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1 INTRODUCTION 

 
  
 
On behalf of Solmar Development Corp and with the assistance of a team of 
consultants (the Solmar Consultants), SGL Planning and Design Inc. produced a report 
in response to the Region of Peel’s request for comments on the Town of Caledon’s 
application for a Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) resulting from its Bolton 
Residential Expansion Study (BRES) process.  This previous report was submitted to 
the Region on February 1, 2016.   
 
The comments and submissions received in response to the Region’s request, including 
SGL’s, were made available to the public.  These submissions were reviewed by the 
Solmar Consultants, including the response prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates 
Inc. on behalf of the Option 3 Landowners Group (Bolton Residential Expansion Study 
(BRES) Submission Related to Proposed Amendment to the Region of Peel Official 
Plan ROPA -1-002 (Bolton Residential Expansion Area) (“OPTION 3 LANDS”)). 
 
This report responds to the Option 3 Landowners Group Report and highlights key 
concerns with the analysis and comments made in it. 
 
The following firms contributed to this report: 
 

• Poulos and Chung (Appendix A)  
• Altus Group (Appendix B) 
• Schaeffers Consulting Engineers (Appendix C) 
• Savanta (Appendix D) 



Response to Comments Submitted on the BRES ROPA 

  
 2 
  

2 BACKGROUND 

 
 
 
The BRES included two analyses of residential growth options around Bolton.  Phase 2 
of the study examined 6 expansion areas, and Phase 3 of the study included a more 
detailed examination of Options 1 and 3, the top two ranked options from Phase 2.  In 
both Phases 2 and 3, the Town’s consultants concluded that Option 3 (“Go Station 
Focus”), generally located northwest of the intersection of King Street and Humber 
Station Road, was their preferred option, along with three rounding out areas.  The six 
original options considered in the BRES are shown in Figure 1. 
 

Figure 1: Six Options considered in Phase 2 of the BRES study 
 

 
 
Boundary Refinement 
SGL previously provided background and comments in response to the Region’s 
request for input into the criteria and evaluation of the BRES options.  (“Bolton 
Residential Expansion Preferred Option Analysis”, submitted on February 1, 2016).   
This assessment considered a modified Option 6 as shown in Figure 2.  The modified 
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Option 6 addresses both residential and employment land needs and closely relates to 
and implements the Peel Land Budget.  Please refer to the report submitted on 
February 1, 2016 for further details on this matter.   
 

Figure 2: Option 6 as considered in this report 
 

 
 
The Option 6 boundary that is referred to in the Option 3 Landowners Group report is 
the original boundary considered by Meridian Planning, and the differences between it 
and the Option 6 boundary proposed by SGL have a bearing on the validity of the 
analysis and comments produced by the Option 3 Landowners Group.   
 
In this report, the Option 6 boundary that the Option 3 Landowners Group Report 
references is referred to as the “original Option 6”, as shown in Figure 1, whereas the 
one proposed and detailed in the work previously submitted by SGL is referred to as the 
“modified Option 6” (as shown in Figure 2).   
 
The following sections examine the Option 3 Landowners Group’s assessment of the 
preferred option for the Bolton Residential Expansion.  Key themes and points are 
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highlighted within this report and further detail is provided by the Solmar Consultants in 
Appendices A to D.   
 

3 FLAWED METHODOLOGY  
 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group Report states that they “fully support and endorse the 
BRES process that was undertaken by the Town of Caledon, including the reporting, 
technical analysis, methodology and recommendations made by the Town’s consulting 
team, Meridian Planning” (p.1).  In other words, instead of performing an independent 
analysis, they provide discussion and commentary on the previous analysis. 
 
As detailed in SGL’s February 1, 2016 report, the analysis undertaken by Meridian 
Planning is flawed.  Therefore, the Option 3 Landowners Group assessments and 
recommendations, which rely on Meridian Planning’s analysis, are also flawed. 
 
The method is flawed for the following reasons: 
 
The Ranking and Weighting of the Criteria is Subjective 
 
In both the Meridian analysis and Option 3 Landowners Group analyses, the criteria are 
ranked by importance, with a high, moderate or low relevance.  This ranking of criteria is 
subjective and open to bias and manipulation.   
 
This subjective bias is evidenced by the fact that the rankings given by Meridian in their 
analysis differ from the ranking given by the Option 3 Landowners Group (summarized 
in Table 2 on page 22 of the Option 3 Landowners Group report).  If the ranking can 
change depending on the opinion of the reviewer, it is a subjective and arbitrary 
methodology that is not replicable or meaningful for comparison purposes.  This method 
can lead to the analysis being skewed in favor of certain criteria and certain options.  
This method of ranking the criteria is fundamentally flawed, and not meaningful for a 
proper planning assessment. 
 
Provincial Planning Policy does not Support the Ranking of Criteria 
 
Most of the criteria used by Meridian and the Option 3 Landowners Group are based on, 
or supported by, Provincial policies.  However, there is no policy basis for ranking some 
criteria (or the associated provincial policy) over others.   
 
Take for example the high-ranking Criterion 1 “Establish rail transit opportunity” and the 
low-ranking Criterion 12 “Land use impacts on agricultural activities”.  The Provincial 
Policy Statement, 2014 (PPS) does not explicitly or implicitly direct that establishing a 
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rail transit opportunity is more important than mitigating land use impact on agricultural 
activities, yet this is the effect that ranking the criteria has on the analysis.   
 
Both the PPS and the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2013 (“Growth 
Plan”) state specifically that each document is to be read in its entirety and all relevant 
policies are to be applied to each situation on a comprehensive basis.  This direction 
does not provide support for one policy out-weighing another.   
 
Ranking leads to Misleading Results   
 
The concept of misleading results is best illustrated on page 65 of the Option 3 
Landowners Group Report.  Meridian’s original analysis is shown in the middle column 
of Table 4.  Here, Option 3 only scores the highest on one single criterion, Criterion 1; it 
ties with 3 other options on Criterion 12 and scores below at least one other option on 
all of the remaining criteria.  Yet, due to the influence of the high ranking of the first 
criterion, it becomes the preferred option.  This result is misleading as it improperly 
minimizes the importance of lower-ranked criteria, and skews the analysis in favour of a 
few high-ranked criteria. 
 
It is critical to note that Meridian did not use a ranking methodology in their second 
evaluation of Options 1 and 3.  That second evaluation was a much clearer and 
traceable process. 
 
Scoring is not Traceable 
 
In the Option 3 Landowners Group Report, it is not possible to trace how the scores 
given to each criterion were determined.   
 
While the scoring for each criterion is summarized in Table 4 on page 65 of the Option 3 
Landowners Group Report, no clear explanation is provided on how the specific 
numbers were arrived at.  For example, for Criterion 7, neither the section addressing 
this Criterion nor the associated background in Appendix F discusses in enough detail 
how the scores were assigned to each Option.  It is not clear how exactly the score of 
108 for Option 3 and the score of 96 for Option 6 were derived. 
 
The result is an illusory and highly-misleading sense of “accuracy”.  Very precise 
numbers are used for the scoring, but they are meaningless, since their origin is not 
explained. 
 
Scoring Double Counts the Same Attributes 
 
With the lack of clarity on how the scores were determined, it is difficult to discern how 
many points were assigned to each attribute.   
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Throughout the Option 3 Landowners Group Report, the benefit of being close to a GO 
Station is repeatedly relied on as justification for different criteria and different 
measures.  It appears that due to the proximity to the GO Station, Option 3 was 
awarded not only a high score in Criterion 1 but additional scores for the same attribute 
under other criteria.  In short, the Option 3 Landowners Group “double counted” the 
proximity to a future GO Station under numerous criteria.   
 
As well, the term “double counting” is used loosely, as the proximity to the GO Station 
was considered more than just twice.  A significant problem with the repeated reliance 
on the GO Station, other than it being an unfair skewing of the analysis, would arise if 
the Region were to decide that it did not value proximity to the GO Station (whether at 
all, or to the same extent as in the Option 3 Landowners Group Report).  There would 
then be no way of interpreting the balance of the Option 3 analysis, since the proximity 
to the GO Station is blended into the score for almost every criterion.   
 
Illusory Accuracy of Quantitative Scoring 
 
Numerical scoring of the criteria and measures imply an accuracy in the results that is 
not present in reality.   
 
The scoring is not based on a quantitative analysis of a specific factor, but rather an 
arbitrary assignment of a number based on a qualitative judgment.  For instance, 
Criterion 11 is “Support Planned Commercial Function of Bolton”.  The scoring that was 
assigned was not based on the numerical results of a quantitative market analysis of 
retail support in Bolton, but rather someone’s arbitrary allocation of a score to an Option 
based on their perception of how the Option might support commercial space in Bolton.   
 
The Meridian and Option 3 Landowners Group scores are simply not derived from a 
scientific or numerical, fact-based analysis.   
 
End-Driven Evaluation 
 
It is difficult not to conclude that the Option 3 Landowners Group Report was end-driven 
by subjective values that were given a disproportionate weight to achieve a certain 
result.   
 
Most notable by way of example, is the weight assigned to proximity to the GO Station.  
This is succinctly evidenced by following statement:  
 

“One of (if not, the) most important evaluation criteria to be considered in the BRES 
ROPA application is whether development in the expansion area will support the 
establishment of GO Rail services in Bolton” (p. 22).   

 
 [emphasis added] 
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Given this starting assumption, it is not surprising that the GO Station serves as 
justification for the high scoring of Option 3 on almost every criterion.  While proximity of 
a GO Station may be important, as is discussed further below, it addresses only one 
component of a thorough analysis of Provincial and Regional Policy.   
 
The evaluation methodology used by Meridian and by the Option 3 Landowners Group 
allowed for subjectivity and reliance on a single consideration (proximity to the proposed 
GO Station) to pre-determine the outcome of the evaluation. 
 
In the previous submission to the Region on the BRES, the Solmar Consultants used 
similar criteria but assessed and compared Option 3 versus Option 6 on the basis of 
quantifiable analysis that did not involve ranking and weighting.  For the reasons 
discussed above, the Solmar Consultant’s approach is clear, traceable and free of 
artificial precision.  It is therefore to be preferred. 
 
 

4 GO STATION REALITY 

 
 
The following highlights issues with the Option 3 Landowners Group’s consideration of 
the proposed GO Station as it relates to the Option 3 lands.   
 
GO Station Timing is beyond 2031 
 
In their evaluation, the Option 3 Landowners Group place heavy emphasis on Option 
3’s proximity to the GO Station.  Per the detailed information provided in Appendix A, 
the Bolton GO Station site is not set in stone or even currently listed as one of 
Metrolinx’s planned initiatives.   
 
In 2008, Metrolinx produced the “Big Move” which originally identified rail service to 
Bolton within 15 years (2008 – 2023).  However, later in 2012, under the Big Move 
update, the commuter rail service to Bolton was moved to the 16 - 25 year plan (2024-
2029).  Now, the station is no longer even on that 2024 - 2029 planned timeline, as it is 
not listed at all in Metrolinx’s Next Wave projects (16 - 26 year plan (2024 to 2029)).  So 
although the exact status of the Bolton Station is unknown, it will not be funded, never 
mind operational, before 2029. 
 
If or when the Bolton Go Station is developed, it will most likely be after the 2031 
planning period for the BRES.  The Option 3 Landowners Group report repeatedly 
refers to the “planned GO Station”.  While the Bolton Go Station has been included in 
some planning documents, such as the Region of Peel Official Plan, and in that sense is 
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“planned”, the Option 3 Landowners Group’s analysis should incorporate a more 
realistic recognition of its timing based on Metrolinx’s plans.    
 
Also, since the Bolton GO is no longer listed in Metrolinx’s framework of projects, the 
analysis should also recognize that if the GO Station does not get built, or does not get 
built at this proposed location, Option 3 is significantly less beneficial.  The table on 
page 59 of the Option 3 Landowners Group’s report summarizes Option 3’s strengths.  
Half of them are insignificant if the GO Station does not develop before 2031, or if it 
does not proceed at all. 

