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RE: Bolton Residential Expansion - Transportation, 

 Response to SGL Comments Regarding Transportation, dated March 15, 2016 

 

Karen: 

 

At your request I have reviewed the document titled “Response to Comments Submitted on the Bolton 

Residential Expansion Study ROPA” submitted by SGL and dated March 15th, 2016.  Specifically, I have 

reviewed the comments provided by Solmar Development Corporation’s consultant, Poulos & Chung, and 

offer the following responses. 

 

 
1.0 Time Line for the Bolton Community Rail Service 
 

This section of the Poulos & Chung comments focuses on the current scheduled implementation of the Bolton 

GO Rail service in the 2024-2029 timeframe.  The letter you have received from Gary McNeil of McNeil 

Management Services (in response to the same comments from Poulos & Chung) provides substantial insight 

into: 

 

 the process by which projects are prioritized and re-prioritized by Metrolinx as financial and political 

priorities change,  

 

 the ability and opportunity to deliver GO service on the existing line in a phased and cost sensitive 

manner as opposed to moving directly to full service on a twinned track, and  

 

 the importance of planning now for communities that are less dependent on the automobile rather 

than continuing with the status quo. 

 

I would add the following with a view to highlighting and supporting several of Mr McNeil’s points.   

 

An important part of the project prioritization process undertaken by Metrolinx is responding to requests and 

lobbying from the various stakeholder jurisdictions.  In the case of the proposed GO rail service to Bolton on 

the CPR MacTier Subdivision, there are several jurisdictions that stand to benefit, namely the Region of York, 

the Region of Peel, the City of Vaughan, and the Town of Caledon.  To date, there has not been a concerted 

effort on the part of these agencies to make the case for this service.  And yet, this rail line clearly serves a 

significantly underserved area of the GTHA, and would create an opportunity to substantially change the 

manner in which development proceeds and is served in these parts of Vaughan and Caledon. 



 

MOVEMENT 
IN URBAN 
ENVIRONMENTS     BAGROUP.COM 
 

2 

 

The following graphic shows the context for this route as it relates to existing GO Rail service in the GTHA.  

There is a very clear lack of service in the quadrant bounded by the Kitchener and Barrie GO lines.  It is 

clearly not unreasonable to expect Metrolinx to take seriously the need to provide a high order service on this 

corridor.   

 

 

 
 
In order to better make the case that rail service on this corridor should be provided, the Regions of Peel and 

York (in coordination with the Town of Caledon and the City of Vaughan) need to demonstrate their 

commitment to provincial policies related to the promotion of non-automobile travel modes.  For example, 

2014 Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) states: 

 

“1.6.7.4 A land use pattern, density and mix of uses should be promoted that minimize the length and 

number of vehicle trips and support current and future use of transit and active transportation. 

 

1.6.7.5 Transportation and land use considerations shall be integrated at all stages of the planning 

process.” 
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The Provinces Places to Grow document of 2015 states: 

 

“3.2.2.5 Municipalities will develop and implement transportation demand management policies in 

official plans or other planning documents, to reduce trip distance and time, and increase the 

modal share of alternatives to the automobile.… 

 

3.2.3.1 Public transit will be the first priority for transportation infrastructure planning and major 

transportation investments.… 

 

3.2.3.2 All decisions on transit planning and investment will be made according to the following 

criteria: 

a) Using transit infrastructure to shape growth, and planning for high residential and 

employment densities that ensure the efficiency and viability of existing and planned 

transit service levels;… 

c) Expanding transit service to areas that have achieved, or will be planned so as to 

achieve, transit-supportive residential and employment densities, together with a mix 

of residential, office, institutional and commercial development wherever possible;…” 

 
 
It is not reasonable to expect that communities in this area, unserved as it is by high order transit as shown in 

the figure above, can be expected to operationalize these principles without reasonable access to high order 

transit.   
 
