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Figure 1.1. 

Workshop Discussion Station Topics 
 

Station 1:   Assessing the effectiveness of 
the proposed amendments 

Station 2:   Discussing how to apply the 
Healthy Background Study (HBS) 

Station 3:   Reviewing criteria and 
standards to be included in the HBS 

Station 4:   Discussing how to make the 
Health Background Study easy to use 

Station 5:   Incorporating healthy 
development standards into civic 
development and infrastructure  

Planning a Healthier Peel   
Peel 2041, Regional Official Plan Review 
 

H E A L T H  A N D  T H E  B U I L T  E N V I RO N M E N T                   
R E G I O N A L  O F F I C I A L  P L A N  R E V I E W  W O R K S H O P  

1. ABOUT THE WORKSHOP  

The Region of Peel is undertaking an Official Plan Review and is proposing amendments to create 

supportive built environments within Peel that facilitate physical activity and maximize the health 

promoting potential of communities.  The proposed amendments are intended to allow public health to 

strengthen their position in supporting municipalities on shared goals such as creating sustainable 

built environments. To receive feedback on the amendments, Peel Public Health held a workshop on 

the morning of November 7, 2013 bringing together over 50 experts in planning, public health, 

transportation planning, community design and the natural environment, and community interests from 

the three area municipalities, Region of Peel and conservation authorities.   

In preparation for the workshop, Peel Public Health released, in draft, Health and the Built 

Environment Regional Official Plan Review Discussion Paper, prepared by a consultant team 

comprised of Brent Moloughny and Gladki Planning Associates.  The discussion paper provided 

background and context for the health and built environment agenda in Peel, the rationale for the 

policy wording and the draft policy amendments (Appendix B).  Other information available included 

the Region of Peel Health Background Study Framework Terms of Reference and User Guide, 

prepared by The Planning Partnership in 2011.    

Key note presentations provided important background and 

context for the workshop. Appendix A outlines the agenda 

for the half-day workshop.  Following the presentations, 

workshop participants were actively engaged by rotating 

around poster stations in the room where they provided 

input on a series of discussion questions based on the 

content of the proposed policy amendments (Appendix C).   

All participants had the opportunity to review ideas and 

comments posted on paper by others in attendance and to 

provide their own feedback on these comments.       

 

This report written by the workshop facilitator is organized 

in the following three sections: 

 Key Messages Heard 

 Consultant Recommendations 

 Synthesis of Feedback from the Five Areas of 

Discussion 
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This report provides a synthesis of comments received at the workshop and summarizes areas where 

clarification was sought on the policy wording, supporting materials, other considerations and 

refinements.  

 

2. KEY MESSAGES HEARD 

As evidenced throughout the discussion, there is strong support for moving forward with the proposed 

policy amendments which detail the requirements for a health assessment of planning and 

development applications and the implementation of healthy design standards throughout the Region. 

The following is a synthesis of key messages heard at the workshop: 

2.1. Support for proposed policy amendments and strong message is favoured for directing 

area municipalities to require heath background studies.  

There is support for the structure of and details in the amendments and for requiring a health 

background study (HBS).  There are further ideas for strengthening the amendments, with 

specific ideas noted through the workshop discussion and synthesis in Section Four of this 

report.   

2.2. More work is needed to refine the Terms of Reference 

The content of the Terms of Reference will drive how health background studies are 

completed.  Some standards are noted to be too restrictive (i.e. density targets) in how they 

are worded and there are a number of suggestions for the inclusion of other standards, 

including more focus on green space and transit.  The Terms of Reference are fundamental to 

the success for utilizing a HBS approach and workshop participants would like to see these 

further reviewed, taking into account the input provided through the workshop. 

2.3. New Official Plan (OP) section needs to be cross-referenced with existing health 

supporting OP policies  

A key theme noted is that the way the amendments read, it seems that these are stand alone 

policies and that the new section should complement and integrate with other existing OP 

policies.  New language is suggested to be incorporated into the new Section 7.4 that 

recognizes and cross-references other health supporting policies in the OP. – i.e. existing built 

environment policies, polices that address active transportation, climate change, energy, 

sustainability, air quality, etc.  Language in the draft policy amendments should be refined to 

include references to other existing OP policies to create an integrated health supporting policy 

framework. 

2.4. Strengthen how the requirement for a health background study would be viewed as a 

policy requirement for any challenge at the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) 

The policy amendments as worded direct area municipalities to require a HBS as part of a 

complete application for planning approvals.  The intent of this policy is to enable area 

municipalities to require a HBS which would assess, from a health lens, the proposed plans 

and policies.  There is concern that the reliance on a HBS to implement the healthy community 

standards may not stand up to scrutiny at the OMB.  Further review and legal advice to 
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strengthen the enforceability was identified to be critical to ensuring the success of the 

approach being developed. 