 
Urban Development should be Timed with the GO Station  
 
As detailed in Appendix B, the PPS requires that development be coordinated with 
infrastructure.  For example, Section 1.1.1a) of the PPS speaks to 
 

“g) ensuring that necessary infrastructure, !.  are or will be available to meet 
current and projected needs;  
 

Section 1.1.3.2 a) states that, 
 
 “Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on a) densities and 
mix of uses which are appropriate for, and efficiently use, the infrastructure and 
public services facilities which are planned or available.” 
 

Section 1.6.7.2 requires that, 
 
“ Efficient use shall be made of existing and planned infrastructure, including 
through the use of transportation demand management strategies, where 
feasible.”  
 

Section 1.6.7.5 states that, 
 
“Transportation and land use considerations shall be integrated at all stages of 
the planning process.” 

 
The BRES is intended to provide land to accommodate development by 2031 whereas 
the GO Station will not occur until at least after 2029, and likely after that.  It is very 
likely that there will be further boundary expansions in Caledon to accommodate the 
2036 and 2041 forecasts, adding much more land to Bolton than is required by 2031.   
 
Thus, there will likely be future opportunities for the development of the Option 3 lands 
to be timed with the GO Station.  Developing the Option 3 lands when the GO Station is 
actually planned to be built by Metrolinx would be consistent with the PPS, and it would 
ensure that Option 3 lands can be better integrated to optimize the co-location of uses 
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based on the needs at the time, rather than to develop them now in the hopes of 
leveraging GO rail service in Bolton.    

 
Misconceptions on Leveraging a GO Station 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group report speaks to the benefit derived from having 
development occur near the proposed GO station in order to leverage its eventual 
construction.  The Option 3 Landowners Group report says:  
 

“In fact, the Option 3 lands represent the only opportunity to leverage and expedite the 
delivery of the planned GO Station” (p.II).   

 
This implies that the Bolton Go Station is much more likely to be developed if the Option 
3 lands are developed, as compared to the other options.  This notion is not supported 
by facts.   
 
First, the Option 3 Landowner Group’s report does not appropriately consider the extent 
that riders walk to a GO station.  As discussed in Appendix A, at a typical GO Station 
only 12% of riders would walk to the station.  Port Credit Station, which has one of the 
highest modal splits in the GO rail system, has 28% of patrons that walk to it.  Even if 
the Bolton station were able to achieve a modal split similar to Port Credit, only 45 more 
persons would be expected to walk to the new GO Station in the peak hour.   
 
No matter the density, in immediate proximity to the GO Rail Station, over 60% of the 
riders will drive to the station and park.  Therefore, providing a location that is 
accessible to drivers is more important than a location that is accessible to pedestrians.  
It is important to note here that the preferred Bolton GO Station site was originally 
proposed by Metrolinx outside the Bolton settlement boundary before the BRES 
identified Option 3 as a location for residential development. 
 
Second, the Bolton GO Station is intended to serve the entire community, not just one 
neighbourhood.  As such, any additional population in the Bolton community will help to 
leverage a GO Station.  Planning for additional residential growth in Bolton plus 
additional post 2031 residential growth will do as much or more to leverage a GO 
station. 
 
Third, as described on page 58 of the “Bolton Commuter Rail Service Feasibility Study”, 
one of the reasons the other potential GO station site in Bolton was not chosen was 
that: 
 
  “the close proximity of [it] to the existing residential development located on the east side 

of the rail line makes [it] less desirable”. 
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GO Station Maintenance and Layover Facility Not Compatible with Residential 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group report does not consider the possible negative 
impacts of the siting of the layover/maintenance facility that is associated with the 
preferred Bolton Go Station site.  In the “Bolton Commuter Rail Service Feasibility 
Study”, Metrolinx examined possible locations for an equipment layover/maintenance 
facility.  While the study did not determine an exact location for that facility, it narrowed 
the options down to three sites, one of which, #L5, would directly abut Option 3 (see 
Figure 3).  According to the feasibility study, the associated layover/maintenance facility 
associated with the station would include: 
 

• “Five parallel tracks equipped with wayside power, related utilities and sufficient 
capacity to hold one locomotive and ten standard bi-level coaches (600 meters) 
for overnight storage; 
 

• Fuel facility; 
 

• Coach cleaning facility; 
 

• Parts storage facility; 
 

• Operating crew booking in facility; and 
 

• Maintenance and operating staff parking.” (p.  71) 
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Figure 3: Possible Layover/Maintenance Site Locations 
 

 
(Source: Bolton Commuter Rail Service Feasibility Study, 2010) 

 
While detail on specific levels of nuisance associated with this type of facility is not 
provided in the feasibility study, the study did eliminate other sites on the basis of 
“proximity to residential areas that may present potential noise and environmental 
impacts in the future” (p.60), indicating that this is a concern.  Yet, the potential conflict 
between this layover/maintenance facility and the Option 3 lands was not acknowledged 
or considered in the Option 3 Landowners Group report.   
 
The GO Station is not a Mobility Hub 
 
In the Option 3 Landowner Group’s report, the preferred GO Station site was referred to 
as a mobility hub several times (e.g., p. 30, 32, and 33).   It is also shown on Figure 5 of 
the report as a mobility hub.  This is misleading, because the preferred Bolton GO 
Station site is not identified as a mobility hub by Metrolinx, nor does it meet the 
definition of a mobility hub as discussed in “The Big Move: Transportation in the Greater 
Toronto and Hamilton Area”.  The preferred Bolton GO station site is also not identified 
as a mobility hub on Schedule G of Region of Peel Official Plan.   
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5 CLIMATE CHANGE REQUIRES A MORE 
COMPREHENSIVE ASSESSMENT  

 
 
Climate Change should Assess all Travel Movements 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group suggest that the evaluation of the options should 
consider climate change as an additional criterion, and indicated that due to the GO 
Station location, Option 3 would score better on that criterion.  In response, Poulos and 
Chung undertook a more thorough assessment of climate change impacts from the 
options as set out  in Appendix A.   
 
In summary, Poulos and Chung found that when considering distance traveled to 
complete typical daily activities, residents within Option 3 will travel 39,600 additional 
kilometers on a daily basis than those in Option 6.  The reduction in CO2 emissions from 
this lesser travel distance in Option 6 equates to removing 560 vehicles from the road in 
Option 6 verses Option 3.  Thus, Option 6 secures significant health and livable 
community benefits over Option 3, and is preferred from a climate change perspective. 
 
 

6 INACCURATE ASSUMPTIONS REGARDING 
FUTURE EMPLOYMENT LANDS 

 
 
Option 6 does not Usurp Employment Lands Growth in Bolton 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group’s report incorrectly assumes that future employment 
growth would have to be accommodated in one of the BRES options.  The report states 
that: 
 

“it is likely that the bulk of additional employment lands required by Bolton South Albion 
would have to be accommodated within one of the Residential Expansion Area options”, 
p. 3 of Appendix D.   

 
Not only is this statement inaccurate, but there is no analysis presented to justify it.   
 
Modified Option 6 provides for additional employment lands in a manner which closely 
implements the Peel Land Budget (see February 1, 2016 SGL submission).  Further, as 
shown in Figure 4, Option 6 does not usurp further employment land growth in south 
Albion, but provides for future strategically-placed employment lands along the GTA 
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Notes:
The post 2031 land uses are schematic.  The employments lands are intended to show a paring of the employment with the GTA West Route as a 
general idea of where lands could be developed over the long term and is not meant to depict exact boundaries of lands that should be included 
as employment.  GTA West Corridor shortlisted route 6D is shown.



Response to Comments Submitted on the BRES ROPA 

  
 13 
   

West Corridor preliminary route 6D.  Preliminary route 6D is Caledon’s preferred 
alignment, as recommended in Caledon Staff Report DP-2015-060.   
 
Option 6 Provides Opportunity for Long Term Employment Opportunities 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group report states that development of Option 6 for 
residential uses will prohibit future employment expansion.  On page 39, it says:  
 

“if the Option 6 lands are developed as residential, it will mean that the future required 
employment lands will be pushed to lands that are less desirable and/or more expensive 
to service or they will not be developed at all.” 

 
This is not true.  As noted above, there is opportunity for strategically-placed 
employment lands along the GTA West Corridor in Option 6.  If the GTA West Corridor 
does not materialize, there is also an opportunity for future strategic employment lands 
along the north side of Mayfield Road, between Bolton and Tullamore, as illustrated in 
Figure 5.  Without the GTA West Corridor, Mayfield Road would become the major 
east-west goods movement corridor through Caledon. 
 
In addition, Bolton is not the only possible location for additional employment lands 
growth in Caledon.  Figure 6 identifies the key goods movement corridors in Caledon, 
as well as other, existing employment lands.  Employment growth around Mayfield West 
and Tullamore could provide for additional post-2031 employment lands employment in 
the vicinity of key goods movement corridors and existing employment areas. 
 
Figure 4 and 5 together illustrate possible strategic long-term employment 
opportunities.  These figures illustrate that development of Option 6 for primarily 
residential uses does not usurp employment development in Bolton.  Rather, it provides 
full opportunity for future employment development. 
 
Erroneous Assumption Regarding Ability to Service Future Employment Lands 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group’s report states that Option 3 “provides strategic 
advantages by providing opportunities to service existing industrial lands”. 

 
As illustrated in Figures 4 and 5, Option 6 is best poised to service future employment 
lands both within Option 6 and on other potential employment lands beyond 2031.  
Residential development in Option 6 will help to service employment along the GTA 
West Corridor and may also help to pay for servicing for new employment lands along 
Coleraine Drive.  Infrastructure from the south would service both employment lands 
and residential, and because of their proximity to existing services, Option 6 lands are 
significantly less costly than Option 3 lands.   
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Further, if future employment lands are developed along the north side of Mayfield 
Road, these lands will be the most inexpensive to service for two reasons.  First, 
sanitary infrastructure services can be extended north from Brampton, and second, 
existing watermains are located along Mayfield Road, with additional watermains 
planned and already in the current Regional Development Charges Bylaw.   
 

7 MUNICIPAL FINANCIAL IMPACT 
 
 
Erroneous Financial Impact Assumptions for Future Employment Lands 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group report states that:  
 

“If the Option 6 lands were developed for residential uses, expansion 
opportunities for existing and future industrial and employment lands in South 
Albion Bolton would be constrained and potentially precluded, and there would 
be lost revenue in the form of DC’s Building Permit fees and property tax 
revenues.” (p. IV) 

 
As detailed in Appendix B, this assumption is simply false because it assumes that if 
employment growth does not happen in Option 6, it won’t happen at all.  There is no 
evidence or analysis to substantiate this claim. 
 
Option 3’s Urbanmetrics report considers the “lost revenue” from employment lands on 
Option 6, but does not consider what the revenue would be if the employment occurs 
elsewhere within in Bolton, or in other areas Caledon, such as Mayfield West or 
Tullamore.  It also does not consider the revenues and expenditures for residential, 
commercial and institutional growth, in Option 3 or Option 6, and therefore does not 
provide a comprehensive assessment of municipal financial impact.   
 
 

8 A TRUE COMPLETE COMMUNITY 
 
 
A Complete Community is not Created by Commuters but by Live Work 
Opportunities 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group references creation of a complete community as an 
appropriate criterion (pg 32).  Complete Community is  a key policy under the Growth 
Plan.   
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The Option 3 Landowners Group believes that a complete community can be created by 
a GO Station.  This assumes a greater importance on being able to commute out of 
Bolton on the Go Train than on building a complete community within Bolton.  In their 
analysis, the value of being able to commute to downtown Toronto on the GO Train is 
ranked higher than being able to commute short distance to work on adjacent 
employment lands in south Bolton.  The analysis by the Option 3 Landowners Group did 
not recognize that Option 6 provides for a true complete community, which provides the 
opportunity to work and live in Bolton, as well as the opportunity to walk or cycle to 
work. 
 