It could well be, therefore, that the planning of a transit oriented community in the vicinity of the 

Bolton GO station as confirmation of the Region of Peel’s determination to take these principles 

seriously, is what is needed to encourage Metrolinx of the need to prioritize the implementation of GO 

Rail service on this line. 
 
 
With respect to Mr McNeil’s points regarding the existing level of utilization of CPR’s MacTier Subdivision, and 

the opportunity this creates to implement GO Rail service in a phased manner on the existing track, 

coordinated with the CPR freight traffic, BA Group undertook a three day (72 hour) video monitoring exercise 

at two level crossings on this rail line.  The purpose of this survey was to establish how much existing rail 

freight traffic operates on the MacTier Subdivision, at what time of day do they operate, and whether there are 

existing windows of opportunity in which Metrolinx might potentially operate peak period one way GO Rail 

service on the existing single track line. 
 
Data was collected at two level crossing locations: 

 

 King Street in Bolton, east of Humber Station Rd (directly south of the Bolton GO Station site), and 

 

 Rutherford Road in Vaughan, just west of Highway 27 
 
Table 1 shows the times of day that freight rail traffic was observed to operate at these locations.  In the 

morning peak period (6:00am to 9:00am) there was a 3 hour or longer clear window of opportunity during 

which southbound GO rail service could easily be operated.  Similarly, there were relatively few freight 



 

MOVEMENT 
IN URBAN 
ENVIRONMENTS     BAGROUP.COM 
 

4 

movements in the 3 hour pm peak period (4:00pm to 7:00pm), with just 1 -2 freight trains per day appearing in 

this period.  This clearly demonstrates that it would be feasible to run a northbound GO service during this 

peak period.   

 

TABLE 1 OBSERVED FREIGHT TRAINS: TIME OF DAY 

Time Period 

King Street Crossing Rutherford Road Crossing

15th  16th 17th Average 15th 16th 17th Average 

12:00 – 6:00 5 4 5 4.7 5 5 4 4.7

6:00 – 9:00 0 1 1 0.7 0 0 2 0.7

9:00 – 16:00 8 6 3 5.7 8 6 3 5.7

16:00 – 19:00 0 0 2 0.7 1 1 4 2.0

19:00 – 24:00 3 1 4 2.7 1 1 3 1.7

 

The table also shows that the number of trains operating on these three days amounted to about 15 per day.  

This is consistent with the numbers cited in the 2014 Region of Peel Goods Movement Study titled 

Improvements to At-Grade Rail Crossings: Prioritizing Crossings for Grade-Separation that recommended the 

eventual need for a grade separation at King Street.  It would appear that there has not been any increase in 

freight train traffic on this line since this study was done.  We also understand that CP has taken measures 

over the years to reduce the number of trains on this corridor by lengthening individual trains, and tries to run 

as many trains as outside of peak road traffic periods.   

 

All of this serves to demonstrate that it would be feasible to operate GO Rail service on the existing rail line 

with relatively minor improvements, such as adding sidings at the proposed station locations.  This low cost 

phased approach to introducing GO Rail service increases the likelihood that it could be implemented sooner 

rather than later. 
 
 
 
 
2.0 Development in the Expansion Area Will Support Establishment of GO Rail Service in 

Bolton 
 
2.1 GO Station and Forecast Ridership 
 
The Poulos & Chung comments in this section focus on the role and function of a Bolton GO Station within 

the Bolton area, and apply GO Rail station access statistics to demonstrate that the majority of patrons will 

drive, or be dropped off at the station.  The conclusion they draw from this is that it doesn’t matter which 

BRES option is selected for development as most patrons will drive to the station in any case. In response, I 

would offer the following. 
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1.  While it is true that most GO patrons drive to stations today, it doesn’t make sense to give up on 
the idea that these travel patterns can be changed by better integrating new stations within new 
communities, and by designing those communities to leverage the proximity of the station.   
 
