy 
Communities 

• Housing mix  
• Housing supply 
• Affordable housing 
• New non-profit housing 
 

Chapter 4 – Economic 
Vitality 

• Live/work ratio 
• Activity rate 
• Employment land conversion 
 

Chapter 5 – An 
Urbanizing Region: 
Building Cities and 
Complete Communities 

• Population and employment forecasts 
• Designated Greenfield Area density 
• Sustainable buildings 
• Residential intensification 
• Development activity in Regional Centres and Corridors 
• Density of development in Regional Centres 
 

Chapter 6 – Agricultural 
and Rural Areas 

• Area farmed 
• Gross farm receipts 
 

Chapter 7 – Servicing 
Our Population 

• Modal split 
• Wastewater inflow and infiltration 
• Water conservation 
• Waste diversion 

 
While these are two separate monitoring programs, many of the YROP-2010 indicators 
have a direct link to the Growth Plan, particularly the population and growth forecasts, 
intensification targets and density targets. There may be value added if the Province were 
to work closely with all upper and single-tier municipalities that are developing 
monitoring programs to identify the most appropriate Growth Plan performance 
indicators, consistent methodologies and high quality, reliable data sources. The Province 
would benefit from the wealth of detailed knowledge and expertise that municipalities 
have about the on-the-ground results in their geographies. 
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Link to key Council-approved plans 
 
The targets and policies of the Growth Plan are mirrored throughout many of the 
Region’s policy and implementation plans, including the Strategic Plan and YROP-2010. 
Within the 2011 to 2015 Strategic Plan, the Priority Area of “Focus Growth along 
Regional Centres and Corridors” is echoed in the Growth Plan’s policies on Urban 
Growth Centres and intensified mixed-used development in these areas. In addition, the 
YROP-2010 is legislatively required to conform with the targets and policies of the 
Growth Plan. The YROP-2010 is one of the key municipal tools for implementing the 
growth forecasts, density targets and identification targets found within the Growth Plan. 
 
The Province’s performance indicators for the Growth Plan will help evaluate and 
monitor the effectiveness of the targets and policies of the Growth Plan. The results of 
these evaluations will provide a foundation for both the Province and York Region to use 
an evidence-based approach to future growth management-related policy directions and 
decisions. 
 
 

5. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
There are no direct financial implications associated with Council’s endorsement of staff 
comments on the Province’s proposed performance indicators for the Growth Plan.  
 
 

6. LOCAL MUNICIPAL IMPACT 
 
Local official plans are legislatively required to conform to the policies of the YROP-
2010, which themselves are required to conform to the Growth Plan. This results in 
overall policy consistency and ensures that what is built on the ground is an accurate 
reflection of the Growth Plan policies and targets. At the time of writing this report, not 
all local municipalities have completed their official plan conformity exercises. As well, 
some local official plans have been appealed to the Ontario Municipal Board. 
 
Ultimately, the development and monitoring of the Growth Plan performance indicators 
will create a feedback loop between Provincial policies and targets with the on-the-
ground results of local municipal policy implementation. It is important that the local 
municipal conformity exercises continue to move forward and be completed in a timely 
manner. The development review and approval process can take time. It can be a number 
of years between when the local municipal official plan policies that conform with the 
Growth Plan are approved and take effect, and when the resulting developments are 
finally built. Because of this, it may be a number of years before the results of the Growth 
Plan performance indicators begin to reflect Provincial policies. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

 
On April 30, 2014, York Region staff provided the Ministry of Infrastructure with staff 
comments on the proposed indicators for the Growth Plan. This submission was in 
response to the Province’s request that comments on the proposed performance 
indicators, data sources and reporting program be received by April 30, 2014. This was 
the first opportunity for the public and stakeholders, including Regional staff, to review 
the proposed performance indicators. Following this consultation process, the Ministry of 
Infrastructure will finalize the performance indicators and reporting program. 
 
The development of performance indicators is an important step to measure the 
implementation of the Growth Plan and the Province’s preparation for the upcoming 
formal review of the Growth Plan. Understanding how policies are being implemented 
and assessing progress forms a key part of an evidence-based approach to policy 
development.  
 
