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Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES) 
Response to Comments Submitted to Region of Peel (by SGL et al) 

Regarding BRES ROPA 
On Behalf of OPTION 3 Lands 

 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

This submission is a response to a number of comments that were provided / made 
available subsequent to the February 1, 2016 Regional deadline for comments on the 
BRES ROPA.  Specifically, this document responds to the following comments / letters / 
submissions: 

Response to Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (April 7, 2015); 
 
Response to TRCA Comments (March 2016) 
 
Response to SGL Planning and Design Comments (March 2016)  

This submission has been prepared with the assistance of a team of multi-disciplinary 
professional consultants, including the following: 
 

• Engineering, Infrastructure and Servicing - RJ Burnside and Associates 
Limited (Appendix 1) 

• Environmental - Beacon Environmental & Urbantech Consulting (response to 
TRCA) (Appendix 2) and Appendix 6 

• GO / Metrolinx Transportation - McNeil Management Services (Appendix 3) 
• Transportation - BA Consulting Group (Appendix 4) 
• Urban Design - NAK Design Services & LRK (Appendix 5) 
• Economic - urbanMetrics Inc. (Appendix 7) 
• Planning - Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc. 

 
2.0  RESPONSE TO MINISTRY OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS AND HOUSING   

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing submitted comments to the proposed 
ROPA in April 2015, noting that the Region will need to ensure that this amendment is 
consistent with the policy direction contained in the 2014 Provincial Policy Statement 
(PPS) and conforms to the Growth Plan.  Accordingly, the Ministry’s comments relate 
specifically to growth management, affordable housing, protection of prime agricultural 
areas and habitat of endangered species and threatened species.   
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2.1 Growth Management  
   
It is recognized that the Region must ensure that they do not exceed the land allocation 
demonstrated through their land budget. The Regional Land Budget set the 2031 
population and employment totals for Caledon at 108,000 and 46,000, respectively.  
Furthermore, the Regional Land Budget set the 2031 unallocated greenfield population 
and employment totals for Caledon at 21,500 and 11,000, respectively and established 
the need for 609 hectares (1,505 acres) of land for settlement area boundary expansions 
to accommodate unallocated growth in Caledon to 2031.  
 
The Region’s Land Budget was updated recently because there was an increase in the 
population to be allocated to Bolton (from 10,348 to 10,6151) and a decrease in land area 
for BRES from 190 ha to 185 ha2, resulting in an adjusted required minimum density for 
BRES of 71.6 people and jobs (population related) per hectare.  It is noted that the 185 
ha would be net of any natural heritage features. 
 
The requisite density target of 71.6 people and jobs per hectare on 185 net hectares is a 
target which is required to be met regardless of which Option is selected for BRES.  
Accordingly, achieving the planned urban density targets through an appropriate range 
and mix of housing types including affordable housing is an exercise in community design 
and the ability to effectively utilize innovative planning principles.   
 
In accordance with Greenfield Density policies 5.5.4.2.4 and 5.5.4.2.6 in the Region’s 
Official Plan, the Town of Caledon is encouraged to plan for nodes and corridors at higher 
densities and with designs and standards to support transit, walking and cycling which 
will provide for closer live-work relationships with other areas of the Bolton Rural Service 
Centre.  In this regard, the Option that is in the position to best utilize transit-oriented 
development principles will provide the leading edge in achieving these policies.    
 
All Options are subject to the same density target and it is believed that Option 3 is best 
positioned to achieve the density target because Option 3 has the opportunity to utilize 
innovative design principles in the community layout to meet the required density 
appropriately without compromising the overall character of Bolton.  In this regard, Option 
3 is in an advantageous position to provide transit-oriented development and graduated 
densities because of its close proximity to the future GO station, and it is best positioned 
to provide a healthy, livable, complete community.   
 
2.2 Financial Viability 
 
The Ministry cites policy 2.2.8 e) of the Growth Plan that requires that a settlement area 
expansion demonstrate that the infrastructure needed to accommodate the proposed 
expansion can be provided in a financially sound manner prior to approval of the ROPA.  
                                                           
1 Due to a decrease in population attributed to Mayfield West (from 10,348 to 10,081). 
2 Due to increases in the size of the Bolton Employment Expansion Area (from 198 ha to 201 ha) and the Mayfield 
West residential and employment area from 206 ha to 208 ha. 
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The fact is 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.  As summarized by RJ Burnside (Appendix 1), front-end financing 
and area-specific development charges are two tools that are available to the Region for 
the delivery of infrastructure.  These may be used to reduce the total debt burden carried 
by the Region, and that responsibility can be shared with the development community.  
In a report to Regional Council (The New Approach to Planning, Servicing and Financing 
Growth in the Region of Peel, February 22, 2016), Regional 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. 
 
