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1.0   INTRODUCTION  
 

The intent of this report is to provide our recommendations with respect to the selection of 
an expansion area to accommodate expected population and employment growth between 
2021 and 2031 in the Bolton area.  This report builds on the work already completed and 
reported on in a report dated May 6, 2013.  As a consequence, it is not the intent of this 
report to duplicate any of the work incorporated within the last report.  A map showing the 
six expansion areas and maps of each expansion area are contained within Appendix A. 
 
This report is divided into the following sections: 
 
Section 1 – Introduction  
Section 2 – Evolution of the Criteria 
Section 3 – Importance of Criteria 
Section 4 – Scoring Methodology 
Section 5 – Results of Scoring 
Section 6 – Review of Potential Alternatives 
Section 7 – Rounding-out Area Recommendations 
 
Input into this report was obtained from the Caledon Planning Department, the Region of 
Peel and the Toronto Region Conservation Authority.  In addition to the above, additional 
consulting expertise was obtained and the following individuals also provided their input into 
the opinions and recommendations made in this report: 
 
• Sean Colville – Colville Consulting 
• Chris Hamel – BluePlan 
• Jim Dougan – Dougan and Associates 
• Phil Grubb – Paradigm Transportation Solutions 

Memorandums from three of the above consultants are contained in the following 
appendices to this report: 

Appendix B - Memorandum from Jim Dougan, dated June 19, 2013 
Appendix C - Memorandum from Phil Grubb, dated June 18, 2013 
Appendix D - Memorandum from Chris Hamel, dated June 18, 2013 
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2.0   EVALUATION OF THE CRITERIA 
 

2.1 Changes Made to the Criteria 
 
On May 14, 2013, Council endorsed 17 evaluation criteria.  Since that time, the criteria have 
been further reviewed and refined and some have been updated and/or consolidated based 
on a number of factors to ensure that all issues that need to be considered in making a 
recommendation are indeed considered.  The wording of each criterion has also been 
changed in some cases to ensure that each criterion was in the form of a statement that 
could be measured in some way.  Some of the criteria endorsed by Council on May 14, 2013 
have been deleted because they duplicated other criteria or they were difficult to measure.  
In addition, a few criteria were added as appropriate.  The result is a revised list of criteria 
that was used to assess the six expansion area options. 
 
Table A below lists the criteria on the left-hand side that were endorsed by Council on 
May 14, 2013.  The revised criteria are in the right-hand column. 

 
Table A 

Criteria endorsed by Council on 
May 14, 2013 

Revised Criteria 
 

1 Is the expansion area a logical extension to the 
current built-up area and can the expansion 
area be integrated into the fabric of the 
existing developed area? 

1 The expansion area is a logical 
extension to the current built-up area 
and will be well integrated into the 
fabric of the existing developed area. 

2 Will the expansion area provide the basis for 
the comprehensive planning and completion of 
a component of the urban area? 

2 The selection of the expansion area 
will provide for the completion of a 
component of the existing urban area 
and will not prejudice the preparation 
of larger-scale comprehensive 
planning studies in the future. 

3 What are the impacts of the expansion area 
on existing and potential future urban 
structure, particularly with respect to the 
locating of future employment lands? 

3 Development in the expansion area 
will have minimal impacts on the 
function of existing and planned 
employment lands. 

4 How much land in the expansion area will be 
removed from the Town’s prime agricultural 
area? 

 This criterion was deleted since all of lands in 
expansion area are considered to be prime 
agricultural lands. 

5 What impact will development in the 
expansion area have on the function of the 
adjacent prime agricultural area? 

4 Land use conflicts between 
development in the expansion area 
and normal farm practices over the 
long-term in the adjacent prime 
agricultural area are minimal. 

6 Will the expansion area have any impacts on, 
or be impacted by, livestock operations within 
one kilometre of the boundary of the 
expansion area? 

  This criterion was deleted since an assessment 
of active livestock operations in the area has 
indicated that the impacts of the livestock 
operations are generally limited and do not 
have a significant impact on the development 
potential of any of the options. 
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Criteria endorsed by Council on 
May 14, 2013 

Revised Criteria 
 

7 What are the opportunities and constraints 
posed by the presence of significant natural 
heritage features and surface water features 
and any related natural hazard areas within or 
adjacent to the expansion area? 

5 
 
 

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. 

8 What impact will the expansion area have on 
existing and planned major roads? 

6 There is capacity in the existing and 
already planned major road system to 
accommodate development in the 
expansion area without having a 
significant impact on the level of 
service. 

9 To what extent can the expansion area benefit 
from the location of existing and planned 
major roads? 

 This criterion has been deleted since it is 
adequately dealt with within Criterion #6 

10 Will the expansion area support future public 
transit (Provincial, Regional and Local)? 

7 Development in the expansion area 
will support the establishment of GO 
Rail services in Bolton.  

11 Will the expansion area have an impact on the 
location of goods movement corridors? 

 This criterion has been consolidated with the 
new Criterion #3. 

12 Is it financially and technically viable to extend 
sewer and water services into the expansion 
area? 

8 Development in the expansion area 
will not result in the need for 
complex and expensive servicing 
infrastructure upgrades that may 
have an impact on the availability of 
the lands for development in 2021. 

13 What are the implications of development in 
the expansion area on the need and timing of 
community infrastructure? 

9 New development in the expansion 
area will optimize the use of existing 
and already planned community 
infrastructure. 

14 What impact will the expansion area have on 
the planned function of existing commercial 
areas in Bolton? 

10 The location of the expansion area 
will support the planned function of 
existing and already planned 
commercial areas in Bolton. 

15 What impact will the expansion area have on 
the planned function of existing and planned 
employment areas? 

 This criterion has been deleted since it is 
covered in Criterion #3. 

16 Does the expansion area support greater 
live/work opportunities in the Town, by virtue 
of its proximity from existing and planned 
employment areas? 

 This criterion was deleted because it would be 
difficult to measure. 

17 Will development in the expansion area have 
an impact on the feasibility of extracting 
aggregate from areas that have been identified 
as resource areas on Schedule L to the 
Caledon Official Plan?  

 This criterion was deleted since none of the 
expansion areas are within the 300-metre 
assessment area for sand and gravel resource 
areas. 

 
The revisions made to the criteria as set out above resulted in there being ten very 
focused criteria that deal with the core issues that need to be addressed as part of 
this process. 
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2.2 Conformity of Criteria with 
Provincial Policy 

 
It is our opinion that the above criteria address the 
relevant sections of the Provincial Policy Statement and 
the Growth Plan that apply and relate to the BRES 
process. 
 
Section 1.1.3.9 of the 2005 Provincial Policy Statement 
(‘PPS’) describes the process under which an urban 
expansion can be considered as set out below: 

 
"1.1.3.9 A planning authority may identify a settlement 

area or allow the expansion of a settlement area 
boundary only at the time of a comprehensive 
review and only where it has been demonstrated that:  

 
a)  sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification, 

redevelopment and designated growth areas to accommodate the projected needs 
over the identified planning horizon;  

 
b) the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or available are 

suitable for the development over the long term and protect public health and safety;  
 
c) in prime agricultural areas:  

 
1.  the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas;  
2.  there are no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas; and  
3.  there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime 

agricultural areas; and  
 

d)  impacts from new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which 
are adjacent or close to the settlement area are mitigated to the extent feasible.  

  
 In determining the most appropriate direction for expansions to the boundaries of settlement 

areas or the identification of a settlement area by a planning authority, a planning authority 
shall apply the policies of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources and Section 3: 
Protecting Public Health and Safety."  

 
Section 1.1.3.9 a) of the PPS is not a factor to consider in the BRES process, since it was 
determined previously that there was a need for additional Greenfield land in the Town of 
Caledon and that a certain amount of new Greenfield land is required in Bolton.  As a 
consequence, Sections 1.1.3.9 b) (Infrastructure and Public Service Facilities), c) (Prime 
Agricultural Areas) and d) (Impacts on Agricultural Operations) are the only components of 
Section 1.1.3.9 of the PPS that need to be dealt with in the context of the BRES process.  
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These three sections are reflected in Criterion #2, #3, #6, #7, #8 and #9. 
 

The Growth Plan deals with the issue of settlement area 
expansions as set out below: 

 
"2.2.8  Settlement Area Boundary Expansions 

 
1. The policies in this section apply only to the expansion of 

a settlement area within a municipality. 
 
2. A Settlement Area boundary expansion may only occur as 

part of a municipal comprehensive review where it has 
been demonstrated that: 
 
a) sufficient opportunities to accommodate forecasted 

growth contained in Schedule 3, through 
intensification and in designated Greenfield areas, 
using the intensification target and density targets, are 
not available: 

 
i. within the regional market area, as determined by the upper or single-tier municipality; 

and, 
ii within the applicable lower-tier municipality to accommodate the growth allocated to 

the municipality pursuant to this plan. 
 

b) the expansion makes available sufficient lands for a time horizon not exceeding 20 years, 
based on the analysis provided for in Policy 2.2.8.2(a) 

 
c) The timing of the expansion and the phasing of development within the designated 

Greenfield area will not adversely affect the achievement of the intensification target and 
density targets, and the other policies of this Plan 

 
d) where applicable, the proposed expansion will meet the requirements of the Greenbelt, 

Niagara Escarpment and Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plans 
 
e) the existing or planned infrastructure required to accommodate the proposed expansion 

can be provided in a financially and environmentally sustainable manner 
 
f) in prime agricultural areas: 
 

i. the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas 
ii. there are no reasonable alternatives that avoid prime agricultural areas 
iii there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime 

agricultural areas 
 

g) impacts from expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which are adjacent or 
close to the settlement areas are mitigated to the extent feasible 

 
h) in determining the most appropriate location for expansions to the boundaries of 
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settlement areas, the policies of Section 2 (Wise Use and Management of Resources) and 
3 (Protecting Public Health and Safety) of the PPS, 2005 are applied 

 
i) for expansions of small cities and towns within the outer ring, municipalities will plan to 

maintain or move significantly towards a minimum of one full-time job per three residents 
within or in the immediate vicinity of the small city or town." 

 
With respect to the Growth Plan, Sections 2.2.8.2 (d), (e), (f), (g) and (h) need to be 
considered in the context of the BRES process.  Sections 2.2.8.2 (a) and (b) were dealt with 
through the OPA 226 process and Section 2.2.8.2 i) does not apply since the Town of 
Caledon is not in the “outer ring”.   
 
Section 2.2.8.2 (c) deals with the timing of the expansion and the phasing of development in 
relation to the achievement of the intensification targets and the density targets that are 
established by the Growth Plan and implemented through Official Plans. Given that the BRES 
process is intended to provide Greenfield lands for development in the 2021 to 2031 time 
period, the phasing of development has already been considered.  The one target that will 
need to be considered as part of the overall BRES process in the minimum density target, 
which has already been established by the Region of Peel and the Town of Caledon (68.3 
people and jobs per hectare).   

 
With respect to the remaining sections, Section 2.2.8.2 d) deals with the Greenbelt Plan.  
While there is no specific criterion dealing with the Greenbelt Plan, Criterion #4 deals with 
the lands within the Greenbelt Plan indirectly as a consequence of the consideration of the 
impacts of new development on agricultural uses in the Greenbelt Plan area.  Criterion #5 
also indirectly deal with Greenbelt lands because components of the natural and water 
resource systems in the Greenbelt Plan area are supported by natural heritage features and 
riparian corridors in some of the expansion areas.  
 
Section 2.2.8.2 (e) deals with existing or planned infrastructure.  In this regard, a number of 
the criteria being considered as part of the BRES process deal with infrastructure, most 
notably Criteria #6, #7, #8 and #9.  Section 2.2.8.2 (f) and (g) have also been dealt with.  In 
particular, Criterion 4 deals with impacts on normal farm practices on adjacent lands.  There 
is no specific criterion dealing with agricultural operations because an assessment of these 
operations has indicated that the impacts of existing operations on any of the lands within 
the six expansion areas are minimal.  It is noted that if an expansion area is selected, any 
livestock operation within that expansion area is considered to be an interim use until 
development occurs.  Section 2.2.8.2 (h) deals with Section 2 and 3 of the Provincial Policy 
Statement and these two sections have already been addressed, as per the discussion above. 