Planning for Residential in Isolation of Employment is a Piecemeal Approach 
 
One of the concerns with the planning approach in Bolton has been the piecemeal 
approach to settlement expansions, and the separation of planning for employment and 
residential expansions.  In order to build complete communities, residential and 
employment areas should be considered together and comprehensively planned over 
the long term.  The assumption that Option 6 is best positioned for employment uses 
furthers that piecemeal approach, proposing to locate all of the employment land at the 
south end of Bolton, separated from the residential areas in the north end.  This 
separation does not allow for healthy long-term growth, or the opportunity to create a 
genuine complete community.   
 
Option 6 provides for comprehensive, integrated planning of employment and 
residential and allows for future growth opportunities for both residential and 
employment on the west side of Bolton. 
 
Density Assumptions 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group report implies that development of Option 3 is 
preferred because, due to the close proximity of the  Bolton GO Station, there is an 
opportunity for increased density.  Yet, as summarized in Appendix B,  the actual 
population estimates for Option 3 do not support the claims of this increased density.    
 
 

9 GTA WEST CORRIDOR IS NOT AN 
IMPEDIMENT TO OPTION 6 

 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group lists the impact on the GTA West Corridor as one of 
the weaknesses of Option 6.  It is noted that while the original Option 6 extended south 
to Mayfield Road, the modified Option 6 provides for Caledon’s preferred alignment of 
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the GTA West Corridor, along with future employment opportunities along the highway 
corridor, as shown on Figure 4. 
 
In addition, as discussed in SGL’s previously submitted report (“Bolton Residential 
Expansion Preferred Option Analysis” submitted on February 1, 2016), policies can be 
drafted to ensure that any portion of the expansion area that is within the GTA West 
Corridor Study Area would not be released for development until the right-of-way for the 
new corridor has been determined.  A similar policy was implemented in ROPA 29 for 
the portion of Mayfield West that is within the GTA West Preliminary Route Planning 
Study Area.   
 
 

10 FLAWED LOGIC IN COMMERCIAL 
PATRONAGE 

 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group’s report indicates that a weakness of Option 6 is that 
residents of the lands “would have the strongest potential to gravitate towards the 
existing and planned commercial areas in Brampton.”   
 
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 shown on Figure 7.   
 
 

11 GENERAL SERVICING ASSUMPTIONS   
 

 
Incorrect Servicing Assumptions 
 
Schaeffer and Associates have critiqued the Option 3 Landowners Group’s servicing 
analysis and identified key assumption errors in their assessment (see Appendix C).  
Considering these flaws and the fact that Option 6 is still the most economical to service 
for both water and wastewater (p. 63 of Option 3 Landowners Group’s Report), the 
conclusion that Option 3 has a higher score than Option 6 for Criterion 7 is simply 
fiction.   
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There is No Policy Basis To Support a Preference for Cheaper Servicing for 
Employment Lands Versus Residential Lands 
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group Report states that the Option 6 lands should be 
“reserved” for employment on the basis that they are cheaper to service.   
 
Under the weaknesses of Option 6, on page 63, they state that option 6 is “more 
economical to service, therefore it is best to service for ‘more sensitive’ industrial lands”.  
There is no basis in any Provincial, Regional or Town policy document to say that 
housing should be expensive to service and employment less so.   
 
Front-Ending Servicing Does Not Remove the Need to Meet Provincial Policy  
 
Optimizing the use of existing and planned infrastructure is a fundamental provincial 
and regional planning policy.  Servicing costs are minimized by optimizing the use of 
existing and planned infrastructure.  This policy applies equally to residential and non-
residential development.   
 
There is no exemption from this policy for developers who agree to front-end the cost of 
an inefficient servicing scheme.  As discussed in Appendix B, the effect of developers 
front-ending may reduce the financial burden on the Region, but these costs are 
eventually passed on to future businesses and homeowners, and will adversely affect 
housing and employment land affordability in Bolton.  In fact, with respect to housing, 
reliance on such an approach is directly contrary to Provincial Policy, as it could 
negatively impact the ability to provide affordable housing, for which there is specific 
policy direction.  Also, as detailed in Appendix B, this does also not consider the 
maintenance costs of a less efficient system.   
 
The Option 3 Landowners Group Report also states that it is a weakness that Option 6 
“does not provide any direct servicing benefit to existing residents”.   
 
First, there is no policy basis for placing the onus on new development to provide a 
servicing benefit to existing residents.  Further, the “benefits” claimed by the Option 3 
Landowners Group in addressing water pressure problems in the existing community do 
not exist.  The Region has already responded to this problem, and it will be addressed 
in advance of and regardless of any future development in Option 3:  see Appendix C.   
 
Servicing the GO Station 
 
The  Option 3 Landowners Group report indicates, on page 48,  that "...development of 
Option 3 lands would allow for servicing of the GO Station...  The Option 3 lands also 
deliver a sanitary servicing solution for the future GO Station.”  This is misleading as  
servicing the GO Station does not require development of the Option 3 lands, as 
discussed in Appendix C.   
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12 CROMBIE REPORT REINFORCES EXISTING 
POLICY 

 
 

The Option 3 Landowners Group’s report frequently speaks to “Planning for Health, 
Prosperity and Growth in the Greater Golden Horseshoe 2015-2041 (the “Crombie 
Report”).  This report largely reinforces the policy themes already embedded in the PPS 
and the Growth Plan.  The previously-submitted SGL report (Bolton Residential 
Expansion Preferred Option Analysis submitted on February 1, 2016), highlights the 
need for the BRES criteria to be closely related to these policy themes and be grounded 
in the current, in-force policies. 
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13 SUMMARY PLANNING OPINION 

 
 

 
In its summary, the Option 3 Landowners Group’s report states:  
 

“It is important to understand that making urban boundary expansion decisions 
based primarily on the cost of servicing no longer represents the best planning 
approach, and that modern and intelligent planning requires the careful 
consideration of a multitude of factors to ensure the right decision is made”.  (p.  
64)  
 
[emphasis added] 
 

In the same manner that it would be inappropriate to base the Bolton settlement 
boundary expansion decision solely on servicing cost, it would equally be 
inappropriate to base it solely on an unsubstantiated hope that the preferred 
alternative will bring a GO Station to Bolton during the planning period.   
 
As discussed throughout this report, there are serious concerns with the Option 3 
Landowners Group’s assessment of the benefits of the Option 3 lands, 
particularly as they relate to the GO Station.  The boundary expansion needs to 
be based on a quantitative, equitable and traceable evaluation of a multitude of 
factors.   
 
The previous submission by SGL Planning & Design (February 1, 2016) 
highlights the full range of benefits that Option 6 provides.  The Option 3 
Landowners Group’s analysis consistently fails to acknowledge many of these, in 
particular that: 
 

• Either Option 3 or 6, will serve to support development of a GO Station in Bolton; 
 

• Option 6 has a greater positive impact on a healthy environment and reducing 
climate change, as its location reduces daily car trip lengths and thus 
greenhouse gas emissions; 
 

• Option 6 supports long term employment opportunities; 
 

• Option 6 is not the only opportunity for employment land development, and the 
revenue and tax benefits associated with it; 
 

• Option 6 supports a complete community by providing live/work opportunities and 
the ability for residents to walk and cycle to work; 
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• Option 6 provides an opportunity for comprehensive and integrated residential 

and employment land use planning; 
 

• Option 6 does not impede, but in fact provides an opportunity to support the GTA 
West Corridor, should it proceed; and  
 

• Option 6 relies on existing and planned infrastructure and is more cost-effective 
and efficient to service. 

 



APPENDIX A 
! !



 P o u l o s  &  C h u n g  L i m i t e d  
535 Bur Oak Avenue– Markham, ON, Canada L6C 2S5 – Tel (905) 479-7942 – Fax (905) 479-1266 

Specialists in Transportation Planning & Traffic Engineering 
 

March 14, 2016 
 
Mr. Michael Melling 
Davies Howe Partners LLP 
99 Spadina Avenue 
5th Floor 
Toronto, Ontario 
 
Re: Review of BRES Study Selection Criteria 
 
Dear Mr. Melling: 
 
Since early 2012 Poulos & Chung Limited (PC) has been providing transportation advice and 
input to Solmar Development Corp. for their land holdings (Option 6 area) in the Town of 
Bolton, including the Report we prepared as input to the Bolton Residential Expansion Preferred 
Option Analysis prepared by SGL Planning and Design, January 2016.  
 
We have reviewed the reports and outputs from the BRES process and the responses submitted 
to the Region’s request for comments. BA Group (BA) on behalf of the Option 3 Landowner 
Group submitted a review of BRES study selection criteria on January 29, 2016. As part of their 
review process BA provided additional information and perspectives on the process. 
 
PC through this letter responds to the additional information provided by BA. This response is 
based upon: 
 

 Materials and information obtained through the BRES process; and 
 

 PC submission entitled “Transportation Input as part of a Response to – Request for 
Comments and Notice of Public Meeting by the Region of Peel. 

1.0		 Time	Line	for	the	Bolton	Community	Rail	Service	
 

The BA Option 3 submission placed considerable emphasis on the Metrolinx plan to introduce 
GO Rail service to Bolton. The submission supports the weighing and scoring of Criterion 1 as 
used by Meridian Planning in the BRES evaluation and selection process, which specifically 
focused on the proposed GO Rail and new Bolton GO Rail Station. 

Further, the Option 3 submission also relies on proximity to the proposed GO Rail Station to 
justify a high score for the Option 3 lands in virtually every criterion assessed. This proximity 
provides the single most important reason for preferring Option 3, according to the Option 3 
consulting team. 
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However, the Option 3 submission does not properly recognize or address the fact that the ability 
to secure the highest rating for Option 3 is totally dependent upon having the GO Train service 
and Bolton GO Rail Station in place. 

The following is the current timeline for the introduction of GO Train service: 

 The Big Move was adopted in 2008 by the Metrolinx Board. Specific projects and 
implementation timelines have been identified by major construction phase including; 
 

o Phase 1 : The Big Move’s 0 -15 Years capital program (2008 to  2023) 
 

o Phase 2 : The Big Move’s 16 -26 Years capital program (2024 to 2029) 
 

 A letter from the Minister of Transportation (Figure 1) directly addresses the introduction 
of the future Town of Bolton Rail Service. The Minister states that there is no near-term 
plan to extend GO Rail service to Bolton, and that the service has been moved to the Big 
Move’s 16 – 26 years capital program.  The letter says only that such a service could 
occur in the 16 – 26 years capital program. 
 

 Figures 2, 3 and 4 outline Metrolinx’s Next Wave projects 16 – 26 Year capital program 
(2024 to 2029), as published in September 2013.  The Town of Bolton Rail Service is not 
among the Next Waves projects.  The clear implication is that the Bolton GO Rail service 
has no scheduled capital budget allocation and is beyond the 2029 timeline. 
 

It is important to note that the BRES ROPA is intended to accommodate growth in Bolton to 
2031. 
 
The fact that realization of the GO Rail service is not anticipated until, at best, the last two years 
of the ROPA time horizon is not addressed in the BA Transit Criterion evaluation and 
comparison process. In our opinion, the advantage of proximity should therefore not be assigned 
anything but very minor weight or significance given the anticipated timing of the GO Station.  
 
As BA indicates in its submission, in the intervening years, proximity and accessibility to local 
transit services, including accessibility to GO Bus services (existing and expanded) will help to 
build transit usage. We agree, and note that both Options have equal opportunity to access local 
bus and GO Bus services. 
 
The Region will need to plan, including conducting updates to its Transportation Master Plan, in 
anticipation of population and employment growth after 2031, to 2041. This future process has 
the opportunity to examine the merits of locating growth in proximity to a post-2029 GO Rail 
Station, recognizing that such a condition may have merit, and to analyze a land use / 
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transportation development pattern that will better align with the real-world introduction of GO 
Rail service. 