As well, Regional staff are in the process of reviewing and costing servicing schemes for 
each of the 6 options, and will be reporting and making a determination as to the servicing 
approach for BRES.  It is worthwhile to note that RJ Burnside has undertaken some 
detailed analysis of the six options already, on behalf of Option 3, and they have shared 
some new information with the Region to assist in their evaluation.   
 
2.3 Agriculture and MDS 
 
Current Regional and Caledon Official Plan mapping confirm that all of the Options are 
designated Prime Agricultural Area, with the exception of a small pocket of land within 
Option 1 that is designated Rural Area and a small portion of Option 2 on the east side of 
Mt. Hope Road that is designated General Agricultural Area.  With growth expected for 
2031 and beyond, it is anticipated that new growth will have to be accommodated outside 
of the current urban boundary, necessitating expansion into rural and agricultural areas.     
 
The Ministry has recommended that the Region consider the findings of the LEAR Study 
for this ROPA in an effort to try to ensure that the highest priority agricultural lands are 
protected.  The LEAR Project, including the Prime Agricultural Area (PAA) mapping 
refinement, Minimum Distance Separation Formulae Review and Draft Edge Planning for 
Agriculture Discussion Paper, is nearing completion.  The LEAR Project, including the 
LEAR Study and the PAA Map Refinement were completed for consultation in March of 
2015.  Review of the Draft Recommended LEAR Threshold for Identification of Prime 
Agricultural Land (December 2014) suggests that all lands within Options 3, 4, 5 and 6 
are completely within the LEAR Threshold for being Prime Agricultural Lands. In contrast, 
Options 1 and 2 only contain pockets of lands within the LEAR Threshold for Identification 
of Prime Agricultural Lands.  
 
It is also recommended by the Ministry a policy be inserted into the ROPA which will 
reflect the MDS policy language approved by the Region in ROPA 29 in collaboration with 
the Province and the Town.  The Ministry has also requested that impacts from new or 
expanding settlement areas on adjacent agricultural operations are mitigated to the extent 
feasible. In this regard, it is recognized that many of the mitigation measures 
recommended would be most appropriately implemented through local planning.  
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3.0 RESPONSE TO TRCA (March 2016) 
 
The Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) submitted comments to the 
proposed ROPA on February 5, 2016.  In Appendix 2, Beacon Environmental has 
provided a detailed response to the TRCA comments.   
 
As noted by Beacon (Appendix 2), TRCA has been supportive of the Town’s high-level 
screening approach as it relates to Phase 1 and 2 of the Town’s process which related to 
all six BRES option areas, followed by more detailed studies (CEISMP) on the preferred 
expansion area (Option 3) undertaken through Phase 3 of the Town BRES process.   
 
However, as noted by Beacon, TRCA’s latest letter dated February 2016 contradicts their 
March 2015 letter by suggesting that more detailed environmental work should be carried 
out for all six candidate sites as part of the BRES environmental screening.  As noted by 
Beacon, the latest TRCA recommendations (in their letter of February 2016) “deviate 
considerably from the process that was established by the Town” and “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 
Municipal Comprehensive Review”.  It is Beacon’s professional opinion that the level of 
investigation and detail TRCA is recommending in their latest letter is inappropriate for 
application at the Phase 1 or 2 stage of the BRES process, where all six options are being 
reviewed.   
 
 
4.0 RESPONSE TO SGL PLANNING AND DESIGN SUBMISSION (March 2016) 

Subsequent to the Region’s stated commenting deadline of February 1, 2016 for receiving 
comments, a submission was made by SGL Planning & Design Inc. (March 15, 2016) 
which appeared to have a series of focussed concerns/misconceptions related to the 
Option 3 submission.  This submission attempts to provide direct responses to many of 
those concerns and clarification to those misconceptions.  

 

4.1 Methodology 

SGL and their consulting team have expressed strong opinions regarding the Option 3 
Team’s support and endorsement of the process and methodology for the two-year BRES 
process that was undertaken by the Town of Caledon.  The Bolton Residential Expansion 
Study (BRES) represents Caledon’s progress towards meeting the Growth Plan 
conformity targets for 2031 set by the Province through the Growth Plan (2006), and 
subsequently directed by the Region of Peel (through ROPA 24) and by the Town of 
Caledon (through OPA 226).  The Town of Caledon initiated BRES in April 2012.  This 
process was lengthy, comprehensive, fair and transparent and included a number of 
public open houses/public meetings, Caledon Council workshops and Caledon Council 
meetings through 2012 – 2014.  The Option 3 Team monitored, attended and participated 
in the public information meetings, Council meetings and public sessions.  There were 
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many opportunities for public input along the way and it is interesting that representatives 
from SGL or Option 6 did not appear to provide comments in objection (or even 
expressing concern) about the Town’s BRES process as it evolved. It is surprising that 
SGL takes such issue with a very public process that went on for two years and constantly 
invited comments, yet we are not aware of any record of verbal or written objection to that 
process or recommendations that were made during it, until after Caledon Council had 
endorsed Option 3 (in July 204) and made the formal ROPA application to the Region of 
Peel in October 2014. 

