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June 19, 2018 
 
 
 
Aidan Grove-White 
Partnership and Consultation Branch 
Ministry of Municipal Affairs 
c/o Business Management Division, 17th floor 
777 Bay Street 
Toronto, ON 
M5G 1Z3 
 
Dear Mr. Grove-White, 
 
Re: Draft Guidance to Support Implementation of the Growth Plan for the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017: Application of the Intensification and 
Density Targets & The Municipal Comprehensive Review Process    
(EBR Registry #013-2359) 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Environmental 
Registry post titled “Draft Guidance to Support Implementation of the Growth 
Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017: Application of the Intensification 
and Density Targets & the Municipal Comprehensive Review Process”. 
 
The direction from the Province in the 2017 Growth Plan and draft guidance 
documents reinforces a cohesive approach to planning for complete 
communities. This direction supports Peel’s integrated approach to planning and 
managing growth currently underway. 
 
However, there are concerns that the draft provincial guidance documents are 
too prescriptive and do not allow the necessary flexibility required for the 
Region to devise local solutions to support community building projects. 
Flexibility is needed to address issues such as the Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 
Settlement Area Boundary Expansion or employment land conversions in a 
timely manner while supporting the development of complete communities in a 
complex and rapidly changing environment.  
 
Of particular concern is the lack of flexibility in the draft Municipal 
Comprehensive Review guidance document. The proposed guidance 
precludes conformity through a staged implementation process that would 
allow a series of Official Plan Amendments to be undertaken in a manner 
that provides for an integrated approach to planning for complete 
communities.  
 
We are confident that a solution to this process related issue can be found 
that will allow for strategic and timely investment in our communities.   
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As a next step, Peel staff would welcome discussions with Provincial staff 
on specific mechanisms that address the lack of flexibility to support a 
staged implementation and the other items identified. 
 
The following items were prepared by the Region of Peel with input from local 
municipal staff in Mississauga, Brampton and Caledon. The items support the 
position that increased flexibility is needed in the guidance documents to 
implement of the Growth Plan in a manner that recognizes the local context.  
 
 Appendix A – Detailed Comments on the draft Provincial Guidance 

documents 
 

 Appendix B – Region of Peel: Case Study Examples of Challenges 
 
 Appendix C – Region on Peel Staff Report (April 26, 2018): Implications of 

the Current Provincial Planning Context on Major Planning Initiatives in Peel 
(attached under separate cover) 

 
If you have any comments or require clarification, please do not hesitate to 
contact us. 
 
Respectfully, 

 
Adrian Smith, RPP, MCIP 
Acting Director of Integrated Planning 
Public Works  
 
CC: 
 
Rob Elliot - City of Brampton 
Angela Dietrich – City of Mississauga 
Peggy Tollett – Town of Caledon 
 
Appendix A– Detailed comments on the draft Provincial Guidance documents 
Appendix B– Region of Peel: Case Study Examples of Challenges 
Appendix C- Region of Peel Staff Report (April 26, 2018): Implications of the 
Current Provincial Planning Context on Major Planning Initiatives in Peel 
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APPENDIX A – DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT PROVINCIAL 
GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

 
Municipal Comprehensive Review Guidance 
 
1. The Single Amendment Approach 

 
Section 2.1 – The Municipal Comprehensive Review Process of the draft 
guidance on the Municipal Comprehensive Review (MCR) process proposes 
that a single official amendment is required to implement all of the MCR 
requirements of the Growth Plan. This interpretation requires an extensive 
number of background studies and compliance elements such as a land needs 
assessment, growth allocations, settlement boundary expansions, major 
transit station area planning, employment land conversion, agricultural and 
natural heritage system mapping, and water, wastewater, and stormwater 
master planning, all informed by watershed planning to be completed prior 
to any MCR conformity amendments coming forward.  

 
The single amendment approach will result in a protracted time horizon to 
implement any elements of conformity to the Growth Plan which may 
accelerate land speculation and delay important city building initiatives such 
as bringing on new housing supply, addressing affordable housing, and 
implementing employment strategies intended to respond to a rapidly 
changing economic and employment landscape from moving forward.  
 