Overall, Regional staff believe that the proposed performance indicators represent a good 
start at evaluating Growth Plan policies. However, some of the proposed performance 
indicators could be adjusted and additional performance indicators developed to 
effectively evaluate the policy directions of the Growth Plan. The submission by 
Regional staff suggests that the reporting program for the Growth Plan performance 
indicators should occur on a five-year cycle and ensure that results are available for each 
mandated Growth Plan review.  
 
York Region’s YROP-2010 monitoring program has a direct link to the Growth Plan, 
especially the population and growth forecasts, intensification targets and density targets. 
The submission by Regional staff recommends that the Province work closely with 
municipalities, especially those that are developing similar monitoring programs, to 
identify the most appropriate Growth Plan performance indicators, consistent 
methodologies and high quality data sources. The Province would benefit from the 
wealth of detailed knowledge and expertise that municipalities have about the on-the-
ground results in their geographies. 
 
For more information on this report, please contact Valerie Shuttleworth, Director of 
Long Range Planning at Ext. 71525. 
 
The Senior Management Group has reviewed this report. 
 

Attachments (2) 
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Attachment 2

April 30, 2014 

Mr. Larry Clay 

Assistant Deputy Minister 

Ontario Growth Secretariat 

Ministry of Infrastructure 

777 Bay Street, 4
th

 Floor, Suite 425

Toronto, ON, M5G 2E5 

Sent via email to PlacesToGrow@ontario.ca 

Dear Mr. Clay: 

Re: York Region Staff Comments on the Draft Growth Plan Performance Indicators 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Performance Indicators for the Growth 

Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe.  To meet your feedback deadline of April 30, 2014, this 

letter and attachment currently contain York Region staff comments.  These comments will be 

brought to York Region’s Committee of the Whole and Council for endorsement on June 12 and 

June 26, respectively.  Any resolution related to this report will be forwarded to the Minster of 

Infrastructure following those meetings. 

Regional staff support the goals of the Growth Plan and the need for performance indicators to 

evaluate the effectiveness of Growth Plan policies.  These proposed performance indicators will 

provide a solid foundation for an evidence-based approach to policy development.  The 

indicators and accompanying results are needed to ensure that future reviews of the Growth Plan 

create meaningful changes in policy direction. 

As requested, Regional staff have reviewed the Draft Performance Indicators for the Growth 

Plan for the Greater Horseshoe and have responded to the three feedback categories outlined in 

the Province’s Discussion Guide: the performance indicators, data sources, and reporting 

program.  Key comments are included in this letter. Additional detailed comments are included 

in the attachment to this letter, with notation as to which area of the discussion guide they 

respond. 

Performance Indicators 

 Regional staff  are generally pleased with the proposed performance indicators and

believe they represent a good start at evaluating Growth Plan policies, particularly its

explicit targets for growth and intensification.  However, there are a number of policy

directions from the Growth Plan that are not yet addressed. We suggest additional
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indicators be created to evaluate these policy directions.  Some examples include 

affordable housing and employment land conversions. 

 Presently, the indicators that evaluate Growth Plan policy directions (as opposed to 

explicit targets) are only tracked for the Urban Growth Centres, Major Transit Station 

Areas and Built-Up Areas.  We believe it is important that these policy directions also be 

tracked and evaluated in the Designated Greenfield Areas.  

 The “Urban Growth Centre Density” and “Major Transit Station Area Density” 

performance indicators currently measure the density across all lands within these areas, 

as opposed to just the lands that have been developed to date. This is problematic for 

Urban Growth Centres or Major Transit Station Areas that currently contain large 

amounts of undeveloped land, as it skews the density calculation. By using the entire land 

area to calculate density, the current methodology underrepresents the density in the built 

portions of these areas. This can lead to incorrect conclusions that new development in 

these areas are not meeting the targets of the Growth Plan, when this development may 

actually exceed these density targets. The methodology should be modified to track both 

the gross density and net density for development in these areas. 

 The Growth Plan policies related to the density targets in the Urban Growth Centres, 

Major Transit Station Areas and the Designated Greenfield Areas state that these areas 

should be “planned to achieve” the density targets.  The proposed performance indicators 

for these targets currently go beyond the planned densities, and speak to the actual 

densities in these areas.  While this is a good measure of what is on the ground, both the 

planned and achieved densities should be tracked through these indicators to provide a 

more fulsome vision for these areas.  The planned densities can be determined through 

municipal Official Plans and/or Secondary Plans for these areas. 