2.0		 Caledon	Criterion	7‐	Development	in	the	expansion	area	will	
support	establishment	of	GO	Rail	Service	in	Bolton	
 

In the Meridian Planning BRES process, which is relied upon by BA, two factors were used to 
describe the proximity condition for Option 3. Mutually dependent conditions (Factor supporting 
Station, and Factor supporting high density) were applied assuming that a symbiotic relationship 
exists between proximity of density and generating ridership to support the GO Rail Station. 
Based on this approach, both BA and Meridian Planning concluded a higher (better) score for 
Option 3 over all other Options, including Option 6.   

As indicated in our January 2016 submission, this ignores the fact that GO Rail riders attracted to 
a new Bolton GO Rail Station will come from both Bolton and the entire Town of Caledon. 
Using GO Transit statistics, almost 80% of riders will arrive by automobile, while the remainder, 
approximately 20%, will use transit (local transit or GO bus service), bicycle or walk. 

In theory, an Option which secures a true proximity condition to a GO Rail Station could 
increase walking and bicycling as the modal choice for accessing GO Rail services.  However, 
even with density proximity, the GO Rail Station draws from such a wide area (an approximately 
6 kilometer radius) that the automobile is and will continue to be the primary mode (over 60%) 
for accessing the GO Rail Station.  

We conclude that any Option, including Option 6 will exhibit the same GO Transit station access 
mode choices.  And, the provision of local transit service or direct GO Bus service would have a 
greater influence in supporting the introduction of GO Rail service to Bolton than the specific 
location of growth in Bolton. All Options have equal opportunity to access local transit or direct 
GO Bus service. 

2.1	 GO	Station	and	Forecast	Ridership		
 
As stated above in Section 2.0 and in our submission of January 2016, the work by BA and 
Meridian Planning does not take into account the GO Rail rider characteristics. These 
characteristics need to be understood and properly incorporated in the evaluation process. 

It is necessary to understand that: 

 A new Bolton GO Rail Station can and will service the entire community of Bolton; 
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 The future catchment area for the new Bolton GO Rail Station will extend throughout the 
Town of Caledon area as well as northwest Vaughan; 
 

 Typically  60% to 70% of the GO Rail patrons will live within a 6 km radius of the new 
station; 
 

 Metrolinx estimates that approximately  540 patrons in the key AM peak period will 
board GO Train service at the new Bolton GO Rail Station; 
 

 If 50% of these patrons is assumed from any of the Options, this is equivalent to 270 
vehicle trips (or person trips) being diverted to GO Rail usage and/or transit patrons using 
GO Rail service. GO Transit Passenger Surveys indicate that: 
 

o Approximately  60%, or 160 persons, will drive and park; 
 

o Approximately 17%, or 45 persons, will be dropped off; 
 

o Approximately 11%, or 30 persons, will take local transit or GO Bus; and 
 

o Approximately 12%, or 30 persons, will walk or bicycle. 
 

 Option 3 has an obvious proximity attribute.  A conservative assumption is that Option 3 
could exhibit the same characteristics as the Port Credit GO Rail Station.  There, 
approximately 28% of the total patrons boarding the GO Rail service walk. This modal 
split is one of the highest in the entire GO Rail system. If this characteristic (increase in 
persons walking from 12% to 28%) were applied to Option 3, then approximately 75 
persons would walk to the new GO Rail Station, compared to the 30 persons predicted to 
walk or bicycle in the other Option areas. 

 We conclude that when GO Rail Service is introduced in Bolton: 

 Either of the Options, whether Option 3 or Option 6, will exhibit the same GO Rail 
patronage characteristics summarized above; 
 

 The entirety of the proximity benefit derived by Option 3 can be summarized as follows: 
 

o Approximately 75 persons (30 persons based on typical GO Station conditions 
plus 45 more persons based upon proximity) will walk to the new GO Rail 
Station; 
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o The other modal access options, such as driver or drop-off patrons, will remain 
the primary choice and exhibit the same approximate characteristics as described 
above; and 
 

o Therefore, the true proximity benefit of Option 3 is no greater than approximately 
45 more patron walking trips in the peak periods of a typical weekday. 
 

 The scoring and weighting systems applied by Meridian Planning and BA is not 
consistent with the patron characteristics in GO Transit data.  
 

2.2	 Travel	Distance	to	Community	Facilities,	Local	Employment	and	Retail,	
and	to	Town	Boundaries	

 
BA reviewed and commented upon Criterion 6. Specifically, they indicated that “Criterion 6 
showed the lowest differential between the six Option Areas, with virtually identical scores for 
Options 3 through 6, and only a 12.5% difference between the lowest and highest scores”. BA 
then went on to discuss two additional factors. 

BA also noted the importance of reducing the amount of traffic generated by any of the Options 
being considered. 

Our January 2016 submission presented several measures to compare and evaluate Options as a 
quantifiable and therefore more useful alternative to the assessment of Criterion 6 undertaken by 
Meridian Planning. In response to the BA submission, PC has conducted further analysis to assist 
in evaluating travel demand characteristics and resultant differences between Option 3 and 
Option 6.   

The analysis presented below measures the generated Option vehicle demand by direction of 
travel within the boundaries of the community of Bolton. The analysis is based upon information 
derived from all transportation work completed in the BRES process.  

In summary, to quantify the measure of travel distance from Option 3 and Option 6, vehicle trips 
are estimated and assigned to the available roadway network accessing the residential, 
employment and retail areas within the community of Bolton. 

Table 1 summarizes the analytical steps including: 

 Estimation of the vehicle trips generated by each Option daily and during the roadway 
AM peak hour; and 
 

 Distribution of the vehicle trips in the roadway AM peak hour based upon the Bolton 
Transportation Master Plan prepared by Marshall Macklin Monaghan. 
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The key outputs presented in Table 1 can be summarized as follows: 

 Section A presents the estimated residential number of dwelling units in each of Option 3 
and Option 6;   
 

 Section B presents the daily and weekday vehicle trip generation rates as published in the  
Institute Transportation of Engineers ( ITE) Trip Generation Manual; 
 

 Section C presents the total vehicle trips generated daily and in the roadway AM peak 
hour by Option. It is estimated Option 3 generates about 23,260 daily vehicle trips and 
1,550 vehicle trips in the roadway AM peak hour. Option 6 generates about 26,660 daily 
vehicle trips and 1,860 vehicle trips in the roadway AM peak hour.  Option 6 generates 
approximately 3,400 daily trips and 300 roadway AM peak hour vehicle trips more than 
Option 3. This is so because Option 6 contains more single family and semi – detached 
dwelling units; 
 

 Section D presents the final total vehicle trip numbers respecting the current modal 
choices and the assumption that local transit services have been introduced. It is 
estimated that Option 3 will generate 16,000 daily vehicle trips and 1,100 vehicle trips in 
the roadway AM peak hour. Option 6 would generate 18,400 daily vehicle trips and 
1,300 vehicle trips in the roadway AM peak hour;  
 

 Section E presents the existing vehicle trip distribution patterns. This distribution pattern 
has been derived from the Bolton Transportation Master Plan. The existing trip 
distribution patterns shows about 37% of the total trips are destined to or occur within 
(live and work within) Bolton. It is assumed that any of the expansion areas including 
Options 3 and 6 would continue to exhibit this travel pattern, and that half of this 37% 
will live and work within the new expansion area. As a result, each Option would have 
internal live-work conditions resulting in no travel to boundary roads. This assumption is 
broken out in Section G of Table 1; 
 

 Figure 5 has been prepared to illustrate the location of Options 3 and 6 relative to six 
zones developed to define the existing residential, employment and retail areas.    These 
six zones and their respective centroids formed the destination locations for the 
distribution of vehicle trips; 
 

 Section F assigns the vehicle trips from Options 3 and 6 to the six destination zones based 
upon the defined distribution patterns; 
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 Section G presents the travel distance measured from Option 3 and Option 6 to the 
defined, existing development zones.  Distances are measured from centroid to centroid 
and to the boundaries of the community of Bolton. It is recognized that some of the 
directions of travel such as to and from the south contain vehicle trips with destinations 
external to the community. These trips have not been traced to their ultimate centroid 
destination, but only up to the Community boundaries; 
 

 Section H presents the total travel distance of generated vehicle trips from Option 3 and 
Option 6.   The travel distance is obtained by measuring the distance to each of the six 
destination centroid zones or to the boundaries of the community of Bolton.  The analysis 
indicates that on a daily basis within the community of Bolton Option 3 residents would 
travel a total distance in automobiles of approximately 77,400 kilometers; while residents 
from Option 6 would travel a total of 37,800 kilometers. 
 

We conclude that residents in Option 3 will travel 39,600 more kilometers on a daily basis than 
residents in Option 6 to complete typical activities. 
 

2.3	 Capacity	as	Evaluated	in	Criterion	6	
	
In their January submission, BA expanded upon the evaluation of Criterion 6 with two additional 
factors:  Travel modal split, and a more detailed comparison of road capacity impacts and road 
costs.  

With respect to road infrastructure costs, BA discusses the issue related to the need for a rail 
grade separation on King Street immediately south and east of Option 3. BA presents updated 
scores for Criterion 6 in their Table 1 without any explanation of how or why the individual 
scores were assigned.  

Using Figure 5 as a base, PC offers the following quantifiable roadway conditions: 

 Option 3 is prevented from securing additional east-west accessibility due to the presence 
of the railway corridor, hence; 
 

o The Humber Station Road and King Street intersection becomes critical. It is the 
intersection which; 
 
 Permits Option 3 traffic flows to access King Street and proceed to the 

existing neighbourhoods, employment areas and community centres; and 
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 Permits Option 3 traffic flows (along with any other Option 3 access 
points to King Street) to access The Gore Road and proceed south to other 
destination locations; 
 

o Over 95% of the total daily Option 3 development traffic flows have to traverse 
along King Street or through the King Street / Humber Station Road intersection. 
As pointed out in the Paradigm Transportation Solutions report, the Gore Road 
and Humber Station Road have to be widened to accommodate Option 3 
development traffic flows. The only way to get to these two north-south roads is 
through this section of King Street or through the King Street and Humber Station 
Road intersection. There is no doubt that the increasing vehicle demands will 
reduce the level of service and operating condition of King Street and the King 
Street and Humber Station Road intersection; and 

 
o In addition, the Humber Station Road and King Street intersection can be 

expected (if the new Bolton GO Rail Station is in service) to have a further 
demand of over 300 vehicles in the peak periods which would enter and leave the 
GO Rail commuter parking lot. These additional vehicle trips would further 
reduce available capacity and level of service. 
 

 Option 6 has no physical constraints preventing vehicle flows to be accommodated in all 
directions of travel. It has direct access to Humber Station Road and Mayfield Road, with 
intersection connections to the Gore Road, Coleraine Drive and Queen Street. Additional 
local road connections can be made with lands to the east, providing further connecting 
linkages to Coleraine Drive and Queen Street. In effect Option 6: 
 

o Has the capability to secure alternate road route options to serve any direction of 
travel; and 
 

o A portion of Option 6 travel demand can be served without having to use 
bounding primary arterial roads to access adjacent future land uses. With the 
potential connecting opportunities to the adjacent developments, vehicle demand 
on the boundary arterials can be reduced.   

We conclude that the qualitative process undertaken by both BA and Meridian Planning does not 
accurately reflect the physical condition of the respective roadway networks available to Option 
3 and Option 6. The higher score given to Option 3 is not justified in our opinion.  The 
constrained road pattern of Option 3 is not properly addressed nor is the balanced roadway 
network of Option 6 properly acknowledged. In our opinion Option 6 better meets the intent of 
Criterion 6.  
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2.4	 Local	Transit	
	
It is evident based on the Bolton Transportation Master Plan that local transit service should be 
initiated sometime in the near future. This local transit service will serve the existing community 
and will undoubtedly integrate the selected expansion area.  