 
It is noted that a number of other sections in the Provincial Policy Statement and the 
Growth Plan that deal with the optimization of infrastructure and the need to plan for 
infrastructure at the same time as planning for growth, have also been addressed through 
these criteria. 
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2.3 Relationship of Criteria to Town of Caledon Sustainability 
Objectives 

 
The Town of Caledon has demonstrated its commitment to sustainable design, with the 
inclusion of policies in Section 3.1 as well as other sections of OPA 226 that address 
sustainability. The Town has defined sustainability as the wise use of resources to meet the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs.  Section 3.1 states that “as a framework for decision making, sustainability allows for 
the coordinated and integrated consideration of the implications of land use decisions economic, 
environmental and social cultural matters.”  Section 3.1 includes objectives and policies for 
sustainability for a range of topics related to future development including complete 
communities, affordability, innovative stormwater management, natural systems, recreational 
opportunities, alternative forms of transportation, optimizing existing public services and 
infrastructure etc.  The following provides an overview of how each of the criteria 
used to evaluate the six options for the BRES address the sustainability 
objectives in Section 3.1 of OPA 226. 
 
Criterion 1 – The expansion area is a logical extension to the current built-up area 
and will be well integrated into the fabric of the existing developed area 
 
The intent of this criterion focuses on achieving a development pattern that is well 
integrated with the existing built-up area through coherent road, pedestrian and open space 
connections.  Such a development pattern calls for compact communities which is reflected 
in one of the principles of sustainability under Section 3.1.1, which states that new 
development should focus on areas that “can be planned as compact, diverse and transit supportive 
communities while minimizing impacts on the natural environment and rural/agricultural resources.”  
 
In addition, this criterion has been reflected throughout Section 3.1. For example, Section 
3.1.3.7 states that the “Town of Caledon is committed to implementing sustainable development 
patterns and sustainable urban design in order to create complete, compact and connected 
communities.” Again, in Section 3.1.3.7.1, one of the considerations that may be included in 
the Town’s design guidelines is achieving an integrated community through appropriate 
linkages between different areas of the Town, parks, walkways and trails.  
 
Criterion 2 - The selection of the expansion area will provide for the completion of a 
component of the existing urban area and will not prejudice the preparation of 
larger-scale comprehensive planning studies in the future 
 
Similar to criterion one, the purpose of this criterion is reflected in Section 3.1.3.7 in which 
the Town demonstrates its commitment to “sustainable development patterns and sustainable 
urban design in order to create complete, compact and connected communities.” In addition, the 
completion of an existing urban area will result in achieving a more complete community 
(Section 3.1.3.7), as well as potentially “optimizing existing public services and infrastructure” 
(Section 3.1.3.7.1).  
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Criterion 3 – Development in the expansion area will have minimal impacts on the 
function of existing and planned employment lands 
 
This criterion examines land use compatibility between new development and existing and 
planned employment lands to ensure minimal impacts on employment lands and the overall 
economic sustainability of Caledon. This is consistent with the “economic” pillar of 
sustainability identified in Section 3.1, as well as one of the sustainability principles in Section 
3.1.1, which promotes “economic development and employment policies which support an 
enhanced tax base and promote live-opportunities.”  Section 3.1.3.7 also states that community 
design should ensure that “the Town’s communities, neighbourhoods, residences, shopping and 
employments areas are liveable, viable, compatible and attractive.” 
 
Criterion 4 – Land use conflicts between development in the expansion area and 
normal farm practices over the long term in the adjacent prime agricultural area are 
minimal. 
 
One of the principles of sustainability under Section 3.1.1 is to “foster a vibrant, economically 
vital rural and agricultural community.” To minimize the impacts on prime agricultural areas and 
on normal agricultural practices, this criterion assesses new development against their 
interface with agricultural areas as well as Greenbelt Plan areas. This criterion is also 
reflected in another principle under Section 3.1.1 that states that new communities should 
have minimal impacts on the natural environment and rural/agricultural resources.  
 
Criterion 5 - 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 
 
This criterion addresses potential impacts on the natural heritage system and therefore 
directly addresses the “environmental” pillar of sustainability. The criterion reflects the 
principles in Section 3.1.1 that call for new communities to be planned “while minimizing 
impacts on the natural environment” and to ensure “the continued health and integrity of 
Caledon’s natural heritage.”  In addition, the criterion is addressed in the section on the design 
guidelines considerations in Section 3.1.3.7.1 which refers to the “integration of natural 
systems, features and functions into the design of the community,” “preservation of existing trees 
and other significant vegetation”, and “appropriate protection and stewardship measures for 
greenways and/or watercourses.”  
 
Criterion 6 – There is capacity in the existing and already planned major road system 
to accommodate development in the expansion area without having a significant 
impact on the level of service 
 
The purpose of this criterion reflects the principle of “ensuring Caledon’s continued and 
enhanced fiscal sustainability (Section 3.1.1)” through the utilization of existing infrastructure 
and ensuring that any new infrastructure will be beneficial to existing and future residences. 
Additionally, Section 3.1.3.7.1 states that “optimizing existing public services and infrastructure” 
should be a factor considered under the Town’s design guidelines. 
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Criterion 7 – Development in the expansion area will support the establishment of 
GO Rail services in Bolton  
 
With the potential of establishing GO Rail services in Bolton, the Town of Caledon is 
focused on creating communities that are transit-supportive as a part of its commitment to 
sustainable practices. This is reflected throughout the Town’s sustainability policies. For 
example, Section 3.1.1 encourages new development to be planned as “transit supportive 
communities.” Section 3.1.3.7 states that “the creation of a complete community requires 
developments that provide alternative forms of transportation.” Section 3.1.3.7.1 further provides 
that the consideration for a design guideline should include “promotion of public transit and 
alternative forms of transportation which decrease automobile dependency.” 
 
Section 3.1.1 also makes a reference to Bill 51, the Planning and Conservation Land Statue Law 
Amendment Act, which amended the Planning Act to establish the promotion of development 
that is designed to be sustainable and to support public transit and to be oriented to 
pedestrian to be a matter of Provincial Interest.  In addition, integrating growth and transit 
further contributes to the Town’s commitment to climate change, where the Town “shall 
work with the Region of Peel, Metrolinx, the City of Brampton, adjacent municipalities and other 
appropriate jurisdictions to improve public transit…to reduce overall greenhouse gas emission from 
transportation that contribute to climate change (Section 3.1.3.8.5)”. 
 
Criterion 8 – Development in the expansion area will not result in the need for 
complex and expensive servicing infrastructure upgrades that may have an impact on 
the availability of the lands for development in 2021 
 
This criterion reflects the principle of “ensuring Caledon’s continued and enhanced fiscal 
sustainability (Section 3.1.1)” by evaluating options based on the complexity and cost of 
infrastructure upgrades and potential benefits of new servicing infrastructure.  
 
Criterion 9 – New development in the expansion area will optimize the use of existing 
and already planned community infrastructure 
 

This criterion promotes the utilization of existing Town resources and minimizes additional 
capital costs on community infrastructure such as community centres and Town-wide park 
facilities, which aligns with the principle of “ensuring Caledon’s continued and enhanced fiscal 
sustainability (Section 3.1.1).” Additionally, the criterion also is in line with one of the 
considerations for the Town’s design guideline, which states community design should 
“optimize existing public services and infrastructure” (Section 3.1.3.7.1).  
 
Criterion 10 - The location of the expansion area will support the planned function of 
existing and already planned commercial areas in Bolton. 
 
This criterion is intended to focus on the maintenance and enhancement of the planned 
function of commercial areas in Bolton. This is consistent with the “economic” pillar of 
sustainability identified in Section 3.1, as well as one of the sustainability principles in Section 
3.1.1, which promotes “economic development and employment policies which support an 
enhanced tax base and promote live-work opportunities.”  Section 3.1.3.7 also states that 
community design should ensure that “the Town’s communities, neighbourhoods, residences, 
shopping and employments areas are liveable, viable, compatible and attractive.” 
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3.0   IMPORTANCE OF CRITERIA 
 

In order to assist with the evaluation of the criteria, a review of each has been carried-out to 
determine if each criterion should be treated equally from an importance perspective when 
reviewing the six expansion area options.  Assigning a level of importance to each of the 
criteria ensures that the matters of high importance can be balanced against other matters 
that are of high importance and the matters of moderate importance.  On the basis of the 
above, three levels of importance have been established as set out below: 
 

‘1’ 
Criterion is of low 

importance 

‘3’ 
Criterion is of moderate 

importance 
 

‘5’ 
Criterion is of high 

importance 
 

The numbers 1, 3 and 5 were selected instead of 1, 2 and 3 for example to allow for there 
to be a more discernible range in the scoring.  It is recognized that the level of importance 
of each of the criteria can be a matter of much debate since there will be a range of opinions 
on what level of importance should be assigned to each.  Based on a number of comments 
made by the public through the public process, a critical review of each of the criterion was 
carried out with a view if determining what level of importance should be assigned.  
 
In order to assign the level of importance, those criteria that were considered to be critical 
were identified first and given a high level of importance.  In this regard, three of the ten 
criteria are considered to be of high importance: 
 
• Criterion #3 - Development in the expansion area will have minimal 

impacts on the function of existing and planned employment lands 
• Criterion #7 - Development in the expansion area will support the 

establishment of GO Rail services in Bolton; and, 
• Criterion #8 - Development in the expansion area will not result in the 

need for complex and expensive servicing infrastructure upgrades that 
may have an impact on the availability of the lands for development in 
2021 

The criteria that are considered to be of high importance are the same as those that were 
presented in this manner at the June 11, 2013 Council meeting and the June 12, 2013 open 
house.   
 
The criterion dealing with existing and planned employment areas is considered to be of high 
importance since one of the basic elements of a complete community is the availability of 
land for employment uses and the potential for living and working in the same community.  
The establishment of the proposed GO Station of the east side of Humber Station Road and 
north of King Street is considered to be a Provincial, Town and Region priority.  The degree 
to which an expansion area supports the development of the GO Station was also 
considered to be of high importance.  Lastly, the criterion dealing with the cost and 
complexity of the servicing solution was considered to be of high importance as well since 
the greater the complexity, the greater the cost and the greater the potential impact on the 
timing of development. 
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 Four of the ten criteria are considered to be of moderate importance: 
 
• Criterion #1 - The expansion area is a logical extension to the current 

built-up area and will be well integrated into the fabric of the existing 
developed area 

• Criterion #2 - The selection of the expansion area will provide for the 
completion of a component of the existing urban area and will not 
prejudice the preparation of larger-scale comprehensive planning studies 
in the future; 

• Criterion #5 - 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; and, 

• Criterion #6 - There is capacity in the existing and already planned major 
road system to accommodate development in the expansion area without 
having a significant impact on the level of service 

Three of the criteria were identified as having low importance when compared to the other 
seven criteria as set out below: 
 
• Criterion #4 - Land use conflicts between development in the expansion 

area and normal farm practices over the long term in the adjacent prime 
agricultural area are minimal. 

• Criterion #9 - New development in the expansion area will optimize the 
use of existing and already planned community infrastructure; and, 

• Criterion #10 - The location of the expansion area will support the 
planned function of existing and already planned commercial areas in 
Bolton 

Criterion 4 is considered to be of low importance given that much of the land adjacent to 
each of the expansion areas is considered to be prime agricultural land.  While there may be 
differences in terms of the time horizon that agricultural uses will be occurring, the relative 
importance of this criterion is considered to be less than the criterion of moderate 
importance.  The criterion dealing with community infrastructure was also considered to be 
of low importance as well, particularly when compared to the criterion of moderate 
importance.  The criterion dealing with the impacts of development in the expansion areas 
on the planned function of commercial areas was also considered to be of low importance, 
primarily because there is not enough information to adequately assess these impacts.   
However, certain basic assumptions can be made about where people may travel to obtain 
goods and services based on location and for this reason, the criterion continues to be one 
of the criteria being considered as part of this process.  
 
