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Greater Sudbury Official Plan, phase 2 
June 1, 2022 

Submission by Coalition for a Liveable Sudbury 
In collaboration with Greater Sudbury Watershed Alliance, Junction Creek Stewardship Committee, 

Vermilion River Stewardship, and Bike Sudbury. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on phase 2 of the Official Plan.   

We acknowledge the work that has gone into the Official Plan Review, phase 2, and are glad to see the 

incorporation of the Transportation Master Plan, the Water and Wastewater Master Plan, the Source 

Water Protection Plan, the Community Energy and Emissions Plan, the Nodes and Corridors Plans, and 

consideration of the Complete Streets Policy and Transportation Demand Management Plan. 

 

We have focused our input on climate change (pg. 3), water and wastewater (pg. 6; co-signed by Greater 

Sudbury Watershed Alliance, Junction Creek Stewardship Committee, Vermilion River Stewardship), and 

transportation (pg. 12; co-signed by Bike Sudbury), with further comments on healthy community, 

community engagement, and truth and reconciliation (pg. 15).  Questions are on pg. 17. 

 

Priority feedback 
We would like to highlight the following feedback: 

 

1.  CEEP goals should be incorporated into the Official Plan 

Climate change affects every aspect of our community, and land use is one of the most important 

factors in lowering emissions while increasing resilience to climate impacts.  The Official Plan is the 

overarching policy document for our City, and deals directly with the biggest sources of emissions for 

our community.  We believe that the more CEEP targets and goals are integrated into top guiding 

policies, the greater the chance that we will meet these ambitious and essential goals.   

 

We would like to highlight the following goals that are especially important and relevant to include: 

• Achieve net zero Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 2050, with a target of 25% emission reduction by 

2025, 55% reduction by 2030, 75% reduction by 2035, 85% by 2040, 90% by 2045, and 93% by 

2050 (from 2016 emission levels). 

• Goal 1: Achieve energy efficiency and emissions reductions by creating compact, complete 

communities through infill developments, decreasing dwelling size through an increase in multi-

family buildings, and increasing building type mix. From the CEEP: “Under CEEP implementation, 

it is expected that new homes would be 25% smaller than existing homes, on average. ... By 

2050, the share of new single-family homes being built would decrease to 10% of total housing 

starts.” 

• Goal 2: Periodically increase the energy efficiency of new buildings until all new buildings in 

2030 onward are Passive House energy efficiency compliant. 

• Goal 3: The existing building stock is retrofit for 50% increased energy efficiency by 2040 and 

large buildings are routinely recommissioned. 
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Primary Action: Develop a Greater Sudbury Green Standard and rezoning energy efficiency 

requirements. Develop a deep energy efficiency retrofits program.   

• Goal 7: Enhance transit service to increase transit mode share to 25% by 2050. 

• Goal 8: Achieve 35% active mobility transportation mode share by 2050.   

• Goal 18: Increase the reforestation effort of the Regreening Program.   

 

2. Affordable Housing 

Market forces can never meet the need for affordable housing. We appreciate incentives put in place to 

encourage affordable housing in our community.  The province permits municipalities to set 

requirements for affordable housing in new developments.  Given the urgent need for affordable 

housing in our community, we believe that setting required targets for affordable housing is a needed 

tool to meet those needs.  This approach also integrates affordable housing into neighbourhoods, which 

is desirable. 

 

3. Subwatershed Studies 

We are very concerned that subwatershed studies are not being incorporated into the Official Plan, and 

that this will likely have to wait until the next review (5-10 years or more from now).  Our community 

has been waiting a long time for subwatershed studies.  As a ‘City of Lakes,’ watershed health and water 

quality is extremely important to the community.  With small, sensitive watersheds, lakes at ‘the edge’ 

(e.g. for phosphorus levels), and growing stress from urbanization and climate change, 

recommendations from subwatershed studies should be implemented as soon as possible, and 

integrated into city policies, including our Official Plan, in a timely manner. 

 

Some of the important recommendations that we would like to see integrated into the Official Plan are 

buffers for wetlands and significant groundwater recharge areas. We would also like to see Schedule 5 

(Natural Heritage mapping) updated with information from the subwatershed studies. 

 

4. Limiting new roads and road widenings 

The Official Plan states that “Road Improvements Priority will be given to the maintenance of the 

existing road infrastructure over the construction of new roads.” However, the listed ‘Road Network 

Improvements: Implementation Priorities (pg. 145)’ is a list of proposed new roads and road widenings. 

These are old priorities.  Present goals have shifted to reducing the amount of vehicular traffic, and 

increasing active transportation, public transit, and transportation demand management for a healthier 

city meeting climate emergency commitments. In addition, Greater Sudbury cannot afford to maintain 

its current road infrastructure: it does not make sense financially to add more road infrastructure. 

 

We oppose proposals for new roads and road widenings in the Official Plan. We recommend a 

moratorium on road widening and new roads until there is a thorough evaluation of travel needs and 

other alternatives (including active transportation, transit, travel demand management, and car-shares).   

 

5. Removal of the proposed road through the LU greenspace 

We support the removal of South Bay Rd extension from the Transportation Schedule.  We recommend 

strengthening the language even further to remove the possibility of this proposed road, as per Council 

direction.  
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The proposed road through the provincially significant Ponderosa wetland should also be removed. 

 

 

Climate Change 
Climate change affects every aspect of our community, and land use is one of the most important 

factors in lowering emissions while increasing resilience to climate impacts.  We would have liked to 

have seen climate action integrated much more deeply in each section of the Official Plan, and a stand-

alone section summarizing key policies and programs. 

 

The Vision (pg. 9) should specifically include ‘Sudbury is a net zero and climate resilient community…’ 

 

Although the province only requires planning to 25 years, with climate mitigation and resilience, it 

makes sense to plan to 100 years. We would benefit from this longer term thinking and planning. 