2.4.   Regional Council should “approve” instead of “endorse” the HBS Terms of Reference 

Amendment 7.4.2.1. indicates that Regional Council would “endorse” the Terms of Reference 

for a HBS. There was consensus that more appropriate planning language be incorporated so 

that the Terms of Reference would be “approved” by Council. 

2.5.   Extend the requirement for a HBS to master plans, block plans and secondary plans 

Identifying the nature of application for a HBS was discussed in detail at the workshop.  There 

is agreement that it should be required for applications for area municipal plans, zoning by-

laws, plans of subdivision, plans of condominium and site plans. In addition, a HBS is 

recommended to be required for secondary plans, block plans and master plans, which are not 

referenced in the wording of the draft policy amendments.   

2.6. Clarify at what stage of the development review process a HBS would be required   

There is a need to clarify at what stage of the development process a HBS would be required.  

It is key to ensure that a HBS is undertaken at the most impactful stage of the approvals 

process to ensure that the application incorporates health development standards.  Similarly, 

there is concern that overlap and duplication of producing health studies may occur and needs 

to be avoided.  For instance, should an application be assessed at the OPA or secondary plan 

or block plan level then a HBS would likely not be required at the subdivision or site plan level.   

2.7. Develop screening criteria to determine which standards within the Terms of Reference 

for a HBS would apply for various types of development applications. 

There was much discussion of what standards within the Terms of Reference for a HBS would 

be required for various applications and how these would apply to both large and small 

greenfield and infill/intensification projects.  Further refinement and agreement on what 

standards would apply is recommended. There is an opportunity to introduce some level of 

screening criteria which could aid area municipalities in decision-making.  Screening criteria 

are seen as a tool that would further the professional judgment of the municipal staff when 

reviewing the scope of and standards contained in a HBS. 

2.8. Refine the proposed policy amendments to include reference to other tools that are 

being used to achieve health supporting development. 

It was noted that the amendments and the Terms of Reference for a HBS do not reference 

existing tools and practices that are making a difference, including sustainability checklists, 

urban design briefs, and that these will continue to be effective and should be noted.  Refine 

language to recognize other existing tools and practices.    

2.9. For civic development and infrastructure assess how a HBS could be applied  

There is support to hold the region and area municipalities to the same level of health 

assessment to that of the development industry and to lead by example.  It was noted that 

further review is required on how to operationalize and to clarify how a HBS would apply.  
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2.10. Review how to incorporate a HBS into the Environmental Assessment Process 

Further review is recommended for how to integrate health supporting standards through the 

Environmental Assessment Process. 

2.11. Develop outreach and education materials to support the implementation of a HBS 

Outreach and education materials could include checklists, online matrix of standards, 

information bulletins, process flow diagrams and other tools to make it easy to develop a HBS.  

These tools are seen as important for assisting in developing an understanding of how the 

Terms of Reference would be utilized.   

2.12. Hold information and training sessions with all stakeholders involved in the process. 

Ensuring a good level of understanding on how to implement the Terms of Reference is key to 

successful implementation.  Information and training session were suggested for staff, 

development industry, elected officials and other key stakeholders. 

 

3. CONSULTANT RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendation are based on the feedback received at the workshop and are intended 

to provide direction on moving forward to refine and perfect the proposed amendments and the HBS 

Terms of Reference. 

1. Much hinges on the usability and enforceability of a health background study.  The stronger the 

language in the plan, the more likely it will be upheld through an OMB challenge.  The intent of 

the policy amendments is clear – to require health supporting development standards and 

policies.  It is recommended that the Region review the proposed amendments with legal 

municipal counsel to ascertain the strength of the wording and to ensure that the intent is 

clearly articulated to withstand potential scrutiny at the OMB.  This should include 

consideration of the merit in having the HBS Terms of Reference approved rather than 

endorsed by Regional Council.  

2. Take a fresh look at the Terms of Reference through a peer review or inter-municipal working 

committee to respond to the comments on the Terms of Reference noted throughout this 

workshop summary report.  Further review of the Terms of Reference content with the potential 

to streamline, refine and clarify health supporting standards to achieve the preferred outcomes 

throughout the region is suggested.  This could include how to contextualize the standards to 

respond to urban and rural conditions.   

3. Refine language in the draft policy amendments to include reference to other important existing 

OP policies to develop an integrated policy framework.   

4. Work with area municipalities to develop screening for clarifying implementation of HBS for 

various types of applications and stages in the development review process.  The development 

of screening criteria is recommended as they could be used as a baseline evaluative tool 

coupled with professional judgment and discretion to assess requirements to fit contextual 

situations.  
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Station 1: Discussion Questions 
1. What do you like about the 

proposed amendments?   
2. What improvements or refinements 

would you like to see? 
3. How can we operationalize the 

shift from “may” to “will”?   Do 
the amendments as worded go far 
enough? Is there other language 
that should be used?   