SGL’s criticism’s related to the BRES process and the Meridian methodology relate 
largely to the position that the ranking of criteria is ‘subjective and open to bias and 
manipulation’. (SGL, March 2016, page 4). Interestingly, the BRES process that was 
undertaken by the Town of Caledon is similar in nature to the environmental assessment 
process, which consists of studies that are required to establish all the impacts either 
positive or negative about one particular project, and consists of a technical evaluation, 
economic impact evaluation and social results evaluation. Certainly options are ranked 
regularly through this process and are quite often the subject of debate.  Indeed, some of 
the criteria used to measure social and environmental impacts are subjective.  An 
environmental assessment involves extensive public consultation and it includes a review 
and evaluation of alternatives considered using certain assumptions. By its very nature, 
an environmental assessment must use a methodology that involves a ranking system 
that isn’t always quantitative.  While the Town’s BRES process was not an environmental 
assessment, it is submitted that it was similar in nature to that type of process and was 
appropriate, transparent and fair.   

 

4.2 Boundary Refinement 

The Option 3 Team has learned with interest that a modified Option 6 boundary has been 
presented to the Region of Peel for consideration in the BRES process.  It is not clear to 
us how the Option 6 landowners may unilaterally suggest revising the boundaries of 
Option 6 currently under review through the Region process.  Apparently, the ‘new’ Option 
6 boundary addresses both residential and employment land needs and can implement 
the Region of Peel Land Budget.  Specifically, the total expansion area now proposed by 
SGL consists of 184 hectares which is split into 147 ha for the residential community 
component (along the east side of Humber Station Road) and a triangular parcel located 
southeast consisting of 37 ha for the employment component.  By tying the triangular 
parcel to the Option 6 modified boundary, the Region is being forced to evaluate the 
merits of Option 6 in the context of this triangular parcel when in reality, the triangular 
parcel can be considered in conjunction with any of the Options as a standalone parcel, 
similar to the Rounding-Out Areas. 
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It is important to recognize that the triangular parcel being considered as part of the Option 
6 modified boundary was always envisioned by the Region of Peel as a parcel of land to 
be considered through the BRES process3.  Specifically, the Region has committed that 
the BRES process must consider “whether the ‘triangle’ of land between the ROPA 28 
area and Mayfield Road (which was originally part of ROPA 28 application made by the 
Town of Caledon) should be included, in whole or in part, as part of or in addition to any 
other boundary expansion required to complete the implementation of 2031A Growth Plan 
targets for Bolton.”  This triangular parcel is required to be considered by the Region of 
Peel though this process and there is no requirement that it be tied to, or benefit, the 
Option 6 lands through the BRES process.  Rather, this triangular parcel must be 
evaluated on its own merits and indeed, it may be most appropriately developed for 
employment-related uses in light of its location adjacent to the ROPA 28 lands and 
Mayfield Road.   

With consideration of this triangular parcel recognized as a requirement and something 
that will occur through this process regardless of which Option is being considered, the 
balance of the modified Option 6 lands consist of 147 ha.  The land area of 147 ha as a 
standalone consideration is insufficient to meet the requisite land budget area of 185 ha 
for the new BRES growth area.  Further, at 147 ha, it is difficult to envision how the Option 
6 lands will meet the Region’s land budget of 185 hectares with a density target of 71.6 
people and jobs per hectare, especially when the anticipated community composition 
(pursuant to Poulos and Chung’s submission contained in the SGL submission, and 
discussed below in more detail in Section 4.3 of this response document) is comprised of 
76% singles and semi’s.  We do not want to make any assumptions in terms of roads, 
schools, SWM facilities etc., but it is worthwhile noting that once these community 
features are taken out of the overall land area, the Option 6 lands will be left with 
significantly less than 185 net ha (in fact, less than 147 ha) and will have difficulty meeting 
the Region’s density target of 71.6 units per ha based on the community composition 
summarized by Poulos and Chung in their Table 1 (March 2016).   

 

4.3 GO Station Reality 

Timing of the Station and Timing of Urban Development  

The Region of Peel and the Town of Caledon should be focussed on encouraging the 
acceleration of timing for a transit station and, more specifically, for the introduction of GO 
Rail service to the underutilized transportation corridor known as the CP Rail MacTier 
Subdivision through Bolton.  The submission made on behalf of the Option 3 Landowner 
                                                           
3 Minutes of Settlement, Part 2 (Planning Process to complete the Implementation of 2031A Growth Plan Targets 
in Bolton), November 2015. 
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Group (February 1, 2016) related to proposed BRES ROPA contained a detailed Table 
(Table 3) which summarized a large volume of municipal correspondence to Metrolinx, 
from April 2008 to September 2015, on behalf of the Region of Peel, Town of Caledon, 
Region of York, and City of Vaughan intended to encourage and expedite the Bolton 
Commuter Rail Service.  From these pieces of correspondence, the importance of GO 
rail service as well as the integration and opportunity for transit-oriented development is 
a clear, strong and consistent objective of those municipalities.   

