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Via:  Delivered 

Ms. Karen Bennett, MCIP, RPP 
Glen Schnarr and Associates Inc. 
700-10 Kingsbridge Garden Circle 
Mississauga ON L5R 3K6 

 

Dear Karen: 

Re: Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES) 
Response to Schaeffers March 10, 2016 Submission 
Water and Wastewater Servicing 
Project No.: 300034976.0002 

 
Thank you for making us aware of Schaeffers Consulting Engineers (Schaeffers) March 10, 
2016 letter, which formed a subsequent submission on behalf of Solmar Development 
Corporation in response to the Region’s request for comments on the BRES Regional Official 
Plan Amendment (ROPA) by February 1, 2016.  We were certainly unaware that the Region 
process was entertaining further submissions from landowners, beyond the comment deadline 
date, specifically in response to previous landowners submissions.  This would appear to be 
beyond the intent of the Region’s public consultation process, however as requested we are 
providing our comments on the Schaeffers submission. 
 
We acknowledge that Schaeffers takes issue with the ranking system employed by Meridian 
Planning in the BRES evaluation.  They have an opinion on the appropriateness of the ranking 
system, and that the application of such a ranking system in land use planning decisions is 
inappropriate.  That in itself does not make the application of a ranking system wrong – it is 
certainly transparent and to suggest that ranking of some form or fashion does not factor into 
the analysis of land use planning options seems to ignore the basis for option evaluation.  
Certainly servicing options are ranked all the time through Environmental Assessment 
processes, and are quite often the subject of debate.  That debate usually is focussed around 
how individuals perceive the importance of various criteria.  It is not unusual however for criteria 
to be given a high, medium or low rating based on their potential impact. 
 
Schaeffers takes issue with the suggestion that front-end financing by the development 
community could or should be used as a tool for the delivery of infrastructure because it passes 
on the cost of financing to the end user.  The fact is that the cost of financing any infrastructure 
is already incorporated into the Development Charge By-law, and paid for by the development 
community through development charges.  Front-end financing is only one tool that is available 
to the Region for the delivery of infrastructure, and it may be used to reduce the total debt 
burden carried by the Region, and share that responsibility with the development community.  In 
a report to Regional Council (The New Approach to Planning, Servicing and Financing Growth 



Ms. Karen Bennett, MCIP, RPP Page 2 of 5 
May 24, 2016 
Project No.: 300034976.0002 
 

in the Region of Peel, February 22, 2016), Region staff outlined a number of measures aimed at 
mitigating financial risks to the Region and front-end financing or accelerated payment 
agreements or pre-payment agreements are all tools the Region is currently considering. 
 
Schaeffers suggests that our identification of area specific development charges is a scheme 
designed to hide the higher servicing costs associated with the Option 3 lands, and to mitigate 
costs to the Region.  This is entirely not the case – Burnside has been clear in evaluating and 
establishing costs for each of the Options based on our interpretation and analysis of existing 
information made available by the Town and the Region.  Burnside has also been clear that the 
costs to service Option 3 are higher than Option 6 – this is a fact that is not debated.  However, 
the implementation of an Area Specific Development Charge by-law would be the vehicle that 
could permit the implementation of a front end financing agreement which would clearly assist 
the Region in managing risk associated with increased debt, by transferring the debt burden to 
the development community. 
 
Area Specific Development Charges are not uncommon – the Region of York for example has 
had an Area Specific Development Charge in place since 2006 for the Nobleton Sewage 
Treatment System and to date has been able to refund two thirds of the growth related costs to 
the developers group which front ended the works.  Discussions with Region staff (pers. 
communication D. Labrecque) suggests the Region is in the process of evaluating Area Specific 
Development Charge approaches to properly apportion what they consider the true cost of 
servicing different growth areas within the Region.  Should the Region proceed with this 
approach, downstream servicing costs would be equally applied to any of the six options 
currently being evaluated through the BRES ROPA.   
 