 

Incorporating goals from Greater Sudbury’s Community Energy and Emissions Plan 
CEEP goals should be incorporated into the Official Plan as policies and/or programs.  These should be 

listed in a stand-alone ‘climate’ section, as well as in relevant sections, as appropriate. 

We appreciate the perspective that omitting these goals from the OP provides more flexibility and still 

gives them standing within the CEEP.  However, the Official Plan is the overarching policy document for 

our City, and deals directly with the biggest sources of emissions for our community: transportation; 

compact, complete communities; and buildings.  We believe that the more CEEP targets and goals are 

integrated into top guiding policies, the greater the chance that we will meet these ambitious and 

essential goals.  As such, we feel that CEEP targets and goals should be included in the Official Plan, 

especially goals related to transportation, land use, and buildings, and quantitative targets. 

 

Summary of CEEP goals and actions to incorporate into the Official Plan. Priorities highlighted. 
 
Overall:  Achieve net zero Greenhouse Gas Emissions by 2050, with a target of 25% emission 
reduction by 2025, 55% reduction by 2030, 75% reduction by 2035, 85% by 2040, 90% by 2045, and 
93% by 2050 (from 2016 emission levels). 
 
Compact Complete Communities actions 
Goal 1: Achieve energy efficiency and emissions reductions by creating compact, complete 
communities through infill developments, decreasing dwelling size through an increase in multi-family 
buildings, and increasing building type mix. 
From the CEEP: “Under CEEP implementation, it is expected that new homes would be 25% smaller 
than existing homes, on average. The focus on multi-family and mixed-use housing would also result in 
fewer new single-family homes. By 2050, the share of new single-family homes being built would 
decrease to 10% of total housing starts.” 
 
Efficient Buildings actions  
Goal 2: Periodically increase the energy efficiency of new buildings until all new buildings in 2030 
onward are Passive House energy efficiency compliant. 
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Goal 3: The existing building stock is retrofit for 50% increased energy efficiency by 2040 and large 
buildings are routinely recommissioned. 
Goal 4: Achieve net-zero emissions in City buildings by 2040. 
Primary Action: Develop a Greater Sudbury Green Standard and rezoning energy efficiency 
requirements. (e.g. see Toronto Green Standard). Primary Action: Develop a deep energy efficiency 
retrofits program.   
 
Water, Wastewater and Solid Waste actions 
Goal 5: Decrease energy use in the potable water treatment and distribution system by 60% by 2050. 
Goal 5: Decrease energy use in the potable water treatment and distribution system by 60% by 2050. 
Goal 6: Achieve 90% solid waste diversion by 2050.  
 
Low-Carbon Transportation 
Goal 7: Enhance transit service to increase transit mode share to 25% by 2050. 
Goal 8: Achieve 35% active mobility transportation mode share by 2050.   
 
Local Clean Energy Generation actions 
Goal 12: Establish a renewable energy cooperative (REC) to advance solar energy systems and other 
renewable energy efforts of the CEEP.   
 
Low-Carbon Energy Procurement actions 
Goal 17: Procure 100% of community-wide grid electricity and 75% of natural gas demand from 
renewable sources by 2050.  
 
Carbon Sequestration actions 
Goal 18: Increase the reforestation effort of the Regreening Program.   

 

Economic development is another focus of the OP review. Implementing the Community Energy and 

Emissions Plan is anticipated to add 40,000 person years of employment over the next 30 years, or the 

equivalent of an average of 1,300 full-time jobs per year.  Building retrofit programs not only reduce 

emissions, but create jobs, and make housing more affordable.  CEEP should be at the centre of any 

economic development plans for Greater Sudbury. 

 

Support CEEP goals with strong direction and specific policies: intensification and compact, 

complete communities - further discussion 
 

We support the increased intensification target to 40%, within the urban settlement boundary (up from 

20%). 

However, more direction is needed to ensure this intensification target is met, and that higher 

intensification happens where it will have the most benefit (town centres, downtowns, nodes & 

corridors, mobility hubs). 

We recommend that gentle density be allowed in all living areas, but that higher density be required 

and further supported in town centres, downtowns, nodes & corridors, and around mobility hubs.  

Secondly, we recommend increasing minimum housing densities within the settlement boundary, 

where appropriate. 
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Note that intensification must be complemented by policies that ensure adequate greenspace is 

maintained for recreational use, stormwater management and flood prevention (climate mitigation), as 

well as watershed & ecosystem health and climate mitigation.  Examples include shoreline protective 

policies (including lower density), eliminating parking minimums, minimums for natural and permeable 

areas, meeting standards for access to natural parks and trails, and green neighbourhood design 

standards.  

N.B.  We define ‘gentle density’ to include small apartment buildings (‘medium density’ in the Official 

Plan).  This is common in older residential neighbourhoods with a mix of housing, and should also be 

permitted in new developments, to help create walkable neighbourhoods for people in diverse 

circumstances and stages of life.  High density should be directed to town centres, and nodes and 

corridors, where they can best be served by and support high frequency public transit. Development in 

these areas should be required to be medium or high density. 

 

To be consistent with CEEP, quantitative goals for home size and share of multi-family dwellings must 

be added.   

From the CEEP: “Under CEEP implementation, it is expected that new homes would be 25% smaller than 

existing homes, on average. The focus on multi-family and mixed-use housing would also result in fewer 

new single-family homes. By 2050, the share of new single-family homes being built would decrease to 

10% of total housing starts.” These specific goals, and policies to support these goals, should be included 

in the Official Plan.  Note that community members express a need for smaller homes that is not 

currently met by the market. 

