
 
 

 

  
February 5, 2016 

CFN: 49137 
 

Adrian Smith  
Manager, Policy Development Team 
Integrated Planning Division  
Region of Peel  
   
By Email Only   
 
Dear Mr. Smith: 
 
Re: Request for Comments 
 Proposed Amendment to the Regional Official Plan  
 Boundary Expansion to Bolton Rural Service Centre 
 Region File: ROP 14-002 (Bolton Residential Expansion Area) 
 
TRCA staff are in receipt of your letter of January 13, 2016, in which you requested comments 
from TRCA on the above. 
 
TRCA staff understand that The Region’s consideration of the ROPA application will evaluate 
potential options for the expansion of Bolton’s Rural Service Centre including the six candidate 
land areas and the “rounding out areas” identified during Caledon’s planning process, as well as 
a small area of land between the ROPA 28 area and Mayfield Road.  
 
In your letter of January 13, 2016, you requested that TRCA staff determine whether any 
additional comments, beyond those which were provided in our March, 2015 letter, should be 
provided to assist the Region in your review of this ROPA application.    
 
In providing our response, TRCA staff have examined: our previous letter; the terms of 
reference for the CEISMP (which included the Region’s MCR requirements in 7.9.2.12 e) and 
p); and the environmental criteria that were utilized by the Town of Caledon’s consultants in 
their evaluation of alternatives. Accordingly, we provide the following comments for your 
consideration.  
 
TRCA’s Letter of March, 2015 
TRCA staff have been involved at various points in the Town’s BRES study process. In order to 
assist the Town with determining the requisite scope of analysis that would be required to meet 
the Region’s MCR requirements, relating to ROP Policies 7.9.2.12 e) and p), TRCA and 
Regional Planning staff jointly prepared a terms of reference for the environmental studies. This 
terms of reference identifies the environmental study requirements to enable a ROPA 
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application to proceed, as well as additional more detailed study (CEISMP) which will be 
required in support of the future LOPA application.      
 
In support of the ROPA application, the Town submitted the “Bolton Residential Expansion 
Study” which was produced by a consulting team led by Meridian Consulting, on behalf of the 
Town.  One component of the work that was completed in this Study was an environmental 
component, completed by Dougan and Associates. In our March, 2015 letter, TRCA staff 
identified that there were deficiencies in the level of information provided in the supporting 
environmental studies. Specifically, TRCA staff requested that additional information pertaining 
to Floodplain Mapping, Preliminary Natural Heritage System mapping, Feature Based Water 
Balance and Groundwater Assessment be provided.  
 
The environmental analysis completed by the Town’s consultants in support of the ROPA was 
scoped to allow for a high-level assessment and screening of the natural heritage interests for 
all 6 candidate expansion areas, as well as the “Rounding Out” areas, followed by a more 
detailed analysis of the preferred location(s).  The previous TRCA comments pertained primarily 
to deficiencies in the detailed analysis for the preferred locations, and were appropriate for the 
process that the Town followed at that time.  
 
Two technical memos and one report were produced by Dougan and Associates, and one 
report produced by Aquafor Beech was completed in 2013 and 2014 in support of the Town’s 
analysis of the candidate expansion areas.  Of these, only one of the letter reports produced by 
Dougan – (June 19, 2013 Phase 2 Technical Memorandum) which was only 6 pages long, 
analysed all 6 of the candidate areas.  The subsequent reports “Technical Memorandum - 
Development of a Preliminary Natural Heritage System” (June, 2014), and “Background 
Environmental Study” (October, 2014) only analysed the preferred candidate sites 1 and 3. 
Similarly, the Headwater Feature Assessment report completed by Aquafor Beech (June, 2014) 
only analysed the preferred candidate sites 1 and 3.  
 
