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Mississauga ON L5R 3K6 

 

Dear Karen: 

Re: Bolton Residential Expansion Study 
Response to Region of Peel Discussion Paper 
Water and Wastewater Infrastructure Criteria 
Project No.: 300034976.0002 

This letter report has been prepared in response to the Region of Peel’s recent release of the 
Discussion Paper which provides a total of 18 criteria structured around six themes, on behalf of 
the Bolton Option 3 Landowners Group. These themes and criteria are based upon the Region’s 
interpretation of Provincial and Regional policies, the previously completed Town of Caledon 
analyses, and comments from stakeholders and the public.  We have been specifically 
requested to provide comment on the Region’s proposed criteria as it relates to water and 
wastewater servicing infrastructure.   

In laying out their proposed criteria, the Region identified which of their criteria was reflected in 
the original BRES analysis completed by Meridian on behalf of the Town.  Focusing specifically 
on water and wastewater infrastructure, the following Region criteria (and the counterpart Town 
criteria) are considered to have implications to the servicing evaluation: 

PEEL PROPOSED CRITERIA TOWN OF CALEDON CRITERIA 

Criterion 2 – How well can the development 
of transportation, water and wastewater 
infrastructure in the expansion area minimize 
impacts on the environment? 

 

Criterion 3 – How well can development in the 
expansion area make the most efficient use of 
existing Regional transportation, water and 
wastewater infrastructure? 

Criteria 6 – There is capacity in the existing 
and already planned major road system to 
accommodate development in the expansion 
area without having a significant impact on 
level of service.  
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PEEL PROPOSED CRITERIA TOWN OF CALEDON CRITERIA 

Criterion 4 – Is a significant amount of new 
transportation, water and wastewater 
infrastructure required to provide servicing in 
the expansion area? 

 

Criterion 5 - Can Regional transportation, 
water and wastewater infrastructure be 
provided in a cost effective manner to properly 
service development in the expansion area 
and potential future expansion areas? 

Criteria 8 – Development in the expansion 
area will not result in the need for complex and 
expensive infrastructure upgrades that may 
have impact on the availability of lands for 
development in 2021.   

Criterion 7 – Does the development of the 
expansion area have any substantial negative 
financial risk to the Region of Peel? 

Criteria 8 – Development in the expansion 
area will not result in the need for complex and 
expensive infrastructure upgrades that may 
have impact on the availability of lands for 
development in 2021.   

Criterion 8 – Will the development of the 
expansion area and resultant Regional 
infrastructure be cost effective, including 
operational and maintenance costs? 

 

General Comments 

We offer a few general comments before discussing specific Region criterion.  In very general 
terms it is difficult to provide comment on the criteria when little information is provided 
as to the relative importance of each criterion, and even less specifics are provided as to 
how the criteria will be evaluated.  In developing the criteria, reference is made to several 
passages within the Provincial Policy Statement and the Region Official Plan as appropriate; 
however these passages reflect very broad policy statements which we believe do little to 
distinguish between the various Options. 

The Town has been the subject of much criticism for their evaluation process and the use of a 
scoring system.  However that approach provided a great deal of clarity with regards to the 
relative importance of each criteria, and the inclusion of sub-factors within each criterion 
provided further clarity with regards to how each criterion was being evaluated.  While concerns 
have been expressed with this approach, it provided a clear and transparent evaluation – the 
type of evaluation that may be subject to more discussion given that interested parties clearly 
understood the principles of the evaluation.  We suggest that the Region provide further 
clarification as to the factors that will be considered within each criterion, and provide some 
further clarity as to their relative importance. 
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We also note that the Town approach provided 11 very distinct criteria, and again, in a 
transparent fashion applied weighting to establish the importance of the criteria.  As an example 
Criteria 6 is very specific to road infrastructure, while Criteria 8 is specific to servicing 
infrastructure, and the weighting placed greater emphasis in the evaluation on the cost and 
timing of servicing infrastructure.  The Region however in developing their criterion have 
mixed transportation, water and wastewater servicing into four of their criteria, and 
without assigning any relative importance or providing any clarity into how they will be 
evaluated, we are concerned that weighting of importance will occur in a less than 
transparent fashion, and that duplication may occur in the evaluation.  In fact, 6 out of 
the eighteen criteria speak to either the optimization and/or cost of infrastructure.   As a 
specific example, Region Criterion 3 asks how well development can make use of existing 
infrastructure.  Region Criterion 4 asks whether a significant amount of new infrastructure is 
required to provide servicing to the expansion area.  Region Criterion 5 asks whether 
infrastructure may be developed cost effectively.  In our opinion, these are the same or similar 
criteria worded differently.  If a planning area is able to efficiently use the existing infrastructure, 
it stands to reason that a significant amount of new infrastructure will not be required and it 
would be more cost effective, and vice versa.  The Region should further assess and 
eliminate the potential for duplication in the criteria, and identify clear sub-factors to be 
used in the evaluation such that transparency is maintained. 