It was recognized at the outset of the process that there is a need for some type of 
analytical framework to assist with the comparison of a number of different criteria, with this 
analytical framework also reflecting the level of importance assigned to that criterion.  It was 
on this basis that the scoring methodology was developed.  However, the most important 
component of the methodology is the level of importance assigned to the 10 criteria 
themselves, since the level of importance assigned to each has a significant impact on the 
outcome of the scoring.   
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In my opinion, establishing a methodology that is based on the development of criteria and 
the scoring of a number of factors under each is a useful tool that has been relied upon in 
the context of our work to help inform a planning opinion.  Given that there was and is so 
much to consider, establishing a methodology to assist in determining where and how 
Bolton should expand is considered to be useful.  However, in the end, while the numbers 
and the scoring are very relevant, they were not considered to be determinative with 
respect to the establishment of the planning opinion.  On the basis of the discussion above, 
Chart A below shows the relative importance of each of the criteria to the final scoring. 
 

Chart A:  Relative Importance of Each Criterion 

 
Chart A above indicates that the three criteria that are of high importance each have a 
relative weight of just above 17% of the total available score.  The four criteria of moderate 
importance each have a relative weight of 10.2% of the total score, which is approximately 
7% less than the criteria of high importance.  The three criteria of low importance each have 
a relative weight of about 2.5%, which is again about 7% lower than the four criteria of 
moderate importance.   
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4.0   FACTORS CONSIDERED IN EVALUATING 
THE CRITERIA 
 
The May 6, 2013 report identified a number of factors in association with each criterion that 
would be considered in the evaluation of the criteria.  As with the criteria themselves, each 
of the factors has been reviewed and refined and in some cases consolidated to ensure that 
they are as meaningful and useful to the evaluation process as possible.  Since the 
importance of the factor being considered is often different, the relative importance of each 
of the factors was also established for evaluation purposes.  The relative importance of each 
of the factors is 1, 3 or 5.  However, a different number was selected for one of the factors 
in Criteria #8 and #9 to account for the presence of 3 factors instead of 2 and to ensure 
that criteria that had the same weight had the same share of the total available score as 
shown on Chart 1.  
 
In addition to the above, there always had to be a factor of high importance, when compared 
to other factors for comparison purposes.  In some cases, the next important factor scored 
a 3 or a 1, with 3 signifying that the next factor was of moderate importance compared to 
the factor of high importance and 1 signifying that the next factor was of low importance 
compared to the factor of high importance. 

 
Below is a description of each of the factors considered under each criterion and along with 
the relative level of importance of the factor. The text in italics after each factor below 
describes how the factor would be scored.  The intent was to ensure that the higher the 
score, the greater the conformity of the expansion area with the factors themselves.  

 
CRITERION 1 – The expansion area is a logical extension to the current built-
up area and will be well integrated into the fabric of the existing developed area 
 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The potential for road, pedestrian and open space connections between the 

expansion area and the existing built-up area – the greater the potential 
the higher the score (Factor is of moderate importance when 
compared to other factor) 
 

3 

2 The residential expansion area is located close to the current limits of 
residential development – the closer it is the higher the score  (Factor is 
of high importance when compared to other factor) 

5 

 
The factor dealing with the proximity of the expansion area to the current limits of 
residential development was considered to be of high importance, since the integration of 
the new residential area with existing residential areas is considered to be desirable. 
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CRITERION 2 - The selection of the expansion area will provide for the 
completion of a component of the existing urban area and will not prejudice the 
preparation of larger-scale comprehensive planning studies in the future 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The extent to which the expansion area "rounds out" and completes the 

existing development area – the greater the ‘completion potential’ the 
higher the score  (Factor is of moderate importance when compared 
to other factor) 

3 

2 The extent to which the expansion area has a potential impact on the 
preparation of larger scale land use and servicing studies – the lower the 
potential impact the higher the score  (Factor is of high importance 
when compared to other factor) 

5 

 
The factor dealing with the impacts of development in the expansion area on the 
preparation of larger-scale land use and servicing studies was considered to be of high 
importance, because a high probability exists that a number of long-term planning and 
servicing studies will need to be undertaken, particularly in the area located to the west of 
the existing Bolton Settlement Area. 

CRITERION 3 – Development in the expansion area will have minimal impacts 
on the function of existing and planned employment lands 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The extent to which the expansion area creates potential land use 

compatibility concerns with existing employment areas – the lower the 
potential impact the higher the score (Factor is of moderate 
importance when compared to other factor) 

3 

2 The extent to which the expansion area creates potential land use 
compatibility concerns with planned employment areas on the west side of 
Coleraine – the lower the potential impact the higher the score (Factor 
is of high importance when compared to other factor) 

5 

 
The factor dealing with the potential impacts on the planned employment area on the west 
side of Coleraine was considered to be of high importance, since this employment area is 
currently vacant and the siting of residential uses nearby will have a potential impact on the 
range of uses that could be considered on these lands. 
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CRITERION 4 – Land use conflicts between development in the expansion area 
and normal farm practices over the long term in the adjacent prime 
agricultural area are minimal 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The potential impacts of carrying out normal farm practices such as plowing 

and fertilizing on lands adjacent to the expansion area on new development 
in the expansion area – the shorter the length of the interface with 
agricultural areas as a percentage of total the higher the score (Factor 
is of low importance when compared to other factor) 

1 

2 The length of time there will be an interface between development in the 
expansion area and agricultural uses based on the location of the Greenbelt 
Plan boundary - If there is no Greenbelt Plan interface the score is 6, 
if there is a Greenbelt Plan boundary the score is 0 (Factor is of 
high importance when compared to other factor) 

5 

 
The factor dealing with the length of time there will be an interface was considered to be of 
high importance because of the permanent nature of that interface.  Given that there are 
only two possible scores, a score of ‘6’ was applied if there was an interface and a score of 
‘0’ was applied if there is no interface.  Based on the work completed by Sean Colville (to be 
provided under separate cover) it has been determined that the livestock facilities in the 
vicinity of each of the expansion areas do not have a significant impact on the development 
of residential and other uses in each of the expansion areas. 

 
CRITERION 5 - 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 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The impact of sensitive and/or significant natural heritage features within the 

expansion area on community design, the establishment of a cohesive 
community structure and the complexity of the servicing and stormwater 
management solutions – The less the extent of the potential constraints 
the higher the score (Factor is of high importance when compared to 
other factor) 

5 

2 The extent to which there is contributing habitat to downstream Redside 
Dace habitat within the expansion area  - 0% to 25% scores 6, 25% to 50% 
scores 4, 50% to 75% scores 2 and more than 75% scores 0 (Factor is of 
moderate importance when compared to other factor) 

3 

 
In order to determine how the above criterion could be assessed, Jim Dougan of Dougan 
and Associates was responsible for providing the required input, as set out in Appendix B. 
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CRITERION 6 – There is capacity in the existing and already planned major 
road system to accommodate development in the expansion area without 
having a significant impact on the level of service 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The degree to which development in the expansion area will have an impact 

on the level of service on existing and planned arterial roads assuming that 
there are no improvements or widenings  – the less the impact on the 
current function of existing and planned arterial roads the higher the 
score (Factor is of high importance when compared to other factor) 

5 

2 The extent to which development in the expansion area will provide for the 
establishment of new and/or improved road connections that provide 
additional options for existing and future residents – the greater the 
potential benefits as a consequence of new development the higher 
the score (Factor is of moderate importance when compared to other 
factor) 

3 

 
In order to assist with the establishment and scoring of the above criterion, Phil Grubb of 
Paradigm Transportation Solutions has prepared a memorandum that is contained within 
Appendix C to this report. 

CRITERION 7 – Development in the expansion area will support the 
establishment of GO Rail services in Bolton  

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The extent to which the selection of the option supports GO station 

development – the greater the potential impact because of location the 
higher the score (Factor is of high importance when compared to 
other factor) 

5 

2 The extent to which the location of the GO Station could have an impact on 
the amount of higher density housing that is developed as a share of total 
housing in the expansion area  – the greater the potential because of 
location in relation to the GO Station the higher the score (Factor is of 
moderate importance when compared to other factor) 

3 

 
The factor dealing with location was considered to be of high importance because it is the 
location of the expansion area that has the greatest impact on GO Station development.  
The second factor was considered to be of moderate importance in comparison.  While the 
potential exists to develop higher density housing in each of the expansion areas, both the 
Region of Peel Official Plan and the Town’s OPA 226 contain policies to encourage higher 
density residential development in potential major transit station areas. 
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CRITERION 8 – Development in the expansion area will not result in the need 
for complex and expensive servicing infrastructure upgrades that may have an 
impact on the availability of the lands for development in 2021 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 2 or 5) 
 1 The complexity and cost of the water and sewer infrastructure upgrades  – 

the lower the complexity and cost the higher the score (Factor is of 
high importance when compared to other factor) 

5 

2 Opportunity to support long term servicing of other growth areas  – the 
greater the servicing flexibility the higher the score (Factor is of lower 
importance when compared to factor of high importance) 

2 

3 Opportunity to benefit or enhance level of service in the existing service 
areas  – the greater the flexibility to support existing service areas the 
higher the score (Factor is of lower importance when compared to 
other factors) 

1 

 
The factor dealing with the complexity of the servicing solution was considered to be of high 
importance because it is this complexity and cost that will have a significant impact on timing 
and developability.  The other two factors are of lower importance and given that there 
were three factors within this criterion, the second factor was given a level of importance of 
‘2’ in order to ensure that this criterion of high importance had the same weight as other 
criteria of high importance.  In order to ensure that all criteria of high importance had the 
same weight, the level of importance of the second most important factor was reduced from 
‘3’ to ‘2’. Details on this criterion and how it scored are contained within Appendix D. 

CRITERION 9 – New development in the expansion area will optimize the use 
of existing and already planned community infrastructure 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 2 or 3) 
 1 The extent to which development in the expansion area will optimize the 

use of existing community centres – the greater the optimization the 
higher the score (Factor is of high importance when compared to 
other factor) 

3 

2 The extent to which development in the expansion area will optimize the 
use of existing and already planned Town-wide park facilities – the greater 
the optimization the higher the score (Factor is of low importance 
when compared to other factor) 

1 

3 The extent to which fire response timing may be impacted by the location of 
development – the greater the response time (taking into account 
location of grade crossings) - the higher the score (Factor is of 
moderate importance) 

2 

 
The factor dealing with community centres was given a higher level of importance when 
compared to Town-wide park facilities and emergency services response times.  In order to 
ensure that all criteria of low importance had the same weight, the level of importance of 
the most important factor was reduced from ‘5’ to ‘3’.  While it is recognized that each 
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factor is important for a number of reasons, the cost of developing new community centres 
is significant when compared to other Town services.  Emergency response times was 
identified as an issue by the public and in response, Town staff have reviewed the matter as 
it relates to the six options. 

 
In this regard the Fire Chief has prepared his comments based on response times to each of 
the expansion options based on network radius/travel time of 4 kilometers/ 4 minutes and 8 
kilometers/8 minutes methodology.  In this regard, there are no concerns with Options #1 
and #2.  With the remaining options, there are some concerns for the primary response 
coverage area as the Canadian Pacific Railway line travels across King Street and in some 
cases, Coleraine Drive. There would be an impact on our emergency response capabilities in 
the event of a blocked rail crossing. Should this occur, Fire and Emergency Services will be 
required to respond via an alternate route.  