4. Are there other amendments that 
you would like to see considered 
to meet the overall objectives? 

 

5. Hold further conversations with regional staff and EA experts on ways to incorporate health 

supporting standards through the EA Process.   

6. To ease the transition to the use of the HBS, it is recommended that the Region work with the 

area municipalities to develop an implementation strategy that includes: 

 Training for staff 

 Information sessions for the development industry on preparing a HBS 

 Creation of user friendly tools including an online user guide for how to prepare a HBS, 

checklist(s) for what should be included and examples of HBS. 

 Process diagrams and other supporting materials to clarify the requirements for an 

HBS. 

 

4. SYNTHESIS OF WORKSHOP FEEDBACK ON DRAFT POLICY AMENDMENTS 
 

The following is a synthesis of the workshop discussion feedback and represents overall input and 

alignment on the proposed amendments.  It is organized by the five key topics for discussion. 

 

Station 1: Assessing the effectiveness of the proposed amendments   

 
4.1. Assessing the effectiveness of the proposed Regional Official Plan Policy 

Amendments 
 
A key objective of the workshop was to seek input on how effective the proposed Regional Official 
Plan Policy Amendments (new Section 7.4) are in their entirety in meeting the objective of supporting 
and strengthening the implementation of health supporting development.  Participants responded to 
the following: 
 

4.1.1. What is liked about the proposed 
amendments  
  
a. Strong message directing area 

municipalities with prescribed compliance 

when shifting the language from “may” to 

“will”.  

b. The structure of and specifics in the 

amendments moves the conversation 

from generalities to specific standards for 

creating health supporting development. 

c. The requirement for a health assessment 

as part of application review and 

approval. 

d. Acknowledgement of the need for consistent implementation throughout the Region with 

the potential to contextualize HBS Terms of Reference for each of the three area 

municipalities. 
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4.1.2. Suggested improvements or refinements to the proposed policy amendments 
 
a. Concerns were noted that there may be too much reliance on a HBS to achieve health 

supporting standards.  If certain standards are not met, does that mean that the application 

is not supportable? Who reviews this? Who determines this? What will happen if a 

developer refuses to prepare a HBS or disputes the interpretation of standards within the 

Terms of Reference? Is the HBS supportable at the OMB? These questions are critical to 

ensuring that the policy amendments have the “teeth” that is desired to require health 

supporting development.  There is a need for further consideration of the legal status of a 

HBS. Stronger language may be required in the amendments to emphasize the 

expectations for developing health supporting communities.   

b. For proposed Amendment 7.4.2.1., the word “endorse” should be replaced with “approve” 

to convey significance of a new requirement.  Approve has stronger connotations in 

planning language. 

 

c. Further review of what is in the Terms of Reference with the potential to streamline, refine 

and clarify health supporting standards to achieve the preferred outcomes throughout Peel 

is suggested.  Some would like to have a further conversation as to what should be 

included in the Terms of Reference and whether this is a one size fits all or a more tailored 

approach with situation specific Terms of Reference that may be easier to implement.  It 

was noted that it is important to ensure application of standards while also providing some 

discretion and flexibility on the part of the area municipalities to address unique 

development situations.   A further review and refinement of the Terms of Reference to 

assess specific standards may be needed.   

 

d. For Amendment 7.4.2.2., the wording is recommended to be revised to recognize the 

ingrained authority of municipalities to set out complete application requirements.  Specific 

comments about this proposed amendment are as follows: 

 Further discussion and clarification is needed on how a HBS would be required for 

different types of and scale/size of developments, process triggers and timelines. 

 Important to recognize the contextual issues in each of the area municipalities while 

maintaining a consistent adherence to the standards.   

 Clarification of roles of the area municipalities and the Region for requiring, assessing 

and signing-off on a HBS. 

 

e. For Amendment  7.4.2.3., clarification is recommended for how existing tools used by area 

municipalities including area specific OP policies, sustainability guidelines, urban design 

briefs, sustainability checklist and complete application process materials would be 

coordinated with these new OP policies.   There is some concern that a HBS could be seen 

to replace all of these.  The existing tools are being utilized and should be supported 

through the addition of the HBS.  Consideration should be given to how these would be 

referenced in the amendments. 
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f. For Amendment  7.4.2.4., the following questions were identified: 

 Who does the municipality direct to complete the work? 

 Who should prepare a HBS?  

 Are additional background studies needed? 

 Should there be Regional team dedicated to implementation?  It was suggested that 

staff training and an implementation manual be considered. 

 Can the area municipality decide to use a checklist instead of the study for small 

developments? 

 

g. Proposed Amendment  7.4.2.5. should be considered in the context of existing regional by-

laws i.e., traffic by-laws which control access and intersection spacing.   Technical Safety 

Standards and Provincial Standards may conflict with healthy development standards and 

these need to be reconciled in order to implement health supporting development. 

