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How to use the Peel Healthy Development Index 
 
The Peel Healthy Development Index is divided into seven built environment elements, 
each containing a combination of prerequisite and credit requirements. These 
requirements are further broken down into specific measures, which have been 
constructed from the relevant scientific and theoretical literature, that will be used to 
evaluate a development proposal. A community must meet all prerequisite requirements 
in order to receive approval from Peel Public Health. And, additional certifications (Gold, 
Silver, Bronze) can be achieved by obtaining a particular number of credits. 
  
The Healthy Development Index consists of two documents that are designed to be used 
in tandem for evaluating proposed community throughout all stages of the planning 
process. 
  
The Scorecard is a two-page evaluation document used to record a community’s 
progress in satisfying both prerequisites and credit requirements. The user will check off 
prerequisites as they have been achieved and record credit values. At the end, satisfying 
all of the prerequisites will determine approval (or not), and the total credit score will 
determine the level of certification (Certified, Bronze, Silver, or Gold). 
  
The Scoring Guide provides detailed descriptions of how to evaluate the prerequisite 
and credit requirements for a given community. In the case of credits, communities can 
earn more credits by implementing thresholds or ranges that have a stronger positive 
association with creating activity-friendly environments. The Scoring Guide should be 
referred to throughout the planning and evaluation process, with resulting achievements 
recorded on the Scorecard. 
 
Note that the term ‘community’ is used throughout this Index in order to refer to any 
greenfield or intensification development projects. 
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Peel Healthy Development Index Elements 

1. Density 

1. a. Minimum Density (Residential and Non-Residential) – Prerequisite:

  
  Minimum net residential dwelling density = 35 residential units/hectare 
  Minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-residential, mixed use, and 

multifamily structures = 0.7 
 
Description:
 
Communities must achieve a minimum net residential dwelling density of 35 
units/hectare. This value is to be averaged across the community, and the net area used 
in the calculation shall include all buildable land, excluding public spaces, streets, and 
other public rights of way. Rental units such as basement apartments, ‘granny flats,’ and 
other accessory apartments shall count as additional dwelling units and should be 
included in this calculation. Mixed use buildings (e.g., residential on top of commercial) 
are strongly encouraged in order to achieve both density and proximity target 
 
And…
 
Communities must achieve a minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.7 for all 
non-residential, mixed-use, and multifamily structures in the community. The FAR is 
calculated as the gross building area (excluding any parking facilities) divided by the 
total lot area (excluding any public rights of way including but not limited to: parks; 
outdoor recreational spaces; public squares). This FAR prerequisite is not an average 
and must be met by every applicable building. 

We recommend that buildings greater than 6 stories in height are restricted to transit 
nodes. Ideally, density and FAR requirements should be met through compact low-rise 
communities. This is recommended, because tall buildings can degrade the 
environment, in terms of energy consumption (to build and to maintain), forces of nature 
(e.g., wind, sun), social and psychological interactions, and aesthetics. 
One way to discourage high-rises is to only count the first 6 floors for density and FAR 
measurements. 

1. b. Net Residential Dwelling Density – Credit: 

 

  35-44 residential units/hectare (1 credit) 

  45-64 residential units/hectare (4 credits) 

  65-84 residential units/hectare (7 credits) 

  85+ residential units/hectare (10 credits) 
 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges of net residential 
dwelling density. This value is to be averaged across the community, and the net area 
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used in the calculation shall include all buildable land, excluding public spaces, streets, 
and other public rights of way. Rental units such as basement apartments, ‘granny flats,’ 
and other accessory apartments shall count as additional dwelling units, and should be 
included in this calculation. See section 1.a. for our building height recommendation  
 
 

1. c. Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential-only structures) – Credit:

 

  FAR = 0.70-0.80 (1 credit)  

  FAR = 0.81-0.95 (2 credits)  

  FAR = 0.96-1.25 (4 credits)  

  FAR = 1.26-1.75 (6 credits)  

  FAR = 1.76-2.5 (8 credits) 

  FAR > 2.5 (10 credits) 
 

Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges of average Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for all non-residential, mixed-use, and multifamily structures in the 
community. The FAR is calculated as the gross building area (excluding any parking 
facilities) divided by the total lot area (excluding any public rights of way including but not 
limited to: parks; outdoor recreational spaces; public squares). The FAR value shall be 
calculated as an average for the entire community, with the FAR value of each non-
residential and/or mixed-use structure being weighted equally. See section 1.a. for our 
building height recommendation. 
 
 
2. Service Proximity 
 

2. a. Proximity to a Variety of Services and Employment – Prerequisite:

 
    75% of residential units must be within ! 800m of   5 neighbourhood public 

services* 
    75% of residential units must be within ! 800m of   7 neighbourhood retail 

services** 
  The centre of primarily residential communities must be within ! 800m of the 

same number of full- and part-time jobs as 50% of the total number of residential 
dwelling units in the community. 

  The centre of primarily non-residential communities must be within ! 800m of the 
same number of residential units as 50% of the total number of full- and part-time 
jobs in the community. 

  We may want to include another option of being able to access sufficient 
numbers of jobs using transit. 

 
*Neighbourhood public services include but are not limited to: childcare, community 
garden, hospital or health clinic, public library, plaza, playing field, park or natural open 
space of   1/3 hectare, performance/cultural space, post office, recreation centre, and 
public school. 
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**Neighbourhood retail services include but are not limited to: bank, beauty salon or 
barber, bike shop, convenience stores not located at gas stations, dry cleaner, 
restaurants and cafes, gym/fitness centre, hardware store, laundromat, pharmacy, retail 
food market (including supermarket, produce store, butcher), entertainment (e.g., video 
store or movie theater), and a suitable transit stop (see 2.c. for the definition of a suitable 
transit stop). Gas stations are not included. 
 
Description: 
 
A minimum of 75% of residential dwelling units in the community must be located within 
a maximum walking distance of 800m of at least 5 neighbourhood public services and 7 
neighbourhood retail services. It is necessary to calculate this measure for each 
individual dwelling in the community to determine if the percentage requirement is met. 
The same type of service can be counted more than once per dwelling if multiple 
locations exist. However, a maximum of 2 transit stops may counted, per dwelling. 
 
And… 
 
Communities that are primarily residential must locate the centre of their residential 
component within 800m of the same number of full- and part-time jobs as 50% of the 
total number of residential dwelling units in the community (i.e., a primarily residential 
community of 100 dwelling units has 50 full- and part-time jobs within an 800m walk of 
it’s centre). 
 
Or…
 
Communities that are primarily non-residential must locate the centre of their non-
residential component within 800m of the same number of residential units as 50% of 
the total number of full- and part-time jobs in the community (i.e., a primarily non-
residential community with 100 full- and part-time jobs has 50 dwelling units within an 
800m walk of it’s centre). 
 
Note: When possible, all proximity requirement distances should be measured along the 
network of walkable streets and paths in the community, not as Euclidean (straight-line) 
distance. If Euclidean distance must be used, barriers such as ravines, expressways, 
and water bodies must be taken into consideration. 
 
 

2. b. Proximity to a Variety of Services – Credit::

 

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   13 neighbourhood services* (1 credit)

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   16 neighbourhood services* (3 
credits)

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets,** and at least 1 park   1/3 hectare (10 credits)

  100% of residential units within ! 800m of   20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets,** and at least 1 park   1/3 hectare (15 credits)

 
Description: 
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Communities can earn credits by meeting the above service proximity target ranges. 
Distances are measured along the network of walkable streets and paths in the 
community, where possible. 
 
*Neighbourhood services include both the public and retail services listed in 2.a., and 
multiple locations of the same service can be counted. A maximum of 2 transit stops per 
dwelling may be counted towards the above credit measures. 
 
**Food markets include grocery stores, supermarkets, produce markets, and butchers; 
however, they exclude convenience stores. 
 
 

2. c. Proximity to Transit  – Credit::

    60% of residential units within ! 800m of a suitable transit stop* (1 credits) 

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of a suitable transit stop* (3 credits) 

  As above and   60% of residential units within ! 400m of a suitable transit stop* (7 
credits) 

    90% of residential units within ! 800m and   70% of residential units within ! 
400m of a suitable transit stop* (10 credits)

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for proximity to local and 
regional transit. All distances are measured along the network of walkable streets and 
paths in the community, where possible. 
 
* A suitable transit stop is defined as a public transit stop that provides a direct route to a 
Regional Urban Node, Intensification Corridor, or similar higher-density, mixed-use, 
transit-supportive activity centre within a maximum transit trip of 30 minutes. 
 
 

2. d. Proximity to Employment -- Credit::

 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   60,000 jobs (1 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   80,000 jobs (3 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   100,000 jobs (5 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   120,000 jobs (7 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   140,000 jobs (10 
credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for proximity to employment.  
 
*A transit trip is defined as the total travel time between a residential dwelling unit’s front 
door to a workplace’s front door, without the use of private motorized vehicles for 
transport (i.e., walking, cycling, and public transit are the only included transport modes). 
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3. Land Use Mix 

Despite its vital importance to walkable communities, this Index does not include a Land 
Use Mix prerequisite. Why? Land use mix is created through the combination of density 
and proximity: It is determined by the relative distribution and concentration of people 
and services in a given area. Through the density prerequisite, communities must have 
high residential densities that are capable of supporting nearby services. Through the 
proximity prerequisite, communities must provide a variety of both public and retail 
services nearby those residences, thus creating an effective mix of land uses. 
 
Development in the past half-century is characterized by the segregation of residential 
and non-residential uses, leading to car-oriented sprawl in which one drives to even the 
most basic services. Land use mix encourages daily destinations (e.g., grocery, 
workplace) within walking/cycling distance to local residences. 
 
Many recent attempts at mixed-use communities have failed. The prerequisite and credit 
requirements in this Index attempt to address these failures; e.g., parking requirements 
that limit density, affordability, and human scale; isolation from all but a few daily 
services and amenities; setbacks and other aesthetic problems that limit pedestrian 
comfort and convenience.. Therefore, healthy communities are those that possess a 
land use mix that provides: a) a sufficient density of residents to support a variety of 
public and private services, as well as full- and part-time jobs (i.e., prerequisite 1.a.); b) a 
relative balance of residential and employment densities (i.e., prerequisite 2.a.), so that 
walking and cycling to work is an option for most residents/employees; and c) a wide 
variety of public (e.g., schools, parks) and retail (e.g., grocery, pharmacy) services within 
walking distance of most residents (prerequisite 2.a.), so that daily needs and activities 
can be satisfied without the use of a car. Additionally, this mix of land uses should be 
accompanied by pedestrian-friendly design, as captured in Key Recommendation 6.a. 
and prerequisites 5.a. and 7.a.. 
 
 

3. a. Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix – Credit:

Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 
measures: 

    5% of total community land is outdoor public space (3 points)

  Community provides   4 new services* to an existing neighbourhood (within a 1km 
radius of the community centre) (3 points)

  There is a mix of 3 housing types*, 6 different services*, a public school, and a 
park   0.4/ha within 800m of the community centre (5 points)

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for heterogeneity of land 
use mix. An outdoor public space is defined as a plaza, square, park, or green space on 
public land.  
 
*See 2.a. for a description of services and 3.c. for housing types. 
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3.b. Heterogeneity of Parcel⁄Building Use – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building 
Use measures: 
 

    60% of commercial buildings include a ground floor pedestrian use along   60% 
of their street façades (4 points) 

  100% of mixed-use buildings include ground floor retail, live/work spaces, or 
residential dwellings along   60% of their street façade (4 points) 

    50% of multifamily residential buildings have a pedestrian use on the ground floor 
(4 points) 

 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for heterogeneity of parcel 
use. Pedestrian uses include but are not limited to the neighbourhood retail and public 
services as described in 2.a. A multifamily residential building refers to an apartment-
style building, in this case, not town homes or row houses. 
 
  

3. c. Mixed Housing Types  – Credit:

 

  ! 30% of housing is large lot detached homes (3 points) 

  As above and the community includes   3 housing types, with none making up less 
than 20% of the total residential units (5 points) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for mixed housing types. 
Large lots are those greater than 15m wide (street side). Housing types include 
detached, semi-detached, town home or row house, multifamily (apartment), and co-
operative. Pedestrian uses include but are not limited to the neighbourhood retail and 
public services as described in 2.a. 
 
4. Street Connectivity 
 

4. a. Intersection Density or Block Size – Prerequisite:

 
  Minimum average intersection density = 75 intersections/km2 
  Maximum single block size = 1.5ha (not an average) 

 
Description:
 
Communities must achieve a minimum average intersection density of 75 
intersections/km2. Intersection density is averaged across the community. An 
intersection is defined as any publicly-accessible 3- or 4-point intersection. Intersections 
at cut-throughs for pedestrians and/or cyclists to immediately adjacent roads (i.e., an 
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intersection that forces cars to turn or turn around but allows pedestrians and/or cyclists 
to travel through) can count for up to 20% of the total intersections in the community. 
Intersections between streets and bike or multiuse paths can count for up to 20% of the 
total intersections. 
 
And… 
 
All blocks within a community must have a block size of no more than 1.5ha. The 
maximum block size measurement is not an average and is measured as the total land 
area of a block, excluding right-of-ways.  
 
Exceptions need to be made for parks, so that they are not limited to 1.5ha or smaller. 
However, encouraging or requiring bike/walk connectivity within those parks larger than 
1.5ha is an important consideration – particularly for areas with natural obstructions 
(e.g., ravines). 
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4. b. Intersection Density – Credit:

 

  75-114 intersections/km2 (1 point) 

  115-149 intersections/km2 (5 points) 

  150+ intersections/km2 (10 points) 
 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for intersection 
density. Intersection density is measured as described above in 4.a. 
 
 
5. Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics 

5. a. Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic speed) – Prerequisite:

 
Streets must be 'complete' based on the following requirements: 
 
  00-15km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 0-2. Bike lanes: 0-2.    
  16-30km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 1-2. Bike lanes: 0-2. 
  31-40km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 1-2**. 
  41-50km/h    Lanes: 2-4. Lane width: ! 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 2 
  All new local roads ! 40km/h 
  All new non-local roads ! 50km/h 

 
*A single lane road (e.g., woonerf) may be up to 5m wide when it’s shared by two-way 
vehicular traffic. 
 
**A single bike lane is suitable when the vehicular lane is one-way, either to give cyclists 
a safe route ‘against’ or with traffic. Also, a single bike lane with two directions (two 
lanes) on one side of the road may be suitable for certain road designs. 
 
Description:
 
Community streets must include the above features that match their speed limit. Number 
of lanes is equivalent to the number of motorized vehicular travel lanes, including central 
turning lanes but excluding bike and curb/parking lanes. Lane width is the motorized 
travel lane width, excluding bike and curb/parking lanes. Bike lanes must be at least 
1.2m wide. Allowance for curb lanes should only be made when used for on-street 
parking. 
 
And… 
 
All local roads within a community must have a speed limit of 40km/h or less, and the 
associated design features listed above. All new non-local roads (excluding 
expressways) within a community must have a speed limit of 50km/h or less, and the 
associated design features listed above. 
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5. b. Traffic Calming – Credit:

 

  4-6 traffic calming measures*/hectare (1 credit) 

  7-10 traffic calming measures*/hectare (3 credits) 

  11-13 traffic calming measures*/hectare (5 credits) 

  14+ traffic calming measures*/hectare (7 credits) 

  1 or more pedestrian-priority streets*/hectare (3 additional credits to the above 
credit scores) 

 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for traffic calming 
measures. All traffic calming measure target ranges are calculated as an average across 
the entire community.  
 
And…
 
A maximum of two features of the same type of traffic calming measure can be counted 
for each individual hectare in the community (e.g., a maximum of two speed bumps, for 
each individual hectare, may be counted). 
 
  *Suitable types of traffic calming measures include, but may not be limited to: 
 
    - ‘pedestrian-priority’ streets or 'woonerfs' or ‘home zones’ (speed limit under 15km/h, 
        vehicles must yield to pedestrians and cyclists) 
    - traffic circle or roundabouts 
    - speed hump 
    - bollards (short vertical posts)     
    - channelization island (raised islands that force traffic to turn in a particular direction) 
    - chicane (curb bulges or planters on alternating sides, forcing motorists to slow down) 
    - choker (raised islands in parking zones that narrow a roadway)  
    - curb extension, planter, or centerline traffic island that narrows traffic lanes 
    - horizontal shift (a lane centerline that curves or shifts) 
    - parking restrictions for on-street parking such as residential permit parking 

- pavement treatments and markings at intersections (e.g., brick paving) 
- ‘zebra’ crosswalk 

     - rumble or warning strip 
    - semi-diverter or partial closure (restricts entry and limits traffic flow at intersections) 
    - signal timing to reduce traffic speeds 
    - radar trailer that shows drivers their current speed and the posted speed limit 
    - speed limit sign 
    - speed table or raised crosswalk 
    - street trees planted between road and sidewalk for an entire block (< 9m apart) 
    - corner radii ! 3.2m for local roads (increase curb lane on roads with a bus route) 
. 
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5. c. Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority – Credit:

 

  10-19% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (1 credit) 

  20-29% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (3 credits) 

  30-39% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (6 credits) 

    40% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (10 credits) 
 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above traffic speed and pedestrian-priority 
target ranges. The speed of 15km/h refers to the posted speed limit.  
 
*‘Pedestrian-priority’ refers to a street or neighbourhood designation in which motorized 
vehicles must yield to non-motorized traffic (e.g., walking, cycling, playing children) and 
cyclists must yield to pedestrians -- also known as a ‘woonerf’ or ‘home zone’. Car-free 
streets also count as pedestrian-priority. 
 

5. d. Sidewalks and Buffer Strips – Credit:

 

  Average sidewalk width   2.5m on all mixed-use streets (1 credit) 

  As above and buffer strips and/or curbside parking on both sides of all roads > 
30km/h (3 credits) 

  As above and buffer strips with physical barriers on both sides of all roads   
50km/h  (5 credits) 

 
Description:  
 
Communities can earn credits by including the above sidewalk and buffer strip features. 
Averages are calculated across the entire community area. Mixed-use streets are 
defined as those containing both residential and commercial uses. All speeds listed 
above are the posted speed limit. Buffer strips must be a minimum of 1m wide, and 
could simply be an extension of the sidewalk, though grass strips with natural features 
are preferred. Buffer strips including trees should be wide enough to ensure tree health. 
Physical barriers include but are not limited to planters, trees, hedging, garbage/recycle 
bins, lamp posts, and public art. Physical barriers should not block the pedestrians’ view 
of the roadway, and must be placed a maximum of 10m apart. Trees are highly 
recommended. 
 
 

5. e. Cycle-friendly Design – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Cycle-friendly Design measures: 

 

  dedicated raised bike lanes, as an extension of the sidewalk (5 credits) 

  bicycle-priority streets (cars must yield to cyclists; speed ! 30km/h) (5 credits) 

  streets that are one-way for cars; two-way for cyclists; speed ! 30km/h (2 credits) 

  cul-de-sacs with bicycle cut-throughs (2 credits) 

  advance green lights for cyclists (1 credit)
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  off-street pedestrian and cyclist shortcuts (2 credits) 

  right-hand turn short cuts for cycles (1 credit) 

  1 bicycle rack per ten car parking spots (includes on- and off-street spots) (3 
credits) 

 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn up to 10 credits by including combinations of the above cycle-
friendly design measures. In order to receive credit for a given measure the design must 
occur once per hectare, on average, across the community. 
 
 

5. f. Lighting – Credit:

 
Up to 5 credits can be earned from the below Lighting measures: 
 

  All mixed-use streets have an average luminance of 10 lux, with a minimum of 5 
lux (3 credits) 

  Provide ! 4.6m tall street lamps spaced no more than 30m apart on both sides of 
80% of mixed-use streets (3 credits)  

  Provide ! 4.6m tall aesthetically-pleasing (artistically-designed) lamp posts on both 
sides of 100% of mixed-use ‘core’ streets (2 credits). 

 
Description:

Communities can earn up to 5 credits by including combinations of the above Lighting 
measures. All averages are calculated across the community (with streets segments 
weighted accordingly to their length)  
 
Note: Lighting may be used to deter crime in unlit enclave or sections of street. 
 
Right now, residential is excluded because of a recommendation about the peacefulness 
of less lighting and the stars, but we may want to re-evaluate this. 
 
 
6. Parking 
 

6. a. Eliminate Parking Minimums – Key Recommendation:

 
We strongly recommend the elimination of minimum parking requirements in all zoning 
by-laws applying to development in the Region of Peel, particularly near mixed-use 
centres and transit facilities. If requirements exist, then they should be in the form of 
maximums. 
 
Why? Parking minimums lead to increased land requirements per building, which greatly 
decreases densities, increases development costs, encourages development on the 
periphery (where land is less expensive), and decreases housing affordability. 
Furthermore, large parking lots degrade the pedestrian-environment, contribute to the 
urban heat sink problem, and increase demand on storm water infrastructure.
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Instead, we recommend the use of parking maximums. Developers should supply 
spaces to match average (not peak) demand, and/or to where revenue will cover costs. 
This will decrease development costs, increase housing affordability, and encourage 
activity-friendly initiatives such as car-free housing, car-sharing, and public transit use. 
  
 

6. b. Unbundled and Shared Parking – Credit:

 
Communities can earn up to 7 credits by meeting one of the below measures: 
 

  Provide unbundled parking for 50% of multifamily dwellings (1 credit) 

  Provide unbundled parking for 75% of multifamily dwellings (5 credits) 

  Provide unbundled parking for 100% of multifamily dwellings (7 credits) 

And communities can earn an additional 3 credits by meeting the below requirement: 
 

  Allow shared parking so that parking spaces can count towards the requirements 
of two separate uses’, such as a civic building and a restaurant, or a place of 
worship and an office building (3 credits). 

 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above unbundled and shared parking 
requirements. ‘Unbundled’ parking refers to parking that is sold or rented separately from 
associated residential units, with costs made explicit. Shared parking refers to parking 
spaces that are shared by users with different peak periods of demand, allowing one 
space to count towards more than one structure’s parking requirements (if they exist). 
Examples of sharing combinations: office (weekday) and restaurant (nights and 
weekend); civic building (weekday) and place of worship (weekend); retail stores (day) 
and movie theatre (night). 
 
