
 

 

 

May 24, 2016 

Karen Bennett, MCIP, RPP, Associate 
Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc. 
10 Kingsbridge Garden Circle, Ste.700 
Mississauga, ON, L5R 3K6 

Dear Ms Bennett: 

RE: Bolton Residential Expansion Analysis – Review of SGL Response to Comments 

We have had an opportunity to review the Response to Comments submitted on the Bolton Residential 

Expansion Study dated March 15, 2016 by SGL Planning and Design, including an attached memo dated 

March 16 prepared by Jeannette Gillezeau of the Altus Group.  Specifically we have focused on those 

issues related to employment lands, municipal finance and impact on the local commercial structure. 

In general, we found that the comments by SGL and its sub-consultant the Altus Group related to these 

subject matters were without merit, and in some cases, SGL and Altus misunderstood the submission on 

made on behalf of the BRES Option 3 Landowners.  Consequently, there is nothing in the SGL 

submission, including the Altus attachment, which causes us to change our opinions as expressed in the 

Option 3 Landowner submissions. 

The following paragraphs summarize the key points raised by SGL and Altus related to employment 

lands, municipal finance and the local commercial structure.    

Comment – Inaccurate Assumptions Regarding Future Employment Lands (SGL Comments p.12) 

In our submission, we indicated that the Option 6 lands represented the most logical extension of Bolton’s 

employment lands due to (a) its proximity to the GTA West Transportation Corridor and the Mayfield Road 

goods movement corridor; (b) the fact that it abuts the largest and most intensive employment area in 

Bolton; (c) that the relatively lower cost servicing of these lands would best benefit employment lands 

rather than residential development; and (d) if Option 6 were developed for residential uses, it would be 

isolated from the remainder of Bolton’s residential community. 

SGL and their sub-consultants, the Altus Group disagreed with this assessment.  Rather, they provided 

alternative locations for future employment growth.  On their Figure 4, they have shown possible 

employment lands straddling the future GTA West Highway right-of-way.  On their Figure 5, they show 

possible employment lands on the north side of Mayfield Road.   On page 14, SGL also mentions 

Mayfield West or Tullamore. 

At this point, the phasing, timing and alignment of the GTA West Highway is still speculative.  The 

environmental assessment on this project was suspended by the Province in December, 2015.  As there 

is no indication of when, where and if this project will be constructed, it would not be prudent at this time 

to assume that the lands abutting this corridor will be available as an alternative employment land location 

– or at the least, that they will be of sufficient quantity and be available in a timely enough manner, as to 

negate the need to develop other employment lands in Bolton. 
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With regards to other locations, such as Tullamore or Mayfield West, we would note that our analysis 

already made provisions for employment land development outside of Bolton.  In fact our analysis 

assumes 45% of employment land employment need post 2031 in Caledon will be attracted outside of 

Bolton, which we believe is a conservative assumption. 

In contrast to the Altus and SGL comments and speculations with regards to possible future employment 

land locations, our analysis recognizes the availability of strategically located lands that could actually be 

developed for employment lands in the foreseeable future, as well as, longer term planning 

considerations, recognizing needs that extend beyond the next 15 years.  Finally, it should be noted that if 

Option 6 is not approved for residential uses, the possible employment lands suggested by Altus can still 

be developed.  However, developing Option 6 for residential uses prior to 2031, would reduce or eliminate 

a potential supply of strategically positioned employment lands that could be developed in the short term.        

Comment – The accommodation of 2031‐2041 employment land needs is assigned a high level of 
importance in the urbanMetrics and GSAI submissions, while there is no consideration of the 
employment growth allocated to Caledon by Peel Region through the Regional Official Plan and 
Peel Land Budget for the relevant planning period (2031 (Altus Memo p. 1)). 
 

In our opinion good planning should not look only at a snap-shot in time, but should consider the 

implications of decisions made in the longer term.  In this case, the designation of the Option 6 lands for 

residential development in prior to 2031, could jeopardize the ability of the Town to most efficiently 

accommodate post 2031 employment growth.  This perspective is also shared by the Region of Peel, 

which, in their BRES evaluation criteria1 has included a number of criterion which deal with longer term 

planning horizons.  In particular, we would highlight Peel Criterion 14: “Will the residential character of the 

expansion area have any detrimental impacts on the existing and planned employment areas or their 

future expansion?” 