Although an alternate route would provide an assured response, we would experience a 
significant increase in travel distances and response time. Should Option #3, #4, #5 and #6 
be approved, Fire and Emergency Services would consider responding to these specific areas 
with an automatic two-station response, which would simultaneously dispatch a response 
from the Caledon East Station, located west of the tracks, approximately 10 to 12 
kilometres away from the subject area at the same time as the Bolton Station was 
dispatched.  

CRITERION 10 – The location of the expansion area will support the planned 
function of existing and already planned commercial areas in Bolton 

 

 Factors 

Level of 
Importance 

(1, 3 or 5) 
 1 The location of the expansion area and existing commercial areas – the 

greater the potential for new residents in the expansion area to 
potentially support existing commercial uses based on location the 
higher the score (Factor is of high importance when compared to 
other factor) 

5 

2 The nature of the commercial uses needed in conjunction with the 
expansion area and the potential impact of the new commercial uses on the 
planned function of existing commercial areas – the less the need to 
replicate existing commercial uses in the expansion area based on 
location the higher the score (Factor is of low importance when 
compared to other factor) 

1 

 
The factor dealing with the location of the expansion area in relation to existing commercial 
areas was determined to be of high importance, when compared to the other factor, which 
is difficult to ascertain. 
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5.0  SCORING RESULTS 
 

The results of the scoring as described in the previous sections are presented on the 
following pages.  The top half of each page shows how each factor was scored in each 
expansion area.  The bottom half of the page shows how each of the expansion areas scored. 
 
The numbers selected for scoring purposes were 0 to 6 with these numbers being selected to 
allow for a variety of scores to be applied and for the product of the scoring process leading 
to there being discernable differences between the six expansion area options.  It is also 
noted that each expansion area is being compared when considering each factor – this means 
that one or more of the expansion areas had to obtain a score of ‘6’ in each factor, with the 
remaining scores either being the same or less based on the degree to which the expansion 
area satisfies the factor. 
 
As noted previously in this report, establishing a methodology that is based on the 
establishment of criteria and the scoring of a number of factors under each is a useful tool 
that has been relied upon to help inform a planning opinion.  Given that there was and is so 
much to consider, establishing a methodology to assist in determining where and how Bolton 
should expand was considered useful.  However, in the end, while the numbers and the 
scoring are very relevant, they were not considered to be determinative with respect to the 
establishment of the planning opinion.    
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CRITERION 1 – The expansion area is a logical extension to the current built-up area and 
will be well integrated into the fabric of the existing developed area 
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CRITERION 2 - The selection of the expansion area will provide for the completion of a 
component of the existing urban area and will not prejudice the preparation of larger-
scale comprehensive planning studies in the future 
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CRITERION 3 – Development in the expansion area will have minimal impacts on the 
function of existing and planned employment lands 
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CRITERION 4 – Land use conflicts between development in the expansion area and 
normal farm practices over the long term in the adjacent prime agricultural area are 
minimal. 
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CRITERION 5 - 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 
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CRITERION 6 – There is capacity in the existing and already planned major road system to 
accommodate development in the expansion area without having a significant impact on 
the level of service 
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CRITERION 7 – Development in the expansion area will support the establishment of GO 
Rail services in Bolton 
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CRITERION 8 – Development in the expansion area will not result in the need for complex 
and expensive servicing infrastructure upgrades that may have an impact on the 
availability of the lands for development in 2021 
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CRITERION 9 – New development in the expansion area will optimize the use of existing 
and already planned community infrastructure 
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CRITERION 10 – The location of the expansion area will support the planned function of 
existing and already planned commercial areas in Bolton 
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On the basis of the above analysis, Option 3 scores the highest with a score of 1,055.  Option 1 is next 
at 1,016, followed by Options 2, 4, 5 and 6 in that order as shown on Chart B below. 

Chart B:  Scoring Results 

 
Another way of expressing the results is to show how each of the options scored as a percentage 
of total.  In other words, a maximum number of points were available based on the way the 
criteria were weighted.  In this regard, the maximum score that could be attained is 1,404. 
Option 3 attained 75.1% of that score, followed by Option 1, which attained 72.3% of that score 
as shown on Chart C below. 

Chart C:  Scoring Results as a Percentage of Total Score
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6.0  REVIEW OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES 
 
A number of iterations to the level of importance assigned to various criteria were 
considered.  One iteration involved the identification of all of the criteria to be of moderate 
importance, meaning that there were no criteria of high importance and no criteria of low 
importance.  If all of the criteria were scored with this assumption, Option #1 would score 
the highest (as shown on Chart D) and Option #3 would be a very close second.  
 

Chart D:  Scoring Results if all Criteria of Moderate Importance

 

In my opinion, it would not be appropriate to assign the same level of importance to each of 
the criteria, because there are clearly significant differences between the criteria from a land 
use and servicing perspective.  If the criterion dealing with the GO Station were reduced in 
importance from 5 to 3, Option 1 would score the highest (as shown on Chart E).  
However, Option 3 would be a very close second. 

Chart E:  Scoring Results if GO Station Criterion is of Moderate Importance 
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support the goals and objectives of the Province, Region and Town. 
 
If the criterion dealing with water and sewer servicing were reduced from being of high 
importance to moderate importance, Option #3 would score the highest followed closely by 
Option #1 (as shown on Chart F).   
 

Chart F:  Scoring Results if Servicing Criterion is of Moderate Importance 

 

It is my opinion that reducing the level of importance of the servicing criterion would not be 
appropriate given that the complexity and cost of the servicing does vary significantly across 
the 6 options and because the greater the complexity and cost, the more of an impact the 
complexity and cost will have on the potential timing of development. 
 
Lastly, if the criterion dealing with the protection of employment areas were reduced in 
importance from 5 to 3, Option 3 would score the highest (as shown of Chart G). 
 

Chart G:  Scoring Results if Employment Criterion is of Moderate Importance 
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not be appropriate given that there is a need to plan for and protect employment areas and 
because the presence of jobs in a community is required to support the complete 
community objectives of the Province. 
 
It is recognized that there are many possible permutations of the scoring.  However, this 
process is much more than the assignment of values and the scoring of options.  In my 
professional opinion, this process is all about identifying an expansion area that is the most 
reasonable choice for expansion, given current knowledge.  In this case, Option #3 appears 
to be the most appropriate from a scoring perspective, followed very closely by Option #1. 
 
Option #3 scored the highest because the complexity of the servicing solution has been 
determined to not be as high as it is for Option #1 and because Option #3 is located 
immediately adjacent to the proposed GO Station.  However, Option #1 is also supportable 
from a planning perspective and the analysis that has been carried-out.  Options #4, #5 and 
#6 are not supportable at this time, primarily because of their location in an area that will 
clearly be the subject of a number of larger-scale land use planning and infrastructure 
planning exercises in the years to come.  While Option #2 is similar to Option #1, it is not 
as attractive because of its location.  
 
On the basis of all of the above, it is my professional land use planning opinion that Option 
#3 should be selected.  While the scoring exercise did result in Option #3 scoring the 
highest, it is my opinion that Option #3 is the most appropriate location for a relatively 
minor residential expansion in the 2021 to 2031 time period. This is primarily because the 
location of Option #3 supports the GO station, the complexity of the servicing is less than 
in Options #1 and #2 and because the selection of Option #3 will not have a significant 
impact on the carrying of future land use and servicing plans on lands generally between King 
Street and Mayfield Road in the future.   
 
Given the location of the Option #1 lands, it is also my professional planning opinion that 
Option #1 can also be supported for a number of reasons.  However, the selection of this 
option would not support the establishment of the GO Station as well as Option #3 and the 
servicing solution appears to be more complex than Option #3. 
 
It should also be recognized that the process we undertook to identify lands for population 
growth in the 2021 to 2031 time period is most likely going to pale in comparison with the 
process that will be carried out to allocate growth in Caledon in the 2031 to 2041 time 
period, since population growth in that time period is expected to be about 330,000 people 
in the Region of Peel according to the Growth Plan.  Given that both the Cities of Brampton 
and Mississauga will have by that time seen the majority of their Greenfield areas developed, 
the only remaining Greenfield area left in the Region of Peel will be in the Town of Caledon.  
On this basis, there is a good likelihood that some or all of the lands in the other Expansion 
Area options will be considered for post 2031 development in the next five years. 
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7.0  ROUNDING-OUT RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
With respect to the rounding-out areas, it is our opinion that the selection of the expansion 
area has a significant impact on which of the rounding-out areas are selected.  
 
On the basis of the above, the selection of a rounding-out area is very much based on what 
appears to be reasonable.  Factors to consider in this regard include: 
 
1. The amount of road frontage; 
2. The shape of the area and its impacts on layout; 
3. The nature of existing uses and their likelihood for re-development for the ability of the 

rounding-out area to complement the existing neighbourhood; 
4. The nature of the potential uses; and 
5. The nature of the potential environmental constraints. 

On a basis of a review of those factors, it is recommended that the Duffy’s Lane rounding-
out area be incorporated within expansion Option #3 because of its large size, its location 
adjacent to King Street and the proposed BAR and the potential for a range of land uses to 
be planned. 
 
The Rounding Out area focused on Chickadee Lane is not considered to be a priority at this 
time, primarily because the lands are made up of a number of rural lots that are used for 
residential purposes.  Given the nature of the current land use, it is entirely feasible that the 
lands will not be redeveloped for some time if they were included within the settlement 
area.   
 
With respect to the Public Works rounding out area, it is my opinion that an opportunity 
exists to improve the northern gateway to Bolton if these lands were included. 
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BOLTON RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION STUDY: PHASE 2 
TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM –   NATURAL HERITAGE 

June 19, 2013 
 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Dougan & Associates was retained by the Town of Caledon in May 2013 to undertake an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for a preferred residential expansion area, as part of the larger 
Bolton Residential Expansion Study (BRES). Dougan & Associates is being supported by C. Portt and 
Associates, fisheries biologists.  
 
Phase 1 of this project involved developing evaluation criteria to be used to evaluate the Options for 
expansion, including environmental impacts. Phase 2 is the screening and ranking of the Options. This 
technical memorandum summarizes the criteria applied to the six (6) residential expansion Options, 
including the data sources accessed to document the BRES area, rationale for factors considered to 
rank Options, and important considerations regarding the approach. 
 
BACKGROUND DATA COLLECTION 
 
Data were obtained from the Town of Caledon and Toronto Region Conservation Authority, and 
encompasses a wide range of relevant digital data available from the Town and TRCA through their 
internal departments, and through their data sharing agreements with the Ontario Ministry of Natural 
Resources and Region of Peel.  Appendix 1 summarizes the data that was received and reviewed.  
 
SCREENING CRITERIA 
 
Screening criteria were developed by the study team led by Meridian Consultants. Two criteria were 
identified relevant to natural environment resources: 
 

Criterion 5 – 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.  
Factors considered include: 

• The impact of sensitive and/or significant natural heritage features and ecological 
functions within the expansion area on community design and the establishment of a 
cohesive community structure; 

• The impact of sensitive and/or significant natural heritage features and their 
ecological functions on adjacent lands on community design and the establishment of 
a cohesive community structure; 

• The extent of potential constraint areas as a relative percentage of land area; and 
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• The extent of area that may contribute to Redside Dace habitat. 
 

Criterion 6 – the selection of the expansion area will enhance the prospects for the enhancements 
and/or restoration of existing natural heritage features within or adjacent to the expansion area 
and their integration into the Town’s open space system.  
Factors considered include: 

• The extent to which linkages and related functions among surface water features, 
ground water features, hydrologic functions and natural heritage features and areas is 
maintained and where possible improved as a consequence of development in the 
expansion area; 

• The opportunities that may exist to integrate natural heritage features into the Town’s 
open space network; 

• The location of wetlands and woodlands; and 
• The location of watercourses and features that are subject to TRCA Regulation. 

 
Criterion 6 was subsequently dropped from the screening as it tended to cancel out the differentiation 
of the options outcomes under Criterion 5, which is considered to have higher importance value.   
 