Specific examples of projects impacted by the single amendment approach 
can be found in Peel are outlined in Appendix ‘B’. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Section 2.1 – The Municipal Comprehensive Review Process should be 
revised to allow flexibility for a staged implementation of MCR conformity 
through a series of Official Plan Amendments undertaken in a manner that 
continues to provide for an integrated approach to planning for complete 
communities such as the staged approach currently underway in the Region 
of Peel. This approach includes a series of Official Plan Amendments staged 
in a manner to meet the policy intent of the Growth Plan. 
 

2. Sequencing of Land Needs Assessment Analysis 
 
Section 2.6 – Sequencing of Analysis  Related to Land Needs Assessment 
of the MCR guidance document acknowledges that the Growth Plan, 2017 
does not prescribe the sequencing and timing of analysis for policy 
development but rather recognizes the importance of each local municipal 
context and the responsibility for municipalities to best determine 
sequencing and resource allocation. 
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However, the level of detail required for the supporting analysis is still 
unclear. Supporting analysis for the LNA such as intensification and 
employment analysis should be conducted at a high level to inform the 
completion of the LNA with the opportunity for minor refinements later in 
the process. Undertakings such as delineating MTSA boundaries and 
determining minimum densities would benefit from having the high-level 
work completed regionally upfront to support the LNA with more detailed 
implementation work (i.e. site design elements and zoning) to support 
further refinement of MTSA boundaries being completed towards the end of 
the process by the lower-tier municipalities.  It is not appropriate that lower-
tier municipalities be required to complete all of the required 
implementation details prior to the completion of the LNA or even within 
one-year of a final MCR approval.  

 
Recommendation 
 
Municipalities should be provided with the flexibility to stage the sequencing 
of requirements and level of detail in the analysis required to support the 
LNA in Section 2.6 – Sequencing of Analysis Related to Land Needs 
Assessment and specifically allow minor refinement of MTSA boundaries 
through further implementation of the Growth Plan policies by lower-tier 
municipalities in accordance with approved policy direction in upper-tier 
official plans.  

 
3. Consultation with Province, Other stakeholders, and Required 

Approvals 
 
The Municipal Comprehensive Review guidance document makes multiple 
references requiring municipalities to consult with the Province at different 
stages and decision points in the MCR process such as: 

 
Section 2.1 MCR Review Process - municipalities should consult with MMA 
staff (as well as other Ministries as appropriate) (pg.5);  

 
Section 2.5 Background Studies - may consult with Provincial staff at any 
point in the MCR process if questions arise as to what constitutes an 
acceptable study (pg. 7);  

 
Section 2.6 Sequencing of Analysis Related to Land Needs Assessment - 
consult with Provincial staff throughout the MCR process particularly at key 
decision points (e.g. when undertaking delineation of MTSAs, setting 
employment area density targets and land needs assessment) (pg.9);  

 
Sections 4 Implementation of the MCR -municipalities should consult with 
Provincial staff on key elements early and often throughout the MCR process 
(pg. 31); 
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Section 4.1 Provincial Input through the MCR Process -to ensure the 
process is undertaken efficiently and effectively, municipalities should seek 
Provincial input (whether formal or informal) at certain milestones 
throughout the process. (pg. 31); and 
 
Section 4.2 Duty to Consult with First Nations and Metis Communities – 
As the approval authority for the MCR, MMA will consider whether additional 
engagement by the municipality is required. (pg. 33). 

 
The draft MCR guidance should clarify the consultation process, as it seems 
to vary throughout the document. Importantly, the draft MCR guidance 
should clearly identify the need for early feedback from the Province in 
confirming conformity study approaches upfront and formally at key stages 
in the MCR process including the scope of studies to be undertaken at their 
key decision points. This will avoid “after the fact” concerns being expressed 
by the Province about a municipal process or scope of work. 
 
Recommendation  
 
Section 4.0 – Implementation of the Municipal Comprehensive Review 
Process should be revised to outline a formal process upfront that 
establishes/confirms key provincial expectations and feedback when input is 
needed at key decision stages. This includes the process for any consulting 
with MMA staff and other Ministries (i.e. through a One-window approach) 
and ensuring timely provincial review of materials. 
 

4. Technical Studies and Mapping  
 
Section 2.5 Background studies indicates that a number of policies in the 
Growth Plan 2017 requires the completion of specific types of technical 
background work including master plans, assessments, various studies or 
other research and preparation of associated documentation (“studies”).   
 