As noted by Gary McNeil (Appendix 3), former President of GO Transit for nearly 15 
years, The Big Move is an evolving document; new projects are introduced and other 
projects are shifted in delivery timelines based upon funding availability and political 
desirability. Projects that are in, or not in, the Big Move can change based upon actions 
and availability of new data.  As McNeil notes, “reliance on the Big Move as a prescribed 
delivery mechanism for a given project should not be a sole factor for 
acceptance/rejection of a desirable transportation (or transit oriented) project.”  

As well, as noted by McNeil (Appendix 3) there is opportunity to establish initial rail service 
to Bolton without initially requiring major infrastructure.  Accordingly, it is possible to 
initiate GO Rail service to Woodbridge-Bolton with a low volume/low cost solution, which 
has led to other successful GO services throughout the GTA.  However, this can only 
occur if the Region of Peel and Region of York and their local municipalities continue to 
promote and support the GO service need, including implementing measures to optimize 
ridership and showing their commitment to the future service by making land use 
decisions that will help expedite the GO train service.  In this regard, early development 
of a community around a future GO Station site that is designed to encourage transit use 
will result in catalytic development that creates walkable, livable neighbourhoods around 
(future) transit.  Developing a transit-supportive community early, in conjunction with 
early, rush-hour GO trains, will help establish transit-supportive travel patterns for the 
area.   The approval of Option 3 – a new transit supportive neighbourhood surrounding 
the GO Station site – will send a strong message to decision makers.   

As noted by BA Group (Appendix 4), planning a transit-oriented community in the vicinity 
of the Bolton GO Station is a way the Region can demonstrate their commitment to take 
the planning principles related to complete communities seriously, and this is what is 
needed to convince Metrolinx of the need to prioritize the implementation of GO Rail 
service on this line.  In essence, the value of the location of the BRES Option 3 
community is that it creates the opportunity to bring forward the timing of the 
Woodbridge-Kleinburg-Bolton GO Rail Service.            

Benefits of a GO Station 

There are proven benefits and advantages of development being located in close 
proximity to an existing or future planned GO Station.  In fact, transit-oriented 
development and its relationship to bringing GO transit commuter rail service to Bolton is 
an important theme that warrants special consideration in the Region’s evaluation.   
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Specifically, as noted by McNeil Management Services in Appendix B of the BRES Option 
3 submission (February 1st, 2016), a municipality can make land use decisions to help 
expedite GO train service.  If an established neighbourhood, designed to encourage 
public transit use, is located early around the GO Station site in Option 3, it certainly adds 
to the argument and documented position of Region of Peel for introducing GO services 
sooner rather than later.   

As well, as noted by NAK/LRK (Appendix 5), aligning future development opportunities 
with transit-oriented development initiatives can result in catalytic development that 
creates walkable, livable neighbourhoods around transit, in both existing and new 
corridors and provides economic, livability and equitable benefits.  This resonates through 
efficiencies and benefits in the realm of active transportation, healthy communities and 
climate change, as well.   

In fact, as outlined in the NAK/LRK letter (Appendix 5), there are many benefits related to 
transit-oriented development, including the following: 

• Increases interaction among neighbours 
• Increases walking and cycling activity 
• Promotes healthy lifestyles and health benefits (less driving with potential pollution) 
• Increased property values 
• Helps focus growth into targeted areas (thereby diminishing pressure for growth at 

the edge of regions) 
• Creates housing options that more closely match demographic trends and market 

demand 

In addition to the above noted benefits, the NAK/LRK submission expands upon the list 
to outline even more specific benefits related to the development of the Option 3 lands as 
a transit-oriented development, as follows: 

• Provides a direct mobility connection to the Greenbelt and its many publicly 
available trails and amenities (LRK’s “Rail to Trail” concept) 

• Provides opportunity to achieve a ’critical mass’ of transit-supportive densities as 
a transit node due to the available assemblage of sufficient land supply (provides 
the opportunity for an urban street grid configuration within the community) 

The Option 3 lands are best positioned to deliver the type of community that adopts the 
goals and objectives of the Town of Caledon, Region of Peel and Province of Ontario 
regarding sustainability, and complete, healthy and vibrant communities. 