 

h. Further consideration and clarification on the implementation of proposed amendment         

7.4.2.7. (development charges) is required.   

 

4.1.3.  Other ideas for operationalizing the shift  from “may” to “will” through the amendments 
 

a. Undertake outreach and education to promote buy-in for applying a HBS to private 

development, civic projects and infrastructure.  It was noted that political and community 

will can shape outcomes relative to implementing health supporting standards.  Public 

opposition to changes from low density to more mixed land use, to cycling lanes in rural 

areas, and to new forms of development requires careful consideration of all impacts 

together with education on why it is important to strive for better health outcomes through 

the built environment.   

b. Explore use of incentives to ease the transition and to seek early compliance by the 

development industry on the new policies. 

c. Involve conservation authorities and other stakeholders in the application of new standards. 

d. Ensure that there is a reasonable time for response and efficient feedback built into the 

process recognizing that time relates to costs and cost competitiveness. 

e. Monitor/measure progress of the amendments in realizing health supporting communities.   

4.1.4. Other amendments to be considered 
 

a. Sections 7.4 is not stand alone and needs to be cross referenced with other existing OP 

policies i.e., existing built environment policies, polices that address active transportation, 

air quality, climate change, energy, green space, sustainability etc.   

b. Consider strengthening the integration of natural heritage in the OP with health supporting 

policies.  Green space is important to be looked at as part of the overall community health 

context.  Coordinated bike and walking trails were noted to be of significance for promoting 

active lifestyles. Specific OP Schedules could be developed showing the integration of 

green space and transportation infrastructure to connect urban and rural areas within and 

between area municipalities.   
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Station 2: Discussion Questions 
1. Where should the HBS be 

required? What types of 
applications, studies and 
plans would it apply to?  Are 
there some exceptions where 
it wouldn’t be required?   

2. How important is it to 
develop thresholds related to 
the scale of development 
that determine when a full 
study is required or when an 
easier to complete checklist 
might be substituted?   

3. When should it be required 
during the development 
approval stage? What steps 
would be involved?   

c. Consider incorporating policies from the Long Term Transportation Strategy and Regional 

Road Characterization Study – to identify where health supporting policies fit within main 

streets, for transit planning and on local roads and regional roads. 

d. Consider a new policy to address how the change in the community would be 

measured/monitored i.e.,  more people walking and cycling.  It was noted that this will be 

important for showing the effectiveness of a HBS in making a difference and for identifying 

future modifications to the Terms of Reference. 

 

4.2. Discussion of where a HBS would be required 
 

Station 2: Discussing where a HBS would be required 
 

Proposed Amendment 7.4.2.2. triggers the requirement for a HBS.   A HBS is the key policy tool for 

assessing planning applications for health supporting standards.  The workshop involved discussion 

on where and when a HBS would be required.  

4.2.1. Where a HBS should be required   
 

a. There is consensus that a HBS should be 

required for any Official Plan Amendment 

(OPA), master plan, block plan, subdivision 

application, rezoning application and/or site 

plan application.   There is further 

agreement that a HBS should be required 

for all greenfield development. Most agree 

that a HBS should be required for 

intensification and infill but note that further 

discussion is warranted on the requirements 

for small infill projects as to what the scope 

of the HBS should be.   

There was much discussion of the potential 

layering of requirements for an application 

as it goes through the various stages of 

planning approval.  A concern that many 

share is that duplication will occur in situations where some properties could be assessed 

through several application processes. Further review is suggested to better define how a 

HBS would apply to a property at the zoning or site plan stage that had already been 

subject to a HBS at the OPA or Master Plan stage. A further consideration is the 

development of standards for what would be required for the updating of a HBS that may 

have been completed on a higher level application.   

 

b. Screening criteria were suggested to guide and assist in the determination of the scope 

and requirements for a HBS, particularly for what standard might best apply for different 

types of applications.  This was described as a series of questions or criteria that could 
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apply in different types of applications.  This would be a tool that area municipalities could 

use when determining the requirements for a HBS on a particular type of application.  

Others prefer to use professional discretion and judgment when requiring a HBS vs. using 

a screening criteria approach citing that screening criteria may be too limited, restrictive 

and could result in fewer health background studies being required.  

c. Further discussion is desired on sorting out what standards in the HBS Terms of Reference 

are relevant for different applications. Mechanisms for differentiating requirements are 

suggested for inclusion in the Terms of Reference.  For example, the Terms of Reference 

could set out what would be required for a block plan application vs. a site plan application.  

d. The Region should review how a HBS could be required as part of the EA Process.   

4.2.2. Importance of developing thresholds related to the scale of development that 
determines when a full study is required or when an easier to complete checklist 
might be substituted 

 
a. Workshop participants agree that it is essential to establish thresholds related to type and 

scale of development.  Not every development is intended to be the subject of a full HBS.  