This idea is consistent with Provincial policy, Region of Peel and York Official Plan policies, as well as 

Metrolinx’s own vision to reduce single passenger automobile usage to GO stations. 
 
A recent example of this GO station and community integration and design can be found at the Mount 

Pleasant GO station on the Kitchener line, and the Mount Pleasant community to the north.  This community 

was planned from the very beginning so as to take advantage of its location and design an interface to the 

GO station that discouraged auto use and promoted non-auto modes.  For example there is no parking to the 

north of the station, on street transit bays are located directly adjacent to the station access tunnels, and 

transit and active transportation is prioritized throughout the community.  Local transit service is provided by 

buses that have been operating right from the start of development, and whose routes are extended and 

modified as new parcels of development are completed.   
 
The community is a long way from being completed, but early results are encouraging.  This table shows the 

results of a recent mode split survey undertaken at the station. 
 

TABLE 2 MOUNT PLEASANT GO STATION, 
 MODE SPLIT SURVEY, MAY 12, 2016 

Arrival Mode 

AM Peak Period 
(6:00 – 8:30 am) Average GO Station 

(per Poulos & Chung) 
Count % 

Drive & Park 1,067 49% 60% 

Drive  & Drop Off 529 24% 17% 

Total Auto  1,596 73% 77%

    

Walk & Bicycle 344 16% 12% 

Bus Transit 230 11% 11% 

Total Non-Auto 574 27% 23%

 

As can be seen, the Drive and Park mode share (49%) is solidly below the average figure (60%) and even the 

Total Auto share is below average.  The Walk & Bicycle mode share is higher than the average.  As 

development of the community continues and the level of local transit service improves, it is anticipated that 

there will be a substantial increase in the Bus Transit share to the station. 
 
 
2.  The value of the location of the BRES 3 community, as discussed above, is that it creates the 
opportunity to bring forward the timing of a Woodbridge-Kleinburg-Bolton GO Rail service.   
 
This is the only BRES option that provides this opportunity.  It is likely that if another option is selected the 

timing of this GO Rail line would remain in the period beyond 2029.  This would mean that the status quo 

would be maintained for next 15 years or more of development in this area, including that area that would be 
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served in the City of Vaughan.  Without access to any high order transit, growth will continue to be almost 

completely automobile dependant, and the opportunity to ever promote any meaningful transit utilization will 

fade.   
 
This auto dependence will only will be exacerbated as Highway 427 is extended north into this area, and as 

the GTA West corridor (in some form) is inevitably implemented.   
 
 
3.  While the catchment area of a GO station is typically 6 kilometres (as noted by Poulos & Chung), 
this does not mean that the mode share to GO Rail is the same within this catchment area. 
 
There is no basis that I am aware of to say that GO Rail utilization (that is, mode share) would be the same 

from the BRES 6 community as it would be from the BRES 3 community.   
 
 
 
2.2 Travel Distance Analysis 
 
In this section, Poulos & Chung have presented a mini traffic study of sorts, seeking to assess the relative 

impacts of BRES 3 and BRES 6 with respect to travel distance.  I would offer the comments below based on 

the numbers thy have presented, and a re-assessment of their travel distance comparison.   Table 3 shows 

the Poulos & Chung assessment on the left side, and the BA Group re-assessment on the right.  The differing 

inputs are highlighted, and included in the discussion below. 
 

1. I note that according to the numbers presented by Poulos & Chung, the BRES 6 community is 

proposed to have 76% Single and Semi-detached housing, compared to 20% for the BRES 3 

community.  Typically, Single and Semi-detached households have higher vehicle ownership rates, 

higher overall trip rates, and lower transit mode shares.   

 

For example, in the 2011 TTS for the overall GTHA: 

 

a. Vehicle ownership was 1.81 for houses, 1.38 for townhouses, and 0.80 for apartments. 

 

b. Transit mode share was 8% for houses, 14% for townhouses, and 25% for apartments.  The 

automobile driver mode share on the other hand is 68% for houses, 62% for townhouses, and 

only 49% for apartments. 