CONSTRAINT SCREENING 
 
The factors considered for evaluating the six expansion Options were developed from existing data 
sources, to test each Option under relevant environmental legislation and policies, including: 

• Region of Peel and Town of Caledon policies reflecting the Provincial Policy Statement (2005) 
issued under the Planning Act  

• Endangered Species Act  
• Greenbelt Plan  
• Federal Fisheries Act 
• Conservation Authorities Act (TRCA Regulation) 

 
Based on the guiding legislation and policies, the following categories of natural heritage features and 
ecological functions were used to screen each of the six options: 
 

1. Significant Habitat of Endangered and Threatened Species – this category was divided 
into a) terrestrial and b) aquatic. Species at Risk are on record in the vicinity of the BRES 
Study Area, including terrestrial, aquatic and avian species. The determination of whether 
significant habitat is present requires more detailed study, but this factor represents a 
potential constraint to the options affected.  

 
2. Wetlands – this category was further divided into a) Provincial Significant Wetlands (PSW); 

b) evaluated wetlands that are non-PSW; and c) wetlands that have not been evaluated by 
the OMNR. PSWs and unevaluated wetlands are present in the BRES Study Area. These are 
regulated under TRCA, and addressed in Town of Caledon and Region of Peel policies; this 
factor represents a potential constraint to the options affected.  Unevaluated wetlands 
could be evaluated in the future; this would need to be considered if development is 
proposed.   

 



 

 
 
DOUGAN & ASSOC IATES                                                                                                                                                           Page 3 of 8 
Ecological Consulting & Design 
 

3. Significant Woodlands - The Region of Peel and Town of Caledon have significant 
woodland policies in conformity with the PPS. Woodlands are present within the BRES 
Study Area and this factor represents a potential constraint to the options affected. 

 
4. Significant Valleylands - The Region of Peel has significant valleyland policies in 

conformity with the PPS. Valleylands are present within the BRES Study Area which include 
main branch corridors and major tributaries of the Humber River, and this factor 
represents potential constraints to the options affected. 

 
5. Significant Wildlife Habitat - The Region of Peel and Town of Caledon have significant 

wildlife habitat policies in conformity with the PPS. The determination of whether 
significant wildlife habitat is present within the BRES Study Area requires more detailed 
study, but this factor represents a potential constraint to the options affected. 

 
6. Fish Habitat – this category was further divided into a) supporting habitat; b) coldwater 

habitat; and c) warmwater habitat based on the TRCA Humber River Fisheries 
Management Plan (2008). Watercourses and fish habitat are present in the vicinity of the 
BRES Study Area.  

 
7. Greenbelt Protected Countryside - Portions of the Greenbelt Protected Countryside are 

present within the BRES Study Area.  These contain rural land uses and relatively high 
concentrations of natural habitat within the study area.  

 
8. Regulated Area - Features and watercourses are present within the BRES Study Area that 

are regulated by TRCA.  
 

Areas of Natural and Scientific Interest (ANSIs) are not present in the vicinity of the BRES Study Area 
and therefore are not included in the screening. 
  
Table 1 summarizes the constraint factors, identifies those associated with each option, and rates the 
number and degree of constraint factors represented within the option area. Some constraints are 
very localized, while others affect more substantial areas within the option. Constraints are associated 
with natural features, as well as ecological functions associated with those features. Therefore in the 
case of wooded areas, wetlands, and fish habitat, functions that may extend beyond feature limits may 
be at risk of impacts as well as the features themselves. The screening also examines Adjacent Lands, 
defined in the PPS as “those lands contiguous to a specific natural heritage feature or area where it is likely 
that development or site alteration would have a negative impact on the feature or area.” For the 
purposes of this screening, the presence of of the feature and function factors documented in 
background data within 120 metres of the Option lands was considered.  
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Table 1: OPTION SCREENING SUMMARY –   NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
 

Natural Heritage Factors 

Option 1 – North 
Hill West 

Option 2 – North 
Hill East 

Option 3 – GO 
Station Focus 

Option 4 – King 
Street West 

Option 5 – 
Healey Road 

North 

Option 6 – 
Humber Station 

Road 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

Within 
Option 
Area 

Within 
120 m 

1.a) Significant Habitat of 
Endangered and 
Threatened Species 
(Terrestrial) 

 0  0   1  0   1  0   1  1  1  1  1  1 

2. a) Wetlands – PSW   0  1   0  1  0   0    0  0    0  0    0  0  

2. b) Wetlands – non‐PSW  0   0   0   0    0  0   0    0   0  0   0   0  

2. c) Wetlands – 
unevaluated  1  1  1  1  1  1  2  1  1  1  1  1 

3. Significant Woodlands  1  1  0   1   0  0   1  1  2  1  1   1 

4. Significant Valleylands   0  1  0  1  0   0  0  1   0  0   0  0 

5. Significant Wildlife 
Habitat  U  U  U  U  U  U  U  U  U  U  U  U 

6. a) Fish Habitat ‐ 
supporting  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1 

6. b)  Fish Habitat ‐ 
coldwater  0   1  0   1  0   0   0   0   0   0   0   0  

6. c)  Fish habitat ‐ 
warmwater  0   0   0   0   1  1  1  1  0  1  1  1 

7. Greenbelt Protected 
Countryside   0  1  0   1  0   1  0   1  0   0   0   0  

8. Regulated Area  1  1  2  1  1  1  2  1   1   1  1  1 

Points per Option  4  8  5  8  5  5  8  8  7  6  6  6 

Rank Score (0‐6)  4  3  6  1  4  5 
1.b) Significant Habitat of 
Endangered and 
Threatened Species 
(Redside Dace “protected 
indirect habitat”) 

1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  1  0  0 

Approx. Extent of 
Contributing Habitat  5%  25%  95%  90%  15%  0% 

Rank Score (0‐6)  6  4  0  0  6  6 

 
Scoring Interpretation  Extensive  Minimal 

Factor present, and must be excluded from 
development  3  2 

Factor present, and some development 
encroachment, relocation or compensation may 
be possible subject to detailed study 

2  1 

Factor present on Adjacent Lands (120 metres 
from proposed development)  1  1 

Factor not present   0  0 

Factor not documented  U 
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FINDINGS 
 
The following section outlines considerations that are important within the BRES area, in the context 
of our findings from screening of the options that have been identified for expansion purposes in 
Phase 1 from a natural environment perspective. It should be recognized that this screening is at a 
‘high level’ and has been undertaken in order to place the options into a ranking, to be further refined 
through criterion weighting by the planning team, in order to identify a preferred option that 
optimizes opportunities for the Town and minimizes impacts that are avoidable.   
 
Wetlands and defined valleylands represent potential areas of concentrated ecological functions, that 
are also considered hazard lands in accordance with legislation and policy. Options with 
concentrations of these features within or in close proximity will generally represent more potential 
constraints to development.  
 
Species that are provincially Threatened or Endangered are documented within the BRES area. These 
have been scored under aquatic and/or terrestrial. From a fish and aquatic habitat perspective, the 
most significant issue in the BRES area is Redside Dace (Clinostomus elongatus) habitat; Redside Dace is 
a minnow that is listed as Endangered under Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (ESA 2007). The 
regulated habitat for Redside Dace protects elements of direct habitat including stream reaches where 
the species has been recorded within the past 20 years and in which the habitat is still suitable. 
Protected recovery habitat includes formerly occupied stream reaches in occupied or adjacent 
subwatersheds where there is a reasonable likelihood of successful stream corridor rehabilitation and 
natural recolonization. Protected indirect habitat includes the associated meander belt width plus 
vegetated areas or agricultural lands, within 30 metres of the meander belt for each occupied or 
recovery stream reach; protected indirect habitat also includes streams, headwaters drainage features, 
groundwater discharge areas or wetlands that augment or maintain baseflows, coarse sediment 
supply and surface water quality to occupied or recovery reaches where the average bankfull width of 
the respective occupied or recovery reach is less than or equal to 7.5 metres wide. 
 
Based on mapping provided to the Town of Caledon by the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, 
there is occupied Redside Dace habitat within the BRES area but not within any of the six Option areas. 
There is occupied Redside Dace habitat downstream from portions of Options 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 
Tributaries, headwater drainage features, wetlands and groundwater recharge or discharge areas 
within those development areas may be considered indirect Redside Dace habitat if they affect 
occupied habitats downstream. Most of Options 3 and 4, and smaller portions of Options 1, 2 and 5, 
ultimately drain to occupied habitat. Option 6 lands do not drain to Redside Dace occupied habitat 
based on TRCA and MNR mapping. 
 
The Ministry of Natural Resources has draft guidelines for a wide range of urban development 
activities in Redside Dace protected habitat (MNR, 2011);  this adds a parallel review and permitting 
process under the Endangered Species Act, which is separate from Planning Act approvals. 
Consequently, development approval in areas that contain or drain to Redside Dace habitat can be 
more complex to gain approvals than those that do not so qualify. 
 
Fish and fish habitat, irrespective of whether Redside Dace is supported, are federally regulated 
resources that are reliant on physical conditions (surficial soils and topography, surface and 
groundwater). The maintenance of baseflows, cool or coldwater conditions, and water quality are all 
important functional considerations that represent potential constraints to development. 
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Significant Wildlife Habitat (SWH) was scored as ‘undocumented’ for all six options, indicating that 
there is no Town, MNR or TRCA data or mapping of SWH. The determination of SWH generally requires 
site specific study, which may identify habitats of seasonal concentrations of animals, rare vegetation 
communities or specialized habitat for wildlife, habitat of species of conservation concern, and/or 
animal movement corridors. Future field work conducted in the land areas of the preferred option 
may identify SWH, however the determination should be based on knowledge of habitat conditions at 
the planning authority level. In general, SWH is usually aligned with specialized habitats such as 
wetlands, larger forested areas, extensive successional cover, or vegetated valleylands. We believe 
that other screening factors will adequately address the potential presence of SWH for the purposes of 
the Phase 2 screening.  
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The screening results are summarized in Table 1. For overall natural environment factors, Option 3 is 
least constrained, and Option 4 is most constrained. With respect to Redside Dace contributing 
habitat, Option 6 is least constrained, and Option 3 most constrained. All Options can technically 
support development, however the potential planning and design issues related to protecting 
features and ecological functions within specific options are reflected in the scoring totals, and those 
with more constraint factors would likely experience more protracted approval processes, with 
potentially lower net development yields.  
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted: 

 
Jim Dougan, B.Sc., M.Sc., OALA (Hon) 
Natural Heritage Ecologist 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reference 
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR). 2011. DRAFT Guidance for Development Activities in Redside Dace 
Protected Habitat. Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources, Peterborough, Ontario. ii+42 pp. 
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APPENDIX 1: BACKGROUND DATA 

   Data 
Supplied 

Data Selected 
for Constraint 

Ranking 
Description 

TRCA    

  BRES_drainageline2_5_ha_trca.shp    

  BRES_floodline_trca.shp    

  BRES_floodplain map index_trca.shp    

  BRES_Fauna_trca.shp   significant fauna records

  BRES_Flora_trca.shp   significant plant records

  TRCA_FISHERIES.shp    

  BRES_ELCvegcomm_trca.shp    

  BRES_ESA_trca.shp    

  BRES_humber refined Target System_trca.shp   

  BRES_naturalCover0708_trca.shp    

  Caledon_WetlandsPeelJanuary2013.shp  wetlands 

  waterbody.shp    

  watercourse.shp    

  watershed.shp    

  BRES_greenbelt designations_trca.shp   

  BRES_ORM Planning Zones_trca.shp    

  BRES_crestofslope_trca.shp   major valleys and slopes 

  BRES_engineeredfloodline_trca.shp    

  BRES_estimated floodline_trca.shp    

  BRES_meanderbelt_trca.shp    

  BRES_RegLimit_trca.shp   TRCA Regulated Areas

  BRES_vegtypewetlands_trca.shp    

  BRES_wetlands areaofinfluence_trca.shp   

  BRES_Aquifer Vulnerability_trca.shp    

  BRES_Signif GWRA_trca.shp    

  Humber River Fisheries Management Plan   Stream classification

      