Travel Distance Calculation Methodology 

Appendix A contained in the SGL submission consists of a letter prepared by Poulos and 
Chung which provides an analysis of the timeline for the Bolton Rail Service, the role and 
functions of the Bolton GO Station in the Bolton area, and a travel distance analysis.  This 
report has already provided clarification on the timeline and the role and function of the 
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GO Station in Bolton in the context of timing to bring an urban development and transit-
oriented community to Bolton.  BA Group (Appendix 4) provides a very detailed overview 
of the Poulos and Chung travel distance analysis.  Table 1 in the Poulos and Chung letter 
summarizes that the BRES Option 6 lands are anticipated to have a community 
composition make-up of the following: 

2400 units (76%) singles and semi-detached 
536 units (17%) townhouses 
220 units (7%) apartment units 

Total:  3,156 units  

Similarly, Poulos and Chung make some assumptions about the community composition 
of the BRES Option 3 lands, as follows: 

 730 units (20%) singles and semi-detached 
 1450 units (40%) townhouses 
 1450 units (40%) apartment units 
Total: 3,630 units 

BA Group provides a summary of the anticipated trip rates based on the fact single and 
semi-detached households typically generate higher vehicle ownership rates and overall 
higher trip rates, and lower transit modes shares.  BA Group (Appendix 4) concludes that 
BRES Option 6 lands are anticipated to generate 15% more automobile traffic based on 
the unit count noted by Poulos and Chung, and if the unit count was exactly the same for 
Option 6 and Option 3, the Option 6 lands would actually generate 32% more automobile 
traffic.  As noted by BA Group, this speaks to the overall planning philosophy being taken 
with the BRES 3 community as a transit oriented community, as opposed to a more 
traditional automobile dependent approach taken for Option 6.     

It is also worth noting that it is not made clear why the community composition anticipated 
by Poulos and Chung (in Table 1 of their letter) for Option 6 is so significantly different 
from Option 3.  These are skewed ratios between the Option 6 lands and the Option 3 
lands and there is no explanation or reasoning behind it.  Accordingly, based on our 
understanding that there is a specific population, employment and density target for 
BRES (no matter which option is chosen), BA Group has undertaken a comparative 
analysis of Option 3 and Option 6 using the same unit counts for each – using the average 
of the unit counts proposed by Poulos and Chung for Option 3 and Option 6. 

Using the BA Group updated assumptions in Appendix 4, it is estimated that the BRES 
Option 6 residents would travel about 10% more vehicle-kilometres than the BRES 
Option 3 residents.  This is a very different answer than what was provided in the Poulos 
and Chung submission in March 2016 and warrants further consideration and 
understanding by the Region of Peel. 
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GO Maintenance Layover Facility 

Opponents to GO service expansion typically play up the impact of locations for train 
maintenance and overnight storage as having an impact on local areas, and SGL has 
noted this in their comments of March, 2016 as a concern.  As noted by McNeil (Appendix 
3), the type of facility referenced as a concern by SGL is one that relates to major 
expanded train services.  Alternatively, the facility proposed for the new Bolton Station 
would be modest, comprised of a short section of straight track to allow a track switch, 
and few parallel tracks for train storage.  As noted by McNeil, the trains will rest in idle 
mode and will be non-intrusive for the majority of the time.  Ultimately, Metrolinx will 
assess available locations and will seek to minimize the perception of impacts on the 
community.     

 

4.4 Environmental Evaluation 

The SGL/Savanta Response indicated they are not supportive of the weighting and 
ranking system undertaken by the Town of Caledon, of which the Option 3 Team 
elaborated upon.  Further, they note that the presence of contributing habitat to Redside 
Dace would represent an additional level of constraint to development.   

As noted by Beacon in Appendix G to the Option 3 submission on February 1, 2016 and 
again in Appendix 6 to this letter, there are current regulatory and policy standards at all 
approval levels that specifically require that development and infrastructure not only 
protect and maintain natural features and their functions, but also that development and 
infrastructure demonstrate that the features and their functions can be restored, 
enhanced or improved.  Accordingly, as confirmed by Beacon, the current regulatory 
environment will require that the habitat be maintained and improved with any 
development and accordingly, the presence of contributing habitat provides an 
opportunity for improvement of habitat conditions that will benefit the species.  

Furthermore, as noted by Beacon, the presence of sensitive natural features in an area 
should not necessarily be viewed as a negative factor in the development of a new 
community.  In fact, development can provide an opportunity to afford greater levels of 
protection, including enhancement and restoration opportunities, for natural heritage 
features and functions.  Further, development can offer the unique opportunity to place 
features and functions into areas of public ownership where the resource is more likely to 
be properly managed and maintained.  Accordingly, the SGL/Savanta position that the 
presence of contributing habitat would represent an additional level of constraint is 
unfounded.  Rather, it represents opportunities in the context of providing social and 
environmental benefits that can be capitalized on through sound environmental planning 
and development. 

Beacon has also examined the submission by SGL/Savanta as it relates to which option 
is less environmentally constrained: Option 3 or Option 6.  Specifically, Beacon notes that 
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the Natural Heritage System (NHS) that was recommended for the Option 6 lands in the 
ROPA 28 CEISMP (Aquafor – Beech 2009) shows natural features not only flanking the 
entire eastern and northern boundary of Option 6, but also traversing the block diagonally 
resulting in the need for multiple crossings or watercourse relocations.   