Burnside is well aware that the principals of GM Blue Plan (Blue Plan) have a lengthy history 
working with the Region of Peel on master servicing matters.  We find it interesting that 
Schaeffers takes issue with Burnside suggesting a possible change to the servicing approach 
for Option 3 identified within the Blue Plan Infrastructure Report, June 2014, but appears to 
have no issue with costing a servicing scheme for a revised Option 6.  It is not clear to us how 
the Option 6 landowners may unilaterally revise the boundaries of Option 6 currently under 
review through the Region process.  Regardless, we offer the following in response to 
comments raised in regards to our deviation from the previous Blue Plan work: 
 
 While the Region was involved with Blue Plan and the Town through the BRES process, the 

capital works associated with BRES were never incorporated into the Region’s 2013 Water 
and Wastewater Master Plan (WWMP) update, as the BRES Infrastructure Report was 
completed after the WWMP update, and the BRES ROPA has not been passed by the 
Region; 

 The BRES projects were added to the 2015 DC Background Study as a placeholder, after 
the industry raised the issue that the capital program within the DC Background Study 
should be consistent with that required to service the 2031a population projections; 

 The BRES Infrastructure Report considered conceptual servicing in detail for Options 1 and 
3 only – it was necessary to develop servicing concepts and costing for all options, 
consistent with the unit rate costing adopted in the BRES Infrastructure Report, to provide 
an apples to apples comparison; 

 The Region recognizes that servicing schemes may change as new information becomes 
available.  The Region has a long history of updating master plans, and altering 
infrastructure alignments from those shown on Development Charge Infrastructure mapping 
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based on more detailed information being provided by consulting firms working on behalf of 
developers;  

 Burnside noted a calculation error in one of the Blue Plan evaluation tables, the correction of 
which identified a sanitary alignment along Healey Road and Humber Station Road as the 
most cost effective option for servicing the Option 3 lands.  This option also makes the most 
efficient use of existing Region infrastructure, and Burnside has taken the opportunity to 
inform Region staff of this new information: 

 Additional topographic information now available for the Option 3 lands and adjacent areas 
also shows the potential to relocate the elevated storage tank necessary to service a future 
Zone 7 closer to the Option 3 lands, thereby reducing capital costs and the length of linear 
infrastructure necessary to be maintained over the long term.  Burnside has taken the 
opportunity to inform Regional staff of this new information; 

 Burnside is aware that Regional staff are in the process of reviewing and costing servicing 
schemes for each of the 6 options, and will be reporting and making their own determination 
as to the servicing approach for BRES.  They will use the information provided in the Blue 
Plan Infrastructure Report, but will not be bound by it, and we expect Region staff work to 
contribute to the 2017 WWMP update currently being initiated by Blue Plan; 

 The only work completed by Blue Plan which provided an estimated cost to service for all six 
options was a preliminary technical analysis summarized in a memorandum in support of the 
first phase of the BRES process.  Blue Plan acknowledged that this work did not include an 
allowance for strategic oversizing, which would not be consistent with the approach taken by 
the Region of Peel over many decades, and many WWMP updates.  Burnside’s work was 
specifically focussed on adopting an approach more consistent with Region practices, and 
not specifically to assign more points to Option 3; 

 Figure 5, which Schaeffers states is reflective of how the Region is planning to provide 
wastewater services to the Caledon/Bolton area is direct evidence of the Region’s strategic 
oversizing approach.  However, we believe the exact boundaries of these drainage sheds 
are subject to refinement as new information becomes available to the Region.  It should be 
noted that the sewer drainage boundaries presented in the Burnside work are largely 
consistent with that presented in the Region figure, with the exception of a small area north 
of Healey Road, and adjacent The Gore Road which we believe has potential to drain to the 
Clarkway Trunk Sewer; 

 The Blue Plan work was not completed in accordance with the requirements of the Class 
Environmental Assessment Guidelines for Master plans.  As such, any services extended to 
service any Option will be subject to a review to determine the need of an Environmental 
Assessment for an individual project. 