The Bolton Transportation Master Plan encourages the introduction of transit by extension of 
services from a larger existing transit authority from a neighbouring municipality or an 
amalgamated Regional authority. The key actions to be included are: 

 Transit service to Mayfield West; 
 

 Increased frequency on existing GO Transit routes and examination of the potential to 
introduce new and more direct services; 
 

 Transit connections between Bolton and identified Mobility Hubs such as Downtown 
Brampton, the Vaughan Metropolitan Centre and Pearson Airport; 
 

 Extension of Brampton Transit routes to Bolton; and 
 

 Extension of York Region Transit routes to Bolton, providing service to King, Nobleton 
and Schomberg. 

The findings presented in Table 1, which show a significant reduction in travel distance for daily 
travel from Option 6 over Option 3, would also apply to transit. The savings in travel distance 
from Option 6 alone would benefit transit. Clearly, linking Option 6 to a local transit service will 
result in more efficient and cost effective service as compared to Option 3.  

We believe that such an evaluation of local transit service is more useful for this BRES process 
than the comparison of proximity to a future GO Rail Station, given that local transit is 
anticipated to be expanded within the time horizon of the BRES ROPA, whereas the GO Rail 
service is not. It is our opinion that if such a comparison is done all Options will be equally 
served.  

Only the formation of a municipal transit route structure by Option and the resulting comparison 
of operating costs and fare box revenues can conclude which route structure secures the optimum 
operations condition.  

The Bolton Transportation Master Plan identifies transit services that can be extended from 
adjacent municipalities. Option 6 is situated directly in line with these identified transit 
extensions and connections. Option 6 is directly adjacent to existing and planned employment. It 
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appears that the transit connections and extensions can easily form route structures within Bolton 
that directly connect Option 6 and the existing built-up Bolton area in a direct and convenient 
manner. The result is a transit route structure that constantly passes adjacent development, 
serving to provide a basis for generating ridership. 

We conclude that all Options can be served by transit. However, we also conclude Option 6 will 
likely provide a more cost-effective and direct transit route structure than Option 3. Option 6 is 
in a direct line or in close proximity to transit services that are intended to be extended from 
adjacent Municipalities when service is brought to Bolton. This permits the formation of an 
efficient transit route pattern that links Bolton with Option 6 and adjacent municipalities. Transit 
will therefore serve primary directions of travel both within Bolton and to and from Bolton. 

3.0	 Proposed	New	Criteria	–	“Promote	Healthy	and	Liveable	Communities”	and	
“Considering	Climate	Change”	
	

BA recommended new Criteria entitled “Promote Healthy and Liveable Communities” and 
“Considering Climate Change”. 

Similar to the BRES process, this involved a subjective discussion of factors and weighting 
allocations. As discussed in our original report and this response, we do not support this type of 
approach, although the Criteria themselves are appropriate. 

Table 1 prepared by PC provides a more quantifiable analysis than the subjective measures 
proposed by BA. Using the outputs from this table, PC is able to measure factors that directly 
impact environmental and health conditions and compare the Options on that basis. 

This analysis is summarized below. 

3.1	 Fuel	Assumption	
	
As indicated in Section 2.2, to complete typical daily activities the residents in Option 3 would 
have to travel an additional 39,600 kilometers per day more than the residents of Option 6. 

Using an average fuel consumption of 10 liters of gasoline per 100 kilometers for a typical 
vehicle, a savings of approximately 3,960 liters of gasoline usage per day is achieved with 
Option 6. 

3.2	 CO2	Emission	
	
An excerpt from a United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Bulletin is presented 
in Figures 6 and 7. 

The direct relationship between a liter of gasoline fuel burned and the amount of tailpipe carbon 
dioxide CO2 emitted identified in the EPA bulletin was used as the basis to conduct our analysis. 
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The EPA bulletin states that an average passenger car emits about 411 grams of CO2 per mile 
travelled or 255 grams per kilometer travelled. 

We concluded in Section 2.2 that residents of Option 3 would travel 39,600 additional kilometers 
per day more than residents of Option 6 to complete daily activities. 

Using the additional travel distance required by Option 3, the extra CO2 emissions produced by 
Option 3 are as follows: 

 Additional travel distance x emission per km = 39,600 km x 255 gram / km = 10,098,000 
grams of CO2; and 
 

 Annual CO2 Emission (metric tons) = 10,098,000 / 1,000,000 x 261 (working days) = 
2,653 metric tons of CO2 emissions. 

The EPA bulletin indicates that there are other greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from vehicles.  
In addition to carbon dioxide (CO2), automobiles produce methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide 
(N2O) from the tailpipe and hydroflurocarbon (HFC) emissions from leaking vehicle air 
conditioners.  These vehicle gas engine emissions, although not as high as CO2, still contribute 
to global warming potential (GWP). 

The EPA indicates that reducing greenhouse emissions by 4,700 metric tons of CO2 has the 
same effect as if 1,000 vehicles have been removed from the roads.  According to our 
calculations, Option 6 would be expected to contribute approximately 2,653 metric tons of CO2 
emissions per year less than Option 3. Therefore, Option 6 represents the equivalent of 560 
vehicles removed from the roads in the Town of Bolton as compared to Option 3. 

3.3		 Active	Transportation	and	Healthy	Liveable	Communities	
	
PC concludes that no matter which expansion area is considered, active transportation will be 
interwoven within the fabric of the Community. Whether it is Option 3 or Option 6, the internal 
system of sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails / paths will provide direct connections to the planned 
community of Bolton active transportation facilities. All attractors and generators will be directly 
connected by the active transportation network. 

As discussed above, Option 3 has a proximity condition to the planned Bolton GO Rail Station. 
When this service is available in the long term, the identified patron walk modal split opportunity 
identified in Section 2.1 can be secured. 

Option 6, although more remote from the planned Bolton GO Rail Station, will have local transit 
service available. This can directly access the station when GO Rail service is implemented. 
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Option 3 can secure typical live / work relationships within the residential development, thereby 
helping to reduce dependency upon the automobile for work travel purposes during the roadway 
peak periods. 

Option 6 can secure similar live / work opportunities. However, Option 6 has additional, 
significant active transportation benefits due to its proximity to existing and planned employment 
areas located to the east. These employment areas are so close that all active transportation 
modes are feasible for residents to use in addition to local transit service. A local road, sidewalk 
and bicycle system can connect to these employment lands. Option 6 residents can choose to 
walk or bicycle for 5 to 15 minutes and be able to easily access most of the existing and planned 
employment area. This is accomplished without having to travel along or adjacent to an arterial 
road. 

3.4	Transit	and	the	Environment	
 

PC has employed and recommends a quantifiable analysis for each of the Criteria being 
considered. Attention has been given to the transit and GO Rail Station Criteria, as well as the 
evaluations of them conducted by BA and Meridian Planning. 

PC accepts that the proximity condition of Option 3 to the planned Bolton GO Rail Station will 
have long-term benefits. If and when GO Train service materializes, after 2029, PC agrees that 
the proximity of Option 3 would result in about 45 more people being able to conveniently walk 
to the GO Train service. No other BRES Option can secure that walking condition. However, 
this limited, long-term advantage is predicated on the assumption that Option 3 can implement 
land use densities and patterns that place people within a comfortable walking distance of 400 
meters from the GO Rail Station platforms. 

On the other hand, Option 6 can secure reduced daily travel distances for expansion residents as 
demonstrated in Section 2.2, and the resultant benefits to the community set out in Sections 3.2 
and 3.3. 

It is evident when considering climate change and the environment that Option 6 secures 
significant benefits not only for new residents but existing residents of the community of Bolton. 

These benefits are secured immediately and are not dependent upon the introduction of a new 
GO Rail service. 

Even if a GO Rail service could be secured in a shorter time frame, the key travel and 
environment benefits only accrue to the portion of the Option 3 lands which are within a 400-
meter walking distance to the new Bolton GO Rail Station. When the remaining Option 3 lands 
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are examined, they exhibit the same modal split and vehicle trip generation characteristics as 
Option 6.  

Therefore, even when the proximity advantage is accepted, a fair comparison using the outputs 
of Table 1 for the remaining land area of Option 3 demonstrates that Option 6 is superior. 

PC concludes that: 
 

 Significant weighting of Criterion 7 in the BRES process is premature. While there are 
some benefits to proximity to the proposed GO Rail Station, they only materialize when 
the GO Rail service is in place, after 2029 (based on current information); 
 

 Option 3, on its own, cannot deliver significant GO Rail patronage. It is growth in the 
entire Town of Caledon which is necessary to provide a transit ridership level that 
triggers the need for the rail expansion. No matter what density exists in the immediate 
proximity of the GO Rail Station, over 60% of the patronage at the new Bolton GO Rail 
Station will drive and park. It is this patronage group that will have the greatest impact on 
ridership potential; and 
 

 Upon examining Bolton travel characteristics and their application to the expansion areas, 
which are likely to continue well into the future, it is evident that Option 6 is superior 
based on a quantifiable analysis.  

 

We conclude that Option 6 secures significant healthy and liveable community benefits over 
Option 3. These benefits not only accrue to residents but to the environment as well. 

We have relied on measurable factors to assess criteria which we believe is most important to 
this process.  
 
We trust that our submission is of assistance. Please do not hesitate to call us should there be a 
need for clarification. 
 
Yours very truly, 
 

 
 
 
Nick G. Poulos, P. Eng.     Norman Q. Chung, P. Eng. 
Partner        Partner 
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Minister’s letter regarding 
Timing of Bolton GO rail 

Figure 2.1 - 3   

This is a copy of a letter from the Minister of 
Transportation addressing the status of the
future Bolton GO Rail line.
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Table 1 - Travel Distance Calacution Methodology
Option 3 Versus Option 6

A Residential Units Option 3 Option 6
Single/Semi 730 20% 2400 76%
Townhouse 1450 40% 536 17%
Apartment 1450 40% 220 7%

Total Residential 3630 3156
B Trip Generation TE Average Trip Rates/ Units

ITE Code Weekday AM Peak Hour
210 9.52 0.75
230 5.81 0.44
230 5.81 0.44

C Estimated Vehicle Trips Option 3 Option 6
Daily Trip AM Peak Hour Trips Daily Trips AM Peak Hour Trips

Single/Semi 6,950 548 22,848 1,800
Townhouse 8,425 638 3,114 236
Apartment 8,425 638 1,278 97

Total Vehicle Trips (daily trips round to the nearest 100) 23,800 1,824 27,200 2,133
Less GO Rail Trips -540 -270 -540 -270

Total Vehicle Trips 23,260 1,550 26,660 1,860
D Auto Drive Estimates 2011 AM Travel Mode  Distribution (Bolton MTPS)

Auto Driver 69% 69%
Auto Passenger 16% 16%

Tranist Excluding GO   Rail 10% 10%
Cycle or Walking 5% 5%

Joint GO Rail and Transit 0% 0%
Total 100% 100%

Vehicle Trips - Auto Drive Option 3 Option 6
Daily Trip AM Peak Hour Trips Daily Trips AM Peak Hour Trips

69%  of Auto Driver 16,000 1,100 18,400 1,300
E 2011 AM Trip Distribution

To south, South east and south west 42% 42%
To East York Region 14% 14%
Within Bolton 37% 37%
To North 2% 2%
To West 5% 5%
Total 100% 100%

F Trip Assignment Daily Trip AM Peak Hour Trips Daily Trips AM Peak Hour Trips
To South and South West 6,720 460 7,730 550
To East York Region 2,240 150 2,580 180
Within Bolton ( Adjust to 18.5%) 2,960 200 3,400 240
Within Expansion Area ( adjusted to 18.5%) 2,960 10 3,400 240
To North 320 20 370 30
To West 800 60 920 70
Total 16,000 1,100 18,400 1,300

G Travel Distance Travel Distance
( Distance Measured Distance from centroid to centroid) Distribution Option 3 Option 6
and Up to the Bolton boundary) (in Km) (in Km)
To South and South West 42% 7 42% 1.5
To East 14% 5.5 14% 4
Within Bolton ( Adjust to 18.5%) 18.5% 5.6 18.5% 3.2
Within Expansion Area ( adjusted to 18.5%) 18.5% 0 18.5% 0
To North 2% 2 2% 7.2
To West 5% 0.9 5% 2.4

H Option 3 Option 6

Trip Assignment Travel Distance Daily Trip AM Peak Hour Trips Daily Trips AM Peak Hour Trips

To South and South West 47,040 3,234 11,592 819
To East 12,320 847 10,304 728
Within Bolton ( Adjust to 18.5%) 16,688 1,147 11,056 781
Within Expansion Area ( adjusted to 18.5%) 0 0 0 0
To North 640 44 2,650 187
To West 720 50 2,208 156

Total Travel Distance 77,400 5,300 37,800 2,700
Total Travel Distance( Option 3 - Option 6) 39,600 2,600
% Travel Distance of Option 6 / Option 3 49% 51%



Office of Transportation and Air Quality
EPA-420-F-14-040a

May 2014

Greenhouse Gas Emissions from a 
Typical Passenger Vehicle

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) developed this 
fact sheet to answer common questions about greenhouse gas 

emissions from passenger vehicles. This fact sheet provides emission 
rates and calculations consistent with EPA’s regulatory work.