 The “Designated Greenfield Area Density” performance indicator is problematic in its 

current form and should mirror the other target-based performance indicators by speaking 

directly to the population and employment density target in the Growth Plan. Presently, 

this performance indicator has been unnecessarily complicated by including an analysis 

of the mix of housing types in municipalities, which is already evaluated as its own 

separate performance indicator (“Mix of Housing Types”). Housing mix is not an 

appropriate measure of population and employment density. The Province should revisit 

this proposed indicator to determine how to include and measure employment density, 

and ensure that the overall population and employment density is calculated over the 

developable area of the Designated Greenfield Area, which excludes lands located within 

certain features such as wetlands and woodlands. 

 The two performance indicators related to transportation patterns (“Transportation Modal 

Split” and “Commute Time by Mode”) need to be linked to the distance of these 

commutes to properly evaluate this policy direction from the Growth Plan. Distance is 

one of the major contributing factors to why individuals choose to use a particular mode 

of transportation or the length of their commute. Additionally, commute distance is 

needed to better understand whether individuals are living close to where they work.  

 

Data Sources 

 Based on the information provided in the Printed Brochure and Technical Report, 

Regional staff have a number of questions surrounding the raw data, methodology and 

calculations that were used for each performance indicator.  The Province should work 
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more closely with municipalities to identify inaccuracies in the source data and 

calculations by reviewing the data and methodologies. 

 Regional staff recognize that it is challenging to measure these indicators across all 

municipalities in a streamlined and consistent manner.  However, if the indicators are 

only meant to be compared within a municipality over time (meaning municipalities are 

not to be compared to one another), then the Province should focus on using the best 

available datasets for each municipality, for example York Region’s annual employment 

survey. 

 

Reporting Program 

 The Province has emphasized that the results from these performance indicators should 

only be used to compare a municipality to itself over time; not against other 

municipalities. The reporting program for the performance indicators should be 

structured in this way, by separating the data for each municipality and encapsulating it in 

separate chapters or appendices. Formatting the data in such a way will have a number of 

benefits: 

o The document will be more accessible and easier to understand for the public, 

who may be interested in only reviewing the results of their own municipality. 

o The graphics and tables associated with each municipality will be easier to read 

and will better illustrate the trends within that municipality over time. 

o The document will make an explicit connection between when the Growth Plan 

policies came into effect at the municipal level, and when the results of a 

performance indicator can transition from baseline data into the actual results of 

the Growth Plan policies.  

 It is important that the performance indicator results are available and utilized during the 

Province’s mandated reviews of the Growth Plan, which are scheduled to occur at least 

every 10 years. However, in order to have a transparent and fulsome dialogue on the 

performance indicators, the monitoring program should report on results more frequently 

than the mandated reviews.  Regional staff suggest that the Province develop the Growth 

Plan reporting program on a five-year cycle and ensure that the results are available for 

each mandated Growth Plan review. 

 

Finally, Regional staff wishes to remind the Province that the Region is currently developing a 

monitoring program to evaluate the success of the York Region Official Plan – 2010 targets and 

policy directions, identify emerging trends, and inform the next five year review of the Official 

Plan.  Many of the indicators developed for this program have a direct link to the Growth Plan, 

particularly the population and growth forecasts, intensification targets and density targets. The 

Province should work closely with all upper and single-tier municipalities that are developing 

monitoring programs to identify the most appropriate Growth Plan performance indicators, 

consistent methodologies and high quality, reliable data sources. The Province would benefit 

from the wealth of detailed knowledge and expertise that municipalities have about the on-the-

ground results in their geographies. 

 

Thank you again for this opportunity to comment on the Draft Performance Indicators for the 

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. We trust that you will find these comments 

strengthen the connection between the Performance Indicators and the goals of the Growth Plan. 

We would be pleased to discuss these recommendations with Provincial staff, and welcome the 
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opportunity to work with the Province in the future as these indicators are finalized, measured 

and reported on. 

 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Valerie Shuttleworth, M.C.I.P., R.P.P. 

Director 

Long Range Planning 

 

 
Karen Whitney, M.C.I.P., R.P.P. 