The scale of development, history of the application, previous approvals (which could 

include a HBS), and local contextual planning considerations would affect the scope of the 

HBS.   Thresholds should be developed so there is a good level of understanding between 

the area municipalities and within each municipality on the use of a HBS. A consistent and 

fair approach is being advocated as an important consideration for getting buy-in from the 

development industry. Specific suggestions for addressing thresholds are as follows: 

 Develop screening and triggers that would assist in determining how a HBS would be 

required for different scales of development and different land uses.  

 Utilize a checklist format for smaller scale development and infill development or when 

part of a larger master plan that may have already been subject to a HBS. 

 

4.2.3. Direction on when a HBS should be required during development approval and 
steps involved   

 
a. A HBS is supported at the earliest stage in the planning approval’s process.   

b. Pre-consultation meetings and checklists could identify the need and requirements for a 

HBS.  It was suggested that a process mapping or flow diagram could assist in 

communicating when a HBS would be required/ is needed.  

c. Guidelines should be established for who reviews, approves and signs-off on a HBS – 

either area municipal staff or regional staff or, both. 

d. Could consider a HBS and compliance with a HBS as a condition of approval for an OPA or 

Master Plan. 

e. It was noted that there needs to be consideration for circumstances where the higher level 

planning approvals are undertaken, and years later for when the implementing applications 

come forward. In these circumstances new standards may trigger an update or new HBS.  
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Station 3: Discussion Questions 
1. What comments do you have about 

how the overall proposed Terms of 
Reference is put together? 

2. What comments do you have about 
the standards for evaluation? How 
comprehensive are these?  

3. Are there other criteria and 
standards that you would like to see 
included to address the key 
elements of density, service 
proximity, land use mix, street 
connectivity, streetscape 
characteristics and parking? 

4. Are there items that should be 
excluded?   

 

4.3. Reviewing criteria and standards included in the Terms of Reference for a HBS 
 

Station Three:  Reviewing criteria and standards included in the Terms of Reference for a 

HBS  

 

A HBS will become a pivotal tool for assessing health impacts of future private sector development.  

Proposed Amendment 7.4.2.1. requires Council endorsement of the Terms of Reference for a HBS.  

The draft Terms of Reference are included in the draft discussion paper and are currently being 

piloted in Peel.  Workshop discussion included a 

high level review and feedback on the criteria and 

standards including in the Terms of Reference as 

they are worded now. The following comments and 

considerations were noted: 

 

4.3.1. Comments about how the overall 
proposed Terms of Reference is put 
together 

 

a. The Terms of Reference should 

differentiate between types of 

development applications with 

contextualized and scoped criteria and 

between land uses – industrial, 

residential, etc.  

b. Under scope and applicability, there is 

no wording to reflect the different development patterns, history and context of each area 

municipality.  Density means something different in Mississauga City Centre compared to 

Caledon.  

c. There should be more recognition of standards for rural areas which are very different than 

urban areas. 

d. Transit planning and green space linkages need to be better defined and integrated. The 

transit component in the Terms of Reference is weak and should be strengthened, 

particularly with the focus on creating active transportation. 

e. The street connectivity and streetscape characteristics do not take into account legal 

provincial requirements for intersections, crossings etc.  

f. There should be more clarity on how the Terms of Reference would apply to civic projects 

and infrastructure.  

g. The Terms of Reference may duplicate work that is already required, including planning 

rationale and justification reports, transportation studies, and environmental impact studies.   

h. A built in process for renewal and updating of the Terms of Reference to reflect changing 

circumstances and new evidence based approaches, new design approaches, etc. should 

be considered. 
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4.3.2. Comments about the standards for evaluation  
 

a. Concerns were noted about the degree of specificity in some sections contrasted by more 

general wording in other sections.   

b. Significant issues were noted with the density standards in the Terms of Reference (page 

6) which states “that all development on designated greenfield areas shall achieve a 

minimum overall density of 50 persons and jobs per hectare.”  Through the Growth Plan 

the intent is for these to be broader targets and individual applications should not and have 

not been required to meet this target.  It was noted that this would have a significant impact 

on development. 

c. Other provincial standards apply i.e., technical and safety requirements which may conflict 

with standards in the Terms of Reference. 

d. Further concerns were noted about using “minimum standards”, which might not apply or 

be met in some applications.  Set criteria and standards should be reviewed in the context 

of the application and planning objectives – for example reviewing opportunities for creating 

more density near transit and services regardless of adherence to the density standards in 

the Terms of Reference. It was noted that there may be other ways not included in the 

Terms of Reference to implement health supporting development.  A more descriptive and 

less prescriptive approach was noted to be of importance when finagling the Terms of 

Reference. 

e. Better differentiation of standards/criteria for greenfield and infill /intensification. 