 

The net effect of this can be seen in the ITE trip rates presented in Section B of the P&C analysis.  

Single/Semi housing has an AM Peak Hour automobile trip generation rate of 0.75 compared to 0.44 

for Townhouses and Apartments.  Each Single and Semi-detached household therefore puts 70% 

more vehicles on the road than a townhouse or apartment unit. 

 

This is why while BRES 6 has only 87% of the residential units of BRES 3 it generates 15% more 

automobile traffic than BRES 3.  If the two communities had the same number of units, BRES 6 would 

generate 32% more automobile traffic.   

 
  



TABLE 3: ASSESSMENT AND RE‐ASSESSMENT OF BRES VEHICLE TRAVEL DISTANCE CHARACTERISTICS

Option 3 Option 6 Option 3 Option 6

A Residential Units

Single/Semi 730              20% 2,400        76% 1,550        46% 1,550        46%

Town 1,450          40% 536            17% 1,000        30% 1,000        30%

Aprt 1,450          40% 220            7% 800            24% 800             24%

Total 3,630          3,156        3,350        3,350       

B Trip Generation ITE Code Weekday AM Pk Hr Weekday AM Pk Hr Weekday AM Pk Hr Weekday AM Pk Hr

210 9.52             0.75 9.52           0.75           9.52           0.75 9.52            0.75            

230 5.81             0.44 5.81           0.44           5.81           0.44 5.81            0.44            

230 5.81             0.44 5.81           0.44           5.81           0.44 5.81            0.44            

C Estimated Vehicle Trips Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr

Single/Semi 6,950          548              22,848      1,800        14,756      1,163        14,756      1,163         

Town 8,425          638              3,114        236            5,810        440            5,810        440             

Aprt 8,425          638              1,278        97              4,648        352            4,648        352             

Total 23,799        1,824          27,240      2,133        25,214      1,955        25,214      1,955         

Less GO  Rail ‐540 ‐270 ‐540 ‐270 0 0 0 0

Total Vehicle Trips 23,259        1,554          26,700      1,863        25,214      1,955        25,214      1,955         

D Auto Drive Estimates

Auto Driver 69% 69% 80% 100%

Auto Passenger 16% 16% 0% 0%

Transit Excl GO 10% 10% 0% 0%

Cycle Walk 5% 5% 0% 0%

Joint GO Rail & Transit 0% 0% 20% 0%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr

Vehicle Trips ‐ Auto Driver 16,048        1,072          18,423      1,285        20,171      1,564        25,214      1,955         

E 2011 AM Trip Distribution

To South, SE and SW 42% 42% 42% 42%

To East (York) 14% 14% 14% 14%

Internal Bolton 18.5% 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%

Internal BRES 18.5% 18.5% 18.5% 18.5%

To North 2% 2% 2% 2%

To West 5% 5% 5% 5%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

F Trip Assignment Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr Daily AM Pk Hr

To South, SE and SW 6,740          450              7,738        540            8,472        657            10,590      821             

To East (York) 2,247          150              2,579        180            2,824        219            3,530        274             

Internal Bolton 2,969          198              3,408        238            3,732        289            4,665        362             

Internal BRES 2,969          198              3,408        238            3,732        289            4,665        362             

To North 321              21               368            26              403            31              504             39               

To West 802              54               921            64              1,009        78              1,261        98               

Total 16,048        1,072          18,423      1,285        20,171      1,564        25,214      1,955         

G Travel Distance km km km km

To South, SE and SW 7 1.5

To East (York) 5.5 4

Internal Bolton 5.6 3.2 5.6 3.2

Internal BRES 0 0 0 0

To North 2 7.2

To West 0.9 2.4

Net External (calculated) 6.0 2.3 35.1 31.4

H Trip Assignment Travel Distance

To South, SE and SW 47,182        3,151          11,607      810           

To East (York) 12,357        825              10,317      720           

Internal Bolton 16,626        1,111          10,907      761            20,897      1,620        14,927      1,157         

