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May 24th, 2016   
 
 
Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc. 
10 Kingsbridge Garden Circle, Suite 700 
Mississauga, Ontario L5R 3K6 
 
Attn:  Karen Bennett, MCIP, RPP - Associate 
 
 
Re: TRCA Letter of February 5th, 2016 to Peel Region Re: BRES ROPA. 
 
Dear Ms. Bennett: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide comments, through your office, on the February 5th, 
2016 letter submission to Peel Region by the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
(TRCA) regarding the Town of Caledon’s ROPA for Bolton Residential Expansion. The TRCA 
letter was prepared in response to a January 13th, 2016 letter from the Region requesting 
comments on the Town of Caledon’s ROPA application for the Bolton Residential Expansion.  
 
As the natural heritage consultant for the Option 3 Landowner Group, Beacon has reviewed 
the comments provided in the TRCA letter and offered some comments regarding its 
recommendations. Beacon has also prepared a separate letter responding to a submission 
by SGL Planning and Design Inc. (dated March 2016) that was prepared for the Option 6 
Landowners.  
 
Beacon is very familiar with the Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES) process and the 
environmental criteria that were established to assist the Town in identifying its preferred 
expansion areas and subsequent selection of Option 3 and Rounding Out Areas for the 
ROPA. Since 2014, Beacon has been undertaking independent environmental work for the 
Option 3 landowners and has been working cooperatively with the Town’s consultants to 
facilitate the completion of the environmental studies required to satisfy the terms of 
reference for a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Study and Management Plan 
(CEISMP). 
 
The TRCA letter of February 5th, 2016 includes the following: 
 

a) A summary of key technical comments provided to the Town in their letter of March 
2015 relating to Phase 3 environmental studies for Options 1 & 3 and Rounding 
Out Areas; 

b) A re-examination of the Town’s environmental screening criteria and 
recommendations at the request of Peel Region; 

c) A discussion of the Terms of Reference for the CEISMP; and 
d) Comments on floodplain mapping and stormwater management. 

 

http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/officialplan/pdfs/sgl-solmar-corporation-03-2016.pdf
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We offer the following comments on the TRCA letter. 
 
Background/Context 
 

1. On page 1, paragraph 5, TRCA note that they have participated in the Town’s BRES 
study process and assisted the Town of Caledon in determining the scope of analysis 
required to meet the Region’s MCR requirements. It is further noted that terms of 
reference for the environmental studies necessary to allow a ROPA application to 
proceed as well as a future LOPA had been prepared jointly with Region of Peel 
Planning staff. It is our understanding that this comment is in reference to the 
“Recommended Terms of Reference for Phase 3 Comprehensive Environmental 
Impact Study and Management Plan (CEISMP) – prepared by TRCA and Region of 
Peel Staff - August 20, 2013”.  
 

2. The CEIS terms of reference refer to “Phase 3”, a BRES study phase that is described 
in the General Terms of Reference for BRES – April 2012 prepared by the Town and 
approved by Caledon Council in April 2012. Town’s General Terms of Reference for 
BRES, the study is comprised of five phases. Phase 1 included development of 
evaluation criteria to be applied to the identified candidate expansion areas.  Phase 2 
involved application of the selection criteria to determine preferred expansion areas 
and resulted in the selection of Options 1 & 3 plus the Rounding Out Areas. Phase 3 
included more detailed study of the preferred expansion areas. Phase 4 includes 
development of a community plan and secondary plan for Option 3 and the Rounding 
Out Areas, and Phase 5 is the ROPA and LOPA for Option 3 and the Rounding Out 
Areas.  

 
3. On page 2, paragraph 3, TRCA note that the environmental analyses completed by 

the Town in support of the ROPA were scoped to “allow for a high-level assessment 
and screening of natural heritage interests for all 6 candidate expansion areas” and 
that this would be followed by “a more detailed analysis of the preferred locations” and 
that this was considered to be an “appropriate process that the Town followed at the 
time”. 

 
4. As is noted in the last paragraph on Page 1, “TRCA staff have been involved at 

various points throughout the BRES study process” and have developed terms of 
reference “to assist the Town with determining the requisite scope of analysis that 
would be required to meet the Region’s MCR requirements”.  
 

5. TRCA’s prior correspondence with the Town is through a letter dated March 31, 2015, 
which did not include comments or references pertaining to the Town’s selection 
criteria or evaluation process (BRES Phases 1 & 2). Our review of the CEISMP terms 
of reference confirms that there is no guidance provided to the Town pertaining to the 
BRES screening process. As was noted in point 4, TRCA considered the screening 
process followed by the Town to be appropriate at the time. 
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6. Given that the study requirements for the MCR that were provided to the Town through 

the Phase 3 - CEISMP terms of reference and were intended to be applied to the 
preferred expansion areas identified through Phase 2, we find the Region’s request for 
TRCA to comment on technical matters related to BRES Phases 1 and 2 unusual. It 
would be expected that both the Region and TRCA would have submitted comments 
regarding evaluation criteria at the appropriate time in the BRES process.  