We understand that the Region is re-examining all of the candidate areas at this time, and as a 
result the detailed comments provided in our previous letter are only partially applicable at this 
stage of the process.  Specifically, our recommendations 2-4 (Preliminary NHS, Feature Based 
Water Balance and Groundwater Assessment) are more applicable once a preferred site has 
been selected. Our recommendation #1, with respect to the need for Regulatory Floodplain 
Mapping is applicable to all candidate areas, as the areas subject to natural hazards will be 
take-outs from the land base of the effected candidate areas. As identified in the reports 
produced by Meridian Planning, the candidate areas have been selected in order to amount to 
the 185 hectares of additional land area allotted to Bolton.  Their calculations have made 
assumptions with respect to the net developable area within the candidate areas, for the 
purposes of ensuring that the population allocation targets are met.  At present, the anticipated 
density targets for these greenfield areas are already high in comparison to surrounding areas 
of the community. Further unanticipated take-outs would for obvious reasons have an impact on 
the densities, and available land base. Since the time of the last reports, TRCA has completed 
our Humber Watershed floodplain mapping update.  As such additional mapping resources are 
likely available to assist with this determination.   
 
Screening Criteria Utilized in the Existing Environmental Studies 
The consulting team for the Town of Caledon produced evaluation criteria for weighing the 
relative merits of each candidate area. These criteria considered a broad spectrum of key 
requirements and constraints.  One component of these ‘global’ criteria was the potential impact 
of natural heritage features on the candidate areas; two (and in the end one) of the criteria were 
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environmental. To arrive at the ranking for the candidate areas specific to the environmental 
criteria, the environmental consultant (Dougan) created & utilized their own screening criteria to 
evaluate the potential impact of the environmental ‘constraints’ on the candidate areas.  From 
there they ranked the candidate areas on the basis of potential environmental constraint levels.  
This is reflected in the June 19, 2013, Dougan Technical Memo. These screening criteria 
applied to all of the candidate areas, remain applicable to the evaluation of options that the 
Region is completing as part of your review of the ROPA application.   
 
In response to your current request for comments, TRCA staff have again reviewed the 
screening criteria that were utilized by Dougan and Associates, to determine whether updates or 
modifications to the approach would be recommended at this time. Our conclusion is that the 
approach taken by Dougan and Associates is largely appropriate, however, there are a few 
areas in which modifications to the screening process are recommended.  Our 
recommendations are as follows: 
 

1. The overall BRES criteria pertaining to natural heritage need to make more specific 
reference to natural systems and connectivity.    

 
2. The screening approach utilized by Dougan was primarily based upon the significance of  

natural features, and their potential to act as constraints to development.  Current 
environmental planning practice, which is reflected in the 2014 PPS, utilizes a natural 
systems based approach, which considers not only the component features, but the 
connections between features and associated functions.  
 
As a predominantly features-based approach, there is no evidence that existing natural 
heritage systems planning has been considered. Already defined systems would include 
those identified in the Humber Watershed Plan, West Humber Subwatershed Study, the 
environmental system policies and guidance from the 2014 PPS and associated Natural 
Heritage Reference Manual (the site-specific implications of which would need to be 
identified) as well as the Region’s Greenlands System.  Additionally, connectivity (both 
existing and potential future) between the terrestrial and aquatic systems within and 
adjacent to the study areas should be considered in the analysis. There is no evidence 
of consideration of the broader role (existing and potential) that the candidate areas are 
playing within the natural heritage systems in the very scoped work that Dougan 
completed. 
 

3. Dougan identified in their memo that Criterion 6 was dropped from the screening as it 
cancelled out the differentiation. However, in doing so, Criterion 6, which was the only 
systems-based (and water based) criterion of the two was eliminated. Dougan identified 
that the reason for this was that the two criteria were could not be utilized together. 
However, It would appear that the issue is really one of having more than one 
environmental criterion to balance. It appears that a more appropriate approach would 
have been to have reframed the criterion 5 and 6 into one all encompassing, more 
cohesive criterion. 
 

4. Components of the workplan, such as headwater feature analysis, were only completed 
for the preferred sites, and not for all of the sites.  In this area of the subwatersheds, 
headwater features may be critical to the function of the natural heritage systems.  While 
an in-depth analysis of headwater features across the candidate areas is likely not 
required, a high level screening of the density of headwater features may provide useful 
information with respect to whether (and the extent to which) the headwater features can 
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be modified within the study areas, and how much of a constraint to development that 
they pose.  
 