In addition, it is still unclear from the Growth Plan 2017 which studies would 
be categorized as an ‘equivalent study’ and who would determine (based not 
only on their content but also level of detail) whether they are equivalent or 
not. 
 
Municipalities are advised that in undertaking these studies, they are to 
follow the policy directions provided in the Growth Plan 2017. However, 
some of the direction regarding master plans e.g. stormwater master plans as 
identified in the Growth Plan 2017 is unclear. Currently, stormwater 
management is a shared responsibility in most Regional municipalities with the 
primary responsibility for stormwater management at the lower-tier level. The 
implementation guidance for MCRs should provide flexibility in how stormwater 
master plans are completed and implemented in accordance with Growth Plan 
direction and clarify how stormwater master plan requirements are to be fulfilled 
through the MCR process.   
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Requirements for stormwater master plans, or equivalent studies that are 
focused to addressing settlement area boundary expansion planning can be 
fulfilled in a reasonable timeframe as part of the settlement expansion 
component of the MCR process or sequenced to enable detailed stormwater 
master planning to be completed through local secondary planning 
undertaken by lower-tier municipalities.  The policy direction in the Growth 
Plan, that municipal scale stormwater master plans be undertaken to guide 
broader stormwater management can be sequenced and implemented after 
MCR requirements are satisfied as these requirements will need updated 
provincial direction and a longer timeframe to undertake. 

 
Recommendation 

 
The Province should be flexible with respect to Section 2.5 Background 
studies regarding the level of technical detail to be included in background 
studies and companion guidance. This includes flexibility regarding the 
requirements for ‘equivalent studies’ and clarification that municipalities 
may make the determination that a study is deemed as an equivalent.   
 
Further guidance is also needed to clarify requirements for delivery of 
stormwater master plans (or equivalent studies) and should focus 
requirements for the purposes of the MCR submissions on upper-tier 
municipalities ensuring that a stormwater master plan or equivalent study is 
provided at the scale needed for settlement boundary expansions and enable 
detailed stormwater master planning to be completed by lower-tier 
municipalities through local secondary planning.  

 
5. Agricultural System Mapping  

 
Section 3.2.7 Agricultural System Mapping reiterates much of the 
guidance contained in the “Implementation Procedures for the Agricultural 
System in Ontario’s Greater Golden Horseshoe” including the direction that 
removals or additions to the Provincial agricultural base mapping may be 
included in the initial refinement of the mapping by upper-tier municipalities 
through the MCR process and submitted to the Province for review along 
with the proposed official plan or official plan amendment implementing the 
results of the MCR process.  The guidance goes on to indicate that any 
additional refinements for proposed settlement area boundary expansion 
would take place later in the MCR process, once precise locations have been 
determined.   
 
If refinements to the Provincial scale agricultural system mapping and, in 
particular, refinements to prime agricultural areas mapping are critical 
inputs to settlement expansion studies, it will be necessary that the Province 
confirm acceptable refinements to mapping in a staged approach and clarify 
Provincial approvals of refinements to broad scale mapping early in the MCR 
process. 
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Recommendation 
 
Section 3.7.2 – Agricultural System Mapping should clarify the guidance to 
be provided by the Province in the refinement of the agricultural land base 
mapping to enable an initial refinement of prime agricultural system 
mapping to be confirmed by the Province early in the MCR process for the 
purposes of providing mapping inputs to enable settlement boundary 
expansion studies to proceed with the appropriate baseline information. The 
guidance should allow a staged approach that enables upper-tiers to refine 
regional scale agricultural system mapping in separate, sequential or 
combined MCR amendments. 

 
Intensification and Density Targets Guidance 
 
1. Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) density calculations 

 
Section 7.1.1 Lands to which the MTSA density targets apply provides a 
concept for the application of minimum density targets over an entire station 
area, which is a good concept in theory. However, lands with development 
constraints such as natural areas, linear infrastructure (i.e. highways), or 
established residential and employment areas with limited re-development 
potential should be excluded from the MTSA minimum density calculation 
requirements. The inclusion of these lands in density calculations will result 
in densities being offset on other lands within the station area, which may 
not be appropriate to accommodate increased densities within a local 
context. An example would be MTSAs located along transit corridors that 
abut established low-density residential neighbourhoods or lands impacted 
by regulations such as the MTO control area, Parkway Belt West Plan 
designations, or Airport Zoning regulations. 