Director 

Community Planning 

 
vs/kw/tye 
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1 

Proposed Performance Indicators for the 
Growth Plan:  
Additional Detailed York Region Staff 
Comments 

The following comments offer detailed and sometimes technical feedback on the Proposed Performance Indicators for 

the Growth Plan.  It should be noted that these comments are in addition to those included in the covering letter, and 

must be read together to reflect the complete set of Regional staff comments.  Minor technical issues in the Printed 

Brochure and Technical Report, such as typos or incorrectly referenced text, are not addressed through these 

comments.  

General Comments: 

Performance Indicators 

- While the Growth Plan policies will influence the kind of development that occurs in the Greater Golden 

Horseshoe, development will also be influenced by market conditions.  It may be worthwhile for the Province to 

investigate how to illustrate this context and connect the results of the performance indicators with the market 

conditions at the time. 

Data Sources 

- We are pleased to see the Province recognize the limitations of some data sources, such as the voluntary 

National Household Survey.   

- The Province should investigate using the “Transportation for Tomorrow Survey” as a data source for indicators 

related to travel patterns and behaviour. This relates to the proposed indicators 9 and 10, as well as potential 

new indicators that could be developed from this data. 

Reporting Program 

- The Province has expressed that these indicators are not meant to measure policy conformity, but are to track 

‘on the ground results’.  However, the current reporting program does not acknowledge the timing of when 

municipalities have updated their official plans and other planning documents to conform with the policies of 

the Growth Plan, which has large implications for when results can be expected.  The final reporting program 

needs to clearly identify that any data from 2006 and 2011 are “baseline” years only.  In addition, there needs to 

be a clear link between the year that these policies were approved/implemented in municipalities and the year 

that the data transitions from baseline into something reflective of the effectiveness of the policy. 

- Through the reporting program, it may be useful to identify the indicators that measure a specific target in the 

Growth Plan, as opposed to those that are more qualitative in nature.  E.g. the indicator that measures the 

Growth Plan’s specific target for intensification; and the indicator that measures the walkability of a community, 

which his part of the Growth Plan but contains no specific/numerical targets. 

- Presently, the raw data used for these performance indicators and some of the assumptions/calculations used 

to determine key pieces of data (e.g. land areas for Urban Growth Centres) have not been published in the 
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Printed Brochure or the Technical Report.  This information needs to be made available to municipalities to 
ensure that the data, assumptions and calculations can be peer reviewed for accuracy and consistency with 
other municipal reports.  Further, it would be beneficial to make this information available to the public for 
greater transparency. 

- Through the reporting program, many of these indicators would benefit from including associated maps.  An 
interactive web-mapping tool would assist the public and stakeholders in better understanding the locations of 
key areas, and would assist in cross-comparisons between the results of indicators. E.g. the map could make the 
connection between the location and densities of Major Transit Station Areas (Indicator 3) and the pedestrian 
network and connectivity of these areas (Indicator 8); or visually identify gaps in the overall transportation 
system that could factor into the results of indicators 9 and 10. 

Detailed Comments: 

Indicator Comments 

Comment 
Type 
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Theme 1:     
Building Compact 
and Efficient 
Communities 
1.Achieving - The two infographics titled “Location of New Residential Units” in the Printed    

Intensification 

-

Brochure are very difficult to interpret and do not assist with explaining the overall 
trend. 
The purpose of this indicator is to measure intensification, so it is important that 
the associated infographics clearly illustrate whether development is occurring 
inside or outside of the Built-Up Area.  As currently presented, the boundaries of 
the Built-Up Area have been obscured by the dots.  This makes it difficult for the 
viewer to interpret where development is occurring. 

2.Urban Growth 
Centre Density 

- The infographic used in the Printed Brochure only shows 2011 data.  Looking at 
one year in isolation does not provide the results of this indicator as quoted in the 
Printed Brochure: “that urban growth centres are making progress”.  This 
infographic should also include the 2006 data to illustrate the trend. 

3.Major Transit 
Station Area 
Density 

- It is unclear whether the densities of this indicator were calculated using the gross 
area, or if only the developable lands were considered.  There is no reference to 
this consideration within the Technical Report. 

- An important explanatory piece of information associated with this indicator is the 
status of each transit station.  Whether a station already exists or is only proposed 
may begin to tell the story behind why the area has a certain amount of density 
around it.  Newer stations are likely to have less density if the area is just beginning 
to be developed.  While this information is included in Appendix 4 of the Technical 
Report, it may be useful to include a classification of station ‘status’ in the Printed 
Brochure and any associated infographics. 