 

6. c. Parking Price and Difficulty – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Price and Difficulty measures: 
 

  Charge the market rate* for off- and on-street parking for all mixed-use and retail 
streets (4 credits) 

  Designated ‘Parking Meter Zones’ in which parking revenues go back into the zone 
for pedestrian-friendly and aesthetic improvements, such as public art, paving, 
street furniture, lighting, trees, cleaning, and painting/maintenance (3 credits) 

  Use variable parking pricing, so that costs increase with the length of stay, or limit 
the length of stay to ! 2 hours (2 credits) 

  Maximum 2-hour on-street parking for non-residents or resident-only parking on all 
streets within 200m of a mixed-use centre (2 credits) 

  Require employers to cash-out non-driving employees when employee parking is 
free (2 credits) 
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Description:

We need to determine how some of these credits will be measured. 
 
 

6. c. Parking Location and Alleys – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Location and Alleys measures: 
  

  All residential driveways* are ! 3m wide (2 credits) 

    70% of residential dwellings have either no parking or access their parking via 
rear alleys or lanes and have no parking in their front setbacks (4 credits) 

  All parking lots are placed at the rear or side of buildings (4 credits) 

    90% of residential lots do not have parking garages in their front façade (4 
credits) 

  Provide on-street parking on both sides of   70% of new streets, excluding 
‘woonerfs’ (2 credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn up to a total of 10 credits by including combinations of the above 
parking location and alley credit requirements. Note that all percentages are averaged 
across the entire community. 
 
*Residential driveways include parking spots in the front setback, and driveways to rear 
or side parking. Shared driveways are encouraged. 
 
Here or elsewhere: Do we want to include something about permeable 
lanes/alleys/woonerfs (gravel (not woonerfs), paving stones with grass, brick, etc., which 
are better for storm water infrastructure, etc.)? 
 
 
]7. Aesthetics and Human Scale 

7. a. Building Setbacks  – Prerequisite:

 
  Detached residential structures must have ! 7.6m building setback 
  Attached and multifamily residential structures must have ! 4.6m building 

setback 
  Commercial and light industrial structures must have ! 3m building setback 
    70% of commercial and/or mixed-use structures must have their front façade 

flush with the sidewalk 
  Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light industrial buildings cannot 

front onto parking lots 
 
 
 
 

  119

Discussion Document: Not for Distribution 
 



 

Description:

Communities must meet the building setback targets outlined above. Building setbacks 
shall be measured at a right angle from the front façade of the proposed structure to the 
edge of the public right-of-way (road or sidewalk), not necessarily the property line. 
 
And… 
 
A minimum of 70% of commercial (and mixed-use?) structures must have their front 
façade flush with the sidewalk (0m setback) or street (in the case of pedestrian-priority 
streets without sidewalks). Structures at street intersections (corners) must have all of 
their street-facing facades flush with the sidewalk to be included in this calculation. 
 
And… 
 
Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light industrial buildings must face onto a 
public right-of-way (e.g., road, sidewalk) or public space (e.g., plaza, square), not a 
parking lot. A main entrance is defined as the primary pedestrian entranceway.  
 

7. b. Building Height to Street Width Ratio – Credit:

 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:3 and 1:2.1 (1 credit) 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:2 and 1:1.1 (3 credits) 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:1 and 3:1 (7 credits) 

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for building height to 
street width ratio. Building height shall be measured from the ground to the eave or roof 
deck, not the peak of the roof. For buildings exceeding 6 stories, only the height up to 
the top of the sixth story shall be counted. The average will be calculated across the 
entire community, with each building weighted equally. In order to receive credit, direct 
sunlight must reach the street at all times of year (for X hours per day?). 

7. c. Setbacks and Streetwalls – Credit:

 
Up to 8 credits can be earned from the below Setbacks and Streetwalls requirements: 
 

    80% of commercial structures are flush to the sidewalk or street (3 credits) 

    80% of commercial lots that face public space* have clear glass on   60% of 
their façades, 1-2.4m above grade (3 credits) 

    80% of commercial lots do not have blank walls (no doors or windows) longer 
than 40%, or 15m, of a façade facing a sidewalk, front street, or plaza (2 credits) 
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Description:

Communities can earn up to a total of 5 credits by including combinations of the above 
setback and streetwall requirements. Setbacks shall be measured as described in 7.a. 
*Public spaces include but are not limited to sidewalks, front streets, and plazas. 

7. c. Tree Placement and Characteristics – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Tree Placement and Characteristics 
requirements: 
 

    75% of new and existing residential streets in a community have   1 tree for 
every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of the street (4 credits) 

    75% of new and existing mixed-use streets have   1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street  (4 credits) 

    75% of streets with a speed limit of   50kmÚh have   1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street, with the trees placed between the sidewalk 
and road (4 credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can up to a total of 10 credits for including combinations of the above tree 
placement and characteristics requirements. Only trees that will grow   8m in height at 
maturity are included in the calculations. Pedestrian-priority streets are exempt from, but 
can be included in calculations. Large broadleaf shade streets that will grow to   15m tall 
at maturity and form a street-tree canopy are encouraged. 
 

7. d. Outdoor Open Spaces  – Credit:

 

  Communities give   5% of land to public outdoor spaces, such as parks and plazas 
(0 credits) 

 
Description:

This is currently in the Land Use Mix section, as most other related credits are already in 
the Proximity section. Perhaps, however, we want to require that every house needs to 
be within 800m of a park, playground, or other activity-friendly outdoor space. 
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a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

c. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

c. Credit

d. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a. Credit

b. Credit

c. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

Peel Healthy Development Evaluation Tool: DRAFT Scorecard for Discussion

Proximity to Employment     /10

Mixed Housing Types     /5

Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building Use     /10

    /10

Meets Both Criteria:

3. Land Use Mix

Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix

Total Credits:     /10

1/10

Meets Both Criteria:

Intersection Density     /10

9/25

Meets Criteria:

4. Street Connectivity

Intersection Density or Block Size

    /10

Credit Requirement:

Total Credits:     /25

5/20Credit Requirement:

Meets Both Criteria:

Credit Requirement: 7/35

Proximity  to a Variety of Services     /15

Total Credits:     /35

2. Service Proximity

1. Density

Minimum Density (residential and non-residential)

Net Residential Dwelling Density

Proximity to a Variety of Services and Employment

Proximity to Local and Regional Transit

Credit Requirement:

    /10

    /10

Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential structures)

Total Credits:     /20
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a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

c. Credit

d. Credit

e. Credit

f. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a.

b. Credit

c. Credit

d. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

c. Credit

d. Credit

e. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

Notes:

Y ? N

Certification:

Key Recommendation

Parking Location and Alleys     /10

Unbundled and Shared Parking     /10

Eliminate Parking Minimums

Parking Price and Difficulty

Credit Requirement: 10/25

Meets Both Criteria:

Total Credits:     /25

Open Outdoor Spaces     /0

Setbacks and Streetwalls     /8

Tree Placement and Characteristics     /10

Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority

    /7

    /10

Lighting     /5

      /195

Credit Requirement: 15/40

Meets Both Criteria:

6. Parking

Total Credits:     /30

Credit Requirement: 13/30

Meets Criteria:

5. Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics

Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic speed)

    /10

Total Credits:     /40

    /10

Sidewalks and Buffer Strips     /10

Cycle-friendly Design     /5

Approved:

Traffic Calming

Total Credits:

7. Aesthetics and Human Scale

Building Setbacks

Building Height to Street Width Ratio

Certified: 60-84 Bronze: 85-124 Silver: 125-164 Gold: 165-195

8. Scoring Summary
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PEEL HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT INDEX 
Assessment of Elements and Measures 
 
 
 

Elements and Indicators Findings of Situational Assessment and Advisory Committee Workshop Recommendations 

1 Density   

1a Minimum Density (Residential and Non-
Residential) 
(Prerequisite) 
 
Minimum net residential dwelling density = 35 
residential units/hectare 
 
Minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for 
non-residential, mixed use, and multifamily 
structures = 0.7 
 
 

Practicality 
• In the planning documents reviewed (secondary plans, block plans and 

community design guidelines), fixed residential unit counts were not always 
available. Some included ranges, others maximum units rather than 
minimums. 

• Residential unit counts are finalized as the development approvals process 
advances. 

• Information on the FAR of non-residential, mixed use and multi-family 
structures is even more problematic to gather at the plan stage and generally 
is not finalized until site plan approval. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Net residential density is calculated using all vacant and developed 

residential, mixed use, and commercial land, but excludes public spaces, 
streets, other public rights of way and lands with zoning designations other 
than residential, mixed use and commercial. One difficulty is that areas with 
greater land area given over to commercial uses, such as downtowns, may 
score lower residential unit densities even though average FAR meets HDI 
standards. 

• Residential uses in mixed use and multi-family buildings are assessed twice; 
once in terms of residential units and again for their FAR. 

• In determining average FAR, all non-residential, mixed-use and multifamily 
structures are included. Many different kinds of built form are mixed together, 
from malls and their parking lots to high-rise apartment buildings. 

• Measures of density are highly sensitive to where boundaries are drawn and 
therefore which portions of a community are included in the calculation. 

• Different measures of density may be appropriate for different scales. Over a 
large area, people and jobs per hectare might be a better way of measuring 
density; at smaller scales, units/ha and FAR are more appropriate. 

• Some participants at the Advisory Committee Workshop felt that minimum 
densities were too high for the suburban context. 

• Currently the HDI treats a community area as a unified whole. However, in 
assessing density, these areas are likely to have high density and low density 
sub-areas, leading to uneven opportunities for active transportation. Some 
evaluation of the dispersion of density would be a useful addition to the HDI. 

 

• Density is an important element of built form that must be considered by the 
HDI. 

• The standard of 35 units/hectare seems to be supported by the evidence 
base and is an appropriate minimum standard. Thought should be given as to 
whether net densities should exclude commercial land and only include 
residential and mixed use land. 

• The standard of 0.7 FAR for commercial, mixed use and multi-family 
structures is an appropriate minimum at the site level, but not as an average 
at a block-, neighbourhood- or community-scale. Treating FAR in this manner 
will resolve the challenge of combining the floor space of high-density 
residential forms and low-density commercial forms to meet the standard. 

• The standard of 50 residents and jobs per hectare is established in Places to 
Grow for greenfield development (the targets for Downtown Brampton and 
the Mississauga City Centre are 200 residents and jobs per hectare). An 
analysis of how this standard converts into residential units/hectare and FAR 
would be useful. 

• Concern was expressed by workshop participants as to the feasibility of the 
HDI density standards in the context of suburban communities. An analysis of 
the variety of urban form that could exist within these standards may help in 
deciding their appropriateness. 

• The evaluation of this indicator should be matched to the stage in the 
planning and development process at which these characteristics are 
finalized. 

• Alternatively, more information should be included on density earlier in the 
planning process. Minimums should be referenced as well as maximums in 
plans and zoning. 

• A description of the dispersion of density and the proportion of land used by 
commercial and residential uses could be used to qualify the densities 
reported. 

1b Net Residential Dwelling Density 
(10 credits) 
• 35-44 residential units/hectare (1 credit) 
• 45-64 residential units/hectare (4 credits) 
• 65-84 residential units/hectare (7 credits) 
• 85+ residential units/hectare (10 credits) 

 
 

1c Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential-
only structures) 
(10 credits) 
• FAR = 0.70-0.80 (1 credit) 
• FAR = 0.81-0.95 (2 credits) 
• FAR = 0.96-1.25 (4 credits) 
• FAR = 1.26-1.75 (6 credits) 
• FAR = 1.76-2.5 (8 credits) 
• FAR > 2.5 (10 credits) 

2 Service Proximity   

2a Proximity to a Variety of Services and 
Employment 
(Prerequisite) 
 
• ≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 

800m of ≥ 5 neighbourhood public 
services* 

• ≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 

Practicality 
• Proximity to services is an important element of walkable communities and the 

standards included in this set of indicators are appropriate measures. 
However, the challenge is their measurability. Both residential units and 
neighbourhood services are dispersed. Each unit has a unique spatial 
relationship to the services in the area, requiring an assessment of proximity 
to services on a unit by unit basis. The level of spatial analysis required to 
complete an assessment of this kind was not available during the situational 

• All indicators in the Service Proximity element need to be greatly simplified to 
improve the practicality of scoring. 

• Further work is required to determine an appropriate measure for proximity to 
services. One alternative would be to determine the number of services in the 
area overall and assess their dispersion. Further research may be required to 
determine if the centralization or decentralization of services was preferable 
in encouraging active transportation. 

• The minimum standard for proximity to transit should be included as its own 
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800m of ≥ 7 neighbourhood retail 
services** 

• The centre of primarily residential 
communities must be within ≤ 800m of the 
same number of full- and part-time jobs 
as 50% of the total number of residential 
dwelling units in the community. 

• The centre of primarily non-residential 
communities must be within ≤ 800m of the 
same number of residential units as 50% 
of the total number of full- and part-time 
jobs in the community. 

*Neighbourhood public services include but 
are not limited to: childcare, community 
garden, hospital or health clinic, public library, 
plaza, playing field, park or natural open 
space of ≥ 1/3 hectare, performance/ cultural 
space, post office, recreation centre, and 
public school. 
**Neighbourhood retail services include but 
are not limited to: bank, beauty salon or 
barber, bike shop, convenience stores not 
located at gas stations, dry cleaner, 
restaurants and cafes, gym/fitness centre, 
hardware store, laundromat, pharmacy, retail 
food market (including supermarket, produce 
store, butcher), entertainment (e.g., video 
store or movie theatre), and a suitable transit 
stop (see 2.c. for the definition of a suitable 
transit stop). Gas stations are not included. 
 

assessments. 
• Information on the number and variety of services may not be determined until 

after construction is completed and leasing arrangements made. At earlier 
stages, the inclusion of areas and spaces that will house these kinds of uses 
can be evaluated but not with the precision required of this indicator. 

• Walking distances are ideally measured along possible routes, such as streets 
or pathways, rather than as-the-crow-flies 

• Numbers and locations of jobs are difficult to assess. It would be possible but 
time consuming to map this with GIS. 

 
Appropriateness 
• The two last indicators address the mix of residential and employment uses. 

These assessments would only be appropriate on a neighbourhood scale 
(and even then would be difficult to assess). Mixture of jobs and residential 
units may be desirable in some areas, but need not be the rule for every area 
of the city. Major high density employment nodes served by higher order 
transit may be preferable to a dispersion of employment at lower densities 
(Note: low-density single-use employment areas only conveniently accessed 
by the car are the worst case scenario, except in circumstances where those 
employment uses present land use compatibility issues with more sensitive 
land uses). 

• Transit should possibly be treated as a separate element and should not be 
included in assessment of retail services. 

• The adaptability of building stock is an important consideration that is not 
recognized in this indicator or elsewhere in the HDI. By allowing mixed use 
and live-work developments, flexibility is built into the design of the community 
and services may arrive over time, if not initially. 

 
 
 

measure. 
• The mixing of employment and residential uses should be encouraged where 

feasible. The appropriate mix is likely to be context sensitive, therefore the 
specific ratios of residential units to jobs included in this element may not be 
appropriate. Further attention should be paid to the different circumstances in 
which the HDI will be used in Peel and the evidence base presented in the 
St. Michael’s report in developing an appropriate indicator. It is possible that 
this issue may be better addressed through a qualitative assessment rather 
than a quantitative measure. In any case, the mix of employment and 
residential uses should be moved from the Service Proximity element to the 
Land Use Mix element. 

 

2b Proximity to a Variety of Services 
(15 credits) 
 
• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 

≥ 13 neighbourhood services* (1 credit) 
• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 

≥ 16 neighbourhood services* (3 credits) 
• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 

≥ 20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets,** and at least 1 
park ≥ 1/3 hectare (10 credits) 

• 100% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 
≥ 20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets, and at least 1 
park ≥ 1/3 hectare (15 credits) 

 

See comments for 2a. See comments for 2a. 

2c Proximity to Transit 
((10 credits) 
 
• ≥ 60% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 

a suitable transit stop* (1 credits) 
• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of 

a suitable transit stop* (3 credits) 

Practicality 
• It is easier to assess percentage of land area within proximity to transit than 

percentage of units. 
• It is easier to calculate distances as-the-crow-flies than using walkable routes. 
• For some greenfield developments, information on the location of transit stops 

and the service that will be provided to them may not be available at the 
planning and development stage. 

• A basic minimum standard for transit provision should be included as a 
prerequisite in the HDI, rather than only included for credit. The ideal would 
be that 100% of units would have access to a suitable transit stop. The 
evidence base presented in the St. Michael’s report should be re-examined to 
assess why a different standard is presented here and what level of provision 
should serve as the minimum standard. 

• Consideration should be given to including transit as a separate element, 



3 
 

• As above and ≥ 60% of residential units 
within ≤ 400m of a suitable transit stop* (7 
credits) 

• ≥ 90% of residential units within ≤ 800m 
and ≥ 70% of residential units within 
≤400m of a suitable transit stop* (10 
credits) 

* A suitable transit stop is defined as a public 
transit stop that provides a direct route to a 
Regional Urban Node, Intensification Corridor, 
or similar higher-density, mixed-use, 
transit-supportive activity centre within a 
maximum transit trip of 30 minutes. 
 

Appropriateness 
• Proximity to transit is included as a credit score rather than a prerequisite.  
• In considering transit, frequency of service should also be taken into 

consideration when assessing “suitability”. 

rather than including it under Service Proximity. 
• The HDI should support the consideration of how transit provision should 

shape proposed developments in the early stages of planning and 
development. 

 

2d Proximity to Employment 
(10 credits) 
 
• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-

minute transit trip* of ≥ 60,000 jobs (1 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-
minute transit trip* of ≥ 80,000 jobs (3 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-
minute transit trip* of ≥ 100,000 jobs (5 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-
minute transit trip* of ≥ 120,000 jobs (7 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-
minute transit trip* of ≥ 140,000 jobs (10 
credits) 

 

Practicality 
• As defined in the HDI guide to scoring, a 30 minute transit trip is door to door. 

This measure is impossible to determine because: 1) the definition implies 
that this calculation should be done on a unit-by-unit basis; 2) residential units 
are dispersed, as are end employment destinations; 3) calculating journey 
times between dispersed origins and destinations involves a level of 
complexity that makes the indicator not currently feasible to calculate. 

• Information on the spatial distribution of jobs on this scale is not always 
present. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Access to employment by active transportation and transit is an important 

aspect of healthy communities to consider. 

• Calculating accessibility of employment by active transportation and transit 
should be greatly simplified. 

• The door-to-door calculation currently in the HDI should be replaced by an 
assessment of proximity of sending areas to employment areas and the 
accessibility of employment in these areas by transit in general (for example, 
the transit may serve an employment area, but if this area is low density with 
dispersed places of employment, how many can be considered easily 
accessible by transit). 

3 Land Use Mix   

3a Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 
(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the 
below Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 
measures: 
• ≥ 5% of total community land is outdoor 

public space (3 points) 
• Community provides ≥ 4 new services* to 

an existing neighbourhood (within a 1km 
radius of the community centre) (3 points) 

• There is a mix of 3 housing types*, 6 
different services*, a public school, and a 
park ≥ 0.4/ha within 800m of the 
community centre (5 points) 

 

Practicality 
• This indicator was easier to evaluate than many of the others as there is 

usually a concentration of services and housing types at the centre of 
communities. 

• All situational assessment communities scored well on this indicator, in 
contrast to many of the other indicators. 

• In most suburban communities, the gathering of services, commercial uses 
and higher density residential at nodes makes identifying community centres 
an easy task. In communities with more linear development along corridors, 
identifying the centre might be more difficult. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Providing new services to an existing community is variable depending on the 

size of the proposal: too small and less than four new services might be 
offered; too big and the 1km-radius may not extend past its borders. 

• There are no prerequisites for the Land Use Mix element, only credit 
indicators. 

• Employment is not addressed in the Land Use Mix element. It is included 
under the Service Proximity element, but largely in reference to access to 

• The Land Use Mix element includes no prerequisite measures. Land use mix 
is largely addressed through the combination of Density and Service 
Proximity elements. Aspects that are added in 3a are: 

o Quantity of open space 
o New services to existing neighbourhoods 
o The idea that the community centre is an appropriate place to 

concentrate a variety of housing types, services and public facilities 
3b concerns itself with grade-related uses and mixed use buildings. 3c 
concerns housing mix. 

• As such, the Land Use Mix element seems like a collection of indicators that 
do not fit elsewhere. 

• One possible approach would be to include other indicators that explicitly 
assess the mix of uses, as well as the opportunities for mixed use buildings 
and flexible spaces that might evolve into a mix of uses over time. Indicators 
addressing the presence of employment uses could be moved from Service 
Proximity. 
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employment by transit. The presence of employment uses in mixed use areas 
should be included. 

 
3b Heterogeneity of Parcel⁄Building Use 

(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the 
below Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building Use 
measures: 
• ≥ 60% of commercial buildings include a 

ground floor pedestrian use along ≥ 60% 
of their street façades (4 points) 

• 100% of mixed-use buildings include 
ground floor retail, live/work spaces, or 
residential dwellings along ≥ 60% of their 
street façade (4 points) 

• ≥ 50% of multifamily residential buildings 
have a pedestrian use on the ground floor 
(4 points) 

 

Practicality 
• This indicator is concerned with grade-related activities in single and mixed-

use buildings. The HDI is not specific on the meaning of pedestrian use. 
Aspects such these are usually addressed in the development approval 
process or through design guidelines. Information to assess the indicator was 
not available in all of the situational assessment planned communities. 

 
Appropriateness 
• The relationship of buildings to the street and ground level activities are 

important aspects of creating an inviting and interesting pedestrian realm.  
 

• This indicator could remain in the Land Use Mix element or move to another 
that deals with the quality of the public realm and streetscapes. 

3c Mixed Housing Types 
(8 credits) 
 
• ≤ 30% of housing is large lot detached 

homes (3 points) 
• As above and the community includes ≥ 3 

housing types, with none making up less 
than 20% of the total residential units (5 
points) 

 

Practicality  
• The definition of large lot detached home is not included in the HDI. When 

conducting the situational assessment, if the plans did not distinguish between 
large lot and small lot detached homes we presumed that the homes in 
question fell into the former category. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Variety of housing types should only apply in plans where low density housing 

types will be the norm. In high density and infill developments, encouraging 
lower density forms of housing does not make sense. For example, new 
housing in Downtown Mississauga will largely consist of condominium 
apartments, an attribute that is good for density but would score poorly on this 
indicator.  

• In place of housing type, unit and tenure mix might offer another way of 
assessing available housing stock. This could account for stacked 
townhouses which tend to have smaller units, and larger condominiums which 
may have two and three bedroom units. 

• Lot width may also be an important criterion to be considered with relation to 
walkability, although it might not fit in the Land Use Mix element. 

• If densities are at appropriate levels, from a health perspective, does it matter 
what mix of housing types or unit types is present? 
 