Internal BRES ‐               ‐               ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐             ‐              ‐              

To North 642              43                2,653        185           

To West 722              48                2,211        154           

Net External  446,147    34,584      498,657    38,654       

Total Travel Distance 77,530      5,178         37,694    2,630       467,044  36,204    513,584  39,811     

Total Travel Distance (Option 3 ‐ Option 6) 39,836    2,549       46,540‐     3,608‐        

% Travel Distance of Option 6 / Option 3) 49% 51% 110% 110%

1 ‐ Poulos & Chung Analysis 2 ‐ Updated Assumptions (BA Group)
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If these numbers are accurate, they speak to the overall planning philosophy being taken with the 

BRES 3 community as a transit oriented community, as opposed to the more traditional automobile 

dependent approach taken for BRES 6. 

 

However, my understanding is that the planning and development of the future BRES 

community  (no matter which option is selected) will be undertaken on the basis of quite 

specific population, employment and density targets.  This being the case, it is not likely that 

the wide disparity in housing mix between the two options as presented by Poulos & Chung is 

realistic.  To reflect this, and for purposes of a comparative analysis only, we have elected to 

use the same housing mix for both options, and lacking more detailed information have used 

the average of the unit counts proposed by Poulos & Chung for BRES 3 and BRES 6.   

 

Notwithstanding this assumption of comparable housing mix statistics, given the determination of the 

BRES 3 owners and consulting team to plan and implement a transit oriented community, it is entirely 

possible that the actual mix of housing in BRES 3 would be skewed towards housing formats and 

densities that encourage and promote increased transit adoption, as compared to BRES 6. 

 

 

2. The ITE (Institute of Transportation Engineers) Trip Rates presented in section ‘B’ of the analysis are 

“Average Vehicle Trip Ends” per Dwelling Unit.  These ITE trip generation numbers are based on 

field counts of actual automobiles only.  The counts are conducted on a wide variety of sites in a wide 

variety of contexts.  These rates are only ever reduced on the basis of transit and active 

transportation mode shares, as has been done in section ‘D’ of the Poulos & Chung analysis, if there 

is a specific reason to expect higher order transit utilization.   

 

The average ITE trip rate numbers used in this analysis implicitly account for mode shares 

representative of a basic level of transit, as well as typical walk and cycling shares.  For a 

“typical” development, there should therefore be no deduction made for modes of travel other 

than Auto Driver.  In this situation, there is no reason to make the deductions in section ‘D’ for the 

BRES 6 community.   

 

There is, however, a reasonable expectation that BRES 3, by virtue of its proximity to higher order 

transit, would experience a transit mode share of 20% higher than the “typical” mode share built into 

the ITE trip rates (source: TCRP Report 128, “Effects of TOD on Housing, Parking, and Travel”, 

Transportation Research Board, 2008).   

 

For context, when the transportation work for the Mount Pleasant community (Block 51-1) in 

Brampton was undertaken, the ITE trip rates were reduced by 15% to account for the proximity and 

ease of access to the Mount Pleasant GO station.  The proposed BRES 3 community is considerably 

smaller than Mount Pleasant, and the average walk and local transit distance therefore shorter. 

 

For purposes of our comparative analysis, the BRES 6 trip rates have been maintained at the 

average ITE trip generation rates by assigning 100% of the trips to Auto Driver.  For BRES 3, a 

20% reduction from the ITE rates has been made in order to reflect the anticipated higher 

utilization of transit. 
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3. In section ‘C’, a deduction has been made from both BRES 3 and BRES 6 of 540 daily or 270 AM 

Peak Hour GO Rail trips.  As noted in the previous section, there is no basis for assuming that both 

communities would have identical GO Rail utilization.  However, given that transit use is already built 

into the ITE trip rates, this assumption has no real utility, and has therefore been removed. 