We support the general encouragement of increased housing diversity (pg. 205), but more policies are 

needed to support this direction. 

 

We support setting required targets for affordable housing 

Market forces can never meet the need for affordable housing. We appreciate incentives put in place to 

encourage affordable housing in our community.  The province permits municipalities to set 

requirements for affordable housing in new developments.  Given the urgent need for affordable 

housing in our community, we believe that setting required targets for affordable housing is a needed 

tool to meet those needs.  This approach also integrates affordable housing into neighbourhoods, which 

is desirable. 

 

There are still many barriers to mixed use in Greater Sudbury’s zoning by-laws.  This Official Plan 

Review should better support compact, complete communities by additional policies that support 

them. 

We appreciate the steps already taken (e.g. nodes and corridors study; allowing residential with C5; 

accessory dwelling policies, etc).  We are also heartened to hear that a review of zoning policies could 

provide further opportunities to support more mixed use.  Given the importance of complete, compact 

and walkable neighbourhoods to meeting CEEP targets (as well as the many co-benefits for quality of 

life, and mental and physical health), we feel that stronger support for compact, complete communities 

(new and existing developments) is warranted in our Official Plan. E.g. through strong support for 15-

minute neighbourhoods. 
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We support that “Official Plan Amendments to expand a settlement area will only be considered at the 

time of a comprehensive review.”  

 

In addition to policies supporting green design standards and energy retrofits, we submit that policies 

should recognize the benefit of retrofitting existing buildings over new builds, when looking at overall 

carbon impact. 

We support the following additions in the draft OP: 

- Addition of green energy in on-farm diversified use. 

- Reference to Greater Sudbury Food Strategy supported by the City. 

- General support of EV infrastructure (but more details needed).  

 

We also note that the following MMAH recommendation should be fulfilled: 

That a policy be added to the plan to promote renewable energy systems and alternative energy 

systems, where feasible, in accordance with provincial and federal requirements (see Section 1.6.11.2 of 

the PPS).   

By green energy, we refer to small local generation of low-impact renewable sources such as solar, wind, 

or geothermal. 

 

Support CEEP goals with programs 
We appreciate that there is a move to include fewer programs in the Official Plan. 

If programs are included, we recommend adding the following programs, as per CEEP. 

-Develop an action plan with clear timelines and budgets to meet CEEP goals and carbon emissions 

reduction targets. Incorporate this plan into the capital budget, long-term financial planning, and asset 

management plans. 

-Develop a Greater Sudbury Green Standard (building and neighbourhood), and rezoning energy 

efficiency requirements.  

- Develop a deep energy efficiency retrofits program.   

- Establish a renewable energy cooperative to advance solar energy systems and other renewable 

energy efforts of the CEEP.   

-Develop a procurement plan to secure 100% of community-wide grid electricity and 75% of natural gas 

demand from renewable sources by 2050. 

-Increase the reforestation effort of the Regreening Program.   

-Develop an Urban Forest Master Plan. 

-Develop a list of any additional policies and plans needed to support the implementation of CEEP and 

the Climate Adaptation Plan and incorporate into City planning and budgets. All should include an equity 

lens. This could include a Net Zero Existing Buildings Strategy (see Toronto and Vancouver), a green 

infrastructure master plan, a green roof policy, financing tools to fund climate action, etc. 

 

Note that the recommendations in the following sections also support a net zero and climate resilient 

community. 
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Water and Wastewater, and Natural Environment 
Co-signed by Greater Sudbury Watershed Alliance, Junction Creek Stewardship Committee and 

Vermilion River Stewardship. 

 

We support the requirement for consistency with the Water and Wastewater Master Plan. 

 

Do not expand water and wastewater infrastructure 
As is the case for most Canadian municipalities, Greater Sudbury is far behind in maintenance and 

upgrades of water and stormwater infrastructure.  Many of these repairs and upgrades are becoming 

urgently needed to avoid frequent infrastructure failure. Increased extreme weather events and 

flooding from climate change only increases the urgency.  The costs of these needed repairs and 

upgrades is very high, and is not covered by the current financing model.  This leads to an imperative to: 

focus on existing infrastructure and not expand infrastructure we can’t afford; conserve water to reduce 

the need and cost for infrastructure; shift to green versus grey infrastructure; and shift to a sustainable 

financing model.  

 

We support the focus on using and upgrading existing water and wastewater infrastructure (vs. 

adding new), staying within the capacity of existing infrastructure, and implementing the Water and 

Wastewater Master Plan.  

For example, these additions: 
–The City will ensure that development approvals are consistent with the Water and Wastewater 
Master Plan. To provide sufficient lead time for the planning, design, approval, financing and 
construction of new facilities, new development on centralized water or wastewater facilities will be 
considered where there is adequate uncommitted reserve capacity and acceptable plant performance 
for both the wastewater treatment and water supply systems. Development proposals will be 
examined to ensure that they are financially sustainable for the life cycle of the asset using asset 
management plans, in accordance with the finance policies of Section 18. [pg. 164] 
 –In accordance with the policies of Section 12.2.2, in considering the approval of a subdivision, the 
adequacy of the water supply and wastewater capacity will be reviewed. [pg. 222] 

 

We support the prohibition of the extension of water and wastewater infrastructure to service 

development beyond the settlement boundary. 

 

Protect water quality, and drinking water sources 
 

We recommend using the MOE interim PWQO for phosphorus to trigger enhanced management.  The 

interim PWQO for phosphorus (MOE, 1994) is an average ice-free concentration of 10 microgram/L for 

lakes naturally below this value, and a hard cap of 20 microgram/L (to avoid nuisance concentrations of 

algae in lakes).   Only 20 micrograms/L is used in the OP to identify the need for enhanced management 

for phosphorus.  This leaves lakes with naturally low phosphorus vulnerable. 