• Define large lot detached home 
• Consider whether Mixed Housing Types is a necessary indicator. 
• Consider whether unit mix might be substituted for housing type mix. 

 

4 Street Connectivity   

4a Intersection Density or Block Size 
(Prerequisite) 
 
• Minimum average intersection density = 

75 intersections/km2 
• Maximum single block size = 1.5ha (not 

an average) 
 
 

 

Practicality 
• Average intersection density and maximum single block size were determined 

through the analysis of maps. Adequate information was available for all the 
situational assessments and the measures were not onerous to calculate. 

 
Appropriateness 
• The Street Connectivity element attempts to measure permeability of the 

street pattern as well as an element of pedestrian comfort. The current HDI 
measures do a reasonable job of assessing this element. 

• Assess the appropriate minimum standard using a series of street layout 
studies. Case studies from Peel would be of use in determining walkable 
blocks appropriate to the local context. 

• Combine the quantitative measures gathered in this element with a 
qualitative assessment of permeability and, possibly, pedestrian comfort. 

• The weighting of this element should be increased as it is a basic enabler of 
a walkable community.  
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4b Intersection Density 
(10 credits) 
 
• 75-114 intersections/km2 (1 point) 
• 115-149 intersections/km2 (5 points) 
• 150+ intersections/km2 (10 points) 
 

• None of the situational assessment plans are even close to meeting the 
density. 

• The weighting of the Street Connectivity element is low given its importance. 
 

5 Road Network and 
Sidewalk Characteristics 

  

5a Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, 
traffic speed) 
(Prerequisite) 
 
Streets must be 'complete' based on the 
following requirements: 
• 00-15km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 

3.2m*. Sidewalks: 0-2. Bike lanes: 0-2. 
• 16-30km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 

3.2m*. Sidewalks: 1-2. Bike lanes: 0-2. 
• 31-40km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 

3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 1-2**. 
• 41-50km/h Lanes: 2-4. Lane width: ≤ 

3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 2 
• All new local roads ≤ 40km/h 
• All new non-local roads ≤ 50km/h 
 

Practicality 
• Except for the Downtown21 Master Plan, which included streets with speed 

limits as low as 25km/h, the norm in Brampton, Caledon and Mississauga is 
road speeds of 40- 50km/h for local roads, higher for non-local roads. This 
made the assessment quite easy as few of the test communities met any of 
the standards. 

 
Appropriateness 
• There was general agreement by workshop participants that the indicator 

related to complete streets was overly prescriptive and failed to present a full 
vision of what complete streets are. 
 

• The indicator currently concentrates on how much space is allocated to 
vehicular, cyclist and pedestrian traffic. Alternative approaches to assessing 
complete streets should be developed. One alternative approach suggested 
during the workshop was to use the percentage of the ROW dedicated to 
non-vehicular uses and the public realm. This suggestion was based on work 
currently being done in Brampton, where it is being recommended that 60 
percent of a street’s ROW be dedicated to motorized vehicles with the 
remaining 40 percent dedicated to other modes of transport and the public 
realm. This approach brings street composition and the nature of landscaping 
into the conception of complete streets. 

 

5b Traffic Calming 
(10 credits) 
 
• 4-6 traffic calming measures*/hectare (1 

credit) 
• 7-10 traffic calming measures*/hectare (3 

credits) 
• 11-13 traffic calming measures*/hectare 

(5 credits) 
• 14+ traffic calming measures*/hectare (7 

credits) 
• 1 or more pedestrian-priority 

streets*/hectare (3 additional credits to 
the above credit scores) 

 

Practicality 
• Traffic-calming measures were discussed only generally in the plans used for 

the situational assessments. Numbers of measures per hectare were hard to 
determine. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Counting traffic calming measures per hectare is not a particularly good way 

of assessing the success of traffic calming. More desirable is to design streets 
in a manner that calms traffic without having to include obvious traffic calming 
measures. 

• Indicator should evaluate the presence and approach of a traffic calming 
strategy. 

• A qualitative assessment of traffic calming strategies is more appropriate for 
this measure. 

5c Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority 
(10 credits) 
 
• 10-19% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with 

pedestrian-priority* (1 credit) 
• 20-29% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with 

pedestrian-priority* (3 credits) 
• 30-39% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with 

pedestrian-priority* (6 credits) 
• ≥ 40% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with 

pedestrian-priority* (10 credits) 

Practicality 
• There were no pedestrian priority streets in any of the communities assessed. 

No credits were gained in this category. 
 
Appropriateness 
• Pedestrian priority streets of these speeds are rare in most Canadian 

communities. 

• In the absence of pedestrian-priority streets in the Peel Region, the inclusion 
of this indicator is largely aspirational. Some consideration should be given to 
whether the HDI should include aspirational measures. 
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5d Sidewalks and Buffer Strips 
(9 credits) 
 
• Average sidewalk width ≥ 2.5m on all 

mixed-use streets (1 credit) 
• As above and buffer strips and/or 

curbside parking on both sides of all 
roads >30km/h (3 credits) 

• As above and buffer strips with physical 
barriers on both sides of all roads ≥ 
50km/h (5 credits) 

Practicality 
• The total in this category is out of 9, not 10 as indicated in the draft scorecard. 
• In existing communities there were no streets that could be considered mixed 

use, therefore no credits were earned. 
 
Appropriateness 
• Given that almost all roads are ≥ 50km/h in Peel, barriers along all streets of 

this type would not be suitable. 

• The issue of sidewalks and buffer strips is detailed here separate from the 
conceptions of complete streets addressed in 5a. This may not be necessary. 

• Some measures in Land Use Mix, Road Network and Sidewalk 
Characteristics and Aesthetics and Human Scale elements address issues 
that are often included in community design guidelines. It may be of use to 
develop Healthy Development Design Guidelines that can go into a further 
level of detail on these issues then is possible in the HDI. 

5e Cycle-friendly Design 
(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the 
below Cycle-friendly Design measures: 
• dedicated raised bike lanes, as an 

extension of the sidewalk (5 credits) 
• bicycle-priority streets (cars must yield to 

cyclists; speed ≤ 30km/h) (5 credits) 
• streets that are one-way for cars; two-way 

for cyclists; speed ≤ 30km/h (2 credits) 
• cul-de-sacs with bicycle cut-throughs (2 

credits) 
• advance green lights for cyclists (1 credit) 
• off-street pedestrian and cyclist shortcuts 

(2 credits) 
• right-hand turn short cuts for cycles (1 

credit) 
• 1 bicycle rack per ten car parking spots 

(includes on- and off-street spots) (3 
credits) 

 

Practicality 
• Although, some of the communities assessed did have bicycle plans, the 

features of these plans did not include the specific cycle-friendly design 
measures included in the HDI. 

 
Appropriateness 
• The cycle-friendly design measures included in the HDI are very prescriptive, 

but are by no means the only measures that can facilitate a safer and more 
comfortable cycling experience. 

 
 

 

• This indicator will have to be redeveloped in such a manner as to allow more 
flexibility in achieving cycle-friendly design objectives. Perhaps the objectives 
of effective cycle-friendly design could be outlined, and local bicycle networks 
could be evaluated on the extent to which they fulfil these objectives. 

5f Lighting 
(5 credits) 
 
Up to 5 credits can be earned from the below 
Lighting measures: 
• All mixed-use streets have an average 

luminance of 10 lux, with a minimum of 5 
lux (3 credits) 

• Provide ≤ 4.6m tall street lamps spaced 
no more than 30m apart on both sides of 
80% of mixed-use streets (3 credits) 

• Provide ≤ 4.6m tall aesthetically-pleasing 
(artistically-designed) lamp posts on both 
sides of 100% of mixed-use ‘core’ streets 
(2 credits). 

 

Practicality 
• Municipal lighting standards (based on guidelines from the Illuminating 

Engineering Society of North America) largely determine lighting in new 
communities. Therefore information was generally easy to collect and assess. 
Basic municipal lighting standards do not meet the HDI measures. None of 
the existing communities earned any credits. For the planned communities, 
when pedestrian scale of lighting was added to supplement the basic lighting 
standard, full credits were earned. 

 
Appropriateness 
• The difference between luminance and illuminance should be noted. 

Luminance (light reflected off the road to a point 1.2 metres above the road) is 
measured in candela per square metre. Illuminance is the amount of light on 
the road (measured in lux). Illuminance is more appropriate for pedestrian 
areas. Also important is average-to-minimum uniformity ratio which measures 
the uniformity of lighting in between street posts. 

 
 
 
 

• Clarify if the indicator evaluates luminance or illuminance. 
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6 Parking   

6a Eliminate Parking Minimums 
(Key Recommendation) 
 
We strongly recommend the elimination of 
minimum parking requirements in all zoning 
by-laws applying to development in the 
Region of Peel, particularly near mixed-use 
centres and transit facilities. If requirements 
exist, then they should be in the form of 
maximums. 
 

Appropriateness 
A shift from parking minimums to maximums requires a change in municipal policy. 
This shift will be difficult to accomplish as most of the neighbourhoods in Peel 
municipalities are car dependent, with the possible exception of more urban areas 
that will be served by transit and where real alternatives to car use are present. 
 

• The approach to the Parking element is largely aspirational. Many of the 
participants at the Advisory Committee meeting felt that many of the parking 
indicators were more appropriate to urban environments than suburban ones, 
with the exception of parking location criteria (6c). 

• Two standards for parking could be developed, one for urban areas served 
by higher order transit; the other for suburban areas where car ownership 
remains a necessity.  

6b Unbundled and Shared Parking 
(10 credits) 
 
Communities can earn up to 7 credits by 
meeting one of the below measures: 
• Provide unbundled parking for 50% of 

multifamily dwellings (1 credit) 
• Provide unbundled parking for 75% of 

multifamily dwellings (5 credits) 
• Provide unbundled parking for 100% of 

multifamily dwellings (7 credits) 
• And communities can earn an additional 3 

credits by meeting the below requirement: 
• Allow shared parking so that parking 

spaces can count towards the 
requirements of two separate uses’, such 
as a civic building and a restaurant, or a 
place of worship and an office building (3 
credits). 

 

Practicality 
• Information on unbundled and shared parking was not included in the plans 

assessed. 
 
Appropriateness 
• The promotion of unbundled and shared parking is a municipal policy issue. 

 

• No municipality included in the HDI assessment promotes unbundled or 
shared parking in a significant way. This issue should be considered at the 
policy level.  

6c Parking Price and Difficulty 
(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below 
Parking Price and Difficulty measures: 
• Charge the market rate* for off- and on-

street parking for all mixed-use and retail 
streets (4 credits) 

• Designated ‘Parking Meter Zones’ in 
which parking revenues go back into the 
zone for pedestrian-friendly and aesthetic 
improvements, such as public art, paving, 
street furniture, lighting, trees, cleaning, 
and painting/maintenance (3 credits) 

• Use variable parking pricing, so that costs 
increase with the length of stay, or limit 
the length of stay to ≤ 2 hours (2 credits) 

• Maximum 2-hour on-street parking for 
non-residents or resident-only parking on 
all streets within 200m of a mixed-use 
centre (2 credits) 

• Require employers to cash-out non-

Practicality 
• Except in Downtown Mississauga, where pay parking is being introduced, 

parking is free and plentiful in the existing and planned communities studied. 
 
Appropriateness 
• In the context of suburban communities in Greater Golden Horseshoe 

municipalities, making parking more difficult in one part of the municipality will 
simply disadvantage that area relative to areas where parking is still free and 
abundant. For example, requiring paid on-street parking in mixed use areas 
would encourage people to drive to shopping centres and big box stores where 
parking is free. 

• Additional ideas for credits suggested by workshop participants include credits 
for structured parking, bicycle parking, and car share programs attached to 
residential developments. 

• Requiring employers to cash-out non-driving employees when employee 
parking is free is not a built form or land use matter. 

 
 

• Free and abundant parking is a defining feature of suburban places. It is 
difficult to envisage how to change this over time to make car use less 
convenient unless measures are applied evenly over the whole of a 
municipality, or even region. Pay parking is more feasible in urban areas but 
only in instances where there are real alternatives to driving that do not put 
these areas at a competitive disadvantage. 
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driving employees when employee 
parking is free (2 credits) 

 
6c Parking Location and Alleys 

(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below 
Parking Location and Alleys measures: 
• All residential driveways* are ≤ 3m wide 

(2 credits) 
• ≥ 70% of residential dwellings have either 

no parking or access their parking via rear 
alleys or lanes and have no parking in 
their front setbacks (4 credits) 

• All parking lots are placed at the rear or 
side of buildings (4 credits) 

• ≥ 90% of residential lots do not have 
parking garages in their front façade (4 
credits) 

• Provide on-street parking on both sides of 
≥ 70% of new streets, excluding 
‘woonerfs’ (2 credits) 

 

Practicality 
• This indicator was easily scored. 
 
Appropriateness 
• These parking categories are applicable to single family/semi-detached/ 

townhouses and low- and mid-density commercial. Their applicability to higher 
density developments is limited. 

• This set of indicators addresses the aesthetic impacts of parking and are 
suitable to this task. The impact of laneways on densities may be worth 
further consideration 

•  A separate set of indicators for higher density developments might be 
considered. 

7 Aesthetics and Human 
Scale 

 • Concerning the Aesthetics and Human Scale element as a whole, there was 
consensus among workshop participants that the criteria related to building-
heights-to-street ratio, setbacks, and street walls should be simplified. Some 
of the criteria were difficult to score and it was unclear from where these 
standards were gathered because these issues are generally not regarded as 
formulaic. It was also noted that there appeared to be some overlap with the 
criteria for complete streets. 

• Aesthetics, in general, are difficult to quantify. Any indicators developed to 
assess Aesthetics would need to establish broad goals while leaving flexibility 
for creativity and the development of locally-appropriate solutions. The 
Healthy Development/Community Design Guidelines described in 5d would 
complement the approach taken to Aesthetics and Human Scale in the HDI. 

• All measures under the Aesthetics and Human Scale element would be 
improved by the addition of qualitative indicators linked to design objectives. 

 
7a Building Setbacks 

(Prerequisite) 
 
• Detached residential structures must have 

≤ 7.6m building setback 
• Attached and multifamily residential 

structures must have ≤ 4.6m building 
setback 

• Commercial and light industrial structures 
must have ≤ 3m building setback 

• ≥ 70% of commercial and/or mixed-use 
structures must have their front façade 
flush with the sidewalk 

• Main entrances of residential, 
commercial, and light industrial buildings 
cannot front onto parking lots 

Practicality 
• Generally, in instances where this level of detail was included in plans, these 

measures were easily assessed. 
 
Appropriateness 
• These measures are very prescriptive. 
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7b Building Height to Street Width Ratio  
(7 credits) 
 
• Average building height to street-width 

ratio between 1:3 and 1:2.1 (1 credit) 
• Average building height to street-width 

ratio between 1:2 and 1:1.1 (3 credits) 
• Average building height to street-width 

ratio between 1:1 and 3:1 (7 credits) 
 

Practicality 
• The challenge in assessing this indicator is in determining the average at the 

plan-wide scale. This could theoretically be done by calculating the street-
width ratio for each portion of each street and weighting it by metres of 
frontage. This would take an enormous amount of time to calculate. 

 
Appropriateness 
• This indicator was deemed unworkable. 

 
 
 

• The difficulty with this measure is finding the average. 
• A minimum street-width ratio could be identified. 

7c Setbacks and Streetwalls 
(8 credits) 
 
Up to 8 credits can be earned from the below 
Setbacks and Streetwalls requirements: 
• ≥ 80% of commercial structures are flush 

to the sidewalk or street (3 credits) 
• ≥ 80% of commercial lots that face public 

space* have clear glass on ≥ 60% of their 
façades, 1-2.4m above grade (3 credits) 

• ≥ 80% of commercial lots do not have 
blank walls (no doors or windows) longer 
than 40%, or 15m, of a façade facing a 
sidewalk, front street, or plaza (2 credits) 

Practicality 
• In existing communities, the lack of relationship between commercial buildings 

and the street made this indicator easy to score. For planned communities, 
only when design guidelines were available could these indicators be 
determined. 

 
Appropriateness 
• While generally useful, these indicators are quite prescriptive. 

• See comments in 7a. 

7c Tree Placement and Characteristics  
(10 credits) 
 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below 
Tree Placement and Characteristics 
requirements: 
• ≥ 75% of new and existing residential 

streets in a community have ≥ 1 tree for 
every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of 
the street (4 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of new and existing mixed-use 
streets have ≥ 1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street (4 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of streets with a speed limit of ≥ 
50km⁄h have ≥ 1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street, with 
the trees placed between the sidewalk 
and road (4 credits) 

 

Practicality 
• Percentage of streets with adequate spacing of trees was approximated; an 

exact calculation at the community scale would have required a great deal of 
work. 

 
Appropriateness 
• Trees and vegetation are an important element of pleasant streets. However, 

this indicator focuses on tree numbers and placement, rather than the role 
trees play in a successful urban environment. The benefits of a large mature 
tree greatly outweigh that of a recently planted sapling. The presence of the 
conditions necessary to support the growth of trees to maturity – the point at 
which their greatest benefits are felt – should be added to this measure. 
 

• Qualitative aspects could be combined with the existing quantitative 
measures in order to convey the quantity and quality of trees and their 
contribution to a comfortable street environment. 

7d Outdoor Open Spaces 
(0 credits) 
 
Communities give ≥ 5% of land to public 
outdoor spaces, such as parks and plazas 
(0 credits) 
 

Practicality 
• Percentage of public outdoor space was easily assessed. 
 
Appropriateness 
• Public outdoor space is already assessed in the Land Use Mix element. 
• There are no credits associated with this indicator. 

• An evaluation of public outdoor space is better included in the Land Use Mix 
element. 
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1Healthy Development Index - Situational Assessment Report 

Gladki Planning Associates and du Toit Allsopp Hillier were retained 
by the Heart and Stroke Foundation of Canada to assist in the refine-
ment, evaluation and implementation of the Region of Peel’s Healthy 
Development Index (HDI) Standards.

The development of the HDI is an important step to give the Region of 
Peel and its constituent municipalities a tool by which to measure the 
extent to which developments meet healthy community ideals. The chal-
lenge is to create a Healthy Development Index that is a useful tool and 
one that can be integrated into the development approval process, com-
munity design process and planning policy framework.

In 2009, Peel Health retained a health research team from St. Michael’s 
Hospital Centre for Research on Inner City Health to compile a set of 
evidence-supported built environment elements that impact health. This 
research was used to develop the Healthy Development Index; a score-
card to evaluate each element of the built environment impacting health 
using a quantitative approach.

The intent behind the index was to create a series of evaluation criteria 
organized according to seven categories which together represent the 
components of total community design where physical activity, such 
as walking and cycling, can become part of everyday life.  Some of the 
criteria in the index are considered “prerequisites”.  Sub categories within 
each criteria contain a series of quantitative measures, with more points 
awarded the closer the design component is to an optimal condition. The 
individual scores in each category are to be aggregated to produce an 
overall score for the community as a whole.

The first step in refining the HDI and assessing these issues is to test it 
by applying the tool in situational assessments of three proposed com-
munities (yet to be built), and of two established areas in the Region of 
Peel. This report presents the findings of these situational assessments. 

The areas assessed using the HDI are illustrated on the following pages. 

I. InTroDuCTIon
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SecondaRy plan aReaS:

Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan   
City of Brampton
Located in the north west area of Brampton, this greenfield development 
covers approximately 846 hectares. Sub-Area 51-1 which was consid-
ered for the situational assessment is about 515 hectares. A total popula-
tion of 22,000 and 3,000 jobs are expected. 

Mayfield West Secondary Plan  
Town of Caledon
This greenfield development underway in Caledon is expected to have 
total population of 11,000 people and 3,545 units. There is approximately 
180 hectares of employment land out of an approximate total of 444 
hectares. 

Downtown21 Master Plan 
City of Mississauga
The Downtown21 Master Plan for Mississauga establishes a vision for 
this area as a vibrant centre for the City and surrounding region. At full 
buildout, the area is expected to include an approximate population of 
69,095 in 22,626 units, and a 1:1 person per job ratio. 

Mount Pleasant will feature several Mixed-
Use Nodes that will include a mixture of 
housing types.  

The Mayfield West community will be focused 
around the ‘Village Centre’ which is intended 
to function as a traditional main street for 
local residents. 

Through high density development and 
strong employment opportunities, Down-
town21 is expected to be a vibrant neighbour-
hood and destination for people throughout 
the surrounding region. 
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tRaditional SubuRban aReaS (exiStinG):

Traditional Suburban Area A  
Traditional Suburban Area A is a traditional suburban community that 
includes a mixture of housing typologies and a maximum density of 32.1 
units per gross residential hectare. 

Traditional Suburban Area B   
Traditional Suburban Area B is primarily a low density residential neigh-
bourhood with some apartment developments scattered throughout. The 
commercial focus of the neighbourhood is a mall. 

The traditional layout of a suburban commu-
nity is demonstrated through the street pat-
tern, including the wide use of cul-de-sacs. 

Traditional Suburban Area B is character-
ized by a centrally located town centre, and 
a mixture of low, medium, and higher density 
developments. 
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The following table summarizes the scoring of prerequisites for the five 
communities according to the seven main categories. 

Caledon
Mayfield West

Brampton
Mount  

Pleasant

Mississauga
Downtown21 TSAA TSAB

1 Density
Minimum units/hectare Not Met Unmeasurable Met Not Met Not Met
Minimum FAR Partially Met Unmeasurable Met Not Met Not Met

2 Service Proximity
Proximity to a variety 
of services and em-
ployment

Unmeasurable Unmeasurable Met Unmeasurable Unmeasurable

3 Land Use Mix
No prerequisite n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

4 Street 
Connectivity
Intersection Density or 
Block Size Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met Not Met

5
Road Network and 
Sidewalk Character-
istics
Complete Streets Not Met Not Met Partially Met Not Met Not Met

6 Parking
Eliminate Parking Mini-
mums (Recommenda-
tion)

No Max No Max Partially Met No Max No Max

7 Aesthetics and  
Human Scale
Building Setback Met Unmeasurable Met Not Met Not Met

Table 1 Summary of Prerequisite Scores
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Our evaluation of the index considers a number of issues, which are 
explored fully at the end of this report. 