MNR    

  MNR_FISHERIES.shp    

  aggregate_resources.shp    

  Caledon_EarthScienceANSIsPeelJanuary2013.shp  Earth Science ANSIs

  Caledon_LifeScienceANSIsPeelJanuary2013.shp  Life Science ANSIs

  Caledon_ESAsPeelMay2013.shp    

  ESAsPeelMay2013.shp   

  soil_old.shp    



 

 
 
DOUGAN & ASSOC IATES                                                                                                                                                           Page 8 of 8 
Ecological Consulting & Design 
 

  Waterline.shp   Watercourses

      

Town of Caledon    

  bolton_arterial_road.shp    

  bolton_settlement.shp    

  countryside_area.shp    

  environmental_policy_area.shp    

  greenbelt_designation.shp   Greenbelt 

  high_aquifer_vulnerability.shp    

  landform_conservation_area.shp    

  low_aquifer_vulnerability.shp    

  natural_core_area.shp   

  natural_linkage_area.shp    

  parcel_fabric.shp    

  bolton_1m.shp    

  bolton_dem    

  Orthoimagery (2011)    

      

Peel    

  Caledon_WoodlandsPeelMay2013.shp  Significant woodlands 

  lake_simcoe_protection_plan_area.shp   

  niagara_escarpment_plan_area.shp    

  niagara_escarpment_plan_designation.shp   

  oak_ridges_moraine_landform.shp    

  oak_ridges_moraine_landuse.shp    

  WoodlandsPeelMay2013.shp   Significant woodlands 

  RSD_Peel_April12_2013.pdf   Redside Dace Occupied Habitat 

      

planning Alliance    

  BoltonEPA.shp    

  BoltonGreenbeltArea.shp   

  BoltonGreenbeltArea.shp    

  BoltonGreenbeltBoundary.shp    

  BoltonStudyArea.shp   BRES Study Area

  FinalSixOptions.shp   BRES Option Areas

  SettlementArea.shp    

 
 
 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C 
Memorandum from Phil Grubb,  

Dated June 18, 2013

Recommendations:  
Selection of  

Expansion Area 
 

June 20, 2013 

 



Memorandum 
 

Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited  

 

43 Forest Road
Cambridge ON N1S 3B4

Email: pgrubb@ptsl.com
Phone: 519-896-3163

905-381-2229
Fax: 1-866-722-5117

w
w

w
.p

ts
l.

co
m

Philip E. Grubb
B.A.Sc., P.Eng.
President

Transportation
Planning

Transit
Planning

Traffic
Engineering

Parking
Planning

Stewart K. Elkins
BES, MITE
Vice President

James J.L. Mallett
M.A.Sc., P.Eng., PTOE
Vice President

FILE: BOLTON RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION 

TO:   NICK MCDONALD, MERIDIAN PLANNING/ 
HAIQING XU, TOWN OF CALEDON 

FROM: PHIL GRUBB 

DATE: JUNE 18, 2013 

RE: TRANSPORTATION EVALUATION OF RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION AREAS 

Town Council approved the Terms of Reference for the BRES on April 17, 2012. 
The intent of the BRES is to implement Official Plan Amendment 226 (‘OPA 226’), 
which was the Town of Caledon’s Provincial Policy Conformity Amendment to the 
Official Plan that projects a total population of 39,178 people for Bolton by 2031. 
On the basis of OPA 226, it has been determined that 190 hectares of additional 
urban land in Bolton is required to accommodate 10,348 additional people and 
2,635 jobs between 2021 and 2031. 

Six expansion options were developed for discussion purposes and public review. 
These expansion options are presented on Figure 1. The BRES work plan requires 
a high level transportation assessment of the six expansion areas to assist in the 
selection of a preferred option. The criteria requested for evaluation are as follows: 

1. Traffic Capacity- . The degree to which development in the expansion area 
will have an impact on the level of service on existing and planned arterial 
roads assuming that there are no additional improvements or widenings. 
The lower the impact on the level of service of existing and planned arterial 
roads the higher the score. 

2. Benefits to Residents: The extent to which development in the expansion 
area will provide for the establishment of new and/or improved road 
connections that provide additional options for existing and future 
residents. The factor used is the extent of improvements needed to 
support the development area other than those already planned. The 
greater the potential benefits in road improvements as a consequence of 
new development the higher the score. 

TRAFFIC GENERATION 

The 10,348 additional people could generate in the order of 2000 to 3000 trips 
during peak hours and about 26,400 vehicle trips per day. Most of the employment 
traffic will be very localized given that the associated land uses will be residential 
based to serve the new expansion area with minimal external traffic generation 
except for the employment component which could generate in the order of 1300 
peak hour trips and about 5300 employment related trips per day. The highest total 
peak directional traffic would be in the order of 2400 in the PM peak hour. 
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TABLE 1: TRAFFIC GENERATION 
IN OUT TOTAL IN OUT TOTAL

10348 674 1499 2173 1912 985 2897 26387
2635 945 373 1318 463 854 1318 5270

Total 1618 1872 3491 2375 1840 4215 31657

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
WEEDAY

POP/EMP 
GROWTH

 

As the PM peak hour is the highest period of traffic generation for the expansion area and is the highest 
traffic demand period on the road network, this assessment is based on the PM peak hour. 

FIGURE 1: EXPANSION AREAS 
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FUTURE TRAFFIC PATTERNS 

The 2006 Transportation Tomorrow Survey indicates the following in terms of traffic demand patterns from 
the future expansion area based on travel to work distributions which are the predominate trip types during 
the peak hours as shown in Table 2: 

TABLE 2: TRAVEL DISTRIBUTIONS (WORK TRIPS) 

Direction Percent
PM Peak 
Direction Location

South 24% 571 Bolton
South East 23% 548 SE GTA
South West 28% 662 SW GTA
East 21% 502 York/Durham
West 1% 23 Wellington
North 3% 69 Simcoe
Total 100% 2375  

As indicated about 75% of the trips will be to and from the southerly direction (24% (570 vph) from major 
employment areas within Bolton, 51% (1210 vpd) to southerly external areas while about 20% (500) will 
be in the eastbound direction. Very little traffic will be destined directly west and north as shown in Figure 
2. 

ROADWAY CAPACITIES 

The South Albion-Bolton Community Plan and North Hill Supermarket Transportation Study (August 2009) 
and the Simpson Road Extension Transportation and Traffic Study (September 2010) both identified that 
Coleraine Drive and Queen Street would be close to capacity by 2031 without considering the residential 
expansion given full build-out of all the vacant industrial land east and west of Coleraine Road based on 
background growth identified by the Region of Peel model. Various intersection improvements and widening 
of the south end of Queen Street to six lanes were identified as possible improvements in the above noted 
studies as well as in the 2009 Caledon Transportation Needs Study. The latter study also identified the 
possible widening of the Albion -Vaughan Road from King Street to Mayfield Road. 

For the purpose of this analysis we prepared some high level 2021 forecasts based on the above noted 
studies as these shorter term forecast will be more reliable than the 2031 forecasts available. With some 
intersection improvements, there is capacity for more than the required peak directional volumes of 1800 
northbound vehicles during the PM peak hour at the King Street screenline and 1200 vehicles per hour 
along the Mayfield Road screenline to accommodate the expansion. This assumes use of Humber Station 
Road, Coleraine Drive, Queen Street and Albion – Vaughan Road. Options in the vicinity of Gore Road will 
allow this facility to increase north-south capacity in future when long term forecast suggests that Queen 
Street and Coleraine Drive will be at capacity. 

Our comments on the Options from a capacity perspective are as follows: 

1. Options 1/2 areas will have better connections from the east by Columbia Way and the Albion-
Vaughan Road via King Road. They also have good connections to Queen Street and Coleraine Drive 
for north-south movements when the planned Bolton Arterial Road (BAR) is completed as planned. 
GO bus service is currently also available close to the west part of the development area. There is 
expected to be adequate capacity and level of service in all directions when the BAR is completed 
with minimal required improvements to existing roads that have not already been planned and 
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therefore lower impacts on LOS. Suggested Rating 6 

2. Option 3/4 areas will rely upon access to King Street, Gore Road and Humber Station Road for 
westerly and north south movements. These options will rely on available unused north south 
capacity on these roadways while not so much on Coleraine Drive which may be at capacity by 
2031. Both these options rely on King Street for direct movements from the east which is 
expected to have inadequate capacity especially in the downtown core to accommodate these 
expansion area movements. These area options are in close proximity to the proposed GO Train 
Station which may attract many future residents from travelling by private vehicles thereby saving 
roadway capacity. These options will have less impact on LOS as adequate capacity is available in 
the north south direction. However, in the east west direction the LOS on King Street at Queen 
Street will deteriorate without improvements. Suggested Rating 4. 

3. Options 5 and 6: These area options would rely on Humber Station Road for direct north-south 
movements which would have inadequate capacity in its current form without widening to 4 lanes. 
Healy Road from Coleraine Drive or backtracking from King Street to travel from the south causing  
indirect movements for southward arriving traffic in the PM peak hour. Easterly connections to 
employment lands or from destinations east of the Town will require the use of Healy Road which 
will not have sufficient capacity in its current form without widening. East of Town connections are 
very indirect due to the alignment of Healy Road and its termination at Queen Street. Mayfield 
Road may be a more realistic east-west alternative for Option 6 due to its more southerly location. 
Future east-west connections through the new employment lands west of Coleraine Drive and a 
proposed north-south route through this area may offer more north-south and east-west capacity. 
However, connecting these areas to the employment lands to the east will cause undesirable heavy 
vehicle traffic through the new neighbourhood. These options are in close proximity to employment 
lands which would encourage walking/cycling work to home trips reducing capacity needs on Healy 
Road. These options will rely on Healy Road and Humber Station Road which will have inadequate 
capacity or LOS to accommodate the development. Suggested Rating 3. 

In summary, from a capacity perspective, Options 1 and 2 are rated higher given that more direct 
connections to the east are available compared to the other options and no improvements other than those 
already planned for 2021 are required.  For north-south movements for Options 3 and 4 these areas have 
more flexibility for travel routing as residents can make use of King Street, Humber Station Road and Gore 
Road if necessary to avoid possible future congestion on the southerly portions of both Queen Street and 
Coleraine Drive. However, Options 3 and 4 will require improvements at the King Street and Queen Street 
intersection. 

The other options located further south have less route options and will result in poor LOS unless 
improvements are required on Healy Road and Humber Station Road.  

BENEFITS TO EXISTING AND FUTURE RESIDENTS 

The extent to which development in the expansion area will provide for the establishment of new and/or 
improved road connections that provide additional options for existing and future residents is a factor that 
was requested for consideration. As noted above, Areas 3 and 4 require future improvements at the King 
Street/Queen Street intersection while Options 5 and 6 require future widening of Healy Road and Humber 
Station Road. Areas 3, 4, 5 and 6 require improvements needed to support the development areas other 
than those already planned. If these options are selected there will be greater potential benefits as a 
consequence of the road improvements for existing and future residents. 
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Option 1 and 2: Suggested Rating – 2 

Options 3 and 4: Suggested Rating – 4 

Options 4 and 5: Suggested Rating - 6 

We are available to discuss and refine these comments as required.  

Yours very truly, 
PARADIGM TRANSPORTATION SOLUTIONS LIMITED 

 
 
Philip E. Grubb 
P.Eng. 
President 
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FIGURE 2:TRAVEL PATTERNS 
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Memorandum 
 
Company: Meridian, Nick McDonald 
  Town of Caledon, Ohi Izirein  BluePlan Project No.: C001-0021 

Project:  Caledon BRES Servicing Study Date: June 18, 2013 

RE:  Preliminary Servicing Analysis  

From:  Chris Hamel  
 
The Town of Caledon project team is currently reviewing six growth options outside the current Bolton 
settlement area boundary to support residential growth post 2021. 
 