 

The Canadian water quality guideline for chloride is 120 mg/l.  Elevated levels of chloride threaten 

aquatic life. We recommend the addition of a chloride management strategy (complementing the 

phosphorous enrichment management categories, and road salt management policies). 
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We also note that the following MMAH recommendation should be fulfilled: 

- Amend the water management policies of the plan to include the presence of algal blooms as a trigger 

for the application of the plan’s Enhanced Management 2 policies. 

We assume this to refer to harmful algal blooms, specifically blue-green algae blooms. 

 

We support the addition of ‘In other areas, the City will consider the location of highly vulnerable 

acquifers and significant groundwater recharge areas when making decisions on planning and 

development.’ 

 

We support the addition of ‘The City will ensure that the sewer and water systems are provided in a 

manner that protects the quantity and quality of the source water upon which services rely; prepares 

for the impacts of climate change’ [pg. 163]. 

We recommend the addition of policies to prohibit lift stations in floodplains, close to shoreline, or 

near private drinking water sources. 

 

We recommend additional protections for Ramsey Lake, given its status as a drinking water source at 

risk (from the Water and Wastewater Master Plan). 

 

We recommend policies be added specifically to protect private water and wastewater systems (not 

covered by the Source Water Protection Plan). 

 

We recommend that support for green infrastructure be incorporated into the Official Plan. 

See Rain City Strategy (Vancouver) and Green Infrastructure Strategy and asset management 

(Saskatoon), and resources at Green Infrastructure Ontario. Also see Rain Ready Ottawa, and MOECP 

Draft: Low Impact Development Stormwater Guidance January 2022. 

 

Protect overall watershed health: incorporate subwatershed studies, maintain natural areas and 

habitat 
Protecting natural areas and overall watershed and ecosystem health is essential to protecting water 

quality, and drinking water sources, in addition to being intrinsically important for their own sake. 

 

We recommend incorporating the recommendations of subwatershed studies in the Official Plan. 

We are very concerned that subwatershed studies are not being incorporated into the Official Plan, and 

that this will likely have to wait until the next review (5-10 years or more from now).  Our community 

has been waiting a long time for subwatershed studies.  As a ‘City of Lakes,’ watershed health and water 

quality is extremely important to the community.  With small, sensitive watersheds, lakes at ‘the edge’ 

(e.g. for phosphorus levels), and growing stress from urbanization and climate change, 

recommendations from subwatershed studies should be implemented as soon as possible, and 

integrated into city policies, including our Official Plan, in a timely manner.  In addition, wording should 

be included to support the implementation of future subwatershed studies as they are completed. 

 

We would like to highlight some specific recommendations: 
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Junction Creek subwatershed study 
We would like to confirm that the Official Plan does trigger the implementation of specific aspects of 
this study (and future completed subwatershed studies): 
-Trigger protection of identified sensitive wetlands as identified by the subwatershed study (section 
9.2.3 of the OP - Require an EIS for development and site alteration proposed within 50m of sensitive 
wetlands and within 120m of PSWs).  The JCSWS identifies that the sensitive wetlands should include 
wetlands associated with the outlet of Ramsey Lake, and the inlet of Robinson and Kelly Lake 
 
We would like to see further recommendations of the subwatershed included as policy in the Official 
Plan: 
-See Table 4.1.2: Summary of Natural Feature Recommendations: buffers for forested areas, 
wetlands, watercourses & lakes, etc.  These recommendations should be incorporated into the 
Official Plan. We highlight the recommended Buffer of 30 m for wetlands less than 2ha and 120m for 
PSWs and wetlands greater than 2ha. 
-Require a site-specific water balance analysis where development or site alteration is proposed in 
proximity to a wetland that is determined to be sensitive to changes in hydrology (see recommended 
criteria to evaluate wetland function in Table 4.1.1).   
-Protect riparian areas. According to the JCSWS (section 4.1.6.8) “riparian areas downstream of Kelly 
Lake should continue to be protected based on recommendations provided in the Junction Creek 
Subwatershed Study and policies under the CGS OP and CS O.Reg 156/06.” 
-Include the natural heritage features and sensitive features identified, as well as the core areas and 
linkages for a natural heritage system, in the Natural Heritage schedule mapping. 
 
Ramsey Lake subwatershed study 
We would like to confirm, that as stated in the study, “As per the Official Plan, new developments in 
the subwatershed will have to demonstrate accordance with this plan for stormwater management”.  
Specifically, we would like to highlight: 
-A hierarchical approach for water quality from the MECP’s Stormwater Management Guidance 
Manual (2018 Draft), with references to the LID Stormwater Management Guidance Manual. 
-The water quality target associated with of end-of-pipe stormwater management facilities to be 
designed to provide an enhanced level of water quality protection corresponding to a long-term 
sediment removal efficiency of 80%. 
 
There are also recommendations from the study that should be added as policy in the OP: 
- Requirements for a 200m buffer zone around SGRA zones, extending to 300m where streams enter, 
and buffers around wetlands.   
- Identification of sensitive natural areas, corridors and linkages (Natural Heritage System mapping) 
with associated protective designation and/or proposed protective policies. 
- Recommended priorities for terrestrial habitat enhancement 
 

Further, we would like to emphasize the importance of retaining and enhancing natural areas within the 

watershed, as well as recognizing and adding to the Natural Heritage System Mapping done in the 

subwatershed studies 

 

We support the increase of the minimum set back from high water mark of a lake or river from 20m to 

30m. Note that the Junction Creek Subwatershed Study recommends a 30m buffer on either side of 
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cold/cool water/highly sensitive watercourses and lakes, which should include Brook Trout areas in 

Junction Creek. 