 
March 31, 2015 TRCA Letter – Floodplain Mapping 

 
7. In their letter of March 31 2015, TRCA commented on the environmental studies 

completed by the Town’s consultants for the preferred expansion areas (Options 1 & 3 
and Rounding Out Areas) as part of BRES Phase 3. Additional information pertaining 
to floodplain mapping, preliminary mapping of the natural heritage system, feature 
based water balance analysis and groundwater assessment was requested by TRCA. 
In their subsequent letter of February 5th, 2016, it is noted on page 2, paragraph 5, that 
with the exception of regulatory floodplain mapping, they consider the additional 
information relevant to the preferred expansion areas and not for all 6 BRES options. 
In the same paragraph, TRCA notes that regulatory floodplain mapping has been 
updated for the West Humber and it is suggested to be utilized in calculating net 
developable area for all candidate areas. This deviates from the intent of the joint 
TRCA and Region CEISMP terms of reference which require the existing and future 
modelled regulatory floodplain to be mapped as part of the CEISMP for the preferred 
expansion areas only. 
 

8. Furthermore, we have been advised by Mr. D. Leighton (Urbantech) who has recently 
consulted with TRCA staff, that despite the updated work completed by TRCA, that the 
regulatory floodplain mapping is only available for the West Humber River and not 
available for the tributaries throughout the BRES Option lands. 
 

9. We agree that regulatory floodplain mapping is an important consideration when 
identifying constraints, it is our understanding that this constraint was intended to be 
addressed at the site level through the CEISMP as opposed to the entire BRES study 
area. Recommending that the BRES selection process be revisited by applying the 
updated regulatory mapping neglects to recognize that fact that the preferred 
expansion areas are situated in the headwater areas where the extent of floodplain is 
generally limited. Additionally, the recommendation does not account for the fact that 
such mapping is typically refined through the development process and as a 
requirement of the CEISMP, and that there are numerous other factors considered by 
the Town in selecting the preferred expansion areas. In our opinion, the 
recommendation is not appropriate and undermines much of the work completed by 
the Town as part of Phase 3.  
Screening Criteria 
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10. On page 3, paragraphs 1 and 2, TRCA note that the environmental criteria applied to 
the candidate expansion areas by the Town remain applicable to the Region’s ROPA 
review and conclude that they are “largely appropriate”. 
  

11. On page 3 and 4, TRCA list 13 recommendations for potential modifications to the 
screening process and or criteria. These are discussed below. 
 

a. Recommendations 1 & 2 suggest that the Town’s criteria should reference 
natural systems and connectivity. It is suggested that the Town’s environmental 
criteria is focused on individual significant features and the constraints they 
pose and does not identify connections among them. We do not agree with this 
view for several reasons. Firstly, the identification of an NHS is a requirement of 
the CEISMP to be completed for the preferred expansion areas as part of 
BRES Phase 3, not as part of Phase 1 as is outlined in the joint terms of 
reference prepared by TRCA and the Region. Secondly, the NHS is a sum of its 
parts, so it is not appropriate to consider the Town’s work features-based, as it 
does not recognize that most of the features are watercourses which also 
function as linkages. Thirdly, the Town’s environmental criteria relate to the 
impact of multiple features on community design. 

b. Recommendation 3 relates to the Town’s original Criteria 5 & 6 and the 
suggestion that it would have been preferable to blend them rather than omit 
criterion 6. We generally agree, but it should be noted that Criterion 5 is based 
on the recognition that it is a requirement under existing policies to protect all 
features and systems, and as such Criterion 5 relates to the ability to establish 
a suitable community design while affording the necessary environmental 
protections. 

c. Recommendation 4 relates to consideration of drainage density as a screening 
criterion to determine level of constraint. Because criterion 5 relates to the 
ability to establish a suitable community design, and drainage features were a 
key consideration, we feel that this criterion need not be further modified. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that the Town was directed by the TRCA and 
Region through the CEISMP terms of reference to undertake a headwater 
drainage feature analysis as part of BRES Phase 3, not Phase 1. 