As to the second part of the comment, that we did not consider employment growth allocated to 2031, we 

would first note that the BRES (Bolton Residential Expansion Study) process is to address the need for 

residential land.  While we recognize that there is a requirement to accommodate population serving 

employment within the expansion area, this requirement does not differ between the various options and 

will have to be addressed through the secondary plan process regardless of which option is selected.  

The Altus Group has also suggested that even after the ROPA 28 and Mayfield West Phase 2 lands are 

accounted for, that there would still be a shortfall of some 1,309 employment land jobs in Bolton below 

those allocated through the Peel Land Budget2.   

If this is the case, then the most logical location for this employment would be the Option 6 lands, which 

could be developed for employment land, regardless of which Option is chosen for residential 

development.  In fact, in their submission on behalf of the Option 6 landowners, SGL Planning modified 

Option 6 to include a triangular parcel, which comprised lands within the Preliminary GTA West Corridor 

Planning Study Area that would be developed as industrial lands.  Whether these lands will ultimately be 

available for employment land development will be dependent on the ultimate alignment of the GTA West 

highway.  However, it is important to note that, if they are needed to accommodate employment lands 

either pre or post 2031, they could be developed as a stand-alone piece regardless of which option is 

selected.         

In examining the longer term picture, there is a very real risk that the development of Option 6 for 

residential could restrict future employment land development in Bolton.  In our opinion, good planning 

                                                      
1 Peel Region Bolton Residential Expansion Regional Official Plan Amendment Discussion Paper, The Planning 
Partnership, April 15, 2016. 
2 March 14, 2016 Memo from Jeannette Gillizeau, Altus Group to Michael Melling, Davies Howe Partners LLP.  
Footnote 1. p. 2. 
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should defer any decision with regards to development on the Option 6 lands until further study has been 

conducted to determine the need for employment land post 2031 and until more information is known with 

regards to the GTA West Corridor. 

Comment  - Neither GSAI nor urbanMetrics has considered the potential impact of Option 3 on the 

industrial uses currently located in the existing employment area [adjacent to the Option 3 lands], 

or the related implications for the achievement of Caledon’s employment growth forecast. (Altus 

Memo p. 3) 

This statement is incorrect.  Only Options 1 and 2 do not abut existing or planned employment lands.  Of 

the remaining Options, Option 3 abuts the least amount of existing and planned employment land and 

Option 6 would abut the most.  This was borne out in both the scoring by Meridian and GSAI for “Impact 

on Employment Lands”, in which Options 1 and 2 were scored the highest, Option 3 scored third and 

Option 6 scored last.    

Comment – urbanMetrics’ opinion regarding the relevance of servicing costs for BRES is not 

consistent with provincial or regional planning policies (Altus Memo p. 6) 

Altus criticized our comment that  
 
… in our opinion, the servicing costs for residential land should be largely irrelevant from the perspective 

of the Region, as they will be paid for by the developers through direct contributions, front end financing 

and development charges. (page 2) 

The Altus response suggested that we were ignoring provincial and regional planning policies, which call 

for efficient land use patterns that optimize the use of infrastructure. 

This interpretation is incorrect.  We are very cognizant of the relevant Provincial and Regional policies as 

they relate to the efficient and optimal use of infrastructure, which have been addressed throughout the 

GSAI submission on behalf of the Option 3 Landowners.  The point that is being made is that the relative 

magnitude of capital costs between the six Options is not necessarily a strong indicator of fiscal 

sustainability or how efficiently land and infrastructure would be utilized, for the following reasons: 

1. From financial risk perspective, if most or all of the major capital costs required to support 

residential expansion are fronted by the development community, then the financial risk to the 

Town and the Region will be minimized.  The focus of the discussion can then move to the 

mechanisms and agreements necessary to achieve this outcome.  

 

2. From a longer term perspective, recognizing that Bolton will not likely stop growing after this 

current residential expansion exercise, the lowest cost option is not necessarily the one that 

should be developed first.  As noted previously, with respect to Option 6 and to a lesser extent, 

Options 4 and 5, which may be better utilized for employment land development post 2031, it may 

be more prudent to delay a low cost alternative to support economic growth during the next 

planning period than to use it for residential land development in the short term. 