How much tailpipe carbon dioxide (CO2) is created from burning one gallon of 
fuel?

The amount of CO2 created from burning one gallon of fuel depends on the amount 
of carbon in the fuel. Typically, more than 99% of the carbon in a fuel is emitted as 
CO2 when the fuel is burned. Very small amounts are emitted as hydrocarbons and 
carbon monoxide, which are converted to CO2 relatively quickly in the atmosphere. 
Carbon content varies by fuel, and some variation within each type of fuel is normal. 
The EPA and other agencies use the following average carbon content values to 
estimate CO2 emissions:

CO2 Emissions from a gallon of gasoline:  8,887  grams CO2/ gallon1

CO2 Emissions from a gallon of diesel: 10,180  grams CO2/ gallon2

Diesel creates about 15% more CO2 per gallon.  However, many vehicles that use 
diesel fuel achieve higher fuel economy than similar vehicles that use gasoline, which 
generally offsets the higher carbon content of diesel fuel.

1  This gasoline factor is from a recent regulation establishing GHG standards for model year 2012-
2016 vehicles (75 FR 25324, May 7, 2010).
2  This diesel factor is from the calculations that vehicle manufacturers use to measure fuel economy 
(40 C.F.R 600.113).Q
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How much tailpipe carbon dioxide (CO2) is emitted from driving one mile?

The average passenger vehicle emits about 411 grams of CO2 per mile. This number can vary 
based on two factors: the fuel economy of the vehicle and the amount of carbon in the vehicle’s 
fuel. Most vehicles on the road in the U.S. today are gasoline vehicles, and they average about 
21.6 miles per gallon.3 Every gallon of gasoline creates about 8,887 grams of CO2 when burned. 
Therefore, the average vehicle when driving one mile has tailpipe CO2 emissions of about:

This value will decrease slightly each year as standards become more stringent.

What are the average annual carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions of a typical passenger vehicle?

A typical passenger vehicle emits about 4.7 metric tons of carbon dioxide per year. This number 
can vary based on a vehicle’s fuel, fuel economy, and the number of miles driven per year. The 
average gasoline vehicle on the road today has a fuel economy of about 21.6 miles per gallon 
and drives around 11,400 miles per year4. Every gallon of gasoline burned creates about 8,887 
grams of CO2, and there are one million grams per metric ton.  Therefore, the average vehicle 
over a year of driving has tailpipe CO2 emissions of about5:

EPA uses this to compare CO2 emissions from other sources to emissions from passenger vehicles. 
For example, an energy efficiency program that reduces greenhouse gas emissions by 4,700 metric 
tons of CO2 per year has the same impact as removing 1,000 vehicles from the road.

Are there other sources of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from a vehicle?

In addition to carbon dioxide (CO2), automobiles produce methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide 
(N2O) from the tailpipe and hydrofluorocarbon (HFC) emissions from leaking air conditioners. 

3  Federal Highway Administration Highway Statistics 2012. This is representative of the light duty passenger 
vehicle fleet as a whole, including both new and existing vehicles. EPA expects the average passenger vehicle fuel 
economy to increase over time as a result of new greenhouse gas and fuel economy standards developed in coordi-
nation between EPA, DOT and California.
4  Federal Highway Administration Highway Statistics 2012.  
5  This calculation provides a simple way to determine the average annual CO2 emissions from a passenger vehicle.  
Anyone that needs a more detailed approach should use the EPA’s Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator (MOVES) 
model. This model contains detailed data about the light duty fleet and driving patterns in the United States. 
Although simplified, the calculated annual CO2 emissions above are consistent with analyses performed by the EPA 
using MOVES.

CO
2
 emissions per mile  =  

CO
2
 per gallon  

=  
8,887  

=  411 grams
 MPG 21.6 

Annual CO
2
 emissions  =  

CO
2
 per gallon  

x miles  =  
8,887  

x 11,400  =  4.7 metric tons
 MPG 21.6 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/index.htm
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Text Box
Figure 6



APPENDIX B 
! !



Independent Real Estate Intelligence 

 

Research, Valuation & Advisory Cost Consulting & Project Management Realty Tax Consulting Geomatics Economics 

33 Yonge Street, Suite 500, Toronto, ON  M5E 1G4  Canada  T 416.641.9500  F 416.641.9501 

altusgroup.com 
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Memorandum to:  Michael Melling  

    Davies Howe Partners LLP 

 

From:    Jeannette Gillezeau, Senior Director 

    Altus Group Economic Consulting 

 

Subject:    BRES Option 3 Landowners’ Reports 

Our File:    P‐ 4136D 

I have reviewed the submissions prepared by GSAI and urbanMetrics (consultants to the Option 3 

landowners’ group) regarding the Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES). This memorandum 

outlines my comments regarding the economic and municipal finance aspects of the submissions. 

PLANNING FOR EMPLOYMENT 

The economic and municipal finance analyses in the GSAI and urbanMetrics submissions heavily 

rely upon an assumption that the Option 6 lands must be protected for employment growth over 

the 2031 to 2041 period. The methodology used by GSAI and urbanMetrics does not consider the 

accommodation of projected employment growth over the 2016 to 2031 period. The assumptions 

and methodology in the submissions are not consistent with provincial planning policy and are 

fundamentally flawed. 

The Purpose of the Bolton Settlement Area Boundary Expansion 

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). 
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The purpose of the settlement area boundary expansion being considered for Bolton (i.e. BRES) is to 

accommodate the population, housing and employment growth allocated to the Town of Caledon 

by Peel Region for the planning period ending in 2031. The 2021 and 2031 population, housing and 

employment allocations for Caledon are set out in the Peel Region Official Plan. More detailed 

housing and employment growth allocations for the 2006 to 2031 period are documented in the Peel 

Land Budget (June 2011), including the Region’s allocation of employment growth by type to 

settlement area expansions in Caledon. The employment growth allocated to the expansion areas in 

the Peel Land Budget is required for Caledon to achieve its 2031 employment forecast and for 

Caledon and Peel Region to achieve their density targets for the designated greenfield area. 

In order to accommodate the employment growth forecast in the Peel Land Budget, the Bolton 

residential expansion must accommodate approximately 2,525 jobs for Caledon.1 The GSAI and 

urbanMetrics reports do not include employment estimates for Option 3 (or the rounding‐out 

areas). Accommodation of the 2031 employment forecast is considered to be of no importance in the 

methodology used by GSAI to evaluate the BRES options. 

The urbanMetrics retail forecast for Option 3 (100,000 to 150,000 square feet) is 70% to 80% lower 

than the Option 3 retail forecast used in the 2014 Fiscal Impact Assessment prepared by Watson & 

Associates for the Town’s BRES process (510,000 square feet). The conceptual framework plan 

prepared for Option 3 does not provide for large amounts of office space (over and above the 

124,000 square feet of office space assumed by Watson & Associates) to offset the reduction in the 

amount of planned retail space. If the Bolton residential settlement area expansion does not 

accommodate the 2,525 jobs required to meet the Peel Land Budget growth allocation, the Town will 

not achieve the employment forecast or the density target for the designated greenfield area.2 

 

                                                        

1
 The Peel Land Budget allocates a total to 3,960 population‐related jobs and 7,040 employment land jobs to settlement area 

expansions in Caledon for the 2006 to 2031 period.  ROPA 28 and Mayfield West Phase 2 are planned to accommodate 

approximately 2,744 population‐related jobs and 5,731 employment land jobs, leaving 1,216 population‐related jobs and 1,309 

employment land jobs to be accommodated in the Bolton residential expansion.  
2
 The Growth Plan settlement area boundary expansion policy 2.2.8(c) says the timing of the expansion and the phasing of 

development within the designated greenfield area must not adversely affect the achievement of the Growth Plan density targets. 

Density targets are assigned no importance in the GSAI methodology.   
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Protecting and Preserving Employment Lands for Current Uses 

The GSAI submission says Option 3 is “located some distance from existing or planned employment 

lands so minimal to no impact is anticipated” (page 60). This statement is not true. The Option 3 

lands are adjacent to existing employment lands (to the south and east) that are home to a number 

of existing heavy industrial uses (e.g. a propane handling facility, a concrete batching plant). Neither 

GSAI nor urbanMetrics has considered the potential impact of Option 3 on the industrial uses 

currently located in the existing employment area, or the related implications for the achievement of 

Caledon’s 2031 employment growth forecast. 

Long Term Protection of Employment Areas  

Instead of dealing with the protection of existing employment areas and the accommodation of the 

current, in‐force employment growth allocations for Caledon, the GSAI and urbanMetrics 

submissions are focused on how employment growth beyond the 2031 planning horizon may be 

accommodated. 

Based on a series of flawed and baseless assumptions, GSAI and urbanMetrics concluded that if the 

Option 6 lands were developed for residential and related uses, the Town of Caledon and the 

Region of Peel would lose 288 hectares of employment land development over the 2031 to 2041 

period. They have concluded that if the Option 6 lands are not available for employment growth 

after 2031, the industrial and commercial that could potentially be accommodated in Option 6 and 

adjacent to Option 6 would be lost to Caledon and Peel Region forever. 

The urbanMetrics submission assumes that work undertaken by Watson & Associates in 2007‐2010 

for the expansion of employment lands in Bolton will predetermine the share of 2031 to 2041 

employment growth that will be allocated to future expansion areas in Bolton. There is no factual 

basis for this assumption. Under the next Peel Land Budget, larger shares of future employment 

growth may be allocated to existing employment areas and/or mixed use areas in Peel Region. 

Future official plan reviews in Caledon may determine that a larger share of future employment 

growth should be directed to future expansion areas in other parts of Caledon (e.g. Tullamore, 

Mayfield West). 

GSAI and urbanMetrics have mistakenly assumed that the only options for future settlement area 

expansions for post‐2031 employment growth in Bolton will be the same 6 options currently being 

considered for residential development over the 2021 to 2031 period in the BRES. UrbanMetrics did 
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not consider whether, if Option 6 were developed primarily for residential uses, future employment 

land expansions could be located on other lands adjacent to Option 6 (e.g. other lands to the west 

that were not included in the BRES). They also did not consider other potential alternatives 

elsewhere in the Caledon “whitebelt”. 