- The Growth Plan itself does not provide specific numerical density targets for 
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Major Transit Station Areas. If municipalities have formally established targets for 
Major Transit Station Areas, this indicator could include references to these 
targets. 

- See additional comments on Appendix 4 (below).    

4. Designated 
Greenfield Area 
Density 

- The hypothesis proposed in the Technical Report for why Housing Mix was 
combined with Density for Indicator 4 is flawed.  The Technical Report notes “that 
an increase in the percentage of row houses, apartments and semi-detached 
dwellings would suggest that the Built Designated Greenfield Area is seeing higher 
density developments.”  However, the baseline data within the Technical Report 
has proven this to be incorrect:  in three of the four pilot municipalities, having a 
high proportion of apartment, row or semi units did not predict the Gross Built 
Designated Greenfield Area Density (page 19 of the Technical Report). 

   

- If the calculation of this indicator is purposefully just for the “Built” Designated 
Greenfield Area, vacant parcels should be excluded.  The Technical Report notes 
that (based on MPAC data) vacant parcels smaller than 0.7ha were included, as 
these would be developed in the short term.  Yet the Occupancy Count was also 
MPAC data and it would stand to reason that if the parcel data and occupancy 
count were for the same time period, that the occupancy count would not include 
population for these vacant parcels.  These parcels should be excluded until they 
are built on and the population data reflects the occupancy. 

   

- Policy 2.2.7.3 provides a number of land area exclusions to be used when 
calculating the density target measured in this indicator. The Technical Report 
identifies that these land areas were not excluded from the density calculations; 
resulting in a gross density as opposed to a net density.  This indicator should track 
the net density to align with the Growth Plan targets. 

   

Theme 2: Create 
Vibrant and 
Complete 
Communities 

- Suggested additional indicators for consideration: 
o Availability of affordable housing. 
o Number of second suites. 
o The average lot size and/or building square footage by unit type; which would 

be associated with Indicator 5 to reflect the changing nature of development 
characteristics. 

o Distance between home and work. 

   

5. Mix of Housing 
Types 

- This type of data (housing mix) has a tendency to fluctuate when compared on a 
yearly basis, especially due to the nature of constructing apartment units.  It is 
more accurate for any analysis to show the trend over a number of years and 
when the data is presented on a yearly basis. 

- The table in Technical Report currently shows the annual housing mix as a percent 
by year.  This table should retain the raw data, as opposed to a percentage value. 

   

- Many municipalities have an inventory of their existing housing stock. It would be 
useful for this indicator to not just measure the trend in new builds, but to make 
the connection between the overall stock and its change over time. 

   

6. Diversity of 
Land Uses 

- The first “Consideration” listed in the Technical Report for this indicator is a key 
issue.  As municipalities continue to intensify and grow, a key principle is the co-
location of services.  If the MPAC codes cannot distinguish between multiple uses 
on a property, then the results from this data source will not accurately reflect 
some of the intensification and co-location that occurs in the future. 

   

- More information should be provided about what uses are captured by each land 
class. E.g. Are parks included in “Government, Institutional and Recreation” or 
“Open Space”? 

   

- The Technical Report states that the land classes of Vacant, Agricultural and 
Undevelopable Parcels were not used in the analysis. It is unclear why this 
assumption was made. 
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- Some consideration should be given to whether Agricultural land uses should be 
factored into the SDI calculation as a measure of community vitality.  The inclusion 
of agriculture into an urban environment may improve community vitality in the 
same way that green/open space or recreational spaces provide a sense of place 
for residents.  Additionally, a close proximity to agricultural lands might improve 
community vitality through access to locally grown food. 

   

- The Technical Report mentions that the number of parcels was a factor in the SDI 
calculation, yet the mathematical formula provided to explain this calculation does 
not include parcels.  Clarification is required. 

   

- The “Unknown” land use displayed on the Tech Report’s map legend should be 
updated with on-the-ground data.  Empirical evidence should be used to properly 
categorize anything that might be identified as unknown. 