How is the index intended to be used? It represents a condition •	
to aspire towards: communities that promote walking and cyc-
ling. As such, does the index make sense as an evaluation tool 
for existing communities; for recently planned, but as yet unbuilt 
communities; or as a guide for communities that are yet to be 
planned?
Is the weighting of the criteria appropriate?•	
Is data readily available to measure the criteria identified in the •	
index in a timely fashion?
How useful are the results?•	

The body of this report discusses the methodology used to conduct the 
situational assessments, the challenges of using the HDI, a summary of 
the situational assessment findings, an evaluation of the HDI, and some 
thoughts on next steps.
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Selecting Planned and Existing Communities
To assess the relevance and usability of the HDI as a whole, and its 
indicators individually, situational assessments were carried out on three 
planned and two existing communities. The purpose of including both 
planned and existing communities was to compare models for develop-
ment that are the product of current conceptions of planning healthy 
communities with the planning practices that produced the typically 
sprawling type of suburban developments.

Planned communities were selected from initiatives driven by density 
targets from the Province’s Places to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe and area municipalities’ own objectives on environ-
mental sustainability, transit-oriented development and complete com-
munities. Peel Health, in consultation with area municipal staff, identified 
three examples of proposed development at a secondary plan level that 
reflect the latest thinking on progressive planning approaches. The plans 
selected were:

City of Brampton – Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan – a proposed • 
greenfield development at a GO Station location
Town of Caledon – Mayfield West Secondary Plan – a proposed • 
greenfield development
City of Mississauga – Downtown21 Main Street District – the vi-• 
sion and master plan for an intensified downtown

Existing communities included in the situational assessment were to be 
representative of the Traditional Suburban Subdivision (TSS) that is the 
predominant urban form in Peel area municipalities. After consultation 
with area municipal staff, two TSS were selected:

Traditional Suburban Area A• 
Traditional Suburban Area B• 

Scoring the HDI
A situational assessment of each of the communities was carried out 
using the HDI. The version of the HDI that was tested was that included 
in the St. Michael’s Hospital Centre for Research on Inner City Health 
team’s Final Report (December 2009), Appendix A: Peel Healthy De-
velopment Index – Initial Scoring Guide and Scorecard. (See Appendix 
1) 

The HDI Scorecard is organized into seven elements:
Density• 
Service Proximity• 
Land Use Mix• 
Street Connectivity• 

II.  meThoDology
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Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics• 
Parking• 
Aesthetics and Human Scale• 

Each element includes specific quantifiable measures. In some instan-
ces these measures are considered prerequisites (necessary minimum 
standards); others are measures that earn credit. The latter add detail by 
describing a sliding scale whereby the evaluated area earns credits de-
pending on its level of performance. For example, for the first measure, 
Density, the prerequisite is a minimum net residential dwelling density 
and a minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-residential, 
mixed use and multifamily structures. The credit measures offer an 
increase in credits earned for net residential density in increments mov-
ing from 35-44 residential units/hectare to 85+ units/hectare and a similar 
sliding scale for non-residential FAR. Credits for all indicators are added 
up to provide a final HDI score.

The methodology for data collection for the Mount Pleasant Secondary 
Plan, Mayfield West Secondary Plan and Downtown21 Master Plan (“the 
Secondary Plans”) will be discussed separately from that of the Tradition-
al Suburban Subdivisions. The reason is that these first three plans have 
not yet been built. The only information available on these proposed 
developments is in secondary plan documents, master plans, and, in 
certain circumstances, block plans and other supporting documents. The 
TSS are established, long-built neighbourhoods, which may have plans 
attached to them, but also existing urban patterns, built form, service 
provision and employment. 

The Secondary Plan Areas
As indicated above, the HDI scorecard includes measures which are pre-
cise. Ideally a monitoring system would be set up at the time the second-
ary plans are being developed, to reflect the measures so that data could 
be organized accordingly. But plans for these areas were developed prior 
to the publication of the HDI and thus do not reference the HDI. The data 
and the  level of detail available in secondary plans and other supporting 
documents for the secondary plans was not adequate to provide all the 
information needed to complete the HDI scorecard. We therefore gath-
ered the necessary information using several approaches:

Content of Plans – Our first source of information was the content of the 
plans. The Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan, Mayfield West Secondary 
Plan and Downtown21 Master Plan vary greatly in the level of detail they 
provide. We extracted as much information from these plans as possible, 
relying on textual descriptions, urban design guidelines, and road cross 
sections. Examples of the information available from the plans include 
residential densities, mixture of uses, population and employment projec-
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tions, housing mix and cyclist amenity. Other planning documents, such 
as community design plans, block plans, transportation master plans and 
zoning by-laws were used, when available, to supplement this informa-
tion.

Scalable maps – The maps included in the plans were also a valuable 
source of information. However, in many instances the maps did not in-
clude a scale. Where necessary and possible, maps from the plans were 
imported into AutoCAD, brought to scale and used to assess a number 
of measures. Examples of information gathered through this technique 
include intersection density and block size, outdoor public space area 
and, to some extent, measures of proximity, such as distance to transit 
and services.

Municipal contacts – Significant amounts of information required to 
complete the HDI Scorecard were not included in the documents avail-
able for the secondary plan areas. In these instances, we contacted the 
appropriate area municipality to fill in these blanks. For some indicators, 
this involved collecting municipal technical standards (for lighting, for 
example) and discussing general city-wide approaches (for parking and 
speed limits). In other instances, we interviewed planners involved in the 
development of the plans to find the details not included in the text of the 
documents and to determine the intent behind the plans. This information 
was collected through email correspondence, face-to-face meetings, and 
telephone interviews. Some area municipalities have responded more 
quickly than others to these requests. At present there is still outstanding 
information to be collected for the Mount Pleasant area.

Traditional Suburban Subdivisions
The TSS selected for the situational assessment are established and 
built-out communities. They were evaluated based on what is currently 
built rather than by proposed plans for redevelopment or intensification. 
As such, the methods for completing the HDI Scorecard differed from 
that used to evaluate the secondary plan areas. Methods included: 

Survey of planning documents – An evaluation of available planning 
documents – principally secondary plans and zoning by-laws – were 
used to evaluate as many of the indicators as possible. Information on 
densities and setbacks were collected in this manner.

Existing data and mapping – All available data and mapping was col-
lected from the area municipalities. Various mapping file formats were 
imported into AutoCAD in order to create maps that looked similar to 
those created for the proposed communities. Measures that were evalu-
ated in this way include intersection density, block size and proximity to 
transit.
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Site visits and Google Street View – To fill in the remainder of the 
indicators a site visit supplemented with the use of Google Street View 
helped us to confirm information on community characteristics. Indicators 
that were scored using this data collection method included prevalence 
of street trees, location of parking, width of driveways, and grade-related 
uses.
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The findings of the situational assessments need to be understood in the 
context of the challenges of completing the HDI scorecards. These chal-
lenges have not all been surmounted. Therefore, while the HDI scores 
are the product of the best available information, they are not the product 
of perfectly congruous information. The situational assessments provide 
a broad indication of how these communities measure up to healthy 
community principles; however, the situational assessments are best 
used to understand the weaknesses and strengths of the HDI as a tool 
itself.  

The challenges in completing the situational assessments have included:

Data availability
The information needed to complete the situational assessments • 
was not all readily available from existing documents. We had 
to combine an analysis of secondary plans, community design 
plans, plans of subdivision, zoning by-laws and other documents 
with requests to area municipalities for further information and 
mapping. This took a considerable amount of time and effort.
The kinds of information that were available varied greatly be-• 
tween study areas, resulting in different methodologies for as-
sessing individual indicators.
For the TSS, information and mapping provided by municipalities • 
included some major gaps (lack of residential unit counts in some 
cases, for example). To collect and process this information was 
beyond the scope of the situational assessment. And, in fact the 
information is not finalized until later in the planning process. 

Data reliability
In many instances the information to complete the HDI was sim-• 
ply not available in any form that would allow an indicator to be 
scored with precision.
HDI indicators assess many kinds of information, from densities • 
and street patterns to urban design features, to the brightness of 
lighting and approaches to pay parking. Planning documents do 
not include all these kinds of details, and often do not even pro-
vide certainties on the most basic matters; for example, density 
maximums may be referenced, but even block plans may still 
refer to ranges of numbers of units. 
To fill in the blanks where no information was available, a general • 
understanding of the intent of plans was gained from municipal 
staff closely involved with the plan development process. While 
helpful in filling in the gaps, this way of scoring reflects best inten-
tions rather than development realities.

III. Challenges In sCorIng InDICaTors
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Maps were created to help measure the prox-
imity to neighbourhood services. The above 
example illustrates the location and proximity 
of parks.  

Mapping
Some of the indicators in the HDI required spatial analysis. This • 
required an analysis of maps of the areas under study.
The base mapping received from the municipalities was in many • 
different forms and formats – from paper plans of subdivision, to 
AutoCad drawings, to GIS maps. The level of information avail-
able on these maps differed from study area to study area.
Creating similarly formatted maps from different sources was time • 
consuming and in the final analysis not feasible. Maps have been 
produced, but primarily to allow an analysis of situational assess-
ment indicators, rather than to present findings.

Time delays
It has taken five months to collect information to date, likely be-• 
cause the data was either unavailable or difficult to assemble. 

Impossibility of Assessing Particular Indicators
Some indicators, while worthwhile in theory, have proved unwork-• 
able in practice to score. They require a level of spatial assess-
ment that is not possible given current levels of data and mapping 
capabilities. An assessment of the challenges of using the HDI on 
an indicator by indicator level is included in Appendix 2.

The sum of the challenges detailed above is that, at present, using the 
HDI to score planned and existing communities is a labour-intensive pro-
cess. The information to complete the scorecard is not easily accessible. 
Completing the HDI scorecard requires new processes for data collection 
and analysis. Regular use of the HDI by the Region and area municipal-
ities would require an investment in time and resources, either to do the 
scoring on a continued ad hoc basis or to set up systems of data collec-
tion and analysis that would facilitate HDI scoring.
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Criteria Available  
Credits

1 Density

1a Minimum Density (units/ha) Minimum net residential dwelling density = 35 residential 
units/hectare Prerequisite

1a Minimum Density (FAR) Minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-resi-
dential, mixed use, and multifamily structures = 0.7 Prerequisite

1b Net Residential Dwelling Density

35-44 residential units/hectare (1 credit)• 
45-64 residential units/hectare (4 credits)• 
65-84 residential units/hectare (7 credits)• 
85+ residential units/hectare (10 credits)• 

10

1c Average Floor Area Ratio

FAR = 0.70-0.80 (1 credit)• 
FAR = 0.81-0.95 (2 credits)• 
FAR = 0.96-1.25 (4 credits)• 
FAR = 1.26-1.75 (6 credits)• 
FAR = 1.76-2.5 (8 credits)• 
FAR > 2.5 (10 credits)• 

10

2 Service Proximity

2a Proximity to a Variety of Services 
and Employment

≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 800m of ≥ • 
5 neighbourhood public services*
≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 800m of ≥ • 
7 neighbourhood retail services**
The centre of primarily residential communities must • 
be within ≤ 800m of the same number of full- and 
part-time jobs as 50% of the total number of residen-
tial dwelling units in the community.
The centre of primarily non-residential communities • 
must be within ≤ 800m of the same number of resi-
dential units as 50% of the total number of full- and 
part-time jobs in the community.

Prerequisite

Table 2 Summary Version of the HDI Initial Criteria and Scorecard

Iv.  summary of sITuaTIonal assessmenTs

In this section we present a summary of the situational assessments of the three plans and two existing com-
munities under review. Table 2 presents a summary of the scoring guide prepared by St. Michael’s Hospital 
Centre for Research on Inner City Health identifying scores for each indicator. The following pages provide a 
summary of each situational assessment area by sub-category of indicator. 
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Criteria Available  
Credits

2b Proximity to a Variety of Services

≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 13 • 
neighbourhood services* (1 credit)
≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 16 • 
neighbourhood services* (3 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 20 • 
neighbourhood services,* including at least 3 food 
markets,** and at least 1 park ≥ 1/3 hectare (10 
credits)
100% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 20 neigh-• 
bourhood services,* including at least 3 food mar-
kets,** and at least 1 park ≥ 1/3 hectare (15 credits)

15

2c Proximity to Local and Regional 
Transit

≥ 60% of residential units within ≤ 800m of a suitable • 
transit stop* (1 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of a suitable • 
transit stop* (3 credits)
As above and ≥ 60% of residential units within ≤ • 
400m of a suitable transit stop* (7 credits)
≥ 90% of residential units within ≤ 800m and ≥ 70% • 
of residential units within ≤400m of a suitable transit 
stop* (10 credits)

10

2d Proximity to Employment

≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit • 
trip* of ≥ 60,000 jobs (1 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit • 
trip* of ≥ 80,000 jobs (3 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit • 
trip* of ≥ 100,000 jobs (5 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit • 
trip* of ≥ 120,000 jobs (7 credits)
≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit • 
trip* of ≥ 140,000 jobs (10 credits)

10
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Criteria Available  
Credits

3 Land Use Mix

3a Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 

≥ 5% of total community land is outdoor public space • 
(3 credits)
Community provides ≥ 4 new services* to an existing • 
neighbourhood (within a 1km radius of the community 
centre) (3 credits)
There is a mix of 3 housing types*, 6 different servic-• 
es*, a public school, and a park ≥ 0.4/ha within 800m 
of the community centre (5 credits)

10

3b Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building 
Use

≥ 60% of commercial buildings include a ground floor • 
pedestrian use along ≥ 60% of their street façades (4 
credits)
100% of mixed-use buildings include ground floor • 
retail, live/work spaces, or residential dwellings along 
≥ 60% of their street façade (4 credits)
≥ 50% of multifamily residential buildings have a pe-• 
destrian use on the ground floor (4 credits)

10

3c Mixed Housing Types

≤ 30% of housing is large lot detached homes (3 • 
credits)
As above and the community includes ≥ 3 housing • 
types, with none making up less than 20% of the total 
residential units (5 credits)

5

4 Street Connectivity

4a Intersection Density or Block 
Size

Minimum average intersection density = 75 intersec-• 
tions/km2
Maximum single block size = 1.5ha (not an average)• 

Prerequisite

4b Intersection Density
75-114 intersections/km2 (1 credit)• 
115-149 intersections/km2 (5 credits)• 
150+ intersections/km2 (10 credits)• 

10

5 Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics

5a Complete Streets

00-15km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m*. Side-• 
walks: 0-2. Bike lanes: 0-2.
16-30km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m*. Side-• 
walks: 1-2. Bike lanes: 0-2.
31-40km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m. Side-• 
walks: 2. Bike lanes: 1-2**.
41-50km/h Lanes: 2-4. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m. Side-• 
walks: 2. Bike lanes: 2
All new local roads ≤ 40km/h• 
All new non-local roads ≤ 50km/h• 

Prerequisite
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Criteria Available  
Credits

5b Traffic Calming

4-6 traffic calming measures*/hectare (1 credit)• 
7-10 traffic calming measures*/hectare (3 credits)• 
11-13 traffic calming measures*/hectare (5 credits)• 
14+ traffic calming measures*/hectare (7 credits)• 
1 or more pedestrian-priority streets*/hectare (3 ad-• 
ditional credits to the above credit scores)

10

5c Traffic Speed and  
Pedestrian-priority

10-19% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-• 
priority* (1 credit)
20-29% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-• 
priority* (3 credits)
30-39% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-• 
priority* (6 credits)
≥ 40% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-• 
priority* (10 credits)

10

5d Sidewalks and Buffer Strips

Average sidewalk width ≥ 2.5m on all mixed-use • 
streets (1 credit)
As above and buffer strips and/or curbside parking on • 
both sides of all roads > 30km/h (3 credits)
As above and buffer strips with physical barriers on • 
both sides of all roads ≥ 50km/h (5 credits)

5

5e Cycle-friendly Design

dedicated raised bike lanes, as an extension of the • 
sidewalk (5 credits)
bicycle-priority streets (cars must yield to cyclists; • 
speed ≤ 30km/h) (5 credits)
streets that are one-way for cars; two-way for cy-• 
clists; speed ≤ 30km/h (2 credits)
cul-de-sacs with bicycle cut-throughs (2 credits)• 
advance green lights for cyclists (1 credit)• 
off-street pedestrian and cyclist shortcuts (2 credits)• 
right-hand turn short cuts for cycles (1 credit)• 
1 bicycle rack per ten car parking spots (includes on- • 
and off-street spots) (3 credits)

10

5f Lighting

All mixed-use streets have an average luminance of • 
10 lux, with a minimum of 5 lux (3 credits)
Provide ≤ 4.6m tall street lamps spaced no more than • 
30m apart on both sides of 80% of mixed-use streets 
(3 credits)
Provide ≤ 4.6m tall aesthetically-pleasing (artistically-• 
designed) lamp posts on both sides of 100% of 
mixed-use ‘core’ streets (2 credits).

5
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Criteria Available  
Credits

6 Parking

6a Eliminate Parking Minimums Key Recom-
mendation

6b Unbundled and Shared Parking

Provide unbundled parking for 50% of multifamily • 
dwellings (1 credit)
Provide unbundled parking for 75% of multifamily • 
dwellings (5 credits)
Provide unbundled parking for 100% of multifamily • 
dwellings (7 credits)
And communities can earn an additional 3 credits by • 
meeting the below requirement:
Allow shared parking so that parking spaces can • 
count towards the requirements of two separate 
uses’, such as a civic building and a restaurant, or a 
place of worship and an office building (3 credits).

7

6c Parking Price and Difficulty

Charge the market rate* for off- and on-street parking • 
for all mixed-use and retail streets (4 credits)
Designated ‘Parking Meter Zones’ in which parking • 
revenues go back into the zone for pedestrian-friend-
ly and aesthetic improvements, such as public art, 
paving, street furniture, lighting, trees, cleaning, and 
painting/maintenance (3 credits)
Use variable parking pricing, so that costs increase • 
with the length of stay, or limit the length of stay to ≤ 
2 hours (2 credits)
Maximum 2-hour on-street parking for non-residents • 
or resident-only parking on all streets within 200m of 
a mixed-use centre (2 credits)
Require employers to cash-out non-driving employ-• 
ees when employee parking is free (2 credits)

10

6d Parking Location and Alleys

All residential driveways* are ≤ 3m wide (2 credits)• 
≥ 70% of residential dwellings have either no parking • 
or access their parking via rear alleys or lanes and 
have no parking in their front setbacks (4 credits)
All parking lots are placed at the rear or side of build-• 
ings (4 credits)
≥ 90% of residential lots do not have parking garages • 
in their front façade (4 credits)
Provide on-street parking on both sides of ≥ 70% of • 
new streets, excluding ‘woonerfs’ (2 credits)

10
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Criteria Available  
Credits

7 Aesthetics and Human Scale

7a Building Setbacks

Detached residential structures must have ≤ 7.6m • 
building setback
Attached and multifamily residential structures must • 
have ≤ 4.6m building setback
Commercial and light industrial structures must have • 
≤ 3m building setback
≥ 70% of commercial and/or mixed-use structures • 
must have their front façade flush with the sidewalk
Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light • 
industrial buildings cannot front onto parking lots

Prerequisite

7b Building Height to Street Width 
Ratio

Average building height to street-width ratio between • 
1:3 and 1:2.1 (1 credit)
Average building height to street-width ratio between • 
1:2 and 1:1.1 (3 credits)
Average building height to street-width ratio between • 
1:1 and 3:1 (7 credits)

7

7c Setbacks and Streetwalls

≥ 80% of commercial structures are flush to the side-• 
walk or street (3 credits)
≥ 80% of commercial lots that face public space* • 
have clear glass on ≥ 60% of their façades, 1-2.4m 
above grade (3 credits)
≥ 80% of commercial lots do not have blank walls • 
(no doors or windows) longer than 40%, or 15m, of 
a façade facing a sidewalk, front street, or plaza (2 
credits)

8

7d Tree Placement and  
Characteristics

≥ 75% of new and existing residential streets in a • 
community have ≥ 1 tree for every 10m of lot frontage 
on both sides of the street (4 credits)
≥ 75% of new and existing mixed-use streets have ≥ • 
1 tree for every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of 
the street (4 credits)
≥ 75% of streets with a speed limit of ≥ 50km⁄h have • 
≥ 1 tree for every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of 
the street, with the trees placed between the sidewalk 
and road (4 credits)

10

7e Open Outdoor Spaces Communities give ≥ 5% of land to public outdoor • 
spaces, such as parks and plazas 0

Total Credits Available 182

For a full description of each of the criteria, please see Appendix 1 - Peel Healthy Development Index - Initial 
Scoring Guide and Scorecard. 
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The Mayfield West Secondary Plan includes a community area and an 
employment area. The concept for the community area is much further 
developed in the document and is the primary focus of the situational 
assessment. The employment area is to be more typical of traditional 
greenfield employment land development: campus style offices and land-
extensive light industrial and logistics development. 

1 denSity
Prerequisites partially met 
The community area of the Mayfield West Plan is divided into a medium-
density mixed -use Village Centre at the centre and lower density resi-
dential neighbourhoods. While densities are to be in the range of 30-87 
units/ha in the Village Centre, the densities in the low-density residential 
areas of 12-29 units/ha decrease the average to below a level at which 
any credits are earned.

2 SeRvice pRoximity
Prerequisite not workable 
It is likely that a great deal of the Mayfield West will have good access 
to services. However, it is not possible to assess the proximity to neigh-
bourhood services with the accuracy detailed in the HDI. Therefore, 
these measures are not scored.
There are no immediate plans to provide transit to the Mayfield West 
community. For this reason, the plan was given no credits for proximity 
to transit and proximity to employment (which measures employment ac-
cessible by transit). It is possible that in the future the community will be 
serviced by transit, improving its score significantly.

3 land uSe mix
Mayfield West scores relatively well on this group of indicators:

It has almost four times the minimum required public outdoor •	
space;
It provides new services to a neighbouring community;•	
Its centre is envisaged to have a good mix of retail and public •	
services and housing types; and
Most buildings will be grade- and street-related. •	

The plan’s principal shortcoming according to this indicator is the con-
tinued predominance of detached homes. The plan distinguishes be-
tween detached homes with frontages wider and narrower than 40’. 
However we have not distinguished between large lot and smaller lot 
properties in our assessment. 

Caledon Mayfield West

Townhouses under construction in Mayfield 
West. 
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4 StReet connectivity
Prerequisite not met 
Despite a quasi-grid-like road network, the plan does not achieve the 
intersection density and block size specified in the HDI.

5 Road netwoRk and Sidewalk cHaRacteRiSticS
Prerequisites not met
The lowest speed limit throughout the Town is 40 km/h. The plan does 
not meet the prerequisites for complete streets because of road lane 
widths, fewer than required sidewalks and no planned bicycle lanes.
Some credits were gained due to some traffic calming and cycling meas-
ures although the plan scored near the bottom of these measures. Full 
credits were given for lighting. Credits were lost through the absence 
of any pedestrian-priority streets and narrower than required sidewalks 
along mixed-use streets.

