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Dear Ms. Warren, 
 

Re: Bolton Residential Expansion Regional Official Plan Amendment 
Discussion Paper  

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Discussion Paper prepared by 
The Planning Partnership regarding the Region of Peel Official Plan Amendment for the 
Bolton Residential Expansion. 
 
We commend the Planning Partnership on their work on the Discussion Paper, and their 
consideration and fair summary of the wide-ranging comments received as part of the 
process so far. We are supportive of the general direction being taken in the review of 
the amendment including the grounding of the proposed criteria in Provincial and 
Regional Policy.   
 
In particular, we support the removal of the GO Station as a major consideration in the 
process, instead applying a more equal and balanced consideration of all transportation 
mobility options.  We also support the broadened recognition of economic and fiscal 
responsibility, as well as the long-term perspective of logical growth and investment in 
the broader settlement structure.  Further, we support the broadened view of 
community-building elements, including affordable housing, and integration/compatibility 
with the existing community.  
 
In general, we support the identified themes and find the breath of criteria appropriate.   
 
We offer the following questions and comments in response to some of the criteria. 
  
Criterion 3: 
Criterion 3 refers to making the most efficient use of existing infrastructure.  We agree 
with this criterion but also expect to see the most efficient use of planned infrastructure 
as well, as is required by the PPS. 
 
Criterion 4: 
How will “significant amount of infrastructure” be determined? The wording implies 
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subjectivity. Is it based on cost? If it is based on cost, the criterion should be measured 
based on relative cost and the preference for the least expensive option should be 
employed. Also, if this is based on cost, how will this be measured differently than 
Criterion 7? 
 
Criterion 6: 
The wording of Criterion 6, “How well can development in the expansion area support 
the establishment of a full range of transportation mobility options…” suggests some 
subjectivity in what is to be considered “well”.  In order to determine which option 
supports the establishment of transportation mobility options the best, measurable 
factors including the following, should be considered:  
 

• Ability to connect to existing and planned services and infrastructure; 
• Ability to implement mobility options effectively in the primary directions of travel; 
• Ability to accommodate typical daily trip making purposes within Bolton and to 

and from Bolton. 
 
The components must be examined using identifiable measurements and analyses. 
 
Criterion 7: 
The servicing cost is an important consideration, however, this should not be limited to 
the Region’s financial risk. The concern is that the Criterion could measure “financial 
risk” based on the apparent willingness of landowners to front end the cost of capital 
infrastructure, thus all options might be ranked the same.  In such analysis, the costs 
would not be truly examined.   
 
Criterion 8: 
The wording of the criteria opens the possibility for judgment/subjectivity as to what 
magnitude is considered “cost effective”.  It does not suggest that the most cost-
effective option would be preferable to the least cost-effective option. Further 
clarification is needed as to how this would be measured and considered.   Also since it 
speaks to Regional infrastructure, it does not contemplate the impacts on provincial and 
local infrastructure and, as with Criterion 7, it leaves open the same possibility of not 
considering costs to the end user, should infrastructure be front-ended by developers.  
 
Criterion 9: 
Criterion 9 talks about integration with existing residential areas, while Criterion 14 
addresses impact on employment areas.  This suggests a bias that residential areas 
and employment areas should be kept very far apart and that consideration of 
integration of both land uses within the community are not being contemplated. It should 
be corrected to consider integration of employment uses as well. 
 
In addition, it appears to be measuring two different matters.  The latter part "will it have 
any impacts on future planned residential area?", should be a separate 
criterion.   Combining the two concepts will not lead to a traceable result.   
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Criterion 10: 
This criterion refers to the expansion area achieving “planned urban density targets”, 
“an appropriate range and mix of housing, including housing that is more 
affordable”.   How will the appropriate mix of housing be determined? Adherence to the 
Peel Land Budget should be a measure of this criterion. 
 
The criterion should also consider employment mix (i.e. employment lands employment 
vs. other forms).  As mentioned in the report’s discussion of Criterion 18, the Peel 
Region Policy 7.9.2.12 requires that, “the proposed expansion is based on the 
population, household and employment growth forecasts”. Employment mix should be 
considered as part of an integrated approach and incorporated into a criterion.   
 
Criterion 11: 
This criterion speaks to "healthy outcomes" and, in the description of this criterion, the 
report notes that a health assessment of the expansion options will be undertaken.  We 
are not aware of what a health assessment is or what it will evaluate, nor is it clear on 
what the measures will be to assess whether the expansion enables healthy outcomes.  
 
We note that in our March 2016 submission, we had included a Criterion on commuting 
distances as part of complete communities.  This matter would also be an appropriate 
measure for healthy outcomes.  
 
Criterion 14: 
This criterion appears to address two separate matters 1) impact on existing and 
planned employment areas and 2) impact on future expansion.  Dividing this criterion 
into two criteria will lead to a more traceable analysis. 
 
Criterion 18:  
This criterion is focused on conformity with provincial policy but it appears to us that  
provincial policy has already been addressed by the other criteria.  When reviewing the 
rationale for this criterion on page 36, the policy references address the question of 
whether a settlement expansion is required as part of a Municipal Comprehensive 
Review.  That matter has already been addressed through ROPA 24 and OPA 226 and 
is not a relevant criterion. 
 
Other comments 
With regards to the table on page 5 of the report, we note that the MW2 (ROPA 29) 
resident number is incorrect.  It does not properly take into account the difference 
between the Census population and the total population.  It should actually be 10,504 
instead of 10,348. 
 
As the process progresses, we will be seeking further information on how the criteria will 
be applied and measured.  As mentioned in our previous comments on the Bolton 
Expansion ROPA process, we had concerns with the manner in which Caledon 
weighted and ranked the criteria. As discussed in our March 15th 2016 correspondence, 
such methodology is problematic with regards to subjectivity, traceability, illusionary 
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accuracy and end-driven results. We look forward to better understanding how the 
evaluation criteria will be measured and examined and what form of analyses will be 
undertaken.  
 
Yours very truly, 
SGL PLANNING & DESIGN INC. 
 
 
 
 
Paul Lowes, M.E.S., MCIP, RPP 
Principal 

 