The urbanMetrics submission assumes that “the balance of lands in the planning area are not well 

positioned with respect to either existing employment lands or the major road network” 

(Employment Lands Review, page 4).3 In arriving at this conclusion, urbanMetrics does not appear 

to have considered all of the existing employment lands in Bolton or elsewhere in Caledon, or the 

existing goods movement facilities (primary truck routes, highway interchanges, intermodal hubs, 

and rail lines) that serve the Town. In reality, other lands in the Caledon “whitebelt” are well‐

positioned with respect to existing employment lands, the major road network and other 

components of the goods movement system. 

Within Bolton, urbanMetrics assumed that Options 3 and 4 “would not be strong candidates for a 

major employment area expansion owing to their location away from the community’s prime 

employment areas” (page 4). They chose to ignore the geographic pattern of the existing 

employment areas in Bolton which are clustered along the west side of rail line. While the existing 

employment area south and east of the intersection of King Street and Humber Station Road may 

not be visually attractive, it is an economic success with much of land area occupied by industrial 

uses. 

UrbanMetrics do not consider the potential for post‐2031 expansions to other existing employment 

areas in Caledon (e.g. Tullamore, Mayfield West). Furthermore, they did not consider the possibility 

of planning for a more mixed pattern of residential and employment uses in greenfield development 

areas (i.e. designating new employment areas within larger secondary plan areas that include both 

residential and employment areas). 

 

 

                                                        

3
 UrbanMetrics appears to have limited its “planning area” to the six options being considered for residential development in the 

BRES.  
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Most of the strategic goods movement system in and around Caledon is ignored in the urbanMetrics 

submission.4 Planning for the long‐term protection of employment areas to accommodate growth 

beyond the 2031 planning period should take into consideration all parts of the strategic goods 

movement system. 

The PPS provides guidance regarding the relationship of employment areas and the goods 

movement network: 

Planning authorities shall protect employment areas in proximity to major goods movement 

facilities and corridors for employment uses that require those locations. (1.3.2.3) 

The Growth Plan states: 

Municipalities are encouraged to designate and preserve lands within settlement areas in the 

vicinity of existing major highway interchanges, ports, rail yards and airports as areas for 

manufacturing, warehousing and associated retail, office and ancillary facilities, where 

appropriate. (2.2.6.9) 

Schedule 6 of the Growth Plan provides the strategic framework for goods movement in the Greater 

Golden Horseshoe. In addition to the GTA West Corridor (identified as a future transportation 

corridor), schedule 6 shows a number of existing goods movement facilities in and around Caledon 

that are not mentioned in the urbanMetrics submissions including: Highway 410; the existing 

highway interchange at Mayfield Road; the Brampton intermodal hub on Airport Road; the 

Vaughan intermodal hub on Highway 50; and two existing rail lines (including the rail line adjacent 

to Option 3). 

The urbanMetrics submissions recognize that Mayfield Road is a primary truck route, but they 

ignore other primary truck routes identified in the Region of Peel’s Strategic Goods Movement 

Network Study (page 65). Other primary truck routes in the Caledon “whitebelt” include: King 

Street, Mississauga Road, Hurontario Street, Dixie Road, Airport Road, The Gore Road, and 

Coleraine Drive. 

                                                        

4
 According to the urbanMetrics employment lands review letter, the firm was asked to “comment on the need for additional 

employment land designations that might best be met by one or more of the Bolton Residential Expansion Area Options”.   The 

limited scope of the urbanMetrics retainer does not explain why the existing rail line in Bolton (identified in Schedule 6 of the 

Growth Plan) was not considered in their assessment of the goods movement system.   



Comments on Option 3 Submissions   

March 14, 2016 

Page 6 

 

Option 6 is not the only area in Caledon that is adjacent to existing goods movement facilities and 

employment areas. BRES options 3, 4 and 5 and one of the rounding out areas are all adjacent to 

existing goods movement facilities and employment areas. Other lands in the Caledon “whitebelt” 

are adjacent to existing employment areas in Tullamore and Mayfield West and adjacent to existing 

goods movement facilities and the planned GTA West Corridor. 

If the Option 6 lands are developed for residential uses over the 2016 to 2031 period, there will be 

many potential options for future settlement area expansions in Caledon to accommodate post‐2031 

employment growth. Some of these options could include future settlement area boundary 

expansion west of Option 6. 

EFFICIENT DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS AND FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY 

The Relevance of Residential Servicing Costs 

According to the urbanMetrics employment lands review: 

… 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) 

UrbanMetrics’ opinion regarding the relevance of servicing costs for the BRES is not consistent with 

provincial or regional planning policies. 

Provincial Planning Policy 

Part IV of the Provincial Planning Statement, 2014 (“PPS”) sets out the vision for Ontario’s land use 

planning system, which links the financial well‐being of municipalities with efficient land use 

patterns that optimize the use of infrastructure: 

Land use must be carefully managed to accommodate appropriate development to meet the 

full range of current and future needs, while achieving efficient development patterns… 

Efficient development patterns optimize the use of land, resources and public investment in 

infrastructure and public service facilities.  …  They also support the financial well‐being of 

the Province and municipalities over the long term …. 

Section 1.1.1 of the PPS states that healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by:  
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a) promoting efficient development and land use patterns which sustain the financial well‐being of the 

Province and municipalities over the long term; …and 

e) promoting cost‐effective development patterns and standards to minimize land consumption and 

servicing costs; … 

Section 1.6.3.a) of the PPS states that before consideration is given to developing new infrastructure 

the use of existing infrastructure should be optimized. 

Section 1.7.1.b) of the PPS states long term economic prosperity should be supported by optimizing 

the use of infrastructure. 

The PPS requirements regarding cost‐effective development patterns and minimizing servicing 

costs apply equally to all types of development, including both residential and employment uses. 

The PPS does not permit municipalities to opt out of the requirement to optimize the use of 

infrastructure and minimize servicing costs if the municipality plans to use direct contributions, 

front‐end financing, or development charges to pay for the servicing infrastructure. 

One of the guiding principles for the Growth Plan that provide a basis for decisions on how land is 

developed and public dollars are invested is: 

Optimize the use of existing and new infrastructure to support growth in a compact, efficient 

form (1.2.2). 

Regardless of how governments choose to raise the public dollars needed to invest in new 

infrastructure, or whether the infrastructure is required to service residential or non‐residential 

development, the Growth Plan says optimizing the use of existing and planned infrastructure is a 

principle that must guide their decisions. 

Recommendations of the Advisory Panel 

The recommendations of the Advisory Panel on the Coordinated Review of the Growth Plan for the 

Greater Golden Horseshoe, the Greenbelt Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the Niagara 

Escarpment Plan strongly suggest that optimizing the use of existing and planned infrastructure will 

remain a guiding principle of provincial planning policy.  One of the six goals of the Coordinated 

Review was: 

Keeping people and goods moving, and building cost‐effective infrastructure (page 21). 
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The recommendations of the Panel included: 

Consider the development of guidance materials and/or new policies to help municipalities 

plan for, and phase‐in the construction of, new infrastructure so that it is not provided too far 

ahead of anticipated growth (recommendation 9, page 60) 

Require all municipalities in the area of the four plans to undertake integrated planning and 

decision‐making for land use and infrastructure in order to identify the most cost‐effective 

and sustainable options to support growth and build complete communities. 

(recommendation 49, page 119) 

Require counties, single‐tier municipalities and regions to improve the integration of 

infrastructure decision‐making and land use planning among upper‐, single‐ and lower‐tier 

authorities to maximize efficiencies and achieve desired planning outcomes consistent with 

the four plans. (Recommendation 52, page 123) 

Region of Peel Official Plan 

Among the objectives of the Region of Peel Official Plan are: 

To facilitate the effective and efficient delivery and financing of existing and future Regional 

services, including social and hard infrastructure services (4.2.1.4)  

To optimize the use of existing and planned infrastructure and services (5.5.1.5) 

To provide water supply and sanitary sewer services to appropriate areas of the region in an 

adequate, efficient, planned and cost‐effective manner consistent with public needs and 

financial realities. (6.3.1) 

The Regional Finances policies in section 7.8.2 of the Region of Peel Official Plan provide for 

alternative financing strategies (such as public/private partnerships and front end financing) and 

other financial mechanisms (such as development charges) to offset the financial impact of 

development so as not to create a financial burden on the Region. 

The urbanMetrics submission wrongly assumes that servicing costs for residential development 

should be irrelevant for the Region as the costs will be paid for by developers through the use of 

development charges and/or alternative financing strategies. In the Region of Peel Official Plan, 

developer financing does not negate the objective of efficient, cost‐effective servicing that optimizes 
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the use of existing and planned infrastructure.  Nor is residential development exempt from the 

Regional Official Plan objective to provide water supply and sanitary sewers in an efficient, cost‐

effective manner. 

New Approach to Planning, Servicing & Financing Growth 

The Region of Peel is exploring a new approach to planning, servicing and financing growth. 

According to the Draft Discussion Paper prepared by Westbrook Public Affairs for the Region of 

Peel (January 28, 2016): 

From the Region’s perspective, this new approach must achieve four objectives: i) to manage 

and share the financial risk inherent in long term, two tier planning for growth; ii) to contain 

growth‐related debt levels; iii) to optimize regional infrastructure, and iv) to provide a means 

by which the Region can apply its growth management principles more proactively through 

the Regional planning process and through implementation. (page1, emphasis added) 

The Region’s growth management principles are reviewed in the Westbrook report: 

In June 2013, Regional and area municipality CAOs adopted a principled approach to land 

allocation discussions that may be applied to the financing strategy described above. These 

principles included: 

i. the protection of agricultural lands 

ii. support for ‘growth pays for growth’ concept, minimizing the impact on existing 

taxpayers; 

iii. an efficient utilization of existing and planned Regional infrastructure; 

iv. densities that support transit and complete communities 

v. planning for a range of employment over the long term to adjust to market cycles 

(page 13, emphasis added) 

The increased emphasis on minimizing financial impacts to residents and businesses and managing 

financial risk has not reduced the importance of efficient and cost‐effective delivery of water supply 

and sanitary sewer services for Peel Region. 

Town of Caledon Official Plan 

Among strategic directions of the Town of Caledon Official Plan is: 



Comments on Option 3 Submissions   

March 14, 2016 

Page 10 

 

To allow development in a manner that provides the best opportunity to optimize municipal 

servicing provision (Chapter 2).   

The objectives of the settlement area expansion policies in the Caledon Official Plan include: 

To provide for orderly and efficient residential, commercial and industrial growth within 

settlements. (4.2.3.2.1) and 

To optimize the use of existing and planned infrastructure and services. (4.2.3.2.4)  

Minimizing Servicing Costs 

From the perspective of provincial and regional planning policy, efficient land use patterns that 

optimize the use of infrastructure is and will remain an important objective. The urbanMetrics and 

GSAI submissions 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. 

An Economic Perspective 

From a strictly economic perspective, directing residential growth to a location that does not 

minimize servicing costs is a poor decision. An inefficient land use pattern is inefficient and wasteful 

regardless of whether developers front‐end the cost of the infrastructure. 

While the unnecessary, excess capital costs may be borne initially by front‐ending landowners, the 

excess capital costs will eventually be recovered from development charges levied on all new homes 

and all new industrial and commercial buildings (in the benefitting area if funded under an area 

specific development charge or Region‐wide if Peel maintains its current development charge 

structure). Unnecessarily high development charges will make it more expensive for businesses to 

invest in Peel Region and make housing less affordable. 

Over the longer run, minimizing servicing costs through the optimization of existing and planned 

infrastructure will help minimize operating, maintenance and other life cycle costs because there 

will be less infrastructure (pipes, pumping stations, etc.) to operate and maintain. Operating, 

maintenance and other life cycle costs are paid for by user rates imposed on all Peel Region 
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residents and businesses. A decision to direct residential development to locations where servicing 

costs are not minimized will have a negative impact on user rates for everyone in Peel Region.  