 

 

4. In section ‘G’, Poulos & Chung have input travel distances to the Bolton boundary for all external trips 

(about 63% of the total trips).  This ignores the substantial portions of these trips that take place 

outside of Bolton.  It is not clear why Poulos & Chung have made the distinction that the tripmaking 

characteristics of the two proposed BRES communities should only be compared within the confines 

of Bolton.  We have calculated the weighted average length of the net external trips in the Poulos & 

Chung analysis, and they amount to 6.0 kilometres for BRES 3, and 2.3 kilometres for BRES 6.  

These are essentially the same trip lengths as were applied for the internal Bolton trips. 

 

Given that the predominant travel direction to and from Bolton is generally towards the south, and 

given the location of BRES 6 right at the south boundary, this internal tripmaking assumption quite 

clearly skews the proportional trip length results in favour of BRES 6. 

 

In order to more correctly reflect relative automobile tripmaking to and from BRES 3 and BRES 

6, the entire length of all automobile trips must be accounted for.  BA Group obtained average 

automobile trip length data between Bolton and destination zones within the GTHA from the 

2011 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS), and weighted it according to the trip distribution 

defined by Poulos & Chung in section “E” of their analysis.   These TTS trip lengths were then 

factored up by 25% to reflect the fact that the TTS distances are “as the crow files” straight 

line distances and not actual driving distances. 

 

Using a point midway between BRES 3 and BRES 6 to reflect a centroid, the average trip 

length for external trips (that is, trips leaving Bolton) was determined to be 35.1 kilometres for 

BRES 3, and 31.4 for BRES 6. 

 

 

The difference in the answers calculated using the Poulos & Chung assumptions, and the re-assessment 

using the BA Group assumptions can be seen at the bottom of Table 3. 

 

In their original analysis, Poulos & Chung concluded that on a daily basis, BRES 6 residents were found to 

travel 37,694 vehicle-kilometres, while BRES 3 residents travelled 77,530 vehicle-kilometres.  On this basis, 

BRES 6 residents travelled just 49% of the vehicle-kilometres travelled by BRES 3 residents. 

 

Using the BA Group updated assumptions, as outlined and supported above, the BRES 6 residents 

are found to travel 513,584 vehicle-kilometres on a daily basis, while the BRES 3 residents would 

travel just 467,044.  The BRES 6 residents would therefore travel about 10% more vehicle-kilometres 

than the BRES 3 residents.   
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This is a very different answer than that calculated by Poulos & Chung, primarily because of the difference in 

transit trip adjustments, and the forced shortening of trip lengths to the Bolton boundary in their analysis. 
 
 
 
 
2.3 Capacity 
 
The commentary provided by Poulos & Chung in this section is predicated on a single assumption:  

 

“Option 3 is prevented from securing additional east-west accessibility due to the presence of the 

railway corridor…” 

 

This is not the case:  the Town of Caledon, through their consultant Meridian Planning, is preparing the terms 

of reference for an environmental assessment study that will examine the future alignment and role of King 

Street, including an assessment of opportunities to connect the BRES 3 community directly to Emil Kolb 

Parkway by way of an additional east-west connection.  This additional connection was identified and 

recommended as a King Street Realignment in the Bolton Transportation Master Plan Study completed in 

2015.   
 
 

 
 
2.4 Local Transit 
 
Poulos & Chung speak to local transit implementation as an extension of existing (Brampton) transit service 

into BRES 6, and tie this discussion into the results of the problematic travel distance analysis discussed 

above in section 2.2. Furthermore, given the potentially transit unfriendly nature of the proposed development 

in BRES 6 (as represented by the housing mix assumed in the Poulos & Chung analysis discussed above), it 

is not obvious that introducing local transit into this community would make sense, except to fulfill a minimum 

policy level of service as is done in some similar existing Brampton suburbs. 