In order to support the decision making for the preferred growth option, preliminary servicing review of the 
water, wastewater and stormwater impacts has been undertaken. 
 
We have provided attached some preliminary analysis of the servicing requirements and impacts related 
to each of the 6 options.  It should be noted that both Options 1 and 2 have similar servicing requirements 
and impacts given both options are located north of Columbia Way.  Similarly, Options 4, 5 and 6 have 
similar servicing requirements and impacts located at the southwest limits of Bolton and Option 3 poses 
unique servicing needs, located at the northwest limits of Bolton.   
 
Our preliminary analysis shows that the Options 1 and 2 will have the most costly servicing impact due to 
the limited capacity available in the existing wastewater system and the need for additional Zone 7 water 
infrastructure.  Option 3 will also require extensive Zone 7 infrastructure upgrades; however, there is 
some wastewater servicing flexibility either to the existing infrastructure on Coleraine Drive or through 
new infrastructure.  Options 4, 5 and 6 are located within Zone 6 and are in closest proximity to the 
existing systems; consequently, these options will require the least amount of infrastructure upgrades 
and/or extensions. 
 
Other key aspects of servicing impact are summarized below. 
 
Complexity and cost of water and wastewater infrastructure upgrades 
 

• Options 1 and 2 require the most complex and expensive infrastructure due to the new Zone 7 
water infrastructure needs and upgrade requirements to the existing wastewater system.  The 
Zone 7 water needs will include a new booster pumping station and new storage facility, most 
likely an elevated tank, and associated feedermains.  Given the preliminary nature of the 
servicing review at this time, it is not confirmed whether additional trunk feedermain requirements 
would be required to provide the additional water supply from the south hill to the north hill as the 
recent feedermain through Bolton was not oversized.  As such, a future feedermain has not been 
identified at this time.  There are local sewage pumping requirements within the service area due 
to topography and environmental features.  There is also impact to the existing wastewater 
system in Bolton and sewage pumping station, forcemain and gravity sewer upgrades will be 
required.  With additional and complex servicing infrastructure for Options 1 and 2 also comes 
additional lifecycle costs for operations and maintenance. 

• Option 3 will require a complex and expensive servicing solution.  This Option can utilize some 
existing water and wastewater infrastructure. However, it will require a Zone 7 water booster 
pumping station, new storage facility and associated feedermains.  In addition, some new 
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extension of wastewater infrastructure will be required.  Option 3 with have additional lifecycle 
costs for operations and maintenance. 

• Options 4, 5 and 6 are in closest proximity to the existing systems and require the least amount of 
additional infrastructure.  These options are located within Zone 6 which will enable leveraging of 
the recently constructed Tullamore water pumping station and reservoir and connect to either the 
existing Coleraine trunk sewer or future planned wastewater infrastructure at Mayfield Rd.  
Options 4, 5 and 6 would have the lowest lifecycle costs for operations and maintenance. 

 
Opportunity to support long term servicing of other growth areas 
 

• Options 1 and 2 are geographically constrained with limited potential for expansion of the growth 
area as well as isolated from other potential service areas.  Options 1 and 2 would have limited 
ability to support servicing to areas unserviced. 

• Options 3, 4, 5 and 6 by virtue of location at the west limit and near unconstrained agricultural 
and rural areas further to the west, could consider strategic oversizing to support potential growth 
areas.  In addition, options 5 or 6 could be strategically oversized to support future servicing in 
other growth option areas such as Options 3 and 4.  Creating Zone 7 as part of Option 3 could 
also potentially support water supply to the areas north of Columbia Way. 

 
Opportunity to benefit or enhance level of service in existing service areas 
 

• Options 1 and 2 will require the creation of a Zone 7 service area north of Columbia Way which 
could enable bringing some of the existing Bolton service area on the North Hill into Zone 7.  This 
potential Pressure Zone 6/7 boundary shift could enhance service levels in parts of the existing 
North Hill.  Additional servicing analysis will be required to confirm the potential zone boundary 
shift. 

• Similarly, Option 3 will require creation of a Zone 7 service area, which could enable shifting the 
Pressure Zone 6/7 boundary and improve the level of service for the exiting Bolton area 
surrounding Harvest Moon Dr.  Additional servicing analysis will be required to confirm the 
potential zone boundary shift. 

• Options 4, 5 and 6 have limited to no ability to improve level of service to existing areas.  
 
From a stormwater perspective, all options are considered equal at this stage of evaluation.  Each option 
will need to confirm downstream impacts and determine the required level of service for 2 – 100 year 
storms and Regional storms.  Given that the stormwater requirements will be similar for each option, cost 
estimates have not been developed at this time and these costs will be over and above servicing costs 
presented. 
 
It is recognized that many criteria and factors will be referenced to determine the preferred growth option.  
However, it is evident through discussions and feedback from the project meetings that costs for servicing 
are an important factor.  Our attached analysis has indicated preliminary servicing costs for water and 
wastewater in the order of $57M for Options 1 and 2, $42M for Option 3, $27M for Option 4, and $20M for 
Options 5 and 6.  These cost estimates are conceptual high level estimates generally in the order of 
+50%/-25%.   
 
It should also be noted that these preliminary cost estimates represent trunk costs within the Bolton area 
only and were developed to determine relative comparison between the growth options.  The preliminary 
cost estimates do not include costs for local watermains and sewers as these costs would be common 
and similar between the options.  The preliminary cost estimates also do not include the downstream 
trunk system impacts and costs south of Bolton to the wastewater treatment plant as these costs would 
be common between all the options. 
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North of Columbia Way

Water
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐Max Day Demand ~8MLD
‐ Lies within Pressure Zone 7
‐ New Zone 7 booster pumping station required
‐ New Zone 7 storage required, most likely elevated storage or 
potentially in‐ground storage to the north.  In‐ground storage could 
support future Z7 Caledon growth west of Coleraine Dr
‐ Potential trigger for additional North Hill Feedermain
‐ Potential for costly, disjointed local network
‐ Potential to shift Zone 6/7 boundary south and enhance levels of 
service in parts of North Hill

Sewer
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐ Peak Wet Weather Flow ~200 L/s
‐ Two local SPS required for servicing low‐lying areas 
‐ Opportunity to connect to local sewer network, however, capacity is 
limited.
‐ Four potential connection points; 250mm, 300mm and/or 375mm 
sewers, however all drain to a common 450mm and Bolton SPS (~380 
L/s Firm Capacity).
‐ Bolton SPS not sized for  growth north of Columbia Way
‐ Anticipate north sewer upgrades, Bolton SPS and forcemain upgrades 
and conveyance of flows to Albion‐Vaughan trunk sewer 

Preliminary Bolton (BRES) Servicing Review
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Northwest Bolton

Water
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐Max Day Demand ~8MLD
‐ Lies within Pressure Zone 7
‐ New Zone 7 booster pumping station required
‐ New Zone 7 storage required, most likely elevated storage or 
potentially in‐ground storage to the north.  In‐ground storage could 
support future Z7 Caledon growth west of Coleraine Dr
‐ Potential to shift Zone 6/7 boundary south and enhance level of 
service around Harvest Moon Drive

Sewer
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐ Peak Wet Weather Flow ~200 L/s
‐ Potential to connect to existing 450 mm sewer on Coleraine Dr, 
however capacity may be limited and would require current strategy 
for diversion to Albion Vaughan trunk sewer.  
‐ ~6 km trunk sewer required to take flow south to Mayfield Rd  or ~4 
km trunk sewer required to connect to Coleraine Dr trunk
‐ No new sewage pumping station(s) required

Preliminary Bolton (BRES) Servicing Review



Town of Caledon
BRES Servicing Study
June 18, 2013

4

Preliminary Bolton (BRES) Servicing Review

Southwest Bolton

Water
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐Max Day Demand ~8MLD
‐ Lies within Pressure Zone 6
‐ Serviced directly from New Tullamore Res & Z6 PS
‐ Potential for pumped storage; will not require new tank or reservoir
‐ Opportunity to connect to existing trunk watermains on   Mayfield 
Rd and Coleraine Dr 
‐ Natural extension of existing infrastructure

Sewer
‐ 12,000 Pop ‐ Peak Wet Weather Flow ~200 L/s
‐ Opportunity to directly connect to South Peel servicing at Mayfield 
Rd or to Coleraine Dr trunk sewer
‐ Trunk sewer length connecting to Coleraine is similar for BRES 
options, however, connecting to Mayfield could range from 1 km ‐
4 km
‐ No new pumping station(s) required
‐ Consideration to be given to oversizing for extension to the north
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Notes:
• Preliminary cost estimates for water and wastewater servicing only 

(+50%/-25%)

• Does not include stormwater costs as these are similar for each option

• Preliminary cost estimates are for trunk costs only within the Bolton area. 

• Local servicing costs are not included as these are similar for each option

• Downstream trunk impact and costs south of Boton to the wastewater 
treatment plant are not included as these are similar for each option

• * preliminary analysis has not identified need for additional feedermain for 
Options 1 and 2.  New feedermain costs are not included at this time.

• **  preliminary costing based on minimum sizing.  Options 5 and 6 are the 
most likely to consider strategic oversizing

Option 1 * Option 2 * Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 ** Option 6 **

Water $28M ‐ $30M $28M ‐ $30M $28M ‐ $30M $13M ‐ $15M $8M ‐ $10M $8M ‐ $10M

Wastewater $25M ‐ $27M $25M ‐ $27M $10M ‐ $12M $10M ‐ $12M $8M ‐ $10M $8M ‐ $10M

Total $53M ‐ $57M $53M ‐ $57M $38M ‐ $42M $23M ‐ $27M $16M ‐ $20M $16M ‐ $20M



BOLTON RESIDENTIAL EXPANSION STUDY (BRES) OPTIONS EVALUATION MATRIX 14-Jun-13

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

North Hill West North Hill East GO Station Focus King St. West (South Side) Healy Road North Humber Station Rd.

Will create new Zone 7 servicing area and may enable a potential shift of 
pressure zone 6/7 boundary near Columbia Way.

Will create new Zone 7 servicing area and may enable a potential shift of 
pressure zone 6/7 boundary near Columbia Way.

Will create new Zone 7 servicing area and may enable a potential shift of 
pressure zone 6/7 boundary near Harvest Moon Dr

Zone 6 Servicing (Existing Zone) Zone 6 Servicing (Existing Zone) Zone 6 Servicing (Existing Zone)

Opportunity to consider boundary shift which could enhance Level of 
Service in existing area

Opportunity to consider boundary shift which could enhance Level of 
Service in existing area

Opportunity to consider boundary shift which could enhance Level of 
Service in existing area

No opportunity to enhace Level of Service within existing areas No opportunity to enhace Level of Service within existing areas No opportunity to enhace Level of Service within existing areas

260 m theoretical pressure zone 6/7 boundary lies within Option 4 area. 
Potential for lower pressures at top end of service area

Service area will require new Zone 7 floating storage Service area will require new Zone 7 floating storage Service area will require new Zone 7 floating storage
Storage provided by combination of existing and planned Zone 6 Bolton 
Elevated Tanks and pumped storage from new Tullamore Res & Zone 6 
PS

Storage provided by combination of existing and planned Zone 6 Bolton 
Elevated Tanks and pumped storage from new Tullamore Res & Zone 6 
PS

Storage provided by combination of existing and planned Zone 6 Bolton 
Elevated Tanks and pumped storage from new Tullamore Res & Zone 6 
PS

New Zone 7 Reservoir requires approximately 325m Top Water Level 
(TWL).  Ground elevations to support this TWL lie approximately 12 km 
north of service area

New Zone 7 Reservoir requires approximately 325m Top Water Level 
(TWL).  Ground elevations to support this TWL lie approximately 12 km 
north of service area

New Zone 7 Reservoir requires approximately 325m Top Water Level 
(TWL).  Ground elevations to support this TWL lie approximately 12 km 
north of service area

Reservoir and elevated tank storage will meet MOE full floating storage 
requirements 

Reservoir and elevated tank storage will meet MOE full floating storage 
requirements 

Reservoir and elevated tank storage will meet MOE full floating storage 
requirements 

Tullamore Res and PS and existing/planned Bolton Zone 6 elevated 
storage will provide adequate floating and pumped storage and meet 
MOE Guidelines

Tullamore Res and PS and existing/planned Bolton Zone 6 elevated 
storage will provide adequate floating and pumped storage and meet 
MOE Guidelines

Tullamore Res and PS and existing/planned Bolton Zone 6 elevated 
storage will provide adequate floating and pumped storage and meet 
MOE Guidelines

Requires solution to ensure quality and movement of water between two 
isoloated service areas. Centrally located tank site may present 
environmental siting and watermain connection challenges

Requires +/-24 km of feedermain to and from reservoir location Requires +/-24 km of feedermain to and from reservoir location Requires +/-24 km of feedermain to and from reservoir location

In-Ground Reservoir could support additional future Zone 7 growth 
within Caledon  expansion areas

In-Ground Reservoir could support additional future Zone 7 growth 
within Caledon  expansion areas

In-Ground Reservoir could support additional future Zone 7 growth 
within Caledon  expansion areas

Alternative storage solution is Zone 7 elevated tank with location to be 
determined.  Potential to be located within service area

Alternative storage solution is Zone 7 elevated tank with location to be 
determined.  Potential to be located within service area

Alternative storage solution is Zone 7 elevated tank with location to be 
determined.  Potential to be located within service area

Elevated tank option requires significantly less feedermain length than 
the in-ground reservoir option.   