4.3.3. Other criteria and standards for consideration in the Term of Reference 
 

a. More discussion about jobs and standards for employment uses. 

b. Rural and countryside specific standards that identify health supporting opportunities within 

the context of rural community planning. 

c. Better definition of what is meant by “higher order transit” which many indicate is poorly 

described and is a key component of creating a health supporting environment. 

d. More focus on natural environment and open spaces and interconnectivity within 

communities and between area municipalities. The importance of proximity to green space 

and the value added to health.  

e. Inclusion of standards for healthy buildings including exterior and interior design and 

creation of healthy spaces. 

f. Reference to storm water management and best management practices which are key 

aspects of planning sustainable communities, climate change and preparing for extreme 

weather considerations.  

g. Inclusion of complimentary standards to address age-friendly design to compliment other 

policies for creating a walkable, accessible community. 
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Station 4: Discussion Questions 
1. What suggestions do you have 

for making the HBS easy to use?  
2. How prescriptive should the HBS 

be?  How descriptive should the 
HBS be? 

3. What would aid in the use of the 
HBS – visual tools, on-line tools, 
checklists, etc.?   

4. What would assist Staff and the 
Development Industry in 
developing a HBS – i.e. 
information sheets on 
requirements, checklists, training, 
etc.? 

 

4.4. Discussing how to make a HBS easy to use 
 

Station Four: Discussing how to make the HBS easy to use   

 

The workshop discussion identified suggestions for how to make a HBS easy to use.  There are a 

number of ideas that relate to the Terms of Reference and others about a HBS. The following is a 

synthesis of the input received to address the four 

questions noted. 

4.4.1. Suggestions for making a HBS easy 
to use and tools that could support its 
use (Questions 1 and 3) 

 
a. Develop a companion document to the 

Terms of Reference that is shorter and 

includes the standards required.  This 

could be a matrix of standards and 

used as a reference tool.     

b. Prepare guidelines for how to develop 

a HBS with easily accessible Terms of 

Reference. Include HBS examples that 

could be used in the development of a 

HBS for different types of applications. 

c. Post matrix, guidelines and sample health background studies in downloadable formats for 

use by development industry and their consultants. 

d. Develop a pre-consultation checklist for developers /applicants setting out requirement for 

a HBS. 

e. Make it more contextual to each municipality so that it is easier to understand how the 

standards would apply in different areas.   

f. Reference how other tools, such as the urban design brief, would complement and not 

duplicate requirements.  

g. Consider how a HBS could be integrated as part of planning rationale and justification in 

support of applications. 

 

4.4.2. Input on how prescriptive/ how descriptive Terms of Reference for a HBS should be 

There is an interest in ensuring that the Terms of Reference are not too prescriptive such that they 

restrict the ability of the area municipalities to determine what standards are applicable and desired for 

each development proposal.  There is a preference for enabling professional discretion for seeking the 

best outcomes through the area municipal planners and consultation with developers and their 

consultants at the pre-consultation stage.  Many believe that more upfront communication with the 

development interests on what is expected, together with opportunities to discuss alternate ways of 

maximizing health promoting potential could lead to more uptake and better designs. 
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Station 5: Discussion Questions 
1. What comments do you have about 

proposed Amendments 7.4.2.5. and 
7.4.2.6?  

2. What ideas do you have for 
incorporating an assessment of 
healthy community standards into 
these kinds of activities?  What 
suggestions do you have for how 
these ideas be implemented? 

4.4.3. Ideas for transitioning to the use of the HBS 

A key aim in transitioning to the use of a HBS is to ensure that area municipal and regional staff, 

private sector consultants and developers, and property owners understand the requirements and 

expectations.  Training workshops and information sessions are suggested as a means of sharing 

information and education on the proposed policy amendments and requirement for a HBS. 

4.5 Discussing how to incorporate the assessment of healthy community standards 

into civic development and infrastructure undertakings of healthy community 
standards into civic development and infrastructure undertakings  

Station Five: Incorporating the assessment of healthy community standards into civic 
development and infrastructure undertakings  

 

The Region intends to hold its own activities and the activities of area municipalities to health-

supporting standards which could also be used in the evaluation of civic development and 

infrastructure investments, such as with the 

location of new community facilities, road 

standards, improvements in active transportation 

infrastructure, etc.  

 

4.5.1. Comments about proposed 
Amendments 7.4.2.5. and 7.4.2.6.  

 

a. There is agreement that it is important 

for the Region and area municipalities 

to lead by example showing that we 

are committed to meeting and, or 

exceeding standards. There is support for holding the Region and area municipalities to the 

same rigour of review and assessment of health supporting policies for standards, policies 

and plans.  While there is support in principle, more review is desired on how a HBS would 

apply for civic development and infrastructure.  

b. Further consideration is also needed to determine implications and procedures relating to 

how standards in Terms of Reference for a HBS would be applied through the EA Process.  