6 paRkinG

The plan wins credits for locating parking for commercial uses to the 
back of buildings in the Village Centre to allow for a better relationship 
between buildings and streets. 
As with most of the other communities and planned communities studied, 
no credits were given for parking maximums, unbundled parking, shared 
parking and pay parking. Most residential parking will be in garages fa-
cing the street (not laneways) and driveways may be quite wide.

7 aeStHeticS and Human Scale
Prerequisites partially met 
Mayfield West does well in this category, largely due to efforts to es-
tablish a relationship between buildings and streets that is aesthetically 
pleasing to pedestrians. It loses some points for not requiring that all 
commercial buildings be flush to the sidewalk. The plan scores full points 
for tree placing.

Most residential parking will be in garages 
facing the street. 

Land use and road pattern in Mayfield West. 
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The Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan Area (MPSPA) is a large greenfield 
development area in the north west section of the City of Brampton. The 
MPSPA consist of 2,091 acres (846 hectares) of land. For the purpose 
of the situational assessment, information regarding Phase 1 of the Plan 
known as Sub-Area 51-1 was reviewed. Phase 1 consist of approximate-
ly 1,276 acres (516 hectares). The community is intended to be designed 
on the principles consistent with tranist-oriented-development, such as 
easy access to transit, intense and varied development, and walkable 
access to shops and services. 

1 denSity
Prerequisites not workable
The Secondary Plan (S. 5.1.2) indicates the following maximum dens-
ities: 

Low: 32 units/hectare max;•	
Medium 60 units/hectare max; and •	
High: 100 units/hectare+ (permitted in Mixed-Use areas subject to •	
superior design criteria).  

On balance, a net total of 35 units/hectare may be achieved, but distribu-
tion of the units over the area cannot be calculated prior to the submis-
sion of future development applications. Thus it is impossible to measure 
this with any certainty. 

2 SeRvice pRoximity
Prerequisite not workable 
It is very likely that Mount Pleasant will offer a variety of services within 
a comfortable walking distance for most residents. According to the 
Community Design Guidelines, neighbourhoods are designed around 
schools, amenities, transit and an active pathway system. However, at 
this time, no precise number is known of the variety of services that will 
be offered. 
Transit is clearly a priority in the design and layout of the MPSPA. Points 
were rewarded for access to transit because it is planned that over 90% 
of the population will have access to transit within an 800m distance at 
all times of service, and within 400m during peak operational hours. The 
service will provide access to the Mount Pleasant GO Station, which will 
also serve as a hub of retail activities and services. 

BraMpton Mount pleasant

Map of the planned neighbourhood units 
each with a 400m radius. Each neighbour-
hood is centred on community services such 
as schools, parks, and commercial amenities. 
Source: Community Design Guidelines. 

Exact densities will not be known until 
development applications are submitted and 
approved. 
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3 land uSe mix
Mount Pleasant scored well in this category for promoting heterogeneity 
of land uses and for encouraging active pedestrian uses at-grade of 
mixed-use/commercial buildings. 
The plan also earned points for promoting narrow lots of single-detached 
homes. However, the precise mix of housing types will not be known until 
development applications come forward. 

4 StReet connectivity
Prerequisite not met 
Although permeability is promoted in the plan, the proposed block sizes 
are too large to meet this requirement. 

5 Road netwoRk and Sidewalk cHaRacteRiSticS
Prerequisites not met 
The lowest speed limit throughout the City is 40 km/h. The plan does not 
meet the prerequisites for complete streets because of road lane widths, 
fewer than required sidewalks and no planned bicycle lanes.

6 paRkinG
Parking is a priority in the Mount Pleasant Plan, but the criteria estab-
lished by the HDI do not align with the strategy adopted by Brampton. 
Therefore, no points were available in this category. 

7 aeStHeticS and Human Scale
Prerequisite not workable 
Mount Pleasant would likely score high in this category if the principles 
within the planning policy documents were translated into quantifiable 
numbers. Unfortunately, for the purpose of the situational assessment, 
the policies do not offer enough precise information to compare with 
those found in the HDI. 
No points were given for tree placement because the standard within 
Brampton of 1 tree for every 15m does not accord with the HDI standard 
of 1 tree for every 10m.  

The expected road way characteristics within 
the Mixed Use nodes found along the Spine 
Road that runs through the Mount Pleasant 
Community. Frontages are expected to be 
reduced to support a comfortable pedestrian 
realm. Source: Community Design Guide-
lines.  
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The vision represented in the Downtown21 Master Plan is very different 
from the other plans and communities assessed.  Downtown21 is not 
about improving the suburban model; instead it abandons it to recast 
Downtown Mississauga as a high-density urban area and principal area 
to absorb new growth.

1 denSity
Prerequisites met
The growth targets for the downtown ensure that the plan scores very 
high for residential densities. It is anticipated that high-rise residential will 
not be difficult to attract to the downtown and that some form of mini-
mums will be put in place for commercial developments.

2 SeRvice pRoximity
Prerequisite met 
The Downtown currently serves as a hub for retail and institutional ser-
vices. This provision is expected to grow as it develops further. Because 
of such high provision levels, a precise assessment was not required to 
determine that it would far exceed the levels referenced in the HDI. As a 
downtown, the area serves as a transit hub and an employment centre, 
so scored high on these indicators as well.

3 land uSe mix
Downtown21 scores well on these measures because of double-the-
required public outdoor space, providing services to neighbouring areas, 
and having a good mix of services and housing types. Also, near full 
points were awarded for grade-level activation (some credits were taken 
off as it was indicated that there were some streets where grade-related 
uses would be required and others where it would not).
Downtown21 gained further points for having a low percentage of de-
tached homes. However, since the majority of new housing stock will be 
condominium apartments, it was not clear if the community would have 
at least 3 types of housing each comprising at least 20% of the total. 
Due to the nature of this particular measure, the plan was penalized for 
promoting a high-density form of housing.

4 StReet connectivity
Prerequisite not met 
Downtown 21 does not achieve the intersection density and block size 
outlined in the HDI.

Mississauga doWntoWn21

Image shows the low density area around 
Downtown Mississauga and new higher den-
sity nearing completion.  

Downtown Mississauga is expected to 
continue attract a wide variety of land uses, 
including institutional uses such as the Sheri-
dan College building shown above. 
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5 Road netwoRk and Sidewalk cHaRacteRiSticS
Prerequisite partially met
All roads were two-way and include sufficient sidewalks. However cyc-
ling lanes are provided in an uneven manner throughout the area. Lane 
widths for vehicles exceeded the width include in the requirements.
The plan scored only a quarter of the possible credits for these indica-
tors. Traffic calming is a high priority, but the manner in which the HDI 
assesses traffic calming is by number of measures per hectare; the plan 
scored a third of the potential points. Similarly, there will be a cycling plan 
for the community, but the specific features included in the HDI are not 
present; therefore the plan scored no credits. The plan also failed to earn 
credits because of a low proportion of pedestrian-priority streets and no 
physical barriers between sidewalks and higher speed roads (over 50 
km/h). The plan earned full credits for lighting.

6 paRkinG
Downtown21 was the only plan or community assessed that scored well 
on this group of indicators. The new Official Plan goes some way to-
wards meeting the HDI’s recommendation by decreasing parking min-
imums and establishing maximums in intensification areas. It scores well 
on parking location, as this measure seems to have been shaped with 
lower density residential in mind. In the Downtown there will not be drive-
ways and garages located at the front of residences, mostly because the 
proposed urban form does not even allow for the possibility (apartment 
condos rather than houses). The Downtown is the only community to 
price on-street and off-street parking.
The only area in which the plan does not score well is in unbundled park-
ing, which does not feature in the plan, although the possibility of shared 
parking does exist.

7 aeStHeticS and Human Scale
Prerequisites partially met
Downtown21 scores well in this category due to plans to have a rela-
tionship between buildings, sidewalk and streets that fosters pedestrian 
engagement and comfort and an adequate provision of street trees.

Surface parking lot outside of Square One. 
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Traditional Suburban Area A (TSAA) is an existing community in Peel 
Region. 

1 denSity
Prerequisites not met 
Residential densities (units/ha) in TSAA are too low to meet the prerequi-
site or score credits. 
A number of high- and mid-rise apartment buildings exist in the area 
that would meet the HDI’s FAR requirements on their own. However by 
combining non-residential, mixed use, and multifamily structures into 
one indicator, the average density is reduced substantially by low density 
retail with extensive surface parking lots.

2 SeRvice pRoximity
Prerequisite not workable 
Service proximity was not possible to score in the manner outlined by the 
HDI. The one indicator that was scored was transit service. A number of 
bus routes that connect the community to intensification nodes and cor-
ridors within a 30-minute ride and therefore scored well.
Although it was not possible to evaluate service proximity in the manner 
outlined in the HDI, neighbourhood level retail services exist at smaller 
nodes throughout TSAA. Similarly, institutions such as schools are also 
dispersed providing some level access to services within a walking dis-
tance of 800m of almost all residences.

3 land uSe mix
Traditional Suburban Area A scored well on the indicator that meas-
ured heterogeneity of land use because of ample public outdoor space, 
providing services to existing neighbourhoods and having a good mix of 
services and housing at its centre. 
However the community follows the typical suburban pattern of poor 
relationship between streets and land uses, as well as being dominated 
by detached houses.

4 StReet connectivity
Prerequisite not met
The street pattern is dominated by crescents and cul-de-sacs. Intersec-
tion density is low and block size is large.

traditional suBurBan area a 

Higher density development is found in the 
area along with a typical low-rise commercial 
plaza. 

The primary commercial uses are located 
along an arterial street with surrounding out-
door public space and low density develop-
ment. 
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5 Road netwoRk and Sidewalk cHaRacteRiSticS
Prerequisite not met 
TSAA fails to achieve a good score on this group of indicators. It has:

No pedestrian priority streets;• 
No bicycle lanes and few features to support cycling;• 
Fast roads;• 
Inadequate sidewalks;• 
No traffic calming measures;• 
No real mixed-use streets; and• 
Lighting that does not meet the HDI’s standards.• 

Some credits are earned by having pedestrian/cycling cut-throughs at 
cul-de-sacs and by having an open space system that allows for off-road 
routes for cyclists.

6 paRkinG
No credits are awarded due to:

Prevalence of garages facing the street and wide driveways;• 
No approach to pay parking;• 
No approach to unbundled or shared parking; and• 
Large surface parking lots with the orientation of commercial and • 
retail space towards them rather than to the street.

7 aeStHeticS and Human Scale
Prerequisites not met 
TSAA follows a typical suburban model in terms of the relationship of 
building to streets. In commercial, retail and high-density residential 
areas, buildings relate to parking lots not streets. Some credits are 
earned for street trees, but lack of consistency results in only a partial 
score.

The road characteristics generally found 
within the residential areas in TSAA.
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Traditional Suburban Area B (TSAB) is a community in Peel Region. 

1 denSity
Prerequisites not met
TSAB scores identically to TSAA on this measure. Residential densities 
do not meet the standards established. Commercial and retail structures 
are generally low-rise with extensive surface parking, decreasing aver-
age FAR even though twenty high- and mid-rise apartments are present 
in the area.

2 SeRvice pRoximity
Prerequisite not workable 
Proximity to transit is the one area that TSAB significantly departs from 
the scoring shared with TSAA. A number of buses run through the area 
and the community node is a transit hub of sorts. However, the routes 
that service the community are not within a 30-minute trip of intensifica-
tion areas as defined in the Official Plan. Therefore the transit stops that 
are present in the community do not meet the test set for “suitability” in 
the HDI.
Similar in community organization to TSAA, besides a concentration in a 
mall, neighbourhood level retail services exist at smaller nodes through-
out TSAB. Similarly, institutions such as schools are also dispersed pro-
viding some level access to services within a walking distance of 800m 
of almost all residences.

3 land uSe mix
Similar to TSAA, TSAB has a good provision of public outdoor space 
and a centre which mixes a number of public services with a diversity 
of housing types. However, in the centre the relationship between com-
mercial and high density residential buildings is weak and, outside of this 
centre, detached dwellings are the norm.

4 StReet connectivity
Prerequisite not met 
The street pattern is dominated by crescents and cul-de-sacs. Intersec-
tion density is low and block size is large.

traditional suBurBan area B

This example of the apartment building and 
single storey retail is similar to the example 
found in TSAA. 

There is a diversity of housing types and a 
good provision of outdoor public space. 
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5 Road netwoRk and Sidewalk cHaRacteRiSticS
Prerequisite not met 
TSAA shares similar characteristics with TSAB and does not score very 
well on this group of indicators. It has:

No pedestrian priority streets;• 
No bicycle lanes and few features to support cycling;• 
Fast roads;• 
No traffic calming measures;• 
No real mixed-use streets; and• 
Lighting that does not meet the HDI’s standards.• 

Some credits are earned by having pedestrian/cycling cut-throughs at 
cul-de-sacs and by having an open space system that allows for off-road 
routes for cyclists.

6 paRkinG
No credits are awarded due to:

Prevalence of garages facing the street and wide driveways;•	
No approach to pay parking;•	
No approach to unbundled or shared parking; and•	
Large surface parking lots with the orientation of commercial and •	
retail space towards them rather than to the street.

7 aeStHeticS and Human Scale
Prerequisites not met 
Like TSAA, TSAB follows a typical suburban model in terms of the 
relationship of building to streets. In commercial, retail and high-density 
residential areas, buildings relate to parking lots not streets. Some cred-
its are earned for street trees, but lack of consistency results in only a 
partial score.

Example of a pedestrian cut-through at the 
end of a cul-de-sac. 

TSAB is an established suburban community 
with mature tree growth.  
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diffeRenceS and SimilaRitieS between aReaS
The three planned and two existing communities that are the subject of 
the situational assessments represent three distinct community models:

The Traditional Suburban Areas A and B represent greenfield • 
suburban development as it has developed over the past several 
decades;
Mayfield West and Mount Pleasant represent a current approach • 
to greenfield suburban development; and 
Downtown 21 represents the continued development and intensi-• 
fication of Mississauga’s downtown on an urban model.

The situational assessment has highlighted similarities and differences 
within and between these categories.

A general observation is that despite the challenges in collecting and 
organizing the information and the inadequacy of data in a number of 
categories, the aggregate scores (for those categories that we were able 
to score) do reflect how one would intuitively expect the communities 
to rate in comparison to each other with respect to promoting walkabil-
ity. Mississauga Downtown rates the highest, Mount Pleasant, Mayfield 
West are next and the two traditional suburbs lag behind.  This confirms 
that, in general, the index appears to be on the right track.

Another general observation is that none of the areas meet the prerequi-
site criteria for three categories: 

Intersection density or block size;• 
Complete streets (Mississauga Downtown partially meets this pre • 
requisite); and
The key recommendation for eliminating parking minimums • 
(again, Mississauga Downtown partially meets this criteria).

This suggests a common gap in the design stage in all of these commun-
ities for creating healthy communities. 

A further general observation is that the two areas that scored poorly on 
the ”proximity to transit” criteria would improve their scores significantly if 
transit were provided. One of these areas, Caledon Mayfield West, was 
planned on the basis of “new urbanist” principles, which are intended to 
promote traditional urbanism that encourages walking, yet because there 
is no transit proposed for the foreseeable future, its characterization as a 
“healthy community”  according to the HDI is undermined. If transit were 
available, the score would improve by almost 15 percent. 

Downtown21 Mississauga is unique among 
the areas studied, and likely will remain 
as the only example of its kind within Peel 
Region. 
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tRaditional SubuRban aReaS
Our analysis starts with the areas shaped by the traditional suburban 
model. Both communities feature a central area with a concentration of 
commercial uses, most prominently retail in the form of a mall, but also 
office. Near this area are the highest density residential forms: high and 
mid-rises and townhouses. The result is a good mix of housing forms 
and services, for which the communities gain some HDI credits.

Outside the central area, the communities become predominantly resi-
dential, with single detached and semi-detached dwellings accounting 
for most of the built form. Some retail is scattered through these areas 
at community retail nodes. Institutional uses such as schools and public 
amenities such as parks are also dispersed in these areas. 

Overall, there is a significant amount of public outdoor space (19.1% of 
total community area for TSAA and 10.5% for TSAB). There is a decent 
provision of street trees in the residential areas. These amenities support 
local recreation.

The main reason why these communities do not score well on the HDI 
is that they are entirely oriented toward a particular form of transporta-
tion: the car. In residential areas, the most predominant feature of most 
houses is the driveway and garage. Streets in this area generally fol-
low a crescent and cul-de-sac pattern. Local streets feed on to collector 
streets which feed onto arterials. As the size of the street increases, the 
relationship between built form and roads becomes more distant, until 
– at the arterial level – there is very little relationship at all. The linear 
dispersion of residences (although kinked and curled) and their immedi-
ate relationship to the street in the lower density areas gives way to a set 
of “islands”: a mall amidst arterials, an office surrounded by parking, an 
apartment in the middle of a plot of land. 

Walking and cycling is possible in low density residential areas and 
green spaces, although there are few amenities and design elements to 
support these activities (other than sidewalks and paths). It is at the level 
of the arterial and higher density residential and commercial areas that 
these active forms of transportation are largely abandoned. The easi-
est was to get to the “islands” mentioned above is by car via roads. The 
linear form of development most suited to creating safe and hospitable 
pedestrian routes is not present. Cyclists share space with cars.

Housing in TSAB. 
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In a community oriented towards the car, parking becomes very import-
ant. The aggressive measures for making parking more difficult and 
costly listed in the HDI are completely foreign to traditional suburban 
development. It is no surprise that the Traditional Suburban Areas score 
poorly on these indicators.

The only significant area of divergence between the two communities is 
related to proximity to transit: TSAA scored full points and TSAB scored 
none. This difference has more to do with location than service provision. 
Both communities have bus routes, however it takes longer for those 
buses to get from TSAB to a suitable destination than buses that service 
TSAA (given the latter’s proximity to Downtown and the presence of 
transit on arterials). 

cuRRent appRoacH to GReenfield development

The community described by the Mayfield West secondary plan is a 
departure from traditional suburban development in important ways; in 
other ways it is not.

In the community plan, there is still a “centre” where commercial and 
medium-density residential is concentrated. This concentration occurs 
in a node rather than a more linear form. The principal area of change is 
the treatment of the community centre. Whereas in traditional suburbs 
stores and offices are set in large parking lots, in Mayfield West there 
is effort made to create streets that are comfortable and convenient for 
pedestrians by having buildings frame and relate directly to them. Park-
ing is present but located at the back of these buildings away from the 
street. There are mixed-use areas with mixed-use streets. Trees are 
present on all streets. Lighting is appropriate to the pedestrian scale.

Outside the central “Village Centre” area, the differences between May-
field West and the traditional suburban communities is less pronounced. 
Residential areas follow a more grid-like pattern, but crescents are still 
present. The intersection density is still low and blocks are large. Single 
detached dwellings are still the largest variety of housing available, bring-
ing average densities down. There is ample public outdoor space.

Like the traditional suburban communities, Mayfield West does not earn 
many points for traffic calming, pedestrian priority streets or cycling 
amenities. While it does change the location of parking, it does little to 
make parking more difficult or expensive.

One of Mayfield West’s most glaring weaknesses is the complete lack 
of transit in the plan. As mentioned previously, future provision of transit 
would improve its HDI score near 15 percent.

A more traditional built form in Mayfield West. 
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Like Mayfield West, the Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan area is also a 
departure from the traditional suburban development. However, Mount 
Pleasant is further differentiated by incorporating transit as a priority into 
the plan. 

In the Community Design Guidelines for the Mount Pleasant area, there 
are four significant mixed-use nodes. The major transit hub of Mount 
Pleasant Village (MPV) will include the GO Station and public ameni-
ties such as a civic square and a cultural facility. In addition to MPV, 
three strategically located Mixed-Use Nodes are planned along the main 
arterial road. Although each of the Mixed-Use Nodes will be distinct, 
they are all intended to function as vibrant places to live and work. Each 
will include a school, a town square, mid-rise developments, and urban 
streetscape treatments. 

Mount Pleasant is divided into ten neighbourhoods. The principle of the 
neighbourhood framework is to provide a 400m radius (approx. 5 min 
walking distance) to a school, parks, the natural pathway system, and 
transit. The neighbourhoods will be characterized by a mix of high, me-
dium and low density units. 

Access to transit is a prominent feature of the Mount Pleasant plan. As 
noted, each neighbourhood framework is designed to have a transit stop 
within a five minute walk of each household. During peak hours of opera-
tion, over 90% of population can expect this level of service. To further 
support transit usage, the principles of transit oriented development are 
promoted, including creating a sense of place around transit stations, 
supporting a variety of uses and densities, and integrating local service 
to the regional transit network provided at the Mount Pleasant GO Sta-
tion.  
 
One observation about the Mount Pleasant plan is the lack of prominent 
employment opportunities. Although there does appear to be opportuni-
ties for employment within the mixed-use areas, it seems likely that the 
majority of residents will be required to commute for employment. 

downtown21 
Downtown21 shares very little in common, in terms of planning object-
ives, with the other plans and communities assessed. The plan’s ambi-
tion is to intensify Mississauga’s downtown and turn it into an urban 
centre, rather than a suburban one.

The plan scores points on the HDI for:
high densities of residential and employment uses;• 
high levels of retail and public services;• 

Mount Pleasant land use plan, showing street 
pattern, open space and schools. 
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serving as a regional transit hub;• 
introducing pay parking and improving parking location; and• 
creating a built environment that is oriented toward pedestrian • 
uses. 

More interesting are the areas for which Downtown21 fails to gain HDI 
credits:

In what might be termed an unexpected result, the HDI scores • 
Downtown poorly on heterogeneity of housing form for having 
too many high density condos to the exclusion of other housing 
forms; on the other hand, the indicator fails to recognize diversity 
of unit sizes, rather than housing forms; 
The master plan earns no credits for street connectivity because • 
of low intersection density and large block size;
The plan earns no credits for pedestrian priority streets and no • 
credits for cycle-friendly design;
The plan scores poorly on traffic calming and characteristics • 
of streets (although both these HDI indicators may have some 
flaws); and 
Unbundled parking is not currently an approach that Mississauga • 
is promoting.