d. Recommendation 5 suggests that the constraint screening should go beyond 
recognition and protection of significant PPS features and systems as is 
encouraged through the policies of the Town and Region. We agree, however 
we understand the environmental screening criteria is not simply a constraint 
screening. It considers how the community design can fit best. The requirement 
to go beyond the PPS is clearly articulated in the CEISMP terms of reference 
and the resulting preliminary NHS that the Town has developed for the Option 1 
& 3 lands has demonstrated going above and beyond by identifying extensive 
restoration and enhancement areas. Again, it should be noted that the Town 
was directed by the TRCA and Region through the CEISMP terms of reference 
to develop a Preliminary NHS as part of BRES Phase 3, not Phase 1. 
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e. Recommendation 6 relates to the endangered species. TRCA is suggesting that 
species other than Redside Dace should have been considered for all the 
BRES candidate areas. This recommendation is inconsistent with TRCA 
statement that they are supportive of the Towns approach in undertaking a 
high-level screening. Searching for SAR in the field on a site by site level is a 
low-level screening exercise. Again, it should be noted that the Town was 
directed by the TRCA and Region through the CEISMP terms of reference to 
screen for SAR as part of BRES Phase 3, not Phase 1. 

f. Recommendation 8 suggests that all unevaluated wetland features in BRES be 
considered Provincially Significant from a planning purposes. This is already 
noted in the CEISMP terms of reference that were developed by the TRCA and 
Region to guide the Town in preparing its Phase 3 studies. It is unclear why this 
is now being proposed for Phase 1. It is our opinion that this is not necessary 
for a ROPA level study and even less appropriate for the Phase 1 screening 
exercise.  

g. Recommendation 9 suggests the significant wildlife habitat be included as a 
component of the environmental screening criteria. Considering that SWH is 
generally not mapped and requires extensive field studies to confirm, it is our 
opinion that it would be inappropriate to utilize for a high level screening 
exercise. Again, it should be noted that the Town was directed by the TRCA 
and Region through the CEISMP terms of reference to identify SWH as part of 
BRES Phase 3, not Phase 1. 

h. Recommendation 10 refers to fish habitat as well as headwater drainage 
features, seeps and springs and recommends they be delineated. Where 
possible. It is unclear how this recommendation relates to the environmental 
criterion which is intended to evaluate the effect on community design. Again, it 
should be noted that the Town was directed by the TRCA and Region through 
the CEISMP terms of reference to identify these features as part of BRES 
Phase 3, not Phase 1. 

i. Recommendation 11 refers to a regulated area sub-criterion and recommends it 
include wetlands and valleyland. It is unclear what sub-criterion is being 
referenced as the Town’s environmental criteria relate to features. Irrespective, 
we find the recommendation inappropriate for the screening exercise. The 
CEISMP terms of reference require the Town to identify regulated areas and 
features as part of BRES Phase 3, not Phase 1. 

j. Recommendations 12 speaks to the need for greater clarity. We agree that 
would be helpful. 

k. Recommendation 13 refers to delineation of significant valleylands. It is unclear 
what document is being referred to. 

 
CEISMP Terms of Reference 

 
12.  TRCA has indicated that they are of the opinion that the environmental studies 

completed to date by the Town for the preferred expansion areas have not completely 
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satisfied the terms of reference for the CEISMP and we presume that the Town will 
respond to this matter.  
 

13. The TRCA suggest that if alternative candidate sites are identified through the 
Region’s process that there will be significant additional environmental analysis 
required. We agree. 
 

Conclusions 
 

In conclusion, the TRCA letter has confirmed that they are of the opinion that the Town’s 
approach to developing environmental evaluation criteria for the BRES was appropriate. The 
letter also confirms that satisfying the terms of reference for the CEISMP through the Phase 3 
studies of the preferred expansion areas is necessary to meet the MCR requirements for the 
Town’s ROPA application.  
 
In reviewing the TRCA letter, we identified several contradictions related to the BRES 
process which we feel are important to highlight. Firstly, it is clear from comments provided in 
their letter that TRCA was involved throughout the BRES process. Secondly, it is clear that 
TRCA understood and supported the Town’s approach to undertaking high-level screening 
for BRES Phases 1 & 2, followed by more detailed studies (CEISMP) on the preferred 
expansion areas. However, many of the recommendations provided in their letter suggest 
that more detailed environmental work, previously only contemplated for the preferred 
expansion areas in accordance with the CEISMP terms of reference, now be carried out for 
all the candidate sites as part of an environmental screening. It is our opinion that the 
recommendations deviate considerably from the process that was established by the Town.  
It is also our opinion that the recommendations deviate substantially from the previous 
guidance provided to the Town by the TRCA and Region as to the specific requirements 
necessary to satisfy the MCR. Finally, the level of investigation and detail TRCA is 
recommending is inappropriate for application at the Phase 1 or 2 stage of the BRES 
process.  
 
We trust that regional staff will find these comments helpful in undertaking their independent 
review of the Town of Caledon’s BRES evaluation criteria.  
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Yours truly,  
Beacon Environmental 

 

Ken Ursic, M.Sc.  
Principal and Sr. Ecologist 