 

3. As noted in our January 24, 2016 correspondence, if the Option 6 lands are developed for 

residential uses in the short term, simply because they are a low cost option and they obstruct or 

delay the ability of developing future employment lands in Bolton, it could have a significant 

economic cost on for the Town and the Region in terms of lost jobs, development charges, taxes 

and economic growth.  As noted in our January 24, 2016 Bolton Residential Expansion Analysis – 

Employment Lands Review, if the development of Option 6 for residential uses precluded the 

development of all of the lands needed for future employment land development in Bolton, then 

the loss in revenues to the Town, Region and School Boards would be $135 million in 

development charges, $6 million in building permit fees, and $17 million in annual property taxes.  
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In conclusion, there is a significant risk from both a financial and planning policy perspective if too great 

an emphasis is placed on an option simply because it is associated with a lower servicing cost.            

Comment – urbanMetrics and GSAI have made a fundamental error in assuming that cost-

effective servicing is important for non-residential development but not important for residential 

development and in assuming that the use of alternative financing measures (e.g. developer front-

ending) reduce the importance of efficient utilization of Regional infrastructure (Altus Memo p. 10) 

This is a miss-characterization of the point that was being made in our January 24 Employment Land 

letter. 

First, Altus confuses the magnitude of capital costs with the concept of cost-effective servicing and 

efficient utilization of Regional infrastructure.  As noted above, a lower cost option does not necessarily 

translate into cost-effectiveness or the efficient use of infrastructure. 

Secondly, the point being made is that employment land is much more sensitive to servicing costs than 

residential land.  This is clear from our statement on page 2 of our Employment Lands memo: 

Furthermore, as industrial land commands a much lower value than residential in Bolton, 

then it would be much more sensitive to servicing costs than residential land.  The issue 

would, therefore, be whether it would make more economic sense to reserve the lands which 

are most easily serviced for needed employment land uses rather than to develop them as 

residential. 

Higher employment land costs will certainly reduce the competitiveness of Bolton as a business location 

relative to competing municipalities, such as Brampton and Vaughan, both of which have large tracts of 

industrial land near  to Bolton that are being brought into development.  Conversely, residential housing 

prices and land values are increasing significantly throughout the GTA and, the demand for housing in 

Bolton will be far less influenced by servicing costs than will employment lands.   

These points speak directly to financial sustainability and illustrate that a lower cost residential option may 

not be the one that is the most financially beneficial to the Town and the Region in the long term.  

Comment – They [urbanMetrics] have concluded that if Option 6 is developed for residential and 

related uses, this employment land development, and therefore the related revenues, will be lost 

forever to the Town of Caledon and the Region of Peel. The urbanMetrics’s municipal finance 

analysis is based on the same faulty assumptions, as their employment land analysis and is 

equally meaningless. (Altus Memo p. 12) 

As with previous statements, Altus has blatantly misstated the point that was being made in our 

Employment Lands Review Letter.  We did not conclude that if Option 6 is developed for residential and 

related uses that the employment land development that could otherwise occur in Option 6 would be “lost 

forever”.   In fact, the opening to our section on Municipal Fiscal Benefits from Industrial Development of 

Option 6 and Other Lands3, we specifically state that: 

If all or a portion (Emphasis Added) of the required future industrial land in Bolton 

cannot be designated, as a result of Option 6 being developed for residential uses, the 

Town, Region and School Boards will lose significant revenues.  

The point we had made was that the Option 6 lands represent the most logical and best option for the 

development of future employment lands in Caledon owing to their adjacency and connection with 

Bolton’s existing and planned employment areas; their proximity to Brampton’s future 427 Industrial 

lands, as well as, their relatively low servicing costs.  Even if, as speculated by Altus and SGL that other 

                                                      
3 p. 5.  January 24, 2016 urbanMetrics letter entitled Bolton Residential Expansion Analysis – Employment Lands 
Review. 
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employment land opportunities may arise in the future owing to the completion of the GTA West Corridor, 

this would still not diminish the value that the Option 6 lands have for future employment lands.   