Downtown21 was by far the highest scoring of the assessments car-
ried out. If the indicators and weighting of the HDI are found to be well-
balanced, even this plan has room for improvement in terms of creating a 
healthy community.
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As has been emphasized above, the purpose of carrying out the situa-
tional assessments was both to evaluate the subject plans and com-
munities and to evaluate the practicality and usefulness of the HDI itself. 
The situational assessments summarized above provide a great deal of 
information on the planned and existing communities examined. How-
ever, our opinion – after having used the HDI as a tool to evaluate both 
planned and existing urban form – is that the HDI requires substantial 
refinements. An assessment of individual indicators is included in the 
Appendix 2 with comments that both address the challenges of using the 
indicator in question and thoughts on the appropriateness of the indicator 
itself. The key issues are:

How will tHe tool be uSed?
As mentioned at the outset, our assessment of the HDI was • 
focused on either already planned, but not yet completed commu-
nities, or already built communities.  It is unlikely that the HDI was 
intended to be used in this way, but rather as a tool to assist in 
planning new communities in the future. If this were the case, the 
data requirements necessary to monitor success towards achiev-
ing community design that promotes a healthy lifestyle, could be 
incorporated into the design of the communities at the outset. 
Our assessment was necessary to “truth test” the tool and de-
termine if it reflects what was intended. Despite the many issues 
we encountered, our assessment shows that, in general, the tool 
appears to reflect the elements required for designing a healthy 
community, but we also make many observations on the appropri-
ateness of the individual indicators, the scoring and the weighting 
of the indicators.
If the tool is to be used for already planned, but not yet completed • 
communities, or alternatively, already built communities our as-
sessment has raised a large number of issues regarding data 
availability and ease of collection and time required to assemble 
the information. This poses challenges if the tool is intended to 
assist with the retrofit of existing communities. In this instance 
the criteria as a checklist of items to be considered for planning a 
healthy community and some sense of priority amongst the crite-
ria may be appropriate, but the scoring system may not be helpful 
or realistic.

v.  evaluaTIng The hDI
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pRacticality

Due to the challenges of collecting and analyzing the data, the • 
situational assessments required far more time and effort than 
originally anticipated. The level of effort required to complete the 
HDI scorecards raises the question as to how easily it could be 
used by Regional and area municipal staff, and incorporated into 
existing planning processes.
A number of indicators included in the HDI attempt to measure an • 
important aspect of a healthy community (service proximity, for 
example), but require the assessment of so many variables that 
scoring is not possible. These indicators are unworkable in prac-
tice and need to be refined and simplified if they are to remain in 
the HDI.

uSefulneSS of tHe ReSultS

The HDI is at best a tool in need of refinement. While providing a • 
good starting point as a framework, the data that served as inputs 
to the situational assessments was at times incomplete. At pres-
ent, although the HDI scores offer a rough point of comparison, 
they are not completely congruous (for example different indica-
tors were or were not scored for individual situational assess-
ments due to availability of data). We would encourage those that 
examine the situational assessments included in this report, to 
consider the results in this context.

appRopRiateneSS of tHe indicatoRS
 

A more careful look will have to be paid to each individual indi-• 
cator and to its weight in the HDI score as a whole. (See Com-
parison of Weighting of Scorecard Categories chart on following 
page)
Some indicators seem largely aspirational – the promotion of • 
unbundled parking and priced parking in a suburban context, for 
example. By including these indicators but never scoring them, 
the weighting of the HDI may be compromised.
In other instances, the weighting seems to be outright incorrect. • 
Should street connectivity and unbundled parking bear the same 
weight with 10 credits to contribute to the HDI score? The weight-
ing of the HDI will require especially close attention. The weight-
ing of the indicators is shown graphically in the chart. 
Five of the main categories have prerequisites, many of which • 
were not met by the five communities. 
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The chart illustrates the percentage of points 
available for each category. 
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The next step in the refinement of the HDI is to present the findings 
of the situational assessments and engage the Peel client group and 
advisory committee in a discussion of how it can be simplified to create a 
more practical and balanced means of assessing planned communities 
along healthy community criteria. These conversations will occur through 
correspondence with Peel Health and a half day workshop bringing 
together advisory committee members from Peel area municipalities. The 
outputs of these discussions will determine what direction we will take 
the HDI as we prepare our draft recommendations.

vI.  nexT sTeps
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How to use the Peel Healthy Development Index 
 
The Peel Healthy Development Index is divided into seven built environment elements, 
each containing a combination of prerequisite and credit requirements. These 
requirements are further broken down into specific measures, which have been 
constructed from the relevant scientific and theoretical literature, that will be used to 
evaluate a development proposal. A community must meet all prerequisite requirements 
in order to receive approval from Peel Public Health. And, additional certifications (Gold, 
Silver, Bronze) can be achieved by obtaining a particular number of credits. 
  
The Healthy Development Index consists of two documents that are designed to be used 
in tandem for evaluating proposed community throughout all stages of the planning 
process. 
  
The Scorecard is a two-page evaluation document used to record a community’s 
progress in satisfying both prerequisites and credit requirements. The user will check off 
prerequisites as they have been achieved and record credit values. At the end, satisfying 
all of the prerequisites will determine approval (or not), and the total credit score will 
determine the level of certification (Certified, Bronze, Silver, or Gold). 
  
The Scoring Guide provides detailed descriptions of how to evaluate the prerequisite 
and credit requirements for a given community. In the case of credits, communities can 
earn more credits by implementing thresholds or ranges that have a stronger positive 
association with creating activity-friendly environments. The Scoring Guide should be 
referred to throughout the planning and evaluation process, with resulting achievements 
recorded on the Scorecard. 
 
Note that the term ‘community’ is used throughout this Index in order to refer to any 
greenfield or intensification development projects. 
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Peel Healthy Development Index Elements 

1. Density 

1. a. Minimum Density (Residential and Non-Residential) – Prerequisite:

  
  Minimum net residential dwelling density = 35 residential units/hectare 
  Minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-residential, mixed use, and 

multifamily structures = 0.7 
 
Description:
 
Communities must achieve a minimum net residential dwelling density of 35 
units/hectare. This value is to be averaged across the community, and the net area used 
in the calculation shall include all buildable land, excluding public spaces, streets, and 
other public rights of way. Rental units such as basement apartments, ‘granny flats,’ and 
other accessory apartments shall count as additional dwelling units and should be 
included in this calculation. Mixed use buildings (e.g., residential on top of commercial) 
are strongly encouraged in order to achieve both density and proximity target 
 
And…
 
Communities must achieve a minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.7 for all 
non-residential, mixed-use, and multifamily structures in the community. The FAR is 
calculated as the gross building area (excluding any parking facilities) divided by the 
total lot area (excluding any public rights of way including but not limited to: parks; 
outdoor recreational spaces; public squares). This FAR prerequisite is not an average 
and must be met by every applicable building. 

We recommend that buildings greater than 6 stories in height are restricted to transit 
nodes. Ideally, density and FAR requirements should be met through compact low-rise 
communities. This is recommended, because tall buildings can degrade the 
environment, in terms of energy consumption (to build and to maintain), forces of nature 
(e.g., wind, sun), social and psychological interactions, and aesthetics. 
One way to discourage high-rises is to only count the first 6 floors for density and FAR 
measurements. 

1. b. Net Residential Dwelling Density – Credit: 

 

  35-44 residential units/hectare (1 credit) 

  45-64 residential units/hectare (4 credits) 

  65-84 residential units/hectare (7 credits) 

  85+ residential units/hectare (10 credits) 
 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges of net residential 
dwelling density. This value is to be averaged across the community, and the net area 
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used in the calculation shall include all buildable land, excluding public spaces, streets, 
and other public rights of way. Rental units such as basement apartments, ‘granny flats,’ 
and other accessory apartments shall count as additional dwelling units, and should be 
included in this calculation. See section 1.a. for our building height recommendation  
 
 

1. c. Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential-only structures) – Credit:

 

  FAR = 0.70-0.80 (1 credit)  

  FAR = 0.81-0.95 (2 credits)  

  FAR = 0.96-1.25 (4 credits)  

  FAR = 1.26-1.75 (6 credits)  

  FAR = 1.76-2.5 (8 credits) 

  FAR > 2.5 (10 credits) 
 

Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges of average Floor Area 
Ratio (FAR) for all non-residential, mixed-use, and multifamily structures in the 
community. The FAR is calculated as the gross building area (excluding any parking 
facilities) divided by the total lot area (excluding any public rights of way including but not 
limited to: parks; outdoor recreational spaces; public squares). The FAR value shall be 
calculated as an average for the entire community, with the FAR value of each non-
residential and/or mixed-use structure being weighted equally. See section 1.a. for our 
building height recommendation. 
 
 
2. Service Proximity 
 

2. a. Proximity to a Variety of Services and Employment – Prerequisite:

 
    75% of residential units must be within ! 800m of   5 neighbourhood public 

services* 
    75% of residential units must be within ! 800m of   7 neighbourhood retail 

services** 
  The centre of primarily residential communities must be within ! 800m of the 

same number of full- and part-time jobs as 50% of the total number of residential 
dwelling units in the community. 

  The centre of primarily non-residential communities must be within ! 800m of the 
same number of residential units as 50% of the total number of full- and part-time 
jobs in the community. 

  We may want to include another option of being able to access sufficient 
numbers of jobs using transit. 

 
*Neighbourhood public services include but are not limited to: childcare, community 
garden, hospital or health clinic, public library, plaza, playing field, park or natural open 
space of   1/3 hectare, performance/cultural space, post office, recreation centre, and 
public school. 
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**Neighbourhood retail services include but are not limited to: bank, beauty salon or 
barber, bike shop, convenience stores not located at gas stations, dry cleaner, 
restaurants and cafes, gym/fitness centre, hardware store, laundromat, pharmacy, retail 
food market (including supermarket, produce store, butcher), entertainment (e.g., video 
store or movie theater), and a suitable transit stop (see 2.c. for the definition of a suitable 
transit stop). Gas stations are not included. 
 
Description: 
 
A minimum of 75% of residential dwelling units in the community must be located within 
a maximum walking distance of 800m of at least 5 neighbourhood public services and 7 
neighbourhood retail services. It is necessary to calculate this measure for each 
individual dwelling in the community to determine if the percentage requirement is met. 
The same type of service can be counted more than once per dwelling if multiple 
locations exist. However, a maximum of 2 transit stops may counted, per dwelling. 
 
And… 
 
Communities that are primarily residential must locate the centre of their residential 
component within 800m of the same number of full- and part-time jobs as 50% of the 
total number of residential dwelling units in the community (i.e., a primarily residential 
community of 100 dwelling units has 50 full- and part-time jobs within an 800m walk of 
it’s centre). 
 
Or…
 
Communities that are primarily non-residential must locate the centre of their non-
residential component within 800m of the same number of residential units as 50% of 
the total number of full- and part-time jobs in the community (i.e., a primarily non-
residential community with 100 full- and part-time jobs has 50 dwelling units within an 
800m walk of it’s centre). 
 
Note: When possible, all proximity requirement distances should be measured along the 
network of walkable streets and paths in the community, not as Euclidean (straight-line) 
distance. If Euclidean distance must be used, barriers such as ravines, expressways, 
and water bodies must be taken into consideration. 
 
 

2. b. Proximity to a Variety of Services – Credit::

 

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   13 neighbourhood services* (1 credit)

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   16 neighbourhood services* (3 
credits)

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of   20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets,** and at least 1 park   1/3 hectare (10 credits)

  100% of residential units within ! 800m of   20 neighbourhood services,* including 
at least 3 food markets,** and at least 1 park   1/3 hectare (15 credits)

 
Description: 
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Communities can earn credits by meeting the above service proximity target ranges. 
Distances are measured along the network of walkable streets and paths in the 
community, where possible. 
 
*Neighbourhood services include both the public and retail services listed in 2.a., and 
multiple locations of the same service can be counted. A maximum of 2 transit stops per 
dwelling may be counted towards the above credit measures. 
 
**Food markets include grocery stores, supermarkets, produce markets, and butchers; 
however, they exclude convenience stores. 
 
 

2. c. Proximity to Transit  – Credit::

    60% of residential units within ! 800m of a suitable transit stop* (1 credits) 

    75% of residential units within ! 800m of a suitable transit stop* (3 credits) 

  As above and   60% of residential units within ! 400m of a suitable transit stop* (7 
credits) 

    90% of residential units within ! 800m and   70% of residential units within ! 
400m of a suitable transit stop* (10 credits)

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for proximity to local and 
regional transit. All distances are measured along the network of walkable streets and 
paths in the community, where possible. 
 
* A suitable transit stop is defined as a public transit stop that provides a direct route to a 
Regional Urban Node, Intensification Corridor, or similar higher-density, mixed-use, 
transit-supportive activity centre within a maximum transit trip of 30 minutes. 
 
 

2. d. Proximity to Employment -- Credit::

 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   60,000 jobs (1 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   80,000 jobs (3 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   100,000 jobs (5 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   120,000 jobs (7 credits) 

    75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of   140,000 jobs (10 
credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for proximity to employment.  
 
*A transit trip is defined as the total travel time between a residential dwelling unit’s front 
door to a workplace’s front door, without the use of private motorized vehicles for 
transport (i.e., walking, cycling, and public transit are the only included transport modes). 
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3. Land Use Mix 

Despite its vital importance to walkable communities, this Index does not include a Land 
Use Mix prerequisite. Why? Land use mix is created through the combination of density 
and proximity: It is determined by the relative distribution and concentration of people 
and services in a given area. Through the density prerequisite, communities must have 
high residential densities that are capable of supporting nearby services. Through the 
proximity prerequisite, communities must provide a variety of both public and retail 
services nearby those residences, thus creating an effective mix of land uses. 
 
Development in the past half-century is characterized by the segregation of residential 
and non-residential uses, leading to car-oriented sprawl in which one drives to even the 
most basic services. Land use mix encourages daily destinations (e.g., grocery, 
workplace) within walking/cycling distance to local residences. 
 
Many recent attempts at mixed-use communities have failed. The prerequisite and credit 
requirements in this Index attempt to address these failures; e.g., parking requirements 
that limit density, affordability, and human scale; isolation from all but a few daily 
services and amenities; setbacks and other aesthetic problems that limit pedestrian 
comfort and convenience.. Therefore, healthy communities are those that possess a 
land use mix that provides: a) a sufficient density of residents to support a variety of 
public and private services, as well as full- and part-time jobs (i.e., prerequisite 1.a.); b) a 
relative balance of residential and employment densities (i.e., prerequisite 2.a.), so that 
walking and cycling to work is an option for most residents/employees; and c) a wide 
variety of public (e.g., schools, parks) and retail (e.g., grocery, pharmacy) services within 
walking distance of most residents (prerequisite 2.a.), so that daily needs and activities 
can be satisfied without the use of a car. Additionally, this mix of land uses should be 
accompanied by pedestrian-friendly design, as captured in Key Recommendation 6.a. 
and prerequisites 5.a. and 7.a.. 
 
 

3. a. Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix – Credit:

Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 
measures: 

    5% of total community land is outdoor public space (3 points)

  Community provides   4 new services* to an existing neighbourhood (within a 1km 
radius of the community centre) (3 points)

  There is a mix of 3 housing types*, 6 different services*, a public school, and a 
park   0.4/ha within 800m of the community centre (5 points)

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for heterogeneity of land 
use mix. An outdoor public space is defined as a plaza, square, park, or green space on 
public land.  
 
*See 2.a. for a description of services and 3.c. for housing types. 
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3.b. Heterogeneity of Parcel⁄Building Use – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building 
Use measures: 
 

    60% of commercial buildings include a ground floor pedestrian use along   60% 
of their street façades (4 points) 

  100% of mixed-use buildings include ground floor retail, live/work spaces, or 
residential dwellings along   60% of their street façade (4 points) 

    50% of multifamily residential buildings have a pedestrian use on the ground floor 
(4 points) 

 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for heterogeneity of parcel 
use. Pedestrian uses include but are not limited to the neighbourhood retail and public 
services as described in 2.a. A multifamily residential building refers to an apartment-
style building, in this case, not town homes or row houses. 
 
  

3. c. Mixed Housing Types  – Credit:

 

  ! 30% of housing is large lot detached homes (3 points) 

  As above and the community includes   3 housing types, with none making up less 
than 20% of the total residential units (5 points) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above targets for mixed housing types. 
Large lots are those greater than 15m wide (street side). Housing types include 
detached, semi-detached, town home or row house, multifamily (apartment), and co-
operative. Pedestrian uses include but are not limited to the neighbourhood retail and 
public services as described in 2.a. 
 
4. Street Connectivity 
 

4. a. Intersection Density or Block Size – Prerequisite:

 
  Minimum average intersection density = 75 intersections/km2 
  Maximum single block size = 1.5ha (not an average) 

 
Description:
 
Communities must achieve a minimum average intersection density of 75 
intersections/km2. Intersection density is averaged across the community. An 
intersection is defined as any publicly-accessible 3- or 4-point intersection. Intersections 
at cut-throughs for pedestrians and/or cyclists to immediately adjacent roads (i.e., an 
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intersection that forces cars to turn or turn around but allows pedestrians and/or cyclists 
to travel through) can count for up to 20% of the total intersections in the community. 
Intersections between streets and bike or multiuse paths can count for up to 20% of the 
total intersections. 
 
And… 
 
All blocks within a community must have a block size of no more than 1.5ha. The 
maximum block size measurement is not an average and is measured as the total land 
area of a block, excluding right-of-ways.  
 
Exceptions need to be made for parks, so that they are not limited to 1.5ha or smaller. 
However, encouraging or requiring bike/walk connectivity within those parks larger than 
1.5ha is an important consideration – particularly for areas with natural obstructions 
(e.g., ravines). 
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4. b. Intersection Density – Credit:

 

  75-114 intersections/km2 (1 point) 

  115-149 intersections/km2 (5 points) 

  150+ intersections/km2 (10 points) 
 
Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for intersection 
density. Intersection density is measured as described above in 4.a. 
 
 
5. Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics 

5. a. Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic speed) – Prerequisite:

 
Streets must be 'complete' based on the following requirements: 
 
  00-15km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 0-2. Bike lanes: 0-2.    
  16-30km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 1-2. Bike lanes: 0-2. 
  31-40km/h    Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ! 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 1-2**. 
  41-50km/h    Lanes: 2-4. Lane width: ! 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. Bike lanes: 2 
  All new local roads ! 40km/h 
  All new non-local roads ! 50km/h 

 
*A single lane road (e.g., woonerf) may be up to 5m wide when it’s shared by two-way 
vehicular traffic. 
 
**A single bike lane is suitable when the vehicular lane is one-way, either to give cyclists 
a safe route ‘against’ or with traffic. Also, a single bike lane with two directions (two 
lanes) on one side of the road may be suitable for certain road designs. 
 
Description:
 
Community streets must include the above features that match their speed limit. Number 
of lanes is equivalent to the number of motorized vehicular travel lanes, including central 
turning lanes but excluding bike and curb/parking lanes. Lane width is the motorized 
travel lane width, excluding bike and curb/parking lanes. Bike lanes must be at least 
1.2m wide. Allowance for curb lanes should only be made when used for on-street 
parking. 
 
And… 
 
All local roads within a community must have a speed limit of 40km/h or less, and the 
associated design features listed above. All new non-local roads (excluding 
expressways) within a community must have a speed limit of 50km/h or less, and the 
associated design features listed above. 
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5. b. Traffic Calming – Credit:

 

  4-6 traffic calming measures*/hectare (1 credit) 

  7-10 traffic calming measures*/hectare (3 credits) 

  11-13 traffic calming measures*/hectare (5 credits) 

  14+ traffic calming measures*/hectare (7 credits) 

  1 or more pedestrian-priority streets*/hectare (3 additional credits to the above 
credit scores) 

 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for traffic calming 
measures. All traffic calming measure target ranges are calculated as an average across 
the entire community.  
 
And…
 
A maximum of two features of the same type of traffic calming measure can be counted 
for each individual hectare in the community (e.g., a maximum of two speed bumps, for 
each individual hectare, may be counted). 
 
  *Suitable types of traffic calming measures include, but may not be limited to: 
 
    - ‘pedestrian-priority’ streets or 'woonerfs' or ‘home zones’ (speed limit under 15km/h, 
        vehicles must yield to pedestrians and cyclists) 
    - traffic circle or roundabouts 
    - speed hump 
    - bollards (short vertical posts)     
    - channelization island (raised islands that force traffic to turn in a particular direction) 
    - chicane (curb bulges or planters on alternating sides, forcing motorists to slow down) 
    - choker (raised islands in parking zones that narrow a roadway)  
    - curb extension, planter, or centerline traffic island that narrows traffic lanes 
    - horizontal shift (a lane centerline that curves or shifts) 
    - parking restrictions for on-street parking such as residential permit parking 

- pavement treatments and markings at intersections (e.g., brick paving) 
- ‘zebra’ crosswalk 

     - rumble or warning strip 
    - semi-diverter or partial closure (restricts entry and limits traffic flow at intersections) 
    - signal timing to reduce traffic speeds 
    - radar trailer that shows drivers their current speed and the posted speed limit 
    - speed limit sign 
    - speed table or raised crosswalk 
    - street trees planted between road and sidewalk for an entire block (< 9m apart) 
    - corner radii ! 3.2m for local roads (increase curb lane on roads with a bus route) 
. 
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5. c. Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority – Credit:

 

  10-19% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (1 credit) 

  20-29% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (3 credits) 

  30-39% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (6 credits) 

    40% of local roads are ! 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* (10 credits) 
 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above traffic speed and pedestrian-priority 
target ranges. The speed of 15km/h refers to the posted speed limit.  
 
*‘Pedestrian-priority’ refers to a street or neighbourhood designation in which motorized 
vehicles must yield to non-motorized traffic (e.g., walking, cycling, playing children) and 
cyclists must yield to pedestrians -- also known as a ‘woonerf’ or ‘home zone’. Car-free 
streets also count as pedestrian-priority. 
 

5. d. Sidewalks and Buffer Strips – Credit:

 

  Average sidewalk width   2.5m on all mixed-use streets (1 credit) 

  As above and buffer strips and/or curbside parking on both sides of all roads > 
30km/h (3 credits) 

  As above and buffer strips with physical barriers on both sides of all roads   
50km/h  (5 credits) 

 
Description:  
 
Communities can earn credits by including the above sidewalk and buffer strip features. 
Averages are calculated across the entire community area. Mixed-use streets are 
defined as those containing both residential and commercial uses. All speeds listed 
above are the posted speed limit. Buffer strips must be a minimum of 1m wide, and 
could simply be an extension of the sidewalk, though grass strips with natural features 
are preferred. Buffer strips including trees should be wide enough to ensure tree health. 
Physical barriers include but are not limited to planters, trees, hedging, garbage/recycle 
bins, lamp posts, and public art. Physical barriers should not block the pedestrians’ view 
of the roadway, and must be placed a maximum of 10m apart. Trees are highly 
recommended. 
 