   

- In the example provided in the Technical Report (the City of Barrie’s Built-up Area, 
Urban Growth Centre and two Major Transit Station Areas), the analysis appears to 
be incomplete.  The SDI score for the Barrie South GO Station is 0 and the map is 
missing data for this Station Area.  The land area in this map is white/missing; but 
since there are land use colours for Vacant, Agricultural, Undevelopable, and 
Unknown land uses, it appears that the data for this area has been erroneously 
clipped. 

   

- Since SDI is not explicitly included as a measurement in the Growth Plan, it would 
be beneficial if the description of this indicator provided some sort of 
recommendation or target that identifies what the Province believes is the 
‘desired range’ for this measurement.  Currently it only identifies that values closer 
to 1 have more diversity; but having thresholds will assist in identifying areas that 
are in need of improvement (and would warrant additional assistance), in 
comparison to areas that are in an ‘acceptable range’ and do not need to greatly 
modify their policies. 

   

- See additional comments on Appendix 5 (below).    

7. Community 
Infrastructure 

- Community Infrastructure is a defined term in the Growth Plan. The land uses and 
facilities that service communities and make them liveable go beyond what is 
included in this proposed indicator, e.g. social and medical services, retail, personal 
service shops.  Indicator 6 appears to provide the beginning of this analysis, 
through the diversity of land uses, yet is missing the element of walkability.  We 
are unsure whether this indicator, as proposed, is an effective measure of 
community infrastructure, from the perspective of residents. 

   

- This indicator is focused on what is within walking distance to the population.  
Whether lands in the measured areas contain residences is an important factor to 
speak to why community facilities may or may not be located in an area.  For 
example, employment lands should not be used for this calculation, as residences 
will not be located in this area and it is not appropriate to use these lands for 
community facilities.  With the current calculation method, it appears that 
employment lands would negatively impact the result of this indicator. 

   

- An 800m radius buffer was used for this exercise to represent “walking distance”. 
In the Growth Plan, the closest reference to walking distance is in the definition of 
Major Transit Station Area, which equates a 500m radius as representing about a 
10-minute walk.  The indicator should either be consistent with this measurement 
or provide background as to why this needs to be modified. 

   

- The current analysis limits results to the percentage of areas that are serviced by 
all three community facilities.  This is too limited in scope and should be expanded 
to identify the hierarchy of service availability; i.e. areas within walking distance to 
0, 1, 2, and 3 types of facilities.  This analysis would allow results to better measure 
change and improvement.  E.g., Community A begins with 60% of the population 
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serviced by 3 facilities and the remaining 40% serviced by 0 facilities.  If this 
community were to transition into having 60% serviced by 3 facilities and the 
remaining 40% serviced by 2 facilities; that would be a great improvement.  
However the current reporting system would only identify that the 60% had not 
changed. 

- The use of MPAC data may be problematic, especially due to the “Consideration” 
identified in the Technical Report that notes that it does not account for multiple 
uses on a parcel.  As municipalities continue to intensify and grow, a key principle 
is the co-location of services. In particular, the three facilities currently tracked 
(school, community centre and park) are very often co-located.  For example, 
many schools and community centres include parks on their properties.  This 
would result in an underrepresentation of the community facilities available in that 
area. 

   

- The list of community facilities tracked through this indicator should be expanded 
to include the range of facilities insinuated in the Growth Plan definition for 
Community Infrastructure, including places of worship, daycares and 
medical/health facilities. 

   

- It appears that facilities located outside of the Built-up Area have been excluded 
from this analysis, even if their “800m buffers” would overlap with areas inside the 
study area.  The boundaries of the study areas of this indicator (e.g. Built-up Area) 
are irrelevant to a resident that may live near the boundaries and would not 
question using a facility located outside of the study area if it was within walking 
distance. E.g., if a park were located on a parcel outside of, but close to, the 
boundary of the Built-Up Area, residents near this boundary would still use this 
park if it were within walking distance.  

   

- See additional comments on Appendix 5 (below).    

8. Street 
Connectivity 

- The Technical Report states that “over time, [this indicator] will create a picture of 
whether growth is occurring as envisioned by the Growth Plan.”  However, this 
statement seems to make an assumption that as the Built-up Area is intensified, 
the road pattern will change.  This is not necessarily the case, as parcels with low-
density development may be redeveloped with no impact to the road network 
(e.g. multiple single detached homes along a street are replaced with a mid-rise 
condo unit or a series of smaller townhouses).  While there may be some 
improvements to the number of intersections per hectare in the Built-Up Area, it is 
far more likely that the improvements will be noticed when comparing the existing 
development areas to new communities in the Designated Greenfield Area that 
are initially designed and built with increased densities and street connectivity. 