We note that the Town’s criteria did not speak to jurisdiction when evaluating infrastructure 
alternatives.  However, four of the Region servicing criterion speak only to Regional 
infrastructure and risk to the Region of Peel.  This would appear to be intentional based on the 
text provided on Page 3 of the Discussion Paper which suggests the evaluation themes 
and criteria “focus on issues of interest to the Region”.  If the intent of the Region’s 
current ROPA process is simply to review the work of the Town from a Regional 
perspective, as one of many agencies having an interest in the file, then such an 
approach may be appropriate. However, if the intention of the ROPA process is to drive a 
new or revised ROPA, we are concerned that too much emphasis may be placed on 
Region issues as the Town should be seen as an equal partner through the evaluation and be 
included in both the risk analysis, and the infrastructure evaluation.  Several of the options front 
on to Town roads which will require upgrade, and these roads should not be seen as any less 
important than Regional infrastructure.   

We note that the Region removed specific reference to the 2021 timeframe that was included 
with the Town criteria.  We support this position, and had suggested that the reference to 2021 
be removed from the criteria in our original submission to the Region of Peel on the BRES 
ROPA.  We believed that the timing was originally included to identify which options could best 
realize the growth targets by 2031.  However we do not believe that any of the servicing options 
are so complex that growth targets could not be met, and therefore the timing becomes less 
important to the overall evaluation. 

Specific Comments on Region Criterion 

We will now provide some specific comments as they relate to the criterion.  Many of these 
comments are structured around developing a better understanding of how each criterion will be 
evaluated.  Criterion 2 asks how well can the development of water, wastewater and 
transportation infrastructure in the expansion area minimize impacts on the environment.  
Will this evaluation be specific to routing and crossing of natural heritage systems 
(NHS), or will it take a holistic approach to the evaluation of environmental impacts.  The 
impacts associated with NHS crossings are well understood and easily mitigated.  Within the 
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Municipal Class Environmental Assessment document, crossings of features are typically 
associated with Schedule A or B activities, unless the feature is significant (Humber River Valley 
crossing for example).  Differentiating between options based on a number of NHS crossings 
would yield no significant difference between options.  However, if minimizing environmental 
impacts is associated holistically with delivering a complete community that is transit 
oriented and will result in more sustainable development, some distinction may be made 
between options. 

Notwithstanding our position that Criterion 3, 4 and 5 should be combined into a single 
criterion to eliminate weighting and duplication, we are unclear as to how these separate 
criteria will be evaluated.  Will the evaluation be solely on a cost basis, and will the cost 
analysis consider strategic oversizing for all options, which was not evaluated by the 
Town’s consultants in their BRES Infrastructure Report?  How will such terms as significant 
and cost effective be defined and evaluated.  Some clarity through the inclusion of sub-criteria 
or factors would be beneficial in creating a transparent process.  We believe that Town 
infrastructure should also be considered in the evaluation.   

For Criterion 7, how will the Region define substantial negative financial risk?  While total 
Region debt levels are not insignificant, Region financial staff have indicated publicly that they 
are well below borrowing limits prescribed under the Municipal Act, and are anticipated to 
decrease over time as more units are built to meet the 2031 Growth plan targets, for which 
significant capital investment has already been made.  Even the most costly servicing option for 
BRES only represents in the order of 2% of the Region’s total borrowing limit, and the cost to 
service that debt will be much less than 2%.  Expansions necessary to service 2041 Growth 
Plan targets present a more substantial financial risk as meeting targets beyond 2031 will 
require expansions to sewage and water treatment facilities, which typically require more 
significant capital investments and longer payback periods than any of the options under 
consideration for BRES.  The Region has identified a four pronged approach through their 
recent Growth Management Committee presentation to managing financial risk to the 
Region of Peel.  Given that the Region will be working with the development industry to 
consider front ending and area specific development charge approaches concurrent with 
the BRES ROPA, we believe the evaluation should take place on the basis of the 
implementation of these new approaches.   

Criterion 8 asks will development of the expansion area be cost effective, including 
operation and maintenance costs.  As has been stated previously, we believe this 
criterion should not be limited to Regional infrastructure, but should also consider Town 
operation and maintenance costs (i.e. road maintenance etc.).  Again, it is not clear what 
considerations will go into determining exactly what cost effective means.  Will it be a simple 
measure of total costs, or should it more appropriately consider densities achieved within a 
community, as densities associated with transit oriented development tend to be higher, and 
require less dollars per capita to maintain.  We suggest a holistic approach to the evaluation 
is the most appropriate approach when considering Criterion 8. 
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We appreciate that the Region has acknowledged the extensive work undertaken by the Town 
of Caledon through the BRES process.  The comments presented above are intended to assist 
the Region in further developing and refining the criteria such that a clear and transparent 
process is maintained.  We hope you find this submission helpful as part of your overall 
submission package to the Region of Peel.  We would be pleased to review our comments in a 
meeting with Region staff at any time.  Please call us if you have any questions. 

Yours truly, 

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 

Ian Drever, P. Eng. 
Executive Vice President 
ID:lm 
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