 

5. e. Cycle-friendly Design – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Cycle-friendly Design measures: 

 

  dedicated raised bike lanes, as an extension of the sidewalk (5 credits) 

  bicycle-priority streets (cars must yield to cyclists; speed ! 30km/h) (5 credits) 

  streets that are one-way for cars; two-way for cyclists; speed ! 30km/h (2 credits) 

  cul-de-sacs with bicycle cut-throughs (2 credits) 

  advance green lights for cyclists (1 credit)

  116

Discussion Document: Not for Distribution 
 



 

  off-street pedestrian and cyclist shortcuts (2 credits) 

  right-hand turn short cuts for cycles (1 credit) 

  1 bicycle rack per ten car parking spots (includes on- and off-street spots) (3 
credits) 

 
Description: 
 
Communities can earn up to 10 credits by including combinations of the above cycle-
friendly design measures. In order to receive credit for a given measure the design must 
occur once per hectare, on average, across the community. 
 
 

5. f. Lighting – Credit:

 
Up to 5 credits can be earned from the below Lighting measures: 
 

  All mixed-use streets have an average luminance of 10 lux, with a minimum of 5 
lux (3 credits) 

  Provide ! 4.6m tall street lamps spaced no more than 30m apart on both sides of 
80% of mixed-use streets (3 credits)  

  Provide ! 4.6m tall aesthetically-pleasing (artistically-designed) lamp posts on both 
sides of 100% of mixed-use ‘core’ streets (2 credits). 

 
Description:

Communities can earn up to 5 credits by including combinations of the above Lighting 
measures. All averages are calculated across the community (with streets segments 
weighted accordingly to their length)  
 
Note: Lighting may be used to deter crime in unlit enclave or sections of street. 
 
Right now, residential is excluded because of a recommendation about the peacefulness 
of less lighting and the stars, but we may want to re-evaluate this. 
 
 
6. Parking 
 

6. a. Eliminate Parking Minimums – Key Recommendation:

 
We strongly recommend the elimination of minimum parking requirements in all zoning 
by-laws applying to development in the Region of Peel, particularly near mixed-use 
centres and transit facilities. If requirements exist, then they should be in the form of 
maximums. 
 
Why? Parking minimums lead to increased land requirements per building, which greatly 
decreases densities, increases development costs, encourages development on the 
periphery (where land is less expensive), and decreases housing affordability. 
Furthermore, large parking lots degrade the pedestrian-environment, contribute to the 
urban heat sink problem, and increase demand on storm water infrastructure.
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Instead, we recommend the use of parking maximums. Developers should supply 
spaces to match average (not peak) demand, and/or to where revenue will cover costs. 
This will decrease development costs, increase housing affordability, and encourage 
activity-friendly initiatives such as car-free housing, car-sharing, and public transit use. 
  
 

6. b. Unbundled and Shared Parking – Credit:

 
Communities can earn up to 7 credits by meeting one of the below measures: 
 

  Provide unbundled parking for 50% of multifamily dwellings (1 credit) 

  Provide unbundled parking for 75% of multifamily dwellings (5 credits) 

  Provide unbundled parking for 100% of multifamily dwellings (7 credits) 

And communities can earn an additional 3 credits by meeting the below requirement: 
 

  Allow shared parking so that parking spaces can count towards the requirements 
of two separate uses’, such as a civic building and a restaurant, or a place of 
worship and an office building (3 credits). 

 
Description:
 
Communities can earn credits by meeting the above unbundled and shared parking 
requirements. ‘Unbundled’ parking refers to parking that is sold or rented separately from 
associated residential units, with costs made explicit. Shared parking refers to parking 
spaces that are shared by users with different peak periods of demand, allowing one 
space to count towards more than one structure’s parking requirements (if they exist). 
Examples of sharing combinations: office (weekday) and restaurant (nights and 
weekend); civic building (weekday) and place of worship (weekend); retail stores (day) 
and movie theatre (night). 
 
 

6. c. Parking Price and Difficulty – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Price and Difficulty measures: 
 

  Charge the market rate* for off- and on-street parking for all mixed-use and retail 
streets (4 credits) 

  Designated ‘Parking Meter Zones’ in which parking revenues go back into the zone 
for pedestrian-friendly and aesthetic improvements, such as public art, paving, 
street furniture, lighting, trees, cleaning, and painting/maintenance (3 credits) 

  Use variable parking pricing, so that costs increase with the length of stay, or limit 
the length of stay to ! 2 hours (2 credits) 

  Maximum 2-hour on-street parking for non-residents or resident-only parking on all 
streets within 200m of a mixed-use centre (2 credits) 

  Require employers to cash-out non-driving employees when employee parking is 
free (2 credits) 

 

  118

*the market rate is the price that results in 85-90% utilization during peak hours.

Discussion Document: Not for Distribution 
 



 

Description:

We need to determine how some of these credits will be measured. 
 
 

6. c. Parking Location and Alleys – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Location and Alleys measures: 
  

  All residential driveways* are ! 3m wide (2 credits) 

    70% of residential dwellings have either no parking or access their parking via 
rear alleys or lanes and have no parking in their front setbacks (4 credits) 

  All parking lots are placed at the rear or side of buildings (4 credits) 

    90% of residential lots do not have parking garages in their front façade (4 
credits) 

  Provide on-street parking on both sides of   70% of new streets, excluding 
‘woonerfs’ (2 credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can earn up to a total of 10 credits by including combinations of the above 
parking location and alley credit requirements. Note that all percentages are averaged 
across the entire community. 
 
*Residential driveways include parking spots in the front setback, and driveways to rear 
or side parking. Shared driveways are encouraged. 
 
Here or elsewhere: Do we want to include something about permeable 
lanes/alleys/woonerfs (gravel (not woonerfs), paving stones with grass, brick, etc., which 
are better for storm water infrastructure, etc.)? 
 
 
]7. Aesthetics and Human Scale 

7. a. Building Setbacks  – Prerequisite:

 
  Detached residential structures must have ! 7.6m building setback 
  Attached and multifamily residential structures must have ! 4.6m building 

setback 
  Commercial and light industrial structures must have ! 3m building setback 
    70% of commercial and/or mixed-use structures must have their front façade 

flush with the sidewalk 
  Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light industrial buildings cannot 

front onto parking lots 
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Description:

Communities must meet the building setback targets outlined above. Building setbacks 
shall be measured at a right angle from the front façade of the proposed structure to the 
edge of the public right-of-way (road or sidewalk), not necessarily the property line. 
 
And… 
 
A minimum of 70% of commercial (and mixed-use?) structures must have their front 
façade flush with the sidewalk (0m setback) or street (in the case of pedestrian-priority 
streets without sidewalks). Structures at street intersections (corners) must have all of 
their street-facing facades flush with the sidewalk to be included in this calculation. 
 
And… 
 
Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light industrial buildings must face onto a 
public right-of-way (e.g., road, sidewalk) or public space (e.g., plaza, square), not a 
parking lot. A main entrance is defined as the primary pedestrian entranceway.  
 

7. b. Building Height to Street Width Ratio – Credit:

 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:3 and 1:2.1 (1 credit) 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:2 and 1:1.1 (3 credits) 

  Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:1 and 3:1 (7 credits) 

Description:

Communities can earn credits by meeting the above target ranges for building height to 
street width ratio. Building height shall be measured from the ground to the eave or roof 
deck, not the peak of the roof. For buildings exceeding 6 stories, only the height up to 
the top of the sixth story shall be counted. The average will be calculated across the 
entire community, with each building weighted equally. In order to receive credit, direct 
sunlight must reach the street at all times of year (for X hours per day?). 

7. c. Setbacks and Streetwalls – Credit:

 
Up to 8 credits can be earned from the below Setbacks and Streetwalls requirements: 
 

    80% of commercial structures are flush to the sidewalk or street (3 credits) 

    80% of commercial lots that face public space* have clear glass on   60% of 
their façades, 1-2.4m above grade (3 credits) 

    80% of commercial lots do not have blank walls (no doors or windows) longer 
than 40%, or 15m, of a façade facing a sidewalk, front street, or plaza (2 credits) 
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Description:

Communities can earn up to a total of 5 credits by including combinations of the above 
setback and streetwall requirements. Setbacks shall be measured as described in 7.a. 
*Public spaces include but are not limited to sidewalks, front streets, and plazas. 

7. c. Tree Placement and Characteristics – Credit:

 
Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Tree Placement and Characteristics 
requirements: 
 

    75% of new and existing residential streets in a community have   1 tree for 
every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of the street (4 credits) 

    75% of new and existing mixed-use streets have   1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street  (4 credits) 

    75% of streets with a speed limit of   50kmÚh have   1 tree for every 10m of lot 
frontage on both sides of the street, with the trees placed between the sidewalk 
and road (4 credits) 

 
Description:

Communities can up to a total of 10 credits for including combinations of the above tree 
placement and characteristics requirements. Only trees that will grow   8m in height at 
maturity are included in the calculations. Pedestrian-priority streets are exempt from, but 
can be included in calculations. Large broadleaf shade streets that will grow to   15m tall 
at maturity and form a street-tree canopy are encouraged. 
 

7. d. Outdoor Open Spaces  – Credit:

 

  Communities give   5% of land to public outdoor spaces, such as parks and plazas 
(0 credits) 

 
Description:

This is currently in the Land Use Mix section, as most other related credits are already in 
the Proximity section. Perhaps, however, we want to require that every house needs to 
be within 800m of a park, playground, or other activity-friendly outdoor space. 
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Notes:

Y ? N
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Notes:

Y ? N

a. Credit

b. Credit

c. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

a. Prerequisite Y ? N

b. Credit

Notes:

Y ? N

Peel Healthy Development Evaluation Tool: DRAFT Scorecard for Discussion

Proximity to Employment     /10

Mixed Housing Types     /5

Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building Use     /10

    /10

Meets Both Criteria:

3. Land Use Mix

Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix

Total Credits:     /10

1/10

Meets Both Criteria:

Intersection Density     /10

9/25

Meets Criteria:

4. Street Connectivity

Intersection Density or Block Size

    /10

Credit Requirement:

Total Credits:     /25

5/20Credit Requirement:

Meets Both Criteria:

Credit Requirement: 7/35

Proximity  to a Variety of Services     /15

Total Credits:     /35

2. Service Proximity

1. Density

Minimum Density (residential and non-residential)

Net Residential Dwelling Density

Proximity to a Variety of Services and Employment

Proximity to Local and Regional Transit

Credit Requirement:

    /10

    /10

Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential structures)

Total Credits:     /20
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Key Recommendation

Parking Location and Alleys     /10

Unbundled and Shared Parking     /10

Eliminate Parking Minimums

Parking Price and Difficulty

Credit Requirement: 10/25

Meets Both Criteria:

Total Credits:     /25

Open Outdoor Spaces     /0

Setbacks and Streetwalls     /8

Tree Placement and Characteristics     /10

Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority

    /7

    /10

Lighting     /5

      /195

Credit Requirement: 15/40

Meets Both Criteria:

6. Parking

Total Credits:     /30

Credit Requirement: 13/30

Meets Criteria:

5. Road Network and Sidewalk Characteristics

Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, traffic speed)

    /10

Total Credits:     /40

    /10

Sidewalks and Buffer Strips     /10

Cycle-friendly Design     /5

Approved:

Traffic Calming

Total Credits:

7. Aesthetics and Human Scale

Building Setbacks

Building Height to Street Width Ratio

Certified: 60-84 Bronze: 85-124 Silver: 125-164 Gold: 165-195

8. Scoring Summary
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Appendix 2
 

Assessment of IndIcAtors





1 
 

PEEL HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT INDEX 
Situational Assessment: Assessment of Indicators 
 
   Comments – Challenges in Using the Indicator Comments – Appropriateness of the 

Indicator itself 

1 Density    

1a Minimum Density (Residential and Non-
Residential) 
(Prerequisite) 

Minimum net residential dwelling density = 35 residential 
units/hectare 
 

• It has not always been a straightforward task 
getting a total unit count. Eg. Mount Pleasant 
plan has ranges included in block plans. Eg. 
Unit counts for existing areas have not been 
straightforward to collect. 

• Secondary plans often include density 
maximums rather than minimums. This 
information may only be available with any 
certainty when applications come forward.  

• Calculating the net density has required 
some assumptions to be made to convert 
gross land area to net land area. 
 

• Are high density housing forms (such as 
apartments) to be included, or are they 
assessed separately in the second 
prerequisite? 

• How should mixed use buildings including 
residential be treated in this calculation? 

• Are people and jobs a better way of 
measuring density than unit counts and 
FAR? 

 

  Minimum average Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for non-residential, 
mixed use, and multifamily structures = 0.7 

• Average FAR is difficult to come by – 
requires information on all buildings and lot 
sizes. 

• Densities not usually definitively available 
until applications are approved. 

• To get the average FAR it is necessary to 
average out all non-residential, mixed-use 
and multifamily structures. This means 
averaging out malls and their parking lots 
with high-rise apartment buildings. This 
mixes a lot of different built form in together. 

  
1b Net Residential Dwelling Density 

(Credit) 
• 35-44 residential units/hectare (1 credit) 
• 45-64 residential units/hectare (4 credits) 
• 65-84 residential units/hectare (7 credits) 
• 85+ residential units/hectare (10 credits) 

See 1A. See 1A. 

1c Average Floor Area Ratio (non-residential-
only structures) 
(Credit) 

• FAR = 0.70-0.80 (1 credit) 
• FAR = 0.81-0.95 (2 credits) 
• FAR = 0.96-1.25 (4 credits) 
• FAR = 1.26-1.75 (6 credits) 
• FAR = 1.76-2.5 (8 credits) 
• FAR > 2.5 (10 credits) 

See 1A. See 1A. 

2 Service Proximity    

2a Proximity to a Variety of Services and 
Employment 
(Prerequisite) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 800m of ≥ 5 
neighbourhood public services* 

• ≥ 75% of residential units must be within ≤ 800m of ≥ 7 
neighbourhood retail services** 

• The centre of primarily residential communities must be 
within ≤ 800m of the same number of full- and part-time 
jobs as 50% of the total number of residential dwelling units 
in the community. 

• The centre of primarily non-residential communities must be 
within ≤ 800m of the same number of residential units as 
50% of the total number of full- and part-time jobs in the 
community. 

*Neighbourhood public services include but are not limited to: 

• Useful indicator but in practice unworkable to 
score.  

• Both residential units and neighbourhood 
services are dispersed. Would require an 
assessment of proximity to services on a unit 
by unit basis, as each unit has a unique 
spatial relationship to the services in the 
area. 

• Ideally 800 metres would be measured along 
a walkable route. However as the crow flies, 
is easier to use. 

• Lack of details in the plans on the number 
and kinds of retail services that are to be 

• Given the difficulty with this particular 
indicator, a simplified substitute will have to 
be developed. 

• Why is a suitable transit stop considered a 
neighbourhood retail service? 



2 
 

childcare, community garden, hospital or health clinic, public 
library, plaza, playing field, park or natural open space of ≥ 1/3 
hectare, performance/ cultural space, post office, recreation 
centre, and public school. 
**Neighbourhood retail services include but are not limited to: 
bank, beauty salon or barber, bike shop, convenience stores 
not located at gas stations, dry cleaner, restaurants and cafes, 
gym/fitness centre, hardware store, laundromat, pharmacy, 
retail food market (including supermarket, produce store, 
butcher), entertainment (e.g., video store or movie theatre), and 
a suitable transit stop (see 2.c. for the definition of a suitable 
transit stop). Gas stations are not included. 
 

included. For example in Mayfield West, the 
Secondary Plan includes a square footage 
for retail but does not indicate if it will be 
occupied by ten stores or one.  

• Numbers and locations of jobs are difficult to 
assess for planned communities. Would be 
possible but time consuming to map this with 
GIS. 

2b Proximity to a Variety of Services 
(Credit) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 13 
neighbourhood services* (1 credit) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 16 
neighbourhood services* (3 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 20 
neighbourhood services,* including at least 3 food 
markets,** and at least 1 park ≥ 1/3 hectare (10 credits) 

• 100% of residential units within ≤ 800m of ≥ 20 
neighbourhood services,* including at least 3 food 
markets,** and at least 1 park ≥ 1/3 hectare (15 credits) 
 

See 2b. See 2b. 

2c Proximity to Transit 
(Credit) 

• ≥ 60% of residential units within ≤ 800m of a suitable transit 
stop* (1 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units within ≤ 800m of a suitable transit 
stop* (3 credits) 

• As above and ≥ 60% of residential units within ≤ 400m of a 
suitable transit stop* (7 credits) 

• ≥ 90% of residential units within ≤ 800m and ≥ 70% of 
residential units within ≤400m of a suitable transit stop* (10 
credits) 

• Percentage of units is difficult to evaluate. 
Easier to assess land area covered. 

• Challenge in assessing “suitability” of transit 
stops.  

  
 

2d Proximity to Employment 
(Credit) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of ≥ 
60,000 jobs (1 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of ≥ 
80,000 jobs (3 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of ≥ 
100,000 jobs (5 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of ≥ 
120,000 jobs (7 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of residential units with a 30-minute transit trip* of ≥ 
140,000 jobs (10 credits) 

• As defined in the HDI guide to scoring, a 30 
minute transit trip is door to door. This 
measure is impossible to determine because: 
1) the definition implies that this calculation 
should be done on a unit-by-unit basis, 2) 
does 30-minute time window include waiting 
at stops and potential transfers? 

• Spatial distribution of jobs on this scale is not 
present. 

• The present indicator includes too many 
variables making meaningful scoring very 
difficult. A simplified substitute should be 
developed. 

3 Land Use Mix    

3a Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix 
(Credit) 

Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below 
Heterogeneity of Land Use Mix measures: 
• ≥ 5% of total community land is outdoor public space (3 

points) 
• Community provides ≥ 4 new services* to an existing 

neighbourhood (within a 1km radius of the community 
centre) (3 points) 

• There is a mix of 3 housing types*, 6 different services*, a 
public school, and a park ≥ 0.4/ha within 800m of the 

• This indicator was easier to evaluate than 
many of the others as there is usually a 
concentration of services and housing types 
in community centres. 

• Presumed that community centre does not 
refer to the geographic centre of the 
community but the largest concentrations of 
services, transit and higher density housing.  

• If the area under study is large enough that 
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community centre (5 points) the 1km radius does not extend past its 
borders, it would not score credits 

3b Heterogeneity of Parcel⁄Building Use 
(Credit) 

Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below 
Heterogeneity of Parcel/Building Use measures: 
• ≥ 60% of commercial buildings include a ground floor 

pedestrian use along ≥ 60% of their street façades (4 
points) 

• 100% of mixed-use buildings include ground floor retail, 
live/work spaces, or residential dwellings along ≥ 60% of 
their street façade (4 points) 

• ≥ 50% of multifamily residential buildings have a pedestrian 
use on the ground floor (4 points) 

 

• What is meant by pedestrian use beyond 
neighbourhood retail and public services? 
Grade related residential? 

• Some confusion as to whether this indicator 
was assessing the relationship of buildings 
to streets or the animation and adaptability 
of these spaces for a mixture of uses. 

3c Mixed Housing Types 
(Credit) 

• ≤ 30% of housing is large lot detached homes (3 points) 
• As above and the community includes ≥ 3 housing types, 

with none making up less than 20% of the total residential 
units (5 points) 

 

• What is a large lot detached home? In our 
scoring we did not differentiate between 
small or large lots, only detached dwelling. Is 
this problematic? Mayfield West has a 
breakdown of 40% detached and 60% other 
housing forms, but scores a zero on this 
indicator. Mayfield West distinguishes 
between wide and narrow frontages for 
detached houses (40’ being the division 
point). In this case 27% would then be 
considered large lot detached home, giving 
them full credits for this indicator  

 

• Variety of housing types should only apply 
in plans where low density housing types 
will be the norm. In high density and infill 
developments, encouraging lower density 
forms of housing does not make sense. Eg. 
this manner of scoring punishes DT21 for 
having too many condos and not enough 
lower density forms of housing. 

• A way of addressing this point would be to 
change the indicator to “mixed unit types”, 
to ensure, for example, that DT21 features 
not only singles and bachelor apartments, 
but also larger family-size units and units 
for people during all stages of life. 
 

4 Street Connectivity    

4a Intersection Density or Block Size 
(Prerequisite) 

• Minimum average intersection density = 75 
intersections/km2 

• Maximum single block size = 1.5ha (not an average) 
 

 • Is it possible to have a high number of 
intersections and poor connectivity? 

• None of the plans are even close to 
meeting this density, Not even 
Downtown21. 
 

4b Intersection Density 
(Credit) 

• 75-114 intersections/km2 (1 point) 
• 115-149 intersections/km2 (5 points) 
• 150+ intersections/km2 (10 points) 
 

 See 4a. 

5 Road Network and 
Sidewalk Characteristics 

   

5a Complete Streets (sidewalks, bike lanes, 
traffic speed) 
(Prerequisite) 

Streets must be 'complete' based on the following requirements: 
• 00-15km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 0-2. 

Bike lanes: 0-2. 
• 16-30km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m*. Sidewalks: 1-2. 

Bike lanes: 0-2. 
• 31-40km/h Lanes: 1-2. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. 

Bike lanes: 1-2**. 
• 41-50km/h Lanes: 2-4. Lane width: ≤ 3.2m. Sidewalks: 2. 

Bike lanes: 2 
• All new local roads ≤ 40km/h 
• All new non-local roads ≤ 50km/h 

 • Some debate amongst our team as to 
whether the definition of complete streets 
was adequate. 
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5b Traffic Calming 

(Credit) 
• 4-6 traffic calming measures*/hectare (1 credit) 
• 7-10 traffic calming measures*/hectare (3 credits) 
• 11-13 traffic calming measures*/hectare (5 credits) 
• 14+ traffic calming measures*/hectare (7 credits) 
• 1 or more pedestrian-priority streets*/hectare (3 additional 

credits to the above credit scores) 
 

 • Counting traffic calming measures per 
hectare is not a particularly good way of 
assessing the success of traffic calming – 
more desirable is a design approach with 
traffic calming as a priority is more 
important. 

5c Traffic Speed and Pedestrian-priority 
(Credit) 

• 10-19% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* 
(1 credit) 

• 20-29% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* 
(3 credits) 

• 30-39% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* 
(6 credits) 

• ≥ 40% of local roads are ≤ 15km/h with pedestrian-priority* 
(10 credits) 

 

 • Pedestrian priority streets of these speeds 
are rare in most Canadian communities. No 
community assessed gained any credits. 