At what stage of the EA process would this be introduced?  Workshop participants further 

recommend ongoing discussions to develop a better understanding of what types of 

infrastructure improvements have the most opportunity for implementing health supporting 

standards and what types, such as water and wastewater facilities, may be limited or with 

no opportunities.    

c. It was noted that the wording of the new Section 7.4. does not state that the Region has to 

complete a HBS.  At present the language in Amendment 7.4.2.6. addresses the 

requirement to apply the standard but doesn’t require the preparation of a HBS. The 

Region should be held to the same level of review and responsiveness that a developer 

would be required to through the standards for health supporting development.    

Amendment 7.4.2.5. should be strengthened to include parking standards that are 

responsive to different types of uses and context for each of the area municipalities. 
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d. Should consider extending requirements to school boards for school travel planning and 

school sitings. 

e. Should consider extending requirements to conservation authorities.  

 

4.5.2. Ideas for incorporating an assessment of healthy community standards into civic 
development and infrastructure and suggestions for how to implement these. 
 

a. Consider where opportunities can be pursued to incorporate healthy community standards 

for civic developments and infrastructure projects.  Some may be easier than others and 

alternatives should be pursued where feasible.  Regional roads present a good example 

where it may be possible to increase active transportation along regional roads in some 

areas, through narrowing lanes, putting in cycling infrastructure and adding pedestrian 

connections.  In other areas, the volume of traffic, road conditions and arterial function and 

goods movement role of the roads may restrict opportunities.  This is a long term plan and 

will require implementation over time in working with communities and addressing safety 

and other transportation conditions.  

 

b. Political and community will can shape and determine the outcomes when assessing 

opportunities for healthy community design for infrastructure and civic projects.  Community 

opposition when addressing specific areas and impact of projects need careful 

consideration and can be a barrier to change.  Public education is important for addressing 

public opposition. 

 

c. It is important to recognize that there is not a one size fits all solution for urban, rural and 

community areas and infrastructure planning needs to work within the existing community 

context and values.  Creating more understanding and buy-in at the community level 

through public education materials and hosting information sessions is encouraged.  

Outreach with community organizations and through schools should be considered. 

 

d. Develop and host information sessions and workshops for elected officials (every four 

years or more frequently) to create a better understanding of the health imperative and to 

seek buy-in and support for the implementation of a HBS and healthy community standards 

as a means to shape better health outcomes through the built environment.   

 

e. Lead by example. Identify some Regional civic developments (existing and planned) where 

health supporting standards could be implemented - for example Regional Headquarters 

should be walkable.   

 

f. Opportunities may exist in creating green infrastructure linkages between communities.  

Green space can be multi-modal and there is a need to improve accessibility for Peel’s 

diverse population.   
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APPENDIX A 

 
 

 
Health and the Built Environment 

Peel 2041, Regional Official Plan Review 

Workshop Agenda 
Thursday, November 7, 2013 

Mississauga Convention Centre, Salon B  
 

8:30 a.m.   Registration Opens 

9:00 a.m.   Introductory Remarks -  Sue Cumming 

9:10 a.m.   Health and the Built Environment - Dr. David Mowat 

9:20 a.m.   Designing a Healthier Region  - Gayle Bursey 

9:45 a.m.   Implementing the Health Background Study - Andrea Warren 

10:00 a.m.   Proposed Regional Official Plan Amendments - Andrew Davidge 

10:15 a.m.   Break-out Sessions 

11:45 p.m.   Closing Remarks - Sue Cumming and Gayle Bursey 
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APPENDIX B 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS DISCUSSED AT THE WORKSHOP 
 

Chapter 7: Implementation 

7.3  The Planning Process 

7.3.6.2.2 Replace “public health impact studies” with “health background study” 

7.4  Healthy Communities and the Built Environment (a new section after 7.3 and before current 7.4) 

Introduction The Region of Peel is committed to creating healthy communities. The characteristics of our 

built environment have an impact on levels of physical activity and therefore health 

outcomes. One important way of increasing physical activity is to enable and encourage 

people to incorporate it into their everyday lives through active transportation. In 

partnership with area municipalities, the region will incorporate health considerations into 

the planning and development review process through the requirement for a health 

background study. 

7.4.1 Objective 

To create supportive built environments that facilitate physical activity and maximize the 

health promoting potential of communities. 

7.4.2 Policies 

It is the policy of Regional Council to: 

7.4.2.1 Endorse terms of reference for health background studies that support the implementation 

of the policies of this plan by providing standards for the evaluation of development based on 

built environment characteristics supportive of active transportation. 