5. The constraints screening should go beyond just features and systems that are 
recognized in the PPS as significant.  Both the Region of Peel and the Town of Caledon 
have policies in their official plans for the protection of features and systems that go 
beyond the minimum requirements prescribed in the PPS.  
 

6. Redside Dace is identified in Criterion 5, however, it is not clear that other Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) listed species (such as Bobolink, among others) have been 
considered. The ESA screening needs to be comprehensive for all study areas, so that 
the extent of the constraint that it may pose can be adequately represented.    
 

7. Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species is identified as one of the 
screening criterion.  Through the 2014 PPS, these are now considered under the ESA.  
 

8. Wetlands are identified as a screening criterion. For unevaluated wetlands, the 2014 
PPS identified that not all wetlands of Provincial interest have been identified, and that 
site-specific assessments are required by MNR.  Where wetlands are unevaluated, the 
Province has indicated that consistency with Section 2.1.4 of the PPS cannot be 
determined unless the wetlands are evaluated.  In the absence of this, the wetlands 
should be considered to be Provincially Significant for planning purposes, and the 
connections between aquatic systems and the wetlands considered (as the wetlands 
may be complexed).  
 

9. The Province has come out with new guidelines on Significant Wildlife Habitat, as well 
as criteria applicable to this ecoregion. These should be considered and taken into 
account as part of the screening of this sub-criterion.  
 

10. For the purposes of the “Fish Habitat” criterion as well as for consideration of headwater 
features, seeps and springs should be identified and delineated where possible 
 

11. The Regulated Area sub-criterion should also include wetlands and valley lands, which 
are also Regulated features.   
 

12. The options screening assessment appears to have weighting to some of the natural 
heritage features over others, which may be appropriate.  However, the weighting 
scheme that has been utilized is not clear in the memo, making it very difficult to 
determine how the options were ranked.  

 
13. Note that some of the criteria utilized are not fully mapped features – i.e. significant 

valleylands.  The analysis should clearly identify the sources and methodology that has 
been employed to delineate significant valleylands. Note that based upon the PPS 
definitions significant stream corridors, which may lack topographic definition would also 
fit in this category.      

 
Terms of Reference for the CEISMP 
Further to our March, 2015 letter, please note that TRCA staff are of the opinion that the 
technical environmental submissions that have been completed to date have not fully met the 
requirements for Region’s MCR requirements relating to ROP Policies 7.9.2.12 e) and p).  The 
MCR requirements were specifically identified in the first part of the terms of reference for the 
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CEISMP, and components identified therein are missing in the submission that accompanies 
the ROPA application. Further, much of the environmental analysis that has been completed to 
date has been specific to the Town’s preferred option areas – Area 1 and 3, and is not 
applicable to the other candidate areas.  As such, should the Region’s process identify a 
different preferred area, significant additional environmental analysis will be required to fulfil the 
environmental study requirements for the ROPA.   
 
Floodplain Mapping and Stormwater Management 
At the point at which the environmental reports were being completed for Caledon, TRCA’s 
Humber Watershed floodplain mapping update was not complete. This mapping has now been 
completed, and should be considered in the screening process for the purposes of assessing 
‘take out’ areas, and to evaluate potential impacts on the available land base within the 
candidate areas. Additionally, please note that the potential need for Regional Storm stormwater 
management ponds was previously identified, and needs to be further evaluated. Should it be 
determined that Regional Storm control stormwater management ponds are required, it would 
result in further take-outs from the net available land base within the candidate areas.  Please 
note that to date this has been identified as a potential requirement for the candidate areas that 
are within the West Humber subwatershed – candidate areas 3,4,5 and 6.  This is not 
anticipated to be a requirement for Areas 1 and 2, which are within the Main Humber 
subwatershed.  
 
We trust this is of assistance.  Should you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to 
contact the undersigned. 
 
Yours truly, 
 
 

 
Quentin Hanchard, MES, MCIP, RPP 
Associate Director, Development Planning and Regulation 
Planning and Development   
416-661-6600 x 5324     
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