 

We oppose the removal of a consistent 50m buffer from adjacent areas to habitat of endangered 

species [pg. 117].   

 

We support the increase in buffer for fish habitat (from 30m to 120m). 

 

We recommend that Schedule 5 (Natural Heritage) be updated with more information on sensitive 

features (e.g. as identified in the Junction Creek subwatershed study).  From the JCSWS [section 4.1.6.7], 

“The CGS is encouraged to identify Environmentally Sensitive Areas and provide policies for these areas 

in the CGS OP.”  There is also the possibility to include other sensitive features/ significant wildlife 

habitat. E.g.  Endangered Species critical habitat, Brook Trout overwintering. 

We are concerned that an update to Schedule 5 could be delayed until the next Official Plan Review.  

These sensitive features cannot be recovered once they are lost, and clearing identifying them is the first 

step to their protection. 

 

We recommend restoring restrictions and setback from floodplains in the Official Plan, as per the PPS.  

These restrictions are even more important to protect residents under climate change.  Note that many 

area specific plans allow development in floodplain areas, and these should be updated to create 

climate resilient area specific plans. 

 

We recommend additional protection for wetlands, such as a required buffer. There is good support 

for this approach in the Junction Creek subwatershed study, which recommends a buffer of 30 m for 

wetlands less than 2ha and 120m for PSWs and wetlands greater than 2ha [table 4.1.2]. 

 

We support the removal of the proposed road through the LU greenspace [schedule 7]. 

 

We recommend removing proposed roads through provincially significant wetlands and other 

sensitive natural areas.  It is neither acceptable nor pragmatic to plan a road through the Ponderosa 

wetland, a provincially significant wetland, which also plays an important role in mitigating flooding in 

the Flour Mill and New Sudbury. 

 

We are concerned about potential amendments to the OP to allow residential uses in Institutional 

zones, and on all municipal property.   

We recommend that implications for greenspace are carefully considered, and that the most effective 

tools for increasing the supply of affordable housing are evaluated. 

 
Re: permitting residential uses in all properties zoned 'I'  
Old schools are a good candidate for housing, although there is no guarantee that this housing will be 
affordable, unless other steps are taken.  Institutional lands often also include greenspace with park 
and natural ecosystem values, and these values must also be carefully considered.   Note that 
schoolyards and other institutional lands were included as publicly available parkland in the Green 
Space Advisory Panel gap analysis.  Checks and balances should be in place to assess these values and 
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include public input.  We do not support the elimination of these checks in balances if rezoning is no 
longer required.  
 
Re: automatically permitting housing on all municipally owned properties. 
We would like to ensure that parkland is excluded from this policy.  Any change of land use from 
parkland should be subject to public input and due consideration of recreational and ecological value 
as per the parkland disposal policy.    
 
Sudbury has a surplus of land for housing demand.  The real challenge is ensuring that the housing 
that does get built includes sufficient affordable housing options.  Other tools may be better suited to 
accomplish this goal.  Research should be done on the most effective tools, rather than jumping to 
policies that simply facilitate more housing starts in general.  Unintentional consequences such as the 
loss of greenspace and parkland and decreased watershed health should be avoided. 

 

We also note that the following MMAH recommendation should be fulfilled: 

-Subwatershed studies as a standalone section (independent from stormwater management) with its 

own objectives. 

All subwatershed studies should follow best practices recommended by Conservation Ontario. 
 
All subwatershed studies must take a full look at the watershed: 
• Aquatics: the ecology and biology of aquatic systems and communities;  
• Water Quality: the physical, biological and chemical characteristics of surface waters;  
• Hydrology: the surface water flows in a watershed and influences on flows;  
• Stream Morphology: erosion, transfer and deposition of sediment;  
• Groundwater: the sub-surface water, its occurrence, movement, chemistry, factors that 
influence it including interactions with surface flow systems;  
• Terrestrial: the ecology and biology of terrestrial systems and communities, and connections 
to other systems outside the watershed;  
• Social: social values & structures, minimize the threat to life, property and natural resources 
from flooding and erosion, local knowledge, demographics, cultural heritage, resource use:  
• Economics: the economic impacts of activities or plans on values. 
It must identify form, function and linkages of the natural system (aquatic & terrestrial), identify 
where development may or may not be permitted, and assess cumulative impacts of changes to 
natural environment. 
 
It must assess and identify the most significant challenges in the subwatershed. 
 
The overall goal should be healthier, more resilient watersheds. 
 
Goals and objectives must include the primary focus of subwatershed studies:  protecting natural 
ecosystem function.   Objectives should include:   improve water quality; restore aquatic life and 
biodiversity; protect and enhance habitat; reduce phosphorus; reduce discharge of contaminants; 
protect and restore important natural areas; increase natural wetland and vegetative cover and 
decrease impermeable surfaces within the watershed; increase urban forest cover; increase resilience 
to climate change; address invasive species; reduce number of beach closures; and protect public 
drinking water sources (including from salt).   Quantitative targets are desirable.   
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It must specifically identify sensitive surface water features, sensitive groundwater features, wetland 
occurrence and sensitivity of individual wetlands, and environmental constraints within the 
watershed.  This will trigger protective policies in our Official Plan to protect the health of our 
watersheds. 
 
It should include a monitoring plan, and measures for compliance, as part of implementation. 
 
Also see the new draft subwatershed study guide. 

 

Monitoring and enforcement 
We would like to note the importance of monitoring and enforcement to the value of the policies in the 

Official Plan.  For example, we strongly support increased vegetative shoreline buffers and setbacks, but 

note that these policies are often disregarded in practice.  First, there is no routine monitoring or 

enforcement.  Rather, a complaint-based system leaves the onus or residents (often relunctant to risk 

conflict with neighbours) or stewardship group (with little capacity for oversight).  Secondly, exceptions 

are routinely given by the Committee of Adjustment with no apparent consideration of the impacts to 

water quality, and there is no appeal to these decisions.   