7.4.2.2 Direct area municipalities to require a health background study as part of a complete 

application to amend an area municipal official plan or zoning by-law, to approve a plan of 

subdivision or condominium or to support the consideration of plans and drawings during 

the site plan control process. In part fulfillment of this requirement, the development 

proponent will: 

 consult with area municipal and regional staffs during the pre-application stage to 

identify the healthy development standards to be assessed in the health background 

study, and 

 submit a final health background study for the review of area municipal and regional 

staff. 

Regional staff will review health background studies and provide comment to the area 

municipal council. 

7.4.2.3 Direct area municipalities to incorporate policies in their official plans that are supportive of 
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the standards included in the health background study terms of reference. 

7.4.2.4 Direct area municipalities to prepare assessments of proposed secondary plans, block plans, 

community improvement plans and design guidelines based on the standards included in the 

health background study terms of reference in order to ensure that opportunities to realize 

built environment characteristics supportive of healthy communities are maximized. 

7.4.2.5 Ensure regional standards, policies and plans are consistent with the standards included in 

the health background study terms of reference and direct area municipalities to carry out a 

similar compliance exercise for their standards, policies, plans and by-laws. 

7.4.2.6 Apply the standards included in the health background study terms of reference in the 

assessment of civic development and infrastructure projects and direct area municipalities to 

carry out similar assessments for local civic development and infrastructure projects. 

7.4.2.7 Encourage area municipalities to apply funds from development charges to the financing of 

infrastructure needs identified through the health background study process. 

7.9 Performance Measurement, Reviewing and Updating 

7.9.2.9 Prepare, jointly with the area municipalities, an assessment tool that will allow evaluating 

the public health impacts of proposed plans or development as part of the approval process. 

Glossary 

health 

background 

study 

Add a new definition: 

Health Background Study: an assessment that evaluates the extent to which a proposed 

development contributes to a built environment that encourages and enables physical 

activity through opportunities for active transportation. 
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APPENDIX C 

 
WORKSHOP DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 

 
An important part of the workshop is to discuss and receive input on the proposed amendments.  

The discussion will occur at five stations.  The following questions are intended to stimulate 
discussion and input.    
 

Station One: Assessing the effectiveness of the proposed amendments   

How effective are the proposed Regional Official Plan Policy Amendments (new section 7.4) in their 
entirety in meeting the objective of supporting and strengthening the implementation of health 
supporting development. 

1. What do you like about the proposed amendments?   
2. What improvements or refinements would you like to see? 
3. How can we operationalize the shift from “may” to “will”?   Do the amendments as worded go 

far enough? Is there other language that should be used?   
4. Are there other amendments that you would like to see considered to meet the overall 

objectives? 
 

Station Two: Discussing where a Healthy Background Study (HBS) would be required 
Proposed Amendment   7.4.2.2.  triggers the requirement for a Healthy Background Study (HBS).    

1. Where should the HBS be required? What types of applications, studies and plans would it apply 
to?  Are there some exceptions where it wouldn’t be required?   

2. How important is it to develop thresholds related to the scale of development that determine 
when a full study is required or when an easier to complete checklist might be substituted?   

3. When should it be required during the development approval stage? What steps would be 
involved?   

Station Three:  Reviewing criteria and standards included in the Terms of Reference for a 
HBS  
The HBS will become a pivotal tool for assessing health impacts of future private sector development.  
Proposed Amendment 7.4.2.1. requires Council endorsement of terms of reference for a health 
background study. (Appendix C in the Discussion Paper). 

1. What comments do you have about how the overall proposed Terms of Reference is put 
together? 

2. What comments do you have about the standards for evaluation? How comprehensive are 
these?  

3. Are there other criteria and standards that you would like to see included to address the key 
elements of density, service proximity, land use mix, street connectivity, streetscape 
characteristics and parking? 

4. Are there items that should be excluded?   

Station Four: Discussing how to make the Health Background Study (HBS) easy to use   

A key aim is to improve clarity, consistency and usability of the HBS. 
1. What suggestions do you have for making the HBS easy to use?  
2. How prescriptive should the HBS be?  How descriptive should the HBS be? 
3. What would aid in the use of the HBS – visual tools, on-line tools, checklists, etc.?   
4. What would assist Staff and the Development Industry in developing a HBS – i.e. information 

sheets on requirements, checklists, training, etc.? 
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Station Five: Incorporating the assessment of healthy community standards into civic 
development and infrastructure undertakings  

The Region intends to hold its own activities and the activities of area municipalities to health-
supporting standards which could also be used in the evaluation of civic development and 
infrastructure investments i.e. location of new community facilities, road standards, improvements in 
active transportation infrastructure, etc.  

1. What comments do you have about proposed Amendments 7.4.2.5 and 7.4.2.6?  
2. What ideas do you have for incorporating an assessment of healthy community standards into 

these kinds of activities?  What suggestions do you have for how these ideas be implemented? 