Infrastructure Timing 

GSAI considers infrastructure timing to be of “reduced emphasis” (page 48).  The purpose of the 

BRES is to accommodate the population and employment growth allocated to Caledon for the 2021 

to 2031 period. If the infrastructure improvements required to service the projected growth are not 

available in 2021, the BRES will not fulfill its intended function. Therefore, infrastructure timing is 

important for the BRES. 

Option 6 has water and wastewater at its boundary which can be utilized for first phase without 

adding trunk sewers or watermains.  Additional improvements required for full build‐out of Option 

6 can be constructed as development proceeds over the period to 2031. 

The water, wastewater and road infrastructure required for Option 3 was not included in Peel 

Region’s 2031 infrastructure master plans.5 Option 3 is located too far north to optimize the use of 

existing infrastructure and infrastructure improvements planned by Peel Region for the 2016 to 2021 

period. 

Minimizing Servicing Costs for 2031 to 2041 Employment Growth  

While the urbanMetrics submissions consider servicing costs for the BRES to be “largely irrelevant”, 

they paradoxically believe it is very important to minimize servicing costs for employment land 

employment growth beyond the 2031 planning horizon for the BRES. 

The urbanMetrics assessment of servicing costs for post‐2031 employment growth is limited to the 

six options being considered for residential development in the BRES. The urbanMetrics 

submissions do not take into consideration infrastructure improvements that will be constructed 

over the 2016 to 2031 period. They have simply assumed that because in 2016 servicing costs for 

Option 6 are lower than the servicing costs for the other five BRES options, servicing costs for 

Option 6 will always be lower than servicing costs for all other potential settlement area expansion 

                                                        

5
 The technical adjustment for “Unallocated Caledon Lands” incorporated in the calculation of the Peel Region development charge 

rates in 2015 resulted in higher development charge rates for industrial, commercial and residential development across Peel 

Region.  
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options. According to Schaeffers Consulting Engineers, the development of Option 6 and the 

associated oversizing of services will facilitate the servicing of potential future settlement area 

expansions to north and/or west of Option 6. 

UrbanMetrics’ unsubstantiated assumptions regarding servicing costs for post‐2031 employment 

growth are one of the faulty assumptions that lead to their conclusion that the development of 

Option 6 for residential uses would preclude the development of 288 hectares of employment land 

in Caledon over the 2031 to 2041 period. As explained earlier in this memorandum, the other 

assumptions that lead urbanMetrics to this conclusion are unreasonable or incorrect. Criteria 

flowing from this unsubstantiated conclusion are assigned a high level of importance in the GSAI 

submission.  

Municipal Finance Impact 

Although the urbanMetrics municipal fiscal impact analysis submission says “municipal financial 

impact is considered an evaluation criterion with high importance”, it does not include estimates of 

the impact of the residential, commercial and institutional development to be accommodated in 

Option 3 on municipal revenues and expenditures. 

UrbanMetrics has estimated the development charges, building permit fees and property tax 

revenues that, hypothetically, might be generated by the development of employment uses in 

Option 6 and adjacent lands over the 2031 to 2041 period.6 They 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. 

The BRES Option 3 Community Vision prepared by NAK design strategies identifies a railway 

grade separation on a new “avenue” in the Option 3 framework plan (in addition to the King Street 

                                                        

6
  The urbanMetrics analysis of the “lost” employment land ignores that fact that development charges are intended to pay for 

growth related capital costs and building permit fees are intended to pay for related administration and inspection costs. 

UrbanMetrics also ignores the operating and maintenance costs the Town and Region will incur as a result of employment growth. 

The BRES fiscal impact assessments prepared by Watson & Associates estimate net operating and maintenance costs amount to 

approximately $520 per employee for the Town of Caledon and approximately $166 per employee for the Region of Peel.     
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grade separation added to the Peel development charge capital program). The urbanMetrics 

municipal finance submission does not address financing for this railway grade separation. 

Cost‐Effective Transit Service that Supports the Local Economy 

One of the transportation system principles in the Town of Caledon Official Plan is: 

Promote the development of an efficient and cost effective transportation system which is 

well‐integrated with the Town’s land use planning goals, objectives and policies (5.9.2.c).  

The GSAI submission relies on their interpretation of the possible implications of the Bolton GO 

station (planned for 2031 or later), and does not consider more cost‐effective transit options for 

Bolton that could be implemented within the relevant planning horizon and better support the local 

economy (i.e. bus service). 

Metrolinx has indicated that the Bolton GO station will not be built during the 2031 planning 

horizon.  Therefore, the potential transit benefits ascribed to Option 3 (e.g. modal split, support for a 

wider mix of housing types) will not be realized during the relevant planning horizon. 

Establishing a new GO rail line is a very expensive means of providing transit service to Bolton. Bus 

service is a much more affordable and cost‐effective alternative. The Bolton Transportation Master 

Plan Study recommends encouraging Brampton Transit to extend service to Bolton via the 

northeastern portion of the City of Brampton as that area develops, and reviewing the potential for 

extending or connecting to York Region Region Transit bus routes. The planned transit network in 

the Brampton Official Plan (Schedule C) shows a secondary transit corridor on Clarkway Road 

extending north into Caledon. Residential development in Option 6 would support the extension of 

Brampton Transit services to Bolton. 

GO rail service is primarily designed to transport suburban residents to and from jobs in downtown 

Toronto. When, and if, the Bolton GO station is built it will primarily benefit the Toronto economy. 

Bus services can be designed to accommodate a wider range of trips including transporting 

residents to jobs in Caledon or elsewhere in Peel Region, which will focus benefits on the local 

economy. 
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DENSITY 

According to the GSAI submission, Option 3: 

Provides the best opportunity for compact development and to increase density (near GO) 

(page 60) 

Although there are no estimates of density for Option 3 in the GSAI submission or in the various 

appendices to the GSAI report, densities may be estimated based on data from the companion R.J. 

Burnside & Associates submission. It indicates that the rounding out areas accommodate 

approximately 25% of the Town’s identified growth for the BRES (page 5). The rounding out areas 

account for an equivalent population for rounding out areas of 3,148 and this must be subtracted 

from the total equivalent population of 12,983 to determine the equivalent population for Option 3 

(9,835) (page 7). 

The equivalent population includes both residents and jobs. According to the map in the April 2, 

2015 Peel Region report “Update on the Bolton (2031) Rural Service Centre Expansion”, the 

developable land areas for the rounding out areas are estimated to amount to a total of 31 ha.  The 

developable area in the Option 3 block is estimated at 165 ha. 

The average density for the rounding out areas is 101.5 residents and jobs per ha (3,148 / 31 ha). The 

relatively high density in the rounding out areas suggests a substantial component of higher density 

housing types (apartments and townhouses) on lands which are not adjacent to the planned GO 

station. A density of 101.5 residents and jobs per ha in the rounding out areas is consistent with the 

May 2013 Meridian planning report for the BRES that stated: 

…given the location of these three rounding‐out areas, each would appear to be generally suitable 

for higher density residential uses (page 11). 

The average density for the Option 3 block (which is adjacent to the planned GO station is only 59.6 

residents and jobs per ha (9,835 / 165 ha). 7 For comparison purposes, the average density in the 

residential community component of the Mayfield West Phase 2 expansion area is expected to be 68 

residents and jobs per ha.8 The relatively low density in the Option 3 block suggests a more 

                                                        

7
 If the reduction in retail space recommended by urbanMetrics is not offset by additional employment generated uses in Option 3 

and/or the rounding out areas, the average density in the BRES will be lower.  
8
 Town of Caledon, Report DP‐2012‐085 page 7.  
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traditional suburban housing mix with a substantial component of single and semi‐detached 

housing. 

The equivalent population estimates for the Option 3 block do not support the GSAI claims that 

Option 3 provides the best opportunity to increase density near the planned GO station. 
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    37 Bellevue Terrace, St. Catharines, ON, L2S 1P4     
 

 
 
 
 
March 10, 2016 
 
Mr. Paul Lowes, Principal 
SGL Planning & Design Inc. 
1547 Bloor Street West,  
Toronto, ON M6P 1A5 
 
Re:   Commentary on the Beacon Environmental Review of Natural Heritage 

Evaluation Criteria for Option 3 Lands - Bolton Residential Expansion 
Study (BRES)  

 
Dear Mr. Lowes: 
 
Savanta Inc. (Savanta) has been retained by Solmar Development Corp. as part of a 
multi-disciplinary consulting team to provide ecological input relating to the 
assessment and evaluation of the Option 6 lands relative to the other Options, and 
principally Option 3.   
 
Savanta is in receipt of the recently submitted Glen Schnarr and Associates (GSAI) 
Collaborative Group Report in support of Option 3, and Appendix G of that report 
contains a submission by Beacon Environmental (Beacon) relating to a review of the 
natural heritage evaluation criteria for the Option 3 Lands.   
 
The Meridian Planning environmental criterion (i.e., Criterion #5) was assigned a 
relative importance value of “Moderate” and represented approximately 10% of the 
overall evaluation score assigned.  Two Factors were considered when evaluating 
the various expansion areas using this Criterion.  
  
Savanta has reviewed the Beacon Appendix G submission and offers the following 
comments: 
 

• Beacon has reviewed the relative importance of the two Factors and includes 
the following text in Appendix G: 
 

Factor 2 relates to the proximity of an area to watercourses supporting habitat for the 
provincially endangered Redside Dace fish species.  Basically, areas that are more 
proximal to the habitat of this species receive a lower ranking than areas that are further 
removed.  None of the BRES options overlap with the habitat for the species however 
Options 1-5 are situated in areas that are immediately upstream of their habitats.  Since 
Option 3 lands are most proximal to this habitat they received the lowest score in the 
Meridian evaluation in 2013.  Option 6 scores the highest as there is no habitat for 
Redside Dace identified downstream of this option. 

 
• Beacon recommends that Factor 2 should be considered less relevant than 

presented in the Meridian ranking scheme, because it is a legal requirement 
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to protect and improve the habitat of Redside Dace.  For that reason, Beacon 
recommends that the relative importance of this Factor be reduced from 3 to 
1. 
 

• While we do not believe that the weighting and ranking system used by 
Meridian is appropriate in the first place, we also do not agree with Beacon 
that Factor 2 should be down-graded in importance, or with their reasons for 
doing so.   
 

• The relevance of this Factor is that for those Option areas that that are 
adjacent to, or contain drainage features that flow downstream into, the 
Designated Habitat of Redside Dace, there could be implications as to how 
these features may be treated within a new urban fabric.   
 

• The Option 3 lands are one of the option areas that are close to designated 
habitat, and this proximity could result in drainage features within Option 3 
being designated as providing Contributing Habitat to the downgradient 
reaches where Designated Habitat exists. 
 

• While drainage features that are found to represent Contributing Habitat 
(based upon review and assessment by the Ministry of Natural Resources 
and Forestry), may not necessarily impact upon the ultimate urban form within 
Option 3, the presence of Contributing Habitat would represent an additional 
level of constraint that would require consideration in the design of these 
lands. 
 

• Criterion #5 as used by Meridian in evaluating the six options states the 
following: 

 
There are no sensitive or significant features within the expansion area that have a 
moderate to high impact on the development potential of the lands and/or on the design 
and layout of the new residential area. 

 
• The purpose of this Criterion, properly applied, is to compare the Options 

based on the presence of environmental constraints that could impact 
development potential or design.  
 

• The presence of Redside Dace Contributing Habitat is such a potential 
constraint and in our opinion, there is no reason to give less regard to it, as 
suggested by Beacon.  
 

• Should any portions of Redside Dace Contributing Habitat be identified within 
Option 3 lands, it could influence the proposed treatment of drainage features 
or connected wetland communities within the future land use design, and at 
the very least, would require an additional layer of consideration.   

 
 
We trust this is information is adequate for your purposes at this stage, but certainly 
would be pleased to address any questions you may have.   
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Regards, 
 
 
Rick Hubbard 
 

 
 
Project Director 
(647) 280-5200 
rickhubbard@savanta.ca 
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