In contrast, Beacon notes that the NHS depicted on the Option 3 lands (BRES: Phase 3 
Technical Memorandum – Development of a Preliminary Natural Heritage System 
(Dougan & Associates 2014)) are concentrated in two areas at the corners of the block, 
and the anticipated impact to community design would be minimal.  Furthermore, Beacon 
notes that all unevaluated wetlands in BRES will need to be evaluated as per Regional 
policy, which will likely result in classification as Provincially Significant Wetlands which 
would further impact community design for the Option 6 lands, especially consideration 
of east west road and servicing corridors, while the unevaluated wetlands on the Option 
3 lands are already included in the Town’s preliminary NHS and confined to the corners 
of the block.  

Based on Beacon’s analysis which also maps NHS across all six Options (see Appendix 
6), they conclude that Options 1 & 3 have the lowest proportion of NHS relative to their 
land base.  Additionally, they conclude that the distribution of NHS on the Option 1 and 3 
lands is limited to a few areas as opposed to Options 2, 4, 5 and 6 where the NHS is more 
fragmented and scattered.  From a community design perspective, it is Beacon’s 
professional opinion that Options 1 & 3 allow for integration of the NHS while not 
significantly constraining community design and infrastructure. 

 

4.5 Employment Land 

Alternative Locations for Future Employment Land 

SGL and their sub-consultants Altus Group have provided some comments and 
assumptions related to employment lands which warrant further discussion and 
clarification.  urbanMetrics has provided a detailed response to the SGL and Altus 
submissions made to the Region of Peel in March 2016 (Appendix 7).  Specifically, in 
response to a suggestion by urbanMetrics and the Option 3 Team that the Option 6 lands 
are best positioned for future employment growth, Altus Group has provided information 
on alternative locations for future employment growth which are straddling the future GTA 
West corridor, within Mayfield West and within Tullamore.  As noted by urbanMetrics 
(Appendix 7), “as there is no indication of when, where and if the (GTA West) 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.” urbanMetrics also clarifies that 
the analysis presented by the Option 3 Team on February 1, 2016 recognized the 
availability of strategically  located lands that could actually be developed for employment 
purposes in the foreseeable future and into the longer term future.   
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Further, urbanMetrics notes that there is no risk to the Town or Region if the decision to 
introduce residential uses on the Option 6 lands is delayed until more is known about the 
post 2031 employment land needs and the GTA West Corridor; however, there is a 
significant risk if the Option 6 lands are approved now for 2031a BRES population, only 
for the Region to realize that the lands were needed as employment lands in the future.  
The financial risk is outlined in urbanMetrics January 24, 2016 submission (Appendix D 
in Option 3’s BRES ROPA Submission of February 1, 2016) and is summarized as 
follows: 

If the development of Option 6 lands for residential uses were to take place, 
thereby precluding the development of other adjacent lands needed (and 
anticipated) for future employment land development in Bolton (i.e. Option 6 lands 
plus other needed lands) between 2031 and 2041, then the total loss in revenues 
would amount to: 

• $135 million in development charges to the Town, Region and School 
Boards; 

• $6 million in building permit fees to the Town; 
• $17 million in annual property tax revenues to the Town, Region and School 

Boards.4  

In short, the designation of the Option 6 lands for 2031a residential development could 
jeopardize the ability of the Town to most efficiently accommodate post 2031 employment 
growth, thereby creating financial risk for the Town and Region. 

As well, as noted earlier, SGL has highlighted the fact that the limits of Option 6 have now 
been modified to include a triangular parcel, which comprised lands within the Preliminary 
GTA West Corridor Planning Study Area that could 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 regardless of which Option is selected.         

Cost of Servicing and Future Employment Lands 

SGL/Altus questioned the urbanMetrics comment that servicing costs for residential land 
should be largely irrelevant as an evaluation tool from the perspective of the Region since 
they will be paid for by developers through direct contributions or front-end financing and 
development.  urbanMetrics (Appendix 7) has clarified 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.  They have based 
this opinion on the position that (a) front-end financing removes risk to the Region; (b) the 
lower cost option is not necessarily the one that should be developed first (i.e. it may be 

                                                           
4 “Bolton Residential Expansion Analysis – Employment Lands Review”, prepared by urbanMetrics (January 24, 
2016) as contained in Appendix D to Option 3’s BRES ROPA Submission of February 1, 2016. 
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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); and (c) 
developing the lowest cost option for residential uses first could have a significant 
economic cost to the Town and the Region in terms of lost employment lands, including 
lost jobs, development charges (i.e. $135 million in lost development charges to the Town, 
Region and School Boards, as noted above), taxes and economic growth.   