If the Option 6 lands are not developed for employment land uses, some of the demand could potentially 

be served in other parts of Caledon, but it may also be served on nearby employment lands in Vaughan, 

Brampton and other municipalities in the northwestern GTA.  

The purpose of our analysis was to illustrate the value of employment land development on the Option 6 

lands to the municipality, which is substantial.   

Comment – Flawed Logic in Commercial Patronage (SGLResponse p. 16) 

SGL disagreed with the Option 3 Landowners Group’s report that noted that residents of the Option 6 

lands “would have the strongest potential to gravitate towards the existing and planned commercial areas 

in Brampton.”   SGL argued that “this claim is not substantiated by any real evidence, as the commercial 

lands in Bolton will be far closer to residents of Option 6 than any existing commercial lands in Brampton”.  

As evidence they provide a map on their Figure 7, which shows the straight line distances between the 

nearest edge of the Option 6 lands to the Bolton Queen Street commercial area (2 kilometres) and the 

nearest edge of the Option 6 lands to a district retail site in Brampton at Highway 50 south of Castlemore 

Road (7 kilometres). 

The map used by SGL is very simplistic and fails to capture some significant aspects of the retail flows 

from Bolton and is unreliable for the purposes of understanding the draw of Bolton residents to Brampton. 

 The Figure 7 Map shows only a scenario that is highly favourable to the Option 6 lands.   The 

distances on the map will vary significantly depending on where the initial points are drawn.  For 

example, using the same point on the southerly edge of the Option 6 lands as shown on SGL’s 

Figure 7 and using actual road distances, the distance to downtown Bolton (Highway 50 and King 

Street), would be the same distance as to the Highway 50 district retail site in Brampton shown 

on SGL`s Figure 7 (i.e. about 7 kilometres).   

 

 There is over 13 million square feet of retail space in Brampton4 with three regional shopping 

centres and a fourth in the pipeline, compared to only about 1.7 million square feet in Bolton with 

no regional shopping facilities5.  The sheer size of the Brampton retail structure will mean that the 

natural retail flow will be towards the retail facilities in Brampton.  The closer the residential lands 

are to Brampton the more likely it is that residents will be drawn there.  The Option 6 lands 

revised by SGL are almost on the border with Brampton and the original Option 6 was on the 

border. Both the revised and original Option 6 are generally south of most of the retail space in 

Bolton.  Whereas potential residents of Option 3 would have to bypass all of the retail space in 

Bolton when travelling south. In our opinion, Option 6 would be subject to a much stronger 

gravitational pull to Brampton than Option 3, and a stronger pull than any other Option area. 

 

 Figure 7 also fails to note the future commercial facilities that are included in the Secondary Plan 

47 lands immediately south of Bolton in Brampton and closer to the Option 6 lands than the 

existing commercial facilities shown on the SGL graphic.  These include a district retail site at 

Castlemore Road and Clarkeway Drive – under five kilometres from the southern edge of the 

Option 6 lands, and a neighbourhood shopping centre site very close to the Option 6 lands near 

the Brampton-Caledon border and a second neighbourhood shopping centre site on The Gore 

Road new Countryside Drive about three kilometres from the Opton 6 lands.         

In our opinion the prospective residents of the Option 6 lands will be much more strongly attracted to the 

retail facilities in Brampton than would the prospective residents of any of the option areas, particularly 

                                                      
4 urbanMetrics estimate based on recent unpublished data. 
5 Kircher Research Associates Ltd., Retail Market Demand for 2031, Bolton, Ontario, May 30, 2014. 
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those, such as the Option 3 lands to the north. For this reason, the Option 6 lands scored lowest in terms 

of supporting the planned commercial function of Bolton by both Meridian Consulting and by urbanMetrics 

in our input to the Option 3 Landowners submissions.       

To conclude, nothing in the SGL or Altus Group comments would cause us to change our opinion or 

conclusions contained in our January 24, 2016 Employment Lands Review, Municipal Finance Analysis 

or our Commercial Analysis. 

If you have any questions regarding this review, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

urbanMetrics inc. 

 
Rowan Faludi, MCIP, RPP, CMC, PLE  

Partner 