   

- The Technical Report is unclear as to what pedestrian or cycling paths and trails 
are included in this calculation.  The Methodology mentions that street 
intersections were included in the calculation, yet walking and cycling routes are 
not mentioned as an exclusion (only “informal pedestrian pathways”).  This should 
be included in the analysis, and many municipalities have this information 
geocoded and could be made available to the Province. 

   

- Generally speaking, employment development is characterised by larger 
properties and has different requirements for the street network.  If employment 
lands are included in the study area, this consideration should be factored into the 
calculation for this indicator.  E.g. a large amount of employment land might skew 
the calculation of the overall study area. 

   

- See additional comments on Appendix 5 (below).    

Theme 3: Support 
a Strong and 
Competitive 

- Suggested additional indicators for consideration: 
o Number of, and amount of land for, employment land conversions 
o Number of, and amount of land in, employment areas 
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Economy o Jobs/employment by sector 

9. Transportation 
Modal Split 

- The use of ‘Carpool’ as a mode of transportation has not been included.  While this 
is not explicitly an element of the Growth Plan, it might prove beneficial to 
measure this as it speaks to travel patterns and behaviour, which is at the root of 
this indicator. 

   

- The Technical Report acknowledges the limitation of this data source with regards 
to suppressing multi-mode trips into one mode.  If this information was available, 
it would provide a more accurate picture of the alternative modes of 
transportation used by the population. 

   

- This indicator currently tracks “trips to work”, but does not monitor other trip 
purposes (e.g. entertainment, shopping). If this information was available, it would 
be useful to show the proportions for each transportation mode for the type of 
trip.  

   

10. Commute 
Time by 
Mode 

- Commute times, as presented, does not speak to whether the average commute 
time by people is decreasing.  As well, any change in commute time (or lack of 
change) should also be cross referenced with whether people are changing their 
travel mode to be accurate.  For example, Commuter A can get to work in 30 
minutes by travelling by car or 45 minutes by transit, so they opt to take a car.  In 
the future, investments in rapid transit may decrease the amount of time this 
would take from 45 minutes to 30 minutes, so Commuter A begins taking transit.  
Even though the length of their commute has not changed, they have switched 
their mode from car to transit and this improvement is not currently captured in 
this indicator. 

   

- The Technical Report states that this indicator will help demonstrate whether 
transportation investments are resulting in better alternative transportation 
options.  As currently presented, this indicator does not make any connection to 
investments/improvements in transportation infrastructure. 

   

- The way that this indicator is currently reported, it does not adequately explain 
that the commute times in a specific area (e.g. outer ring or inner ring) does not 
necessarily represent the amount of time people spend commuting within that 
area, since the data is recorded based on the starting point of the trip and the trip 
may end in another municipality.  Associated text should be included that cautions 
viewers about this and makes the link to an additional indicator (proposed above) 
of the distance between home and work.  

   

11. Location of 
Major Office 
Space 

- This data is currently presented for 2006 and 2012.  If this data is available on an 
annual basis, analysis could show all years of data or the trend line.  If reporting 
remains as snapshots of particular years, this indicator should be consistent with 
Census years (2006 and 2011). 

   

- The infographic used in the Printed Brochure does not illustrate this indicator (the 
percentage of major office space in Urban Growth Centres and Major Transit 
Station Areas). It is not obvious which blue columns are in the Urban Growth 
Centres because they partially obscure the orange colouring on the map. 

   

- Within the Technical Report, the choice of rows/categories used in the Table for 
this data seems skewed towards the activities in the City of Toronto. In addition to 
making the distinction between major office locating within Toronto vs. other 
municipalities, it would be useful to provide the data (perhaps in an appendix) for 
all municipalities. 

   

Theme 4: Protect, 
Conserve, 
Enhance, and 
Wisely Use 
Natural 

- Additional indicators should be developed that speak to the key elements of this 
theme: protecting, conserving, enhancing and wisely using natural resources. 