 
Recommendation 
 
Section 7.1.1 Lands to which the MTSA density targets apply should be 
revised to provide municipalities with the flexibility to remove constrained 
lands (i.e. natural areas, linear infrastructure) or lands with no re-
development potential from the minimum density calculations for MTSAs 
while still recognizing and accommodating broader considerations related to 
multi-modal access and walkability through Official Plan policy.  

 
2. Major Transit Station Area boundary delineation 

 
Figure 7 in Section 7.0 –The Major Transit Station Area Density Targets 
demonstrates that MTSA boundaries should not overlap and the densities of 
overlapping stations cannot be double counted. This is not a practical 
application because in some cases, MTSAs that are located within close 
proximity along transit corridors may overlap when the 500-metre radius is 
applied. In these instances, individual delineations of boundaries will result 
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in some station areas having limited or constrained lands that are not 
appropriate or insufficient to accommodate minimum densities.    

 
Recommendation 
 
Figure 7 and the supporting language in the notes in the guidance document 
should be revised to allow the double counting of population and jobs within 
MTSAs where the 500-metre radius results in overlapping boundaries.  

 
3. Planning for MTSAs and cross-jurisdictional issues 

 
The guidance document does not provide any direction on how 
municipalities will address situations where the 500-metre radius for 
delineating MTSAs crosses the boundaries of upper- and –single tier 
municipalities. As an example, there are instances in Peel where the 500-
metre boundary for MTSA stations extends into the City of Toronto along the 
403 Bus Rapid Transit Corridor in Mississauga.  
 
The cross-jurisdictional boundary issue is also applicable within the context 
of the detailed planning work (i.e. OP and Zoning) to be completed by lower-
tier municipalities where MTSAs are located in one municipality but the 500 
metre radius extends into another municipality. In this situation, it is unclear 
how detailed land use and design planning would be completed in the 
adjacent municipality included in the 500-metre radius.  
 
Recommendation 
 
Section 7.1.1 - Lands to which the MTSA density targets apply should be 
modified to provide flexibility for municipalities in addressing cross-
jurisdictional boundaries when delineating MTSAs across upper- and single-
tier municipal boundaries and completing detailed implementation planning 
for MTSAs that cross lower-tier municipal boundaries.  

 
4. Major Transit Station Area Planning Contexts 

 
There is a clear distinction between the planned function of transit stations 
and stops within local and regional transportation systems. For example, 
some stations and stops are intended to be regional connection or transfer 
points for transit users. An example in Peel,  the highway 403 Bus Rapid 
Transit Corridor in Mississauga has transit stations located within close 
proximity to highway interchanges and may have limited opportunities for 
growth to 2041 and beyond. Whereas, the Port Credit GO also in Mississauga 
is a transit station located in an area well situated to accommodate both 
population and employment growth in an urban context. 
 
Planning and transportation contexts for MTSAs are important 
considerations that are not limited to the same priority transit line. Their 
application ranges across the different land use contexts within the urban 
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landscape of the Region. Additional flexibility with respect to the role of 
MTSA’s within local contexts is an important consideration that will allow 
municipalities to appropriately plan for complete communities. This includes 
prioritizing the MTSAs in the best position to accommodate growth within 
the planning horizon.   

 
Recommendation 
 
Section 7.2 – The Role of the Major Transit Station Area Density Targets 
should provide language that recognizes the role and function of MTSAs 
within upper- and single-tier municipalities will vary and the variance in 
role/function is an important consideration in the process of delineating 
boundaries, allocating growth, and prescribing minimum densities. 
Flexibility should be provided to recognize the variance in station functions 
through a range of alternative densities and averaging that reflect the local 
context of each station.  

 
5. Designated Greenfield Areas (DGA) Take-outs 
 

Section 3.1 – Lands to which the DGA Density Target Applies/Does not 
Apply (Natural Heritage features and Areas) notes that buffers or 
vegetation zones are not to be included as take-outs for the purpose of 
calculating minimum DGA densities. However, a preceding section states 
“natural heritage features and areas that could be excluded from the density 
target calculation under the 2006 Growth Plan can continue to be excluded 
from the DGA calculation going forward”. These two statements contradict 
each other in cases where buffers have been approved as take outs under the 
2006 Growth Plan and have been excluded for the purposes of calculating 
DGA density. In many Official Plans, vegetation zones or buffers are a part of 
a broader natural heritage system where development is prohibited and have 
been excluded as take outs on this basis. 
Recommendation  
 
Confirm in Section 3.1 – Lands to which the DGA Density Target 
Applies/Does not Apply that buffers and vegetation zones may be 
considered as take-outs for the purpose of calculating the minimum DGA 
density in the Growth Plan, 2017 where development in buffers and 
vegetation protection zones is prohibited in an approved official plan.  
 