 

4.6 Complete Community 

SGL is correct in stating that development of a complete community is a key policy 
directive under the Growth Plan. From a land use and development perspective, there is 
a unique opportunity to build a multi-use facility / mobility hub / transit mobility nucleus in 
Bolton through the implementation of the Bolton GO Corridor and this in and of itself will 
contribute to the development of a complete community. 

Planning needs to support the development of complete communities by incorporating 
complete streets, accommodating the needs of different road users, including transit and 
active transportation, location of community services, public institutions, and open space.  
The Crombie Report notes the importance of creating community hubs to support the 
integration of residential and retail / commercial to support active transportation and 
transit.  Furthermore, it is important to identify and promote innovative ways to build more 
compact, transit supportive complete communities in greenfield developments, and to 
increase density targets for designated greenfield areas to support transit, low-carbon 
complete communities and to mitigate climate change.  In short, the Crombie Report 
strongly recommends that the Province and Regions must better identify strategic areas 
within a region’s transit network to focus intensification and explore ways to require 
transit-supportive densities and excellence in the design of built form and public realm in 
transit areas.  The Region’s selection of the Option 3 lands for the BRES ROPA for 2031 
will succeed in achieving the objective of a complete community.   

In fact, there are noted similarities to Mount Pleasant Village in Brampton in terms of 
Option 3’s opportunity for community uses, village atmosphere, and amenities which 
uniquely ties in to having a GO Station in close proximity.  Specifically, Mount Pleasant 
Village was a new community developed on lands adjacent to rail tracks (CN), and the 
Option 3 lands have the opportunity to be developed as a new community with a mobility 
/ transit hub adjacent to rail tracks (CPR).  This is critical because the land use framework 
plan can be designed to contain a layout and densities in the context of the new GO 
Station and related transit mobility hub.  As noted in the joint LRK/NAK Design Strategies 
comments (Appendix 5), the GO Station has benefits that point to the reality that residents 
and workers need to commute throughout the Region and beyond, and being able to do 
so by transit in a convenient and accessible manner is a major attribute of any community. 
As demonstrated and reinforced by Metrolinx, both Mobility Hubs and non-hub stations 
are best situated in the context of a complete community that delivers a high quality, 
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mixed-use urban environment. This is an approach that moves forward from the outdated 
model of a station surrounded by only expansive parking facilities with no sense of place 
or community.  This is illustrated in Figures 4 and 5 in Appendix 5) which show a graphic 
comparison of the two approaches taken – an integrated multi-use transit-oriented 
development achieving a complete community (Mount Pleasant), and a singular vehicle-
focused approach characterized by expansive parking areas and lacking any community-
building elements (Bramalea GO Station). 

With the recognized community-wide importance of a GO Station and transit hub, the 
Option 3 lands offer an opportunity to establish elements for a community that create an 
innovative, pedestrian friendly, transit-oriented community with mixed-uses and a variety 
of housing types and densities and amenities which will be beneficial to all of Bolton and 
Caledon.  Option 3 is best positioned to offer this over any of the other Options under 
consideration.   

 

4.7 Financing Infrastructure 

As noted by RJ Burnside (Appendix 1), Schaeffers Consulting Engineers have included 
a letter submission with the SGL submission, on behalf of the Option 6 group. In it, they 
take issue with the concept of front-end financing as a tool for the delivery of 
infrastructure.  As noted by RJ Burnside, 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 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.  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. 

 

4.8 Servicing Assumptions 

RJ Burnside has acknowledged that GM Blue Plan (Blue Plan) have a lengthy history 
working with the Region of Peel on master servicing matters.  In this regard, Burnside 
(Appendix 1) notes with interest 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.   
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In Appendix 1, Burnside has provided a summary of the fact they have evaluated and 
established costs for each of the Options based on their interpretation and analysis of 
existing information made available by the Town and the Region.  Through their detailed 
review, Burnside summarizes the reasons and rationale for their deviation from the 
original Blue Plan work, including finding 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.   

As well, Burnside noted that 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.   

It is recognized by Burnside that 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.   

 

5.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The Option 3 Team is appreciative of the opportunity to comment on some 
misconceptions and misunderstandings expressed in the SGL Response Document of 
March 2016.  The following summarizes some of the important pieces of information that 
have been clarified by the Option 3 Team in this submission: 

 
• The BRES methodology and process that was undertaken by the Town of Caledon 

is similar in nature to an environmental assessment, which is an extensive public 
process that consists of establishing options, alternatives, impacts (either positive 
or negative), and evaluating technical, economic and social results using a ranking 
system that can often be qualitative in nature; 
 

• The triangular parcel that has been conveniently added to the Option 6 lands can 
be considered in conjunction with any of the Options as a standalone parcel, 
similar to the Rounding-Out Areas; 
 