- Suggested additional indicators for consideration: 
o Amount of prime agricultural land 
o Amount of land actively farmed 
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Resources o Amount of green space and naturel features acquired for public ownership 
o An indicator that speaks to the enhancement of green spaces or natural 

features 

12. Land 
Consumption 

- The infographic in the Printed Brochure does not display the analysis of this 
indicator, just the raw data.  While the change over time will not be displayed until 
more data is available, the two charts should be combined to provide better 
analysis – comparing the population/employment with the settlement area. 

   

- This indicator tracks the ‘planned’ growth, but this indicator should also provide a 
check to measure the ‘actual’ growth, as this could end up being different. 
Alternatively, a second indicator could be created to show the actual growth that 
could then be compared with this indicator. E.g. this would identify if land has 
been over designated in one Municipal Comprehensive Review, and explain why 
less is required for designation through the next Municipal Comprehensive Review. 

   

- This indicator needs a baseline, which cannot be measured from any municipal 
comprehensive reviews resulting from the Growth Plan forecasts.  This needs to be 
established for each municipality. Historic land consumption rates compared to 
land consumption rates post-Growth Plan will also be informative of achievement 
of the Growth Plan goals. 

   

- The table in the Technical Report is missing a number of critical pieces of 
information. 

o It is important that the year to which the projected population & 
employment numbers are forecasted be recorded. 

o It is also important that the date that the forecasted population, 
employment and settlement modifications were approved be recorded in 
this table.  One of the primary reasons why the Growth Plan indicators 
cannot be compared between municipalities is because the Growth Plan-
related policies have not been in force and effect in all municipalities for 
the same amount of time, and it is inappropriate to compare their 
progress with what is on the ground on the same date.  For the purposes 
of reporting on this indicator, this date is important for assisting readers in 
understanding why some municipalities are beginning to show the impacts 
of the Growth Plan policies and why others are not; and to provide 
justification as to whether it is because the policies are ineffective or 
whether municipalities do not have them in force yet. 

o In addition, the table is missing the numerical calculation between the 
change in the population and employment, and the change in the 
settlement area based on the approval that brought municipal official 
plans into conformity with the Growth Plan. 

   

Appendix 4 - Appendix 4 shows the “Status” of the station.  However, it is unclear what the 
asterisk beside some records is meant to denote. The asterisk is explained at the 
bottom of the table to be a legend for all of the status types, but this does not 
account for why some records would explicitly show the asterisk and others would 
not. 

   

- The explanation of “Status” appears to be oversimplified or inconsistent.  Some of 
the transit stations in York Region are noted as “Future” or “Committed”, when 
they already exist as VIVA stops.  If this is to denote a distinction from being “Rapid 
Bus Transit” vs. “Dedicated Lane”, then the list is also inconsistent, since some of 
these stations are included, yet will never be on a dedicated lane (e.g. in 
Downtown Aurora). 

   

- In addition to the current status of a Station, it would be useful if the year that 
each Station was built was included in the data.  This date could represent the year 
the Station was established and/or the year it was converted to ‘dedicated rapid 
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transit’; which could help to explain the results of the indicator. 

- The location of the transit station should be noted, e.g. the Built-Up Area, Urban 
Growth Centre or Designated Greenfield Area. While the targets for the Major 
Transit Station Area themselves will affect future growth, its current location will 
help explain the kind of development that is currently around the station and 
whether future growth will be through intensification or new development. 

   

- Appendix 4 should be reviewed with Regional staff to ensure that all of the 
appropriate stations are included and duplicates are removed. 

   

Appendix 5 - Appendix 5 identifies the Built Up Areas in York Region as “Aurora/Oak Ridges”, 
“Markham/RH/Vaughan”, “Newmarket” and “Stouffville”.  It is unclear whether 
the Built-Up Areas in the Town of East Gwillimbury, King Township and the Town 
of Georgina have been missed or if they are included in an existing category. 

- In addition, the details of what is included in the Built-Up Area categories is 
unclear.  The definition for Built-Up Area includes Towns & Villages and Hamlets, 
yet based on the names of these categories, it is unclear if they were captured. 

   

Appendix 6 - Indicator 5 and Appendix 6 are currently only analyzing the Urban Growth Centre, 
Major Transit Station Area and Built-Up Area.  This should be expanded to analyze 
all areas of importance within the Growth Plan by also including the Designated 
Greenfield Area, or at a minimum, the Built Designated Greenfield Area 

   

 