 

Programs to add 
We appreciate that there is a move to include fewer programs in the Official Plan. 

If programs are included, we recommend adding the following programs: 

-Inflow and infiltration: disconnect stormwater from sewage systems; coordinate I&I with stormwater 

management and capture rain where it falls (low impact development and green infrastructure).   

-Water conservation program. Sustainable financing of water and wastewater infrastructure. 

Stormwater management charge ((we note the work underway on sustainable funding for stormwater 

infrastructure). 

-Additional water quality data collection, monitoring and access to information. 

-The recommendation of the draft Junction Creek subwatershed study for Natural Heritage System 

mapping, and protection of locally significant natural features/areas.   

-Improve the bypass alert system 

-Improve notification to stakeholders for water and watershed issues 

 

Transportation 
Co-signed by Bike Sudbury. 

Support increased modal shares for sustainable transportation 
We recommend adding quantitative targets for modal share (as per CEEP). 

This must be supported by policies that will enable these targets to be met, such as: compact, complete 

communities, mobility hubs & rapid transit corridors, rapid completion of active transportation 

infrastructure networks, levels of service for all modes, and complete street guidelines (for all stages, 

including all-season maintenance). 

https://prod-environmental-registry.s3.amazonaws.com/2022-01/DRAFT%20Subwatershed%20Planning%20Guide%202022_1.pdf
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Street design guidelines consistent with complete streets 
We support the incorporation of new street design guidelines with a complete streets approach, from 

the TMP.    

We recommend that these guidelines be updated to support narrower lane widths, as supported by 

Canadian standards (in the Geometric Design Guide for Canadian Roads). 

Street design guidelines should be referenced as minimum standards. Standards will be improved and 

updated over time (e.g. Book 18) and the best standards available should be the ones used (i.e. we 

should not have to wait for another OP review to benefit from improved standards). 

Intersection design supporting active transportation should also be included. E.g. see Ottawa’s new 

intersection guidelines.   

 

Up-to-date active transportation infrastructure mapping, and recommendations 
We are happy to see active transportation mapping included in the Official Plan.  However, there are 

many issues with Schedule 9 (active transportation network). 

-It is a map of cycling infrastructure only (not pedestrian or other active transportation infrastructure, 

including neighbourhood connector paths) and does not cover all of Greater Sudbury. 

-It is not up to date, and does not reflect all existing infrastructure or new infrastructure currently being 

planned by the City. 

-It is a mix of active transportation routes and recreational mountain bike trails. 

 

We recommend: 

-Update schedule 9 to accurately represent existing cycling infrastructure (up to date GIS maps will be 

available this summer) 

-Include active transportation routes only.  Do not include trail systems that are for recreational use and 

not suitable for day-to-day travel. 

-As new infrastructure is added, this map will quickly be out of date.  Point people to the most up to 

date map (e.g. to be included in the annual Active Transportation report). We appreciate that language 

has been added to identify OP maps as a ‘base’ which will change over time. 

-Add a schedule for pedestrian infrastructure (sidewalks, crosswalks, etc) 

 

We recommend adding safe cycling infrastructure and sidewalks on both sides of Lorne (Douglas to 

Elm).  Lorne Street is a major travel corridor and needs to be safe and convenient for all modes.   

 

We recommend identifying a minimum grid of cycling routes to be completed rapidly (along all major 

travelways), and supporting connections from neighbourhoods to everyday amenities. This is supported 

by the Bike Friendly Award Recommendations, and the Sustainable Mobility Advisory Panel 

recommendations.  Quickly completing a functioning network is recognized as the most effective way of 

substantially increasing modal share.  New cycling infrastructure has already resulted in more people on 

bikes in Sudbury.  However, adding bits and pieces of active transportation infrastructure as other 

roadwork projects are done is unlikely to result in a big jump in the number of people choosing active 

transportation: this requires a continuous network of safe cycling infrastructure. 

We are concerned about the statement that ‘Bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure only added with road 

improvements ‘where appropriate’ [ pg. 141]. The Complete Streets Policy should always be followed.  
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In addition, consultation with stakeholders on which complete street option best suits community needs 

is desirable and will lead to better outcomes.  

Throughout the Transportation Section the Transportation Study and Transportation Master Plan are 

referenced.  Standards from these should be referenced as minimum standards. Standards will be 

improved and updated over time, and the best standards available should be the ones used during 

implementation. 

 

Active transportation – not just bikes 
Section 11.7 [pg. 155] should be named the ‘Active Transportation Network’ (to be inclusive of all active 

transportation).   

 

Policies requirement pedestrian access should also require bike access [e.g. pg. 156].  

 

We recommend adding a section on pedestrian safety and infrastructure.   

 

We support the statement that “Sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities encourage active living and 

are an essential component of good neighbourhood design, providing a safe pedestrian environment 

and access to other transportation linkages such as transit stops and trails. It is policy of this Plan to 

provide new pedestrian facilities as recommended by the City’s Sidewalk Priority Index and when 

feasible: On both sides of urban Arterial Roads and Collector Roads adjacent to developed lands; and 

On at least one side of Local Roads.”   

 

We support the reference to mobility hubs and intensification to support transit, and two new transit 

supportive policies.  

-Focusing infrastructure investment and intensification of land use on Frequent/Core Transit and 
Community Connectors and Major and Local Mobility Hubs 
-The improvement of Major and Local Mobility Hubs to entice new ridership and promote the 
efficient and seamless integration of sustainable transportation options toward the City's goal of net 
zero emissions [pg. 150] 

However, it is unclear how these policies are to be implemented. 