 

Local transit can also be implemented so as to connect logical activity hubs, of which a Bolton GO station 

would be an ideal candidate.  Considering the implementation of such a service from the perspective of 

benefitting the existing population as well as the future BRES community, there is no reason that a bus 

service extension could not be justified even today up Highway 50 or parallel north-south routes to serve the 

entire existing Bolton area.  A transit hub adjacent to BRES 3 would provide a logical northern terminus for 

such services. 
 
 
 
3.0 Healthy and Liveable Communities, & 
3.4 Transit and the Environment 
 
The discussion in these sections of the Poulos & Chung comments is based entirely on the incorrect results 

from the problematic travel distance analysis in Section 2.2 which concluded that BRES 6 would result in 

about 50% fewer vehicle-kilometres on a daily basis than would BRES 3.   
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As noted above, a considered re-assessment of this analysis shows that BRES 6 traffic could in fact 

generate 10% more vehicle-kilometres than BRES 3 traffic. 

 

The conclusions of these sections, therefore, are not well founded as they do not account for the entire length 

of automobile trips made by BRES residents. 

 

 

 

Conclusions 

The comments from Poulos & Chung (March 15th, 2016) with respect to the Region’s ongoing review of the 

Bolton Residential Expansion Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) make a number of assertions about 

the relative merits of the BRES 3 and BRES 6 options, and in particular address a submission made by BA 

Consulting Group to the Region of Peel in regards to this study process on January 29th, 2016.   

 

As discussed in the letter above: 

 

1. Poulos & Chung have suggested that the current Metrolinx scheduling for a Bolton GO Rail service 

should be taken as fact.   

 

However , we know that priorities for provincial investment in transportation infrastructure 

are constantly changing, and that generally this change is away from traditional 

transportation solutions (witness the current state of the GTA West Corridor Study) and 

towards increased transit investment.  All it takes to change these priorities is for the 

appropriate proponents to come together and push Metrolinx for a particular initiative. 

 

 

2. Poulos & Chung have suggested that notwithstanding the scheduling of the Bolton GO Rail service, 

implementation of this service would not amount to a discernible difference in the context of the 

BRES 6 community being developed as compared to the BRES 3 community.   

 

However, we know that all levels of government have implemented planning regimes which 

prioritize non-automobile travel modes for new communities (as documented in the Region of 

Peel’s April 15th Discussion Paper in regards to this matter).  A significant driver of this 

desired change could well be the introduction of a new GO Rail service into this significantly 

underserved area of the GTHA, and the catalyst for this change could be the approval of a 

transit oriented community adjacent to the proposed Bolton GO Station. 

 

 

3. Poulos & Chung have suggested that there will continue to be a capacity issue with respect to 

connecting the BRES 3 community to the existing community to the east as a result of the CPR line. 

 

However, the 2015 Bolton Transportation Master Plan identified a realigned King Street 

initiative that would provide additional road capacity across the CPR line.  The next phase of 

environmental assessment to examine this option in more detail is currently being planned. 
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4. Poulos & Chung have suggested that differing total vehicle travel distances (vehicle-kilometres) from 

BRES 3 and BRES 6 show that BRES 6 is better suited to minimize fuel consumption and emissions, 

when measured within Bolton only. 

 

However, this analysis assumes identical transit adoption in the two communities on the 

basis that BRES 6 is within 6 kilometres of the proposed GO Station, and that transit oriented 

development of the BRES 3 community will give it no discernible advantage over BRES 6.  

Furthermore, the analysis assumes that travel distances should only be compared within the 

Bolton boundary, ignoring the 63% of trips that are external to Bolton. 

 

By correcting these assumptions to reflect a more realistic future outcome, the results of the 

assessment are completely different, with the BRES 6 community exhibiting 10% greater 

overall vehicle travel distance than BRES 3. 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

BA Consulting Group Ltd. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Paul M. Sarjeant, M.A.Sc, P.Eng. 

Senior Transportation Engineer 

 