• The importance of establishing GO rail service in Bolton is a clear, strong and 
consistent objective of the Region of York, City of Vaughan, Region of Peel, and 
Town of Caledon and it has been the subject of many documented pieces of 
correspondence and municipal Council resolutions from at least 2008 onwards;   
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• Establishment of a community on Option 3 lands close to the future GO Station 
site in Bolton, designed to encourage public transit use, will undoubtedly add to 
the argument and documented position of Region of Peel for introducing GO 
services sooner rather than later.  This will reiterate the Region’s clear desire (and 
will strengthen their case) for GO Commuter Rail Services to Bolton; 

 
• Aligning future development opportunities with transit-oriented development 

initiatives can result in catalytic development that creates walkable, livable 
neighbourhoods around transit, in both existing and new corridors and provides 
economic, livability and equity benefit. This resonates through efficiencies and 
benefits in the realm of active transportation, healthy communities and climate 
change; 

 
• Based on BA Group’s analysis, the BRES Option 6 residents would travel about 

10% more vehicle-kilometres than the BRES Option 3 residents when unit count 
and community composition are estimated to be equal.  
 

• The presence of sensitive natural features in an area should not necessarily be 
viewed as a negative factor in the development of a new community.  In fact, 
development can provide an opportunity to afford greater levels of protection, 
including enhancement and restoration opportunities, for natural heritage features 
and functions.  Further, development can offer the unique opportunity to place 
features and functions into areas of public ownership where the resource is more 
likely to be properly managed and maintained; 
 

• The distribution of NHS on the Option 1 and 3 lands is limited to a few areas as 
opposed to Options 2, 4, 5 and 6 where the NHS is more fragmented and 
scattered.  From a community design perspective, Options 1 & 3 allow for 
integration of the NHS while not significantly constraining community design and 
infrastructure, whereas Option 6 lands are more constrained from a community 
design perspective. 

 
• The designation of the Option 6 lands for 2031a residential development is 

financially risky as it could jeopardize the ability of the Region and Town to most 
efficiently accommodate post 2031 employment growth; 

 
• 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.  Moreover, (a) front-end financing removes risk to the Region; 
(b) the lower cost option is not necessarily the one that should be developed first 
(i.e. 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); and (c) developing the lowest cost option for 
residential uses first could have a significant economic cost to the Town and the 
Region in terms of lost employment lands, including lost jobs, development 
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charges ($135 million in lost development charges to the Town, Region and School 
Boards), taxes and economic growth; 

 
• Regional staff are considering a number of tools aimed at mitigating financial risks 

to the Region, including area-specific development charges, front-end financing or 
accelerated payment agreements or pre-payment agreements which would clearly 
assist the Region in managing risk associated with increased debt (The New 
Approach to Planning, Servicing and Financing Growth in the Region of Peel, 
February 22, 2016); 
 

• Planning needs to support the development of complete communities by 
incorporating complete streets, accommodating the needs of different road users, 
including transit and active transportation, location of community services, public 
institutions, and open space.  With the recognized community-wide importance of 
a GO Station and transit hub, the Option 3 lands offer an opportunity to establish 
elements for a community that create an innovative, pedestrian friendly, transit-
oriented community with mixed-uses and a variety of housing types and densities 
and amenities which will be beneficial to all of Bolton and Caledon; 

 

• There are numerous benefits related to developing a transit-oriented community 
on the Option 3 lands, including the following: 

o Increases interaction among neighbours 
o Increases walking and cycling activity 
o Promotes healthy lifestyles and health benefits (less driving with potential 

pollution) 
o Increased property values 
o Helps focus growth into targeted areas (thereby diminishing pressure for 

growth at the edge of regions) 
o Creates housing options that more closely match demographic trends and 

market demand 
o Provides a direct mobility connection to the Greenbelt and its many publicly 

available trails and amenities (LRK’s “Rail to Trail” concept) 
o Provides opportunity to achieve a ’critical mass’ of transit-supportive 

densities as a transit node due to the available assemblage of sufficient land 
supply (provides the opportunity for an urban street grid configuration within 
the community) 
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The BRES process being undertaken by the Region of Peel includes a methodical 
analysis of all options.  Option 3 has proven it is best positioned to deliver the type of 
community that adopts the goals and objectives of the Town of Caledon, Region of Peel, 
and Province. Through this process, “key criteria are being realized to ensure the 
framework for delivering a complete community vision, including the formation of an 
advantageous contiguous land area, proximity of Regional mass transit opportunities, 
political and agency endorsement of the transit-oriented development model, and a willing 
developer partner that will lead the charge of responsible, forward-thinking growth that 
achieves healthier, vibrant, active, diverse, and attractive communities” (NAK & LRK, 
Appendix 5).      

 

Respectfully Submitted on Behalf of Option 3 Team, 

GLEN SCHNARR & ASSOCIATES INC. 

 
Karen Bennett 
________________________________                                                                  
Karen A. Bennett, MCIP, RPP 
Associate         
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