 

We support the addition of bike parking and EV infrastructure to the parking section. 

We recommend adding bicycle parking standards more universally (to be added to existing 

developments and facilities). Further, minimum parking requirements for motorized vehicles should be 

removed (see Edmonton and Kingston). 

 

We support reference to EV infrastructure. Please connect with EV Society-Greater Sudbury for their 

input. 

 

Do not expand road infrastructure 
We support “Road Improvements Priority will be given to the maintenance of the existing road 

infrastructure over the construction of new roads.” [pg. 141] 

Further, we recommend that maintenance of existing lane-km’s be favoured, including the conversion of 

existing vehicular traffic lanes for active transportation (e.g. road diets) or bus lanes. 
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Greater Sudbury cannot afford to maintain its current road infrastructure.  It does not make sense 

financially to add more road infrastructure. 

 

Present goals have shifted to reducing the amount of vehicular traffic, and increase active 

transportation, public transit, and transportation demand management.  This is what is needed to meet 

emission reduction goals, act on the climate emergency, and support human health and wellness. 

However, these options have not yet been fully evaluated for meeting transportation needs: until they 

are, new roads, or road widenings should not be considered. 

 

The listed ‘Road Network Improvements: Implementation Priorities (pg. 145)’ of proposed new roads 

and road widenings are old priorities.  We appreciate staff’s comments that new roads and road 

widening need to be listed in the OP in order to be completed, and that it does not guarantee that they 

will be done.  This list does however creates an inertia for ‘business as usual,’ as these listed projects 

make their way into work plans, capital budgets, and funding applications.  This can lead to resources 

going to old (and very costly) priorities, when new approaches are better and more affordable.  

 

We support the removal of the 6-laning of Notre Dame through the Flour Mill to Lasalle. 

 

We support the removal of South Bay Rd extension from the Transportation Schedule.   

We recommend strengthening the language even further to remove the possibility of this proposed 

road, as per Council direction.  

 

We oppose proposals for new roads and road widenings in the Official Plan. 

 

We recommend: 

-A moratorium on road widening and new roads until there is a thorough evaluation of travel needs and 

other alternatives (including active transportation, transit, travel demand management, and car-shares). 

-The removal of new roads and road widenings from ‘Road Network Improvements: Implementation 

Priorities.’  Sustainable transportation and transportation demand management options should be fully 

explored before deciding new roads or road widenings are required.  (E.g. it may be more appropriate 

for the OP to recommend a transportation study or EA with an emphasis on sustainable transportation 

and TDM options, rather than a specific new road or lane). 

-The removal of proposed new roads on the Transportation Schedule, especially environmentally 

damaging proposed roads (e.g. though the provincially significant Ponderosa wetland). 

 

Programs to add 
We appreciate that there is a move to include fewer programs in the Official Plan. 

If programs are included, we recommend adding the following programs: 

-Create Levels of Service for all modes (see Ottawa example); including evaluation metrics directly 

related to pedestrians, cyclists, and transit; traffic modelling based on TDM; and road capacity not based 

on peak time use only.   

-Evaluate suitable candidates for road diets, lane diets, and retrofitting boulevards to cycle tracks. 

-Complete Green Streets Design Guidelines (ideally integrated with Complete Street Guidelines) 
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-Develop and implement a comprehensive Active Transportation Master Plan to expand and implement 

the recommendations of the Cycling and Pedestrian Master Plan as outlined in the Master 

Transportation Plan. The Plan will include: 

• transportation demand management;  

• address equity, diversity and Inclusion;  

• education;  

• encouragement 

• evaluation/planning. 

-Develop a Non-Motorized Trails Master Plan that will clearly identify trails that are part of the AT 

network and support/maintenance policies for these trails (ideally before or in conjunction with the 

update of the Transportation Master Plan)-Implement the Transportation Demand Management Plan to 

provide alternatives to building and expanding roads. 

-Provide annual updates on Active Transportation infrastructure progress in relation to 

short/medium/long-term goals, and an updated map of active transportation infrastructure. 

-Develop evidence based measures (e.g. intersection treatments) to improve safety of pedestrians, 

cyclists and all road users, by design (commonly referred to as Vision Zero). 

 

Healthy Community 
We oppose the removal of the 4 Healthy Community pillars: Human Health and Wellbeing; 

Environmental Sustainability; Economic Vitality; and, Civic Engagement and Social Capital.   

 

This has been replaced by the Healthy Population priorities, which do not encompass environmental 

sustainability or civic engagement. Both the healthy community pillars and healthy population priorities 

should be included.  They are not interchangeable. 

 

Community Engagement 
We support more thoughtful review of application renewals, giving consideration to current 

circumstances. 

 

We support the Ministry recommendation [pg. 239] “A public consultation strategy, satisfying the 

requirements of this Plan and the Planning Act, is required for all applications for an official plan 

amendment, zoning by-law amendment, and/or plan of subdivision.* (2019 MMAH Mod # 9)” 

 

Municipalities benefit (and are permitted) to go above and beyond Planning Act provisions for 

notification and consultation. 

 

We recommend that Greater Sudbury use the provision for an alternative method, and outline this 

method in Official Plan policies, to support enhanced consultation during the early review process and 

not rely solely on the notice of public meeting as outlined in the Planning Act.  

 

Best practices include: 

- Use of on-site signage as well as newspaper and mail-out notices for Official Plan Amendments, Zoning 

By-Law Amendments, Plans of Subdivision. 
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-  Circulation of notices to stakeholders such as Community Action Networks, community groups, and 

water stewards. 

-  On-going conversations with stakeholders, early in the process. 

-  Informal neighbourhood meetings early in the design process, so that neighbourhood concerns and 

knowledge can be incorporated in the design. 