6. Employment land conversions 

Section 5.1 Lands to which the Employment Area Density target Applies 
suggests that employment land conversions may only occur if a surplus of 
employment area lands is identified through the Land Needs Assessment. 
This implies that a surplus of land in employment areas is the primary 
criteria for conversions and fails to acknowledge the fulsome list of 
considerations that Section 2.2.5.9 of the Growth Plan provides for the 
evaluation of employment land conversions. 
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Recommendation 
 
Section 5.1 Lands to which the Employment Area Density target Applies 
should be revised to acknowledge that employment land conversions 
analysis a full range of consideration and will not solely be based on the 
outcome of the land needs assessment.  
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APPENDIX B – REGION OF PEEL: CASE STUDY EXAMPLES OF CHALLENGES 
 
Employment Lands Conversion (ongoing since 2012) 
The single amendment approach to meet Provincial MCR requirements in the 
draft MCR guidance document could potentially delay the advancement of 
several  locally approved employment conversions that, when realized, will 
further maximize lands for other uses including the provision of affordable 
housing and the achievement of complete communities. This includes a likely 
delay of a portion of lands in south Mississauga that is considered a prime 
candidate for achievement of a complete community. The Vision for the 
Lakeview Waterfront lands is to be a model green, sustainable and creative 
community on the waterfront. It will be planned as a mixed-use community 
with a vibrant public and private realm including generous open spaces, 
cultural and recreational amenities, and employment opportunities including 
an innovation corridor. The Lakeview Waterfront is a Major Node and is 
intended to accommodate a variety of housing, employment, cultural 
activities, and an extensive open space network that provides access to Lake 
Ontario. The lands adjacent to Lakeshore Road East are part of a future 
higher order transit corridor, with enhanced transit also planned to extend 
into the site to support a transit-oriented community. Lands adjacent to Lake 
Ontario are within the City’s Green System and will play an important role in 
the ecological, economic, and social well-being of the area. A staged 
amendment approach would allow employment conversions that are 
supported by the appropriate analysis to move forward earlier in the 
process. 
 
Settlement Boundary Expansions (ongoing since 2014) 
The single amendment approach would delay the advancement of settlement 
boundary expansion for the proposed Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 
boundary expansion in Caledon which has had technical MCR work 
completed for many years and recently updated. The proposed expansion is a 
logical expansion to complete the community of Mayfield West and would 
accommodate 8,500 people and jobs on 105 hectares of developable land.  
The proposed development would protect and enhance the natural heritage 
system, introduce a range and mix of housing and provide employment 
opportunities. The Region previously approved a locally initiated Regional 
Official Plan Amendment to expand the settlement boundary of Mayfield 
West to implement the Region’s 2031 population and employment forecasts 
but the Stage 2 area was excluded to comply with Growth Plan allocations for 
2031 which have now been superseded by Amendment 2 to the Growth Plan. 
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 The proposed expansion of Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 was initially 
included in the Region’s draft growth conformity amendment in 2017. The 
draft amendment, which was one of several amendments to address 
Provincial MCR requirements, is targeting Regional Council approval in 2019. 
As a result of the one amendment approach to address MCR requirements, 
the amendment including proposed Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 boundary 
expansion would be delayed for many years while other settlement 
expansion lands are studied even though a land needs assessment 
demonstrating the need for expansion and the detailed technical work to 
support the Mayfield West Phase 2 Stage 2 lands would already have been 
completed.  This added process would add no value from a community 
planning or Provincial policy perspective, but would delay moving forward 
with more detailed community planning and investment in community 
building.  It would also delay revenue to the Region that is needed to fund the 
infrastructure already in place. 
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APPENDIX C – REGION OF PEEL STAFF REPORT (APRIL 26, 2018): IMPLICATIONS OF THE CURRENT 
PROVINCIAL PLANNING CONTEXT ON MAJOR PLANNING INITIATIVES IN PEEL
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