 
Given all of the above, it is not unreasonable for alternative servicing strategies to be brought 
forward to the Region, and for the Region to consider them at this time.  With the Region 
embarking on a review process of all the previous BRES work, the status of the Blue Plan 
Infrastructure Report should not be overstated.   
 
With regards to Schaeffers comments specific to Burnside’s assessment of costs for Option 6, 
we offer the following: 
 
 It would appear that Schaeffers acknowledges that the southern portion of the Option 6 

lands are within Pressure Zone 5, and will require the extension of a main from the 
Tullamore Pumping Station and Reservoir; 
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 Until such time as the Region and/or the Town accept the revised boundary for Option 6, 
Burnside sees no reason to exclude the costs associated with servicing Pressure Zone 5 
from the Option 6 estimate of servicing costs; 

 Based on Burnside’s preliminary analysis of tributary drainage area, and pipe capacities, we 
believe a 600 mm diameter trunk sanitary sewer should be extended along Clarkway Drive 
to service the areas north of Mayfield Road to Healey Road.  We believe the capacity 
necessary to service Option 6 lands only is irrelevant, as the Region would not build a sewer 
to service the Option 6 lands only.  The Region would build a sewer to service all lands 
tributary, and so if the sewer were to be extended to service the Option 6 lands, the cost of a 
600 mm diameter trunk is the cost the Region would incur, and that cost should be carried 
against the Option 6 lands – this strategic oversizing approach has been applied to the costs 
for all Options, not solely Option 6; and, 

 It is a regular occurrence for the Region to make adjustments to development charge capital 
projects based on new information presented, and as such the issue of a sewer being 
upsized over that presented in the Development Charge By-law is overstated. 

 
At this time we see no need to adjust our estimates with respect to the costs to service Option 6. 
 
With regards to the opportunity to support long term servicing and growth of other areas, 
Schaeffers seems to suggest that the Option 6 lands are advantaged due to their proximity to 
Mayfield Road.  However, the Town and the Region will determine which lands will be 
incorporated into the urban boundary based on a Municipal Comprehensive Review.  
Comprehensive means that proximity to servicing and to major transportation corridors will be 
only one consideration of many which factor into a land use planning decision, and will not 
necessarily be the driving or primary factor on which the decision is based.  We also note that 
should the Option 3 lands proceed and the infrastructure necessary to service Option 3 is 
constructed, then lands to the west of Option 3 will enjoy the same proximity to servicing as 
exists for Option 6 and the lands west. 
 
With regards to GO servicing, the Option 3 lands are the only lands that deliver infrastructure for 
the GO Station site within the servicing cost provided for Option 3.  Schaeffers opines that 
delivering servicing to the GO Station site could be completed for any of the other options, but 
they don’t appear to have demonstrated this is the case.  Based on the previous Blue Plan 
work, we know the following: 
 
 The closest sanitary sewer is approximately 1 km from the GO Station site; 
 That the sanitary sewer capacity in the vicinity of Harvest Moon Drive will be required to 

service the Rounding Out Area adjacent to the Harvest Moon Drive subdivision; 
 That extension of such a sanitary sewer if capacity were available would most certainly 

require some form of pumping station and forcemain arrangement along King Street, given 
the shallow invert elevation of the sanitary sewer at this location, and the need to 
accommodate a potential grade separation at the railway crossing and cross the creek 
immediately west of the railway crossing; 

 That based on further topographic mapping required, the GO Station site is within the 
pressure boundary for Zone 7; and, 

 That in the event servicing could be extended for any specific option outside of Option 3, the 
cost of extending that servicing would need to be added to the cost of that other option in 
order to provide an apples to apples cost comparison. 
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We trust you find our comments helpful and informative.  Please call us if you have any 
questions. 
 

Yours truly, 

R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited 

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

 

 
 

 
Other than by the addressee, copying or distribution of this document, in whole or in part, is not permitted without the express 
written consent of R.J. Burnside & Associates Limited. 
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