5d Sidewalks and Buffer Strips 
(Credit) 

• Average sidewalk width ≥ 2.5m on all mixed-use streets (1 
credit) 

• As above and buffer strips and/or curbside parking on both 
sides of all roads >30km/h (3 credits) 

• As above and buffer strips with physical barriers on both 
sides of all roads ≥ 50km/h (5 credits) 

• Total is out of 9, not 10 as indicated in the 
DRAFT Scorecard 

 

• If there are no mixed use streets, no credits 
are earned. 

• A rather narrow definition which does not 
take into consideration the full design 
possibilities. 

 
5e Cycle-friendly Design 

(Credit) 
Up to 10 credits total can be earned from the below Cycle-
friendly Design measures: 
• dedicated raised bike lanes, as an extension of the sidewalk 

(5 credits) 
• bicycle-priority streets (cars must yield to cyclists; speed ≤ 

30km/h) (5 credits) 
• streets that are one-way for cars; two-way for cyclists; 

speed ≤ 30km/h (2 credits) 
• cul-de-sacs with bicycle cut-throughs (2 credits) 
• advance green lights for cyclists (1 credit) 
• off-street pedestrian and cyclist shortcuts (2 credits) 
• right-hand turn short cuts for cycles (1 credit) 
• 1 bicycle rack per ten car parking spots (includes on- and 

off-street spots) (3 credits) 
 

 • Not a comprehensive list of bicycle friendly 
design measures? DT21 has a plan for 
cyclists but scores poorly. 

 

5f Lighting 
(Credit) 

Up to 5 credits can be earned from the below Lighting 
measures: 
• All mixed-use streets have an average luminance of 10 lux, 

with a minimum of 5 lux (3 credits) 
• Provide ≤ 4.6m tall street lamps spaced no more than 30m 

apart on both sides of 80% of mixed-use streets (3 credits) 
• Provide ≤ 4.6m tall aesthetically-pleasing (artistically-

designed) lamp posts on both sides of 100% of mixed-use 
‘core’ streets (2 credits). 

 

 • According to Eric Menezes, Supervisor of 
Lighting at the City of Mississauga, lighting 
standards are in line with guidelines from 
the IESNA (Illuminating Engineering 
Society of North America). Luminance (light 
reflected off the road to a point 1.2 metres 
above the road) is measured in candela per 
square metre. Illuminance is the amount of 
light on the road (measured in lux). 
Illuminance is more appropriate for 
pedestrian. Also important is average-to-
minimum uniformity ratio which measures 
the uniformity of lighting in between street 
posts. 

6 Parking    
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6a Eliminate Parking Minimums 
(Key Recommendation) 

We strongly recommend the elimination of minimum parking 
requirements in all zoning by-laws applying to development in 
the Region of Peel, particularly near mixed-use centres and 
transit facilities. If requirements exist, then they should be in the 
form of maximums. 
 

  

6b Unbundled and Shared Parking 
(Credit) 

Communities can earn up to 7 credits by meeting one of the 
below measures: 
• Provide unbundled parking for 50% of multifamily dwellings 

(1 credit) 
• Provide unbundled parking for 75% of multifamily dwellings 

(5 credits) 
• Provide unbundled parking for 100% of multifamily 

dwellings (7 credits) 
• And communities can earn an additional 3 credits by 

meeting the below requirement: 
• Allow shared parking so that parking spaces can count 

towards the requirements of two separate uses’, such as a 
civic building and a restaurant, or a place of worship and an 
office building (3 credits). 

 
 

 • No municipality included in the HDI 
promoted unbundled or shared parking. 

• By weighting an aspirational indicator as 
much as some of the more substantive 
(such as street connectivity) is the 
weighting the entire HDI thrown off kilter. 

6c Parking Price and Difficulty 
(Credit) 

Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Price 
and Difficulty measures: 
• Charge the market rate* for off- and on-street parking for all 

mixed-use and retail streets (4 credits) 
• Designated ‘Parking Meter Zones’ in which parking 

revenues go back into the zone for pedestrian-friendly and 
aesthetic improvements, such as public art, paving, street 
furniture, lighting, trees, cleaning, and painting/maintenance 
(3 credits) 

• Use variable parking pricing, so that costs increase with the 
length of stay, or limit the length of stay to ≤ 2 hours (2 
credits) 

• Maximum 2-hour on-street parking for non-residents or 
resident-only parking on all streets within 200m of a mixed-
use centre (2 credits) 

• Require employers to cash-out non-driving employees 
when employee parking is free (2 credits) 
 

 • Requiring employers to cash-out non-driving 
employees when employee parking is free is 
unlikely to be included in a secondary plan. 

 

6c Parking Location and Alleys 
(Credit) 

Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Parking Location 
and Alleys measures: 
• All residential driveways* are ≤ 3m wide (2 credits) 
• ≥ 70% of residential dwellings have either no parking or 

access their parking via rear alleys or lanes and have no 
parking in their front setbacks (4 credits) 

• All parking lots are placed at the rear or side of buildings (4 
credits) 

• ≥ 90% of residential lots do not have parking garages in 
their front façade (4 credits) 

• Provide on-street parking on both sides of ≥ 70% of new 
streets, excluding ‘woonerfs’ (2 credits) 

 

 • These parking categories seem more 
applicable to single family/semi-detached/ 
townhouses. Their applicability to higher 
density developments is questionable. 
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7 Aesthetics and Human 
Scale 

   

7a Building Setbacks 
(Prerequisite) 

• Detached residential structures must have ≤ 7.6m building 
setback 

• Attached and multifamily residential structures must have ≤ 
4.6m building setback 

• Commercial and light industrial structures must have ≤ 3m 
building setback 

• ≥ 70% of commercial and/or mixed-use structures must 
have their front façade flush with the sidewalk 

• Main entrances of residential, commercial, and light 
industrial buildings cannot front onto parking lots 

 

 • This set of indicators addresses issues of 
the quality of the built environment, 
elements that are often included in design 
guidelines, rather than secondary plans.  

7b Building Height to Street Width Ratio 
(Credit) 

• Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:3 
and 1:2.1 (1 credit) 

• Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:2 
and 1:1.1 (3 credits) 

• Average building height to street-width ratio between 1:1 
and 3:1 (7 credits) 

 
 

 • The difficulty with this measure is finding the 
average. 

7c Setbacks and Streetwalls 
(Credit) 

Up to 8 credits can be earned from the below Setbacks and 
Streetwalls requirements: 
• ≥ 80% of commercial structures are flush to the sidewalk or 

street (3 credits) 
• ≥ 80% of commercial lots that face public space* have clear 

glass on ≥ 60% of their façades, 1-2.4m above grade (3 
credits) 

• ≥ 80% of commercial lots do not have blank walls (no doors 
or windows) longer than 40%, or 15m, of a façade facing a 
sidewalk, front street, or plaza (2 credits) 

 • Areas with no mixed use streets 
automatically lose 3 credits 

 

7c Tree Placement and Characteristics 
(Credit) 

Up to 10 credits can be earned from the below Tree Placement 
and Characteristics requirements: 
• ≥ 75% of new and existing residential streets in a 

community have ≥ 1 tree for every 10m of lot frontage on 
both sides of the street (4 credits) 

• ≥ 75% of new and existing mixed-use streets have ≥ 1 tree 
for every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of the street (4 
credits) 

• ≥ 75% of streets with a speed limit of ≥ 50km⁄h have ≥ 1 
tree for every 10m of lot frontage on both sides of the street, 
with the trees placed between the sidewalk and road (4 
credits) 

 

 • How to measure the 75% - not possible 
without a great deal of work, but can 
approximate 

7d Outdoor Open Spaces – Credit: Communities give ≥ 5% of land to public outdoor spaces, such 
as parks and plazas 
(0 credits) 
 

 • Why are there no credits associated with 
this indicator? 
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PEEL HEALTHY DEVELOPMENT INDEX 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE WORKSHOP SUMMARY – JUNE 14, 2011 
 

Prepared by Gladki Planning Associates and du Toit Allsopp Hillier 
 
Background 

Gladki Planning Associates and du Toit Allsopp Hillier were retained by Peel Public Health and the Heart 
and Stroke Foundation of Canada to assist in the refinement, evaluation and implementation of the 
Region of Peel’s Healthy Development Index (HDI) Standards. The HDI is a quantitative tool for assessing 
the features of the built environment that impact health. The HDI was developed for Peel Public Health 
by St. Michael’s Hospital Centre for Research on Inner City Health based on the latest academic and 
scientific research on the topic of healthy built environments. 

The first step in the process of refining the HDI was to test the tool by using it to evaluate planned and 
existing communities in Peel. Area municipalities were consulted to select three recently planned 
communities that were the product of the latest conceptions of good planning (intensification and 
growth management, environmental sustainability, transit-oriented development and complete 
communities) and, as a counterpoint, two existing communities that represented the traditional 
approach to suburban development. Situational Assessments were conducted of each planned and 
existing community using the HDI scoring methodology prepared by St. Michael’s. 

Workshop Objective 

The objective of the workshop was to present the findings of the Situational Assessments to an 
expanded meeting of the project’s Advisory Committee and get feedback. The findings included the HDI 
scores of the individual communities, but more importantly the consultant team’s thoughts on the use 
of the HDI itself as an evaluation tool. Feedback was solicited from workshop participants on: 

• the specific elements and indicators that comprise the HDI (are the indicators appropriate, 
weighted properly and practical to evaluate?); 

• the overall vision of a healthy community presented in the HDI as whole; and 
• the potential use of the HDI by the Region and area municipalities and how it might be best 

shaped to enter into the planning and development process. 

A summary of key points emerging from the workshop are discussed below, first addressing general 
points on the HDI as a whole, then summarizing feedback on specific elements of the HDI. A list of 
workshop participants is included at the end of this summary. 
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Summary of Key Points 

General  

• The HDI is a valuable tool. There was a positive response to the HDI’s principles and systematic 
approach. Participants indicated that the HDI would be drawn on in creating planning tools for 
use in area municipalities on related themes, such as sustainability guidelines in Brampton. 

• The HDI should be carefully tailored to the Peel context and the various circumstances in 
which it will be used. Much of the discussion focused on tailoring the HDI to the Peel context. 
Many of the standards included in the HDI were found to be very ambitious, something 
reflected in the low scores of most of the Situational Assessment communities. Participants 
indicated that assessing urban and suburban areas using the same standards was problematic. It 
was also noted that the HDI had to work in a variety of contexts and evaluate different scales of 
development – site, block, neighbourhood, community. Therefore the indicators had to be fine-
tuned to provide meaningful results in all these circumstances. 

• The HDI is currently over-prescriptive and not sensitive to local context. Many of the indicators 
are overly prescriptive. For example, a detailed description of cyclist-friendly design features 
presents one specific way of creating cyclist-friendly streets, but does not give credit for other 
approaches. Participants noted that building adaptability into plans is essential. The challenge is 
how to permit flexibility while meeting planning objectives. A weakness of the HDI in its current 
form is that it is not context sensitive and therefore cannot give credit to locally appropriate 
solutions.  

• Numerical scoring is of limited use. The source of many of weaknesses in the HDI is the nature 
of the tool itself: a quantitative measure on a universal scale. In general, participants did not find 
the HDI scores helpful, by element or as a total. They indicated that a descriptive analysis 
indicating the strengths and weaknesses of the area under study would be more useful than a 
numerical score. 

• A qualitative component should be incorporated into the HDI. The solution to several of the 
HDI’s current weaknesses is to add elements of qualitative assessment. More qualitative 
description should be added to the indicators to justify the standards that are included and 
reveal the objectives of a particular indicator. The indicators themselves could be evaluated 
using a combination of qualitative description supported by quantitative measure, where 
needed. 

• The HDI is a tool that must be adapted for different purposes. The HDI is the product of the 
latest research and thinking on the interaction between health and the built environment. It 
should be turned into a tool box that can be drawn on in a variety of circumstances. First, the 
HDI is an important tool for policy development. Existing policies at the Regional and municipal 
levels impact whether communities are able to meet healthy community objectives. An 
assessment of existing policy should be undertaken to identify where policy needs to be 
updated to support HDI principles. Second, the HDI can be tailored to be used in all stages of the 
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planning and development process – early planning, approval and on-going monitoring. 
Different features of a community are decided at different decision points; the principles of the 
HDI should guide decision-making at these critical junctures and provide continuity over the 
entire planning process. Lastly, the HDI can be used to consider how established communities 
can be retrofitted over time to improve their impacts on health. 

1 Density  

• Minimum densities too high – Generally, the minimum densities included as prerequisites are 
too high for the suburban context. 

• Potential for skewed findings – In addition to the difficulties associated with gathering the 
information required to calculate the net density and floor area ratio, several other issues were 
identified that might affect the HDI’s findings. One, the results may be skewed by the 
introduction of another land use, such as a school, in the calculation of residential densities. 
Schools require a great deal of space, and the placement of a school within the community may 
result in lower densities. Two, similarly the results may be skewed based on the design of the 
public realm. The Mount Pleasant Secondary Plan area was cited as an example because it has a 
substantial amount of land dedicated to green space which would also skew net residential 
density. Three, the HDI’s current approach is best suited to evaluating communities after they 
have been built. Densities included in plans at an early are usually imprecise and not completely 
reliable for HDI scoring.  

• Alternative density measures – An alternative to the approach taken by the HDI is to apply 
different measures of density at different scales. For example, over an entire area, it would be 
easier to measure people and jobs per hectare as is done in the Province’s Growth Plan; at 
smaller scales, such as site plans, units/hectare may be more appropriate. Using the Growth 
Plan’s people and job targets would create compatibility between the Growth Plan targets and 
the HDI, allowing planners to work with a common terminology, and would allow for a 
distinction between a healthy downtown area and a healthy suburban area.  

• Distribution of density – Currently the HDI treats a community area as a unified whole. 
However, in assessing density, these areas are likely to have high density and low density sub-
areas, leading to uneven opportunities for active transportation. Some evaluation of the 
dispersion of density would be a useful addition to the HDI. 

2 Service Proximity  

• Alternative measures for service proximity – Although considered relevant, it was agreed that 
the measures associated with service proximity were too specific to calculate. Because of the 
challenges associated with scoring this element of the HDI, several suggestions were made to 
make access to services easier to measure: 
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o Rather than assessing the proximity of units to a given number of services, an 
alternative would be to measure the number of services in the area overall and assess 
their dispersion. One possible measure was to assess if a community’s services were 
centralized or decentralized, e.g., one 20 acre park versus many smaller parks. It was felt 
that walkability would be better encouraged if services were decentralized. 

o A more complex measure would assess the ratio of people to the GFA of particular 
facilities (retail, for example). 

• Transit as a separate element – There was some question as to whether transit should be 
included in service proximity, rather than in a category of its own. It was noted that walkability 
and transit are not necessarily related to one another, unless one is speaking about distance to a 
transit stop. Finally, it was emphasized that in terms of measuring accessibility to transit, 
frequency of service was as important as proximity of stops. 

• Adaptability of building stock – Building adaptability into communities was seen as an 
important criterion that had been overlooked. By allowing mixed use and live/work 
developments, flexibility is built into the design of the community and services may arrive over 
time, if not initially.    

3 Land Use Mix 

• Unit type instead of housing mix – It was suggested that the mix of unit types and tenure may 
serve as a more appropriate measure than housing type mix.  This could account for stacked 
townhouses which tend to have smaller units, and condominiums which may have two and 
three bedroom units.  In addition to unit type, lot width was also mentioned as important 
criteria to be considered with relation to walkability.  

• Live/play/learn + work – Noted during the discussion was the absence of employment uses in 
this element. In response, it was pointed out that access to employment is included under the 
Service Proximity element. It was noted that there are many challenges in attracting 
employment uses to mixed use greenfield developments and to Downtown Mississauga. Based 
on the current HDI, access to employment is largely encouraged through transit. Regardless of 
the difficulties in attracting employment uses to mixed use areas, it was felt that providing 
employment opportunities within cycling and walking access be included in the HDI.  

4 Street Connectivity 

• Increase the weighting of the Street Connectivity element – The relative weighting of this 
element drew considerable attention. It was noted that in terms of available credits, only five 
percent is attributed to street connectivity. It was felt that in order to encourage healthy 
communities by promoting walkability, block size and intersection density must be given a 
greater priority. However, it was noted that the prerequisite standard was too high and may not 
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be suited to the Peel context. It was suggested that some case studies from the Peel region be 
developed that demonstrate walkable blocks appropriate to the local context.  

• Competing interests and policies - There are several issues that hinder street connectivity: 

o The Region’s intersection frequency standards are related to the speed of arterial roads. 
These limit the number of local roads that can connect to arterials in a traditional grid-
like manner. 

o Developers generally do not want to relinquish too much land for roads and 
intersections. 

o The requirements of other municipal departments, such as emergency services and 
works departments, may also work to limit street connectivity.  

• Mid block connections – In additional to connectivity of streets, it was recommended that 
pedestrian and cycling mid block connections could serve a similar function. Although, it was 
acknowledged that mid block connections may not have the same full range of functions that 
streets offer, such as safety and public space, they may still provide a suitable intervention in 
existing neighbourhoods to promote connectivity. Meadowvale and Clarkson were both raised 
as examples of where pedestrian access was common at the end of cul-de-sacs. 

5 Road and Sidewalk Network Characteristics  

• Complete Streets – There was general agreement that the indicator related to complete streets 
was overly prescriptive and failed to present a full vision of what complete streets are. The 
indicator currently concentrates on how much space is allocated to vehicular, cyclist and 
pedestrian traffic. An alternative approach suggested would be to think of the percentage of the 
ROW dedicated to non-vehicular uses and the public realm. This suggestion was based on work 
that is currently being done in Brampton, where it is being recommended that 60 percent of 
street’s ROW be dedicated to motorized vehicles with the remaining 40 percent dedicated to 
other modes of transport and the public realm.  This approach brings street composition and the 
nature of landscaping into the conception of complete streets. 

• Current road design standards – Current road design standards present a major challenge to 
achieving complete streets. Many arterials in Peel have a posted speed limit of 70km/h and are 
designed for 90km/h. Roads of these speeds are required to have massive setbacks and design 
limitations on the placement of sidewalks and street trees. The sum total of these limitations 
makes complete streets difficult to achieve as pleasant and hospitable pedestrian environments. 
Current municipal and Regional standards are completely out of sync with the lane widths and 
speed limits included in the HDI. It was recommended that HDI standards for complete streets 
be replaced with standards based on successful examples of multi-modal streets in Peel. 

• Traffic calming – The traffic calming measures included in the HDI were seen as interventions 
that would only be necessary if roads were poorly designed with little regard for more 
integrated approaches to traffic calming. Therefore, the feeling among participants was to 
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address traffic calming through more integrated approaches, such as appropriate speed limits, a 
traditional street grid, lane width, and allowing on-street parking.  

• Pedestrian-priority streets – The widespread use of low-speed pedestrian-priority streets was 
seen as improbable in the Peel Region context, except for the odd exception, such as one or two 
streets in Downtown Mississauga. It was noted that some of the nicer streets in Mississauga do 
not have sidewalks and therefore already integrate active modes of transit with vehicular 
movement. It was also noticed that various indicators in the HDI contradicted each other: in 
some instances mixing all modes of transport was desirable (pedestrians, automobiles, cycling), 
in others, these modes were to be kept strictly separate. The pedestrian-priority streets 
indicator should be replaced with something more pertinent to the experience of Peel 
municipalities, potentially based on case studies of existing successful Peel examples. 

• Cyclist-friendly streets – The cyclist-friendly streets criteria included in the HDI was seen as 
highly prescriptive. It was recognized that there are many possible ways of encouraging cycling 
through improved route design and road treatment. Currently the HDI does not reflect that 
diversity of approaches and therefore needs to be improved. Participants emphasized the 
importance of some factors, such as separation and speed of traffic, and raised challenges as 
well, including the cost and maintenance associated with bike lanes and the importance of 
functional cycling trips (e.g., to and from work).  

6 Parking 

• Parking criteria not all pertinent to Peel context – Many of the parking indicators were 
considered more appropriate to urban environments than suburban ones, with the exception of 
parking location criteria. For example, it was felt that paid on-street parking in mixed use areas 
would encourage people to drive to shopping centres and big box stores where parking was 
free. Additional ideas for credits were suggested, including credits for structured parking, bicycle 
parking, and car share programs attached to residential developments.  

7 Aesthetics and Human Scale  

• Simplify the criteria – There appeared to be a consensus that the criteria related to building-
heights-to-street ratio, setbacks, and streetwalls should be simplified. The criteria were difficult 
to score and it was unclear from where these standards were gathered because these issues are 
generally not regarded as formulaic. It was also noted that there appeared to be some overlap 
with the criteria under the complete streets element.  

• Great streets have big trees – The one indicator related to trees in the HDI was focused on tree 
placement. It was felt that this indicator was inadequate for assessing the role trees play in an 
urban environment. Trees are essential in creating comfortable urban streets. Current research 
in urban forestry has greatly contributed to our understanding of how to support the growth of 
trees to maturity, the point at which their greatest benefits are felt. For these benefits to be 
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realized, it was suggested that planning of street trees should occur very early in the 
development process.  

Next Steps 

Advisory Committee Workshop participants provided feedback on the HDI and how it might be used in 
the Peel context. Overall, participants recognized the HDI as a substantial contribution in establishing 
and elaborating on the links between health and the built environment. However, the sum total of the 
workshop discussion indicated that the HDI will need to go through a substantial revision in order to be 
made into a practical tool for use by the Region and area municipalities.  

The next step in the HDI refinement process is for the consultant team to draft recommendations that 
map out exactly how the HDI must be revised in order to influence the planning and development 
process to best effect. One important element of this analysis will be to identify key decision points in 
this process and determine which elements of the HDI need to come into play at these critical junctures. 
The recommendations will also include suggestions on how the quantitative base that the HDI currently 
provides can be combined with qualitative measures to provide a more flexible tool.  

The recommendations report will outline a framework for the evolution of the HDI. As well as being a 
stand-alone document it is also envisaged that the principles and standards included in the HDI will be 
drawn on in the creation of other standards and guidelines – such as guidelines for active transportation 
and sustainability – that are being developed at the Regional and area municipal levels. Therefore, the 
end goal of the HDI revision process is to enhance its usability and influence, thereby increasing its 
ability to promote positive healthy urban form in Peel’s new and existing communities. 
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