-  Design charrettes where more in-depth conversation and input is needed 

- Holding neighbourhood meetings and/or open houses in facilities neighbourhood residents are 

comfortable in, bringing in trusted facilitators, offering child care, holding meetings at a variety of times 

of day, offering transit vouchers, providing snacks. 

-  Providing information ahead of time on-line and in person, including background studies. 

-  Providing opportunities to ask questions and submit input on-line. 

 

The Official Plan is an extremely important guiding policy for our community. It touches on many things 

that directly impact people’s daily lives and quality of life.  However, it is also inaccessible to many 

residents due to its length and language.  We recommend that user-friendly fact sheets on the topics of 

most interest be created and made easily accessible for residents, both for the duration of the review 

(to facilitate meaningful input), and after.  We also recommend that community engagement be 

improved on this very important review.  This would include: stakeholder meetings and communication; 

more notice (2 weeks) for public meetings, and meaningful on-line alternatives (e.g. on-line surveys with 

meaningful questions); user-friendly material to support residents in understanding and commenting on 

the OP. 

 

Truth and Reconciliation & Land use planning on Atikameksheng Anishnawbek and 

Wahnapitae First Nations territory.    
One of the goals of Greater Sudbury’s Strategic Plan is to ‘Strengthen Indigenous Relations Towards 

Reconciliation,’ including establishing a plan to respond to the Truth and Reconciliation Calls to Action. 

This should be included as a ‘program’ within our land use plan (in addition to responding to the 

MMIWG Calls to Justice). 

 

Typical land use planning has not been welcoming or inclusive of traditional knowledge and ways of 

knowing, and this is something the City should work to change, in relationship with First Nations. 

 

Some examples to refer to include: 

-Indigenous land use planning https://www.ilinationhood.ca/indigenous-land-use-planning 

-Reframing land use as land relationships in the Yukon https://www.yukon-news.com/news/first-

nations-gather-to-reframe-land-use-as-land-relationships/  

-The Edmonton City Plan https://cityplan.edmonton.ca/assets/downloads/EdmontonCityPlan-

LowRes27MB.pdf (including establishing a plan to respond to the TRC calls to action; integrating 

Indigenous values and knowledge with environmental management and stewardship practices; 

collaborating with Indigenous communities to understand and recognize cultural landscapes and 

traditional land use areas; partnering with Indigenous communities and cultural groups to name places 

and spaces) 

-Urban reserves (see Edmonton Urban Reserves Strategy 

https://www.edmonton.ca/sites/default/files/public-files/assets/PDF/UrbanReservesStrategy.pdf) 

https://www.ilinationhood.ca/indigenous-land-use-planning
https://www.yukon-news.com/news/first-nations-gather-to-reframe-land-use-as-land-relationships/
https://www.yukon-news.com/news/first-nations-gather-to-reframe-land-use-as-land-relationships/
https://cityplan.edmonton.ca/assets/downloads/EdmontonCityPlan-LowRes27MB.pdf
https://cityplan.edmonton.ca/assets/downloads/EdmontonCityPlan-LowRes27MB.pdf
https://www.edmonton.ca/sites/default/files/public-files/assets/PDF/UrbanReservesStrategy.pdf
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Land use planning on Atikameksheng Anishnawbek and Wahnapitae First Nations territory should centre 

Anishinaabe knowledge and sovereignty.   

 

Land is at the root of reconciliation. Atikameksheng Anishnawbek also has an active land claim case in 

this area.  However, this is not mentioned or addressed in the Official Plan, which is the guiding land use 

document for Greater Sudbury. 

 

General comment 
In reading the Official Plan, residents have no easy way to access the wider context: what policies have 

been put in place to implement the direction of the OP; what other policies and tools are being used to 

meet the larger objectives; and what projects are in progress or planned. 

 

A summary with a chart or schema would be very helpful to see all the policies and tools in play, and 

how they relate to one another. 

 

Questions 
1)  Please clarify if: Pg. 77: ag reserve: “*New lot creation is restricted to only agricultural and 

agricultural-related uses.* (2019 MMAH Mod # 3b)” [pg. 77, re agricultural reserve] has been struck out.  

This MMAH direction should be maintained.  

2) We support the reference to mobility hubs and intensification to support transit. However, it is 

unclear how these policies are to be implemented. What specific, implementable policies support 

these? 

 

3) After hearing from staff that the Official Plan would not be updated with the completed 

subwatershed studies during this review, we would like to clarify: 

a) Our reading of the Official Plan (9.2.3) is that the OP does reference completed subwatershed 

studies, with implications for implementation.  For example, to identify sensitive wetlands (e.g. 

in reference to the requirement of an EIS for development and site alteration proposed within 

50m of sensitive wetlands and within 120m of PSWs, watershed and subwatershed plans will 

determine the sensitivity of wetlands).  Please confirm or clarify. 

b) We would like to confirm, that as stated in the Ramsey Lake subwatershed study, “As per the 

Official Plan, new developments in the subwatershed will have to demonstrate accordance with 

this plan for stormwater management”.  Specifically: A hierarchical approach for water quality 

from the MECP’s Stormwater Management Guidance Manual (2018 Draft), with references to 

the LID Stormwater Management Guidance Manual; The water quality target associated with of 

end-of-pipe stormwater management facilities to be designed to provide an enhanced level of 

water quality protection corresponding to a long-term sediment removal efficiency of 80%. 

 

 

https://www.sudbury.com/local-news/atikameksheng-anishnawbek-heads-to-court-to-claim-lands-set-out-in-treaty-of-1850-4866165
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Request for notice 
We request notice of any public meetings, and of adoption. 

Contact 
Naomi Grant 

Chair, Coalition for a Liveable Sudbury 

grant_naomi@hotmail.com 