Elevated tank option requires significantly less feedermain length than 
the in-ground reservoir option.   

Elevated tank option requires significantly less feedermain length than 
the in-ground reservoir option.   

Elevated storage tank could provide some limited oversizing for 
supporting additional future Zone 7 growth within Caledon expansion 
areas. 

Elevated storage tank could provide some limited oversizing for 
supporting additional future Zone 7 growth within Caledon expansion 
areas. 

Elevated storage tank could provide some limited oversizing for 
supporting additional future Zone 7 growth within Caledon expansion 
areas. 

Option would require Zone 7 booster pumping station located at or near 
service area

Option would require Zone 7 booster pumping station located at or near 
service area

Option would require Zone 7 booster pumping station located at or near 
service area

Option would require pumping upgrade at Tullamore Zone 6 PS Option would require pumping upgrade at Tullamore Zone 6 PS Option would require pumping upgrade at Tullamore Zone 6 PS

May potentially trigger additional North Hill feedermain May potentially trigger additional North Hill feedermain Longer feedermain connection required to service growth option Shorter feedermain connection from Coleraine trunk watermain Shorter feedermain connection from Coleraine trunk watermain Shorter feedermain connection from Coleraine trunk watermain

Two isolated service areas.  Option 2 requires individual watermains to 
service separate eastern and western service areas. 

WATER RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Least Preferred Moderately Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

Wastewater - Pumping Requires one local pumping station Requires two local pumping stations Servicing may be achieved by gravity sewers only Servicing may be achieved by gravity sewers only Servicing may be achieved by gravity sewers only Servicing may be achieved by gravity sewers only

Wastewater - Collection
New service area will connect to existing urban core system. Potential 
upgrades required at Bolton pumping station, forcemain and gravity 
sewers through Bolton

New service area will connect to existing urban core system. Potential 
upgrades required at Bolton pumping station, forcemain and gravity 
sewers through Bolton

New Service area will avoid the need to connect to urban core system.  
Potential shorter connection to Coleraine trunk sewer will avoid long 
trunk sewer to future sewer at Mayfield Rd/Humber Station Rd

New Service area will avoid the need to connect to urban core system.  
Potential shorter connection to Coleraine trunk sewer will avoid longer 
trunk sewer to Mayfield Rd/Humber Station Rd

New Service area will avoid the need to connect to urban core system.  
Potential shorter connection to Coleraine trunk sewer will avoid longer 
trunk sewer to Mayfield Rd/Humber Station Rd

New Service area will avoid the need to connect to urban core system.  
Potential connection to either Coleraine trunk sewer or future sewer at 
Mayfield Rd/Humber Station Rd

WASTEWATER RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Moderately Preferred Moderately Preferred Moderately Preferred Most Preferred 

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

For lands adjacent to County Road 50, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown. 
Downstream capacity may need to be defined. 
For lands adjacent to King Street, dispersed facilities likely, 2-100 yr, 
Regional unknown.

At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis At this stage all options are considered equal from a technical basis

STORMWATER RATING Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

Potential upgrades to existing infrastructure in urban core will present 
higher potential for conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 
3,4,5,6 which minimzes urban core upgrades

Potential upgrades to existing infrastructure in urban core will present 
higher potential for conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 
3,4,5,6 which minimzes urban core upgrades

Minimizes need for urban core upgrades and thus lower potential for 
conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 1, 2

Minimizes need for urban core upgrades and thus lower potential for 
conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 1, 2

Minimizes need for urban core upgrades and thus lower potential for 
conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 1, 2

Minimizes need for urban core upgrades and thus lower potential for 
conflict with existing utilities compared to Options 1, 2

Infrastructure strategy does not provide flexibility for phasing future 
additional lands

Infrastructure strategy does not provide flexibility for phasing future 
additional lands

Infrastructure strategy provides good flexibility to phase future expansion 
areas.  

Infrastructure strategy provides good flexibility to phase future expansion 
areas.  

Infrastructure strategy provides good flexibility to phase future expansion 
areas.  

Infrastructure strategy provides good flexibility to phase future expansion 
areas.  

Potential for higher facility O&M costs due to the need for storage, water 
pumping station and sewage pumping station

Potential highest facility O&M costs due to need for storage, water 
pumping station and multiple sewage pumping station

Potential mid-range facility O&M costs due to need for storage, water 
pumping station but no sewage pumping station

Potential for lower O&M costs with no need for new storage or sewage 
pumping station, but need for Z6 pumping upgrade

Potential for lower O&M costs with no need for new storage or sewage 
pumping station, but need for Z6 pumping upgrade

Potential for lower O&M costs with no need for new storage or sewage 
pumping station, but need for Z6 pumping upgrade

OVERALL TECHNICAL 
RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Moderately Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

Water - Pressure Zone

Technical

General

Water - Distribution 
/Pumping

Water - Storage - 
Reservoir Option

Stormwater

Water - Storage - 
Elevated Tank Option

Water - Storage - General



Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6

North Hill West North Hill East GO Station Focus King St. West (South Side) Healy Road North Humber Station Rd.

   

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
require upgrades that may include crossing of the Humber River.  
Increased potential for impact compared to Options 3, 4, 5, & 6

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
require upgrades that may include crossing of the Humber River. 
Increased potential for impact compared to Options 3, 4, 5, & 6

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
require upgrades but avoids crossing of the Humber River. Decreased 
potential for impact compared to Options 1 & 2

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
require upgrades but avoids crossing of the Humber River. Decreased 
potential for impact compared to Options 1 & 2

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
requires upgrades but avoids crossing of the Humber River. Decreased 
potential for impact compared to Options 1 & 2

Existing water distribution & wastewater collection network potentially 
require upgrades but avoids crossing of the Humber River. Decreased 
potential for impact compared to Options 1 & 2

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

New linear infrastructure within existing or future ROW minimizing 
potential impact to environment

Potential upgrade to existing infrastructure includes crossing Humber 
River

Potential upgrade to existing infrastructure includes crossing Humber 
River

No new major environmental crossings required No new major environmental crossings required No new major environmental crossings required No new major environmental crossings required

Growth Area bounded by Greenbelt and Natural Area Growth Area bounded by Greenbelt and Natural Area Growth Area mainly bounded by existing agricultural land Growth Area mainly bounded by existing agricultural land Growth Area mainly bounded by existing agricultural land Growth Area mainly bounded by existing agricultural land

Three new facilities required, both elevated tank and reservoir options 
would require siting in the greenbelt and Oak Ridges Morraine. Higher 
potential for environmental impact during construction

Four new facilities required reservoir option would require siting in the 
greenbelt and Oak Ridges Morraine. Highest potential for environmental 
impact during construction

Two new facilities required. Reservoir option would require siting in the 
greenbelt and Oak Ridges Morraine. Higher potential for environmental 
impact during construction

No construction of new facilities No construction of new facilities No construction of new facilities

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option may result in minor impacts to adjacent tributaries 
due to the potential need for lowering the existing streams to provide an 
outlet. Flows from these sites to be discharged through existing areas. 
Impact on flooding thorugh existing areas to be confirmed. Higher 
potential for environmental impact

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option may result in minor impacts to adjacent tributaries 
due to the potential need for lowering the existing streams to provide an 
outlet. Flows from these sites to be discharged through existing areas. 
Impact on flooding thorugh existing areas to be confirmed.  Higher 
potential for environmental impact

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option may result in minor impacts to adjacent tributaries 
due to the potential need for lowering the existing streams to provide an 
outlet. 

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option should result in minor environmental impact.

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option should result in minor environmental impact.

Stormwater facilities are typically placed on table lands adjacent to 
streams. This option should result in minor environmental impact.

ENVIRO 
RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Moderately Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

 Potential for elevated tank within the new service area  Potential for elevated tank within the new service area  Potential for elevated tank within the new service area 

Potential for perceived visual impact caused by elevated tank within 
service area

Potential for perceived visual impact caused by elevated tank within 
service area

Potential for perceived visual impact caused by elevated tank within 
service area

Future potential  expansions in Zone 7 will require further elevated tanks 
with greater potential for visual impact

Future potential  expansions in Zone 7 will require further elevated tanks 
with greater potential for visual impact

Future potential  expansions in Zone 7 will require further elevated tanks 
with greater potential for visual impact

Potential need for infrastructure upgrades within the existing urban core 
creates higher potential for disturbance 

Potential need for infrastructure upgrades within the existing urban core 
creates higher potential for disturbance 

Ability to avoid urban core and thus lower potential for disturbance Ability to avoid urban core and thus lower potential for disturbance Ability to avoid urban core and thus lower potential for disturbance Ability to avoid urban core and thus lower potential for disturbance 

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities may have to be spread out as study area is located 
in headwater areas. Potential for Regional Stormwater requirements 
unknown. Land requirements 5-10 percent.

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities may have to be spread out as study area is located 
in headwater areas. Potential for Regional Stormwater requirements 
unknown. Land requirements 5-10 percent.

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities may have to be spread out as study area is located 
in headwater areas. Potential for Regional Stormwater requirements 
unknown. Land requirements 5-10 percent.

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities can be centralized and likely service more than one 
property. Regional stormwater requirements likely. Land requirements 
10 percent.

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities can be centralized and likely service more than one 
property. Regional stormwater requirements likely. Land requirements 
10 percent.

Well constructed stormwater facilities are typically seen as an amenity 
and can be integrated into both the natural heritage and parks system. 
Stormwater facilities can be centralized and likely service more than one 
property. Regional stormwater requirements likely. Land requirements 
10 percent.

SOCIO/ CULTURAL 
RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Least Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

Water  
High water servicing costs due to creation of Pressure Zone 7 and 
requirement for storage, pumping and feedermain

High water servicing costs due to creation of Pressure Zone 7 and 
requirement for storage, pumping and feedermain

High water servicing costs due to creation of Pressure Zone 7 and 
requirement for storage, pumping and feedermain

Lower water servicing costs due to maximizing the use of existing 
Pressure Zone 6 infrastructure.  Only minor upgrades and new watermain 
network are required

Lower water servicing costs due to maximizing the use of existing 
Pressure Zone 6 infrastructure.  Only minor upgrades and new watermain 
network are required

Lower water servicing costs due to maximizing the use of existing 
Pressure Zone 6 infrastructure.  Only minor upgrades and new watermain 
network are required

Wastewater   
High wastewater servicing costs due to upgrade of existing Bolton 
sewers, Bolton SPS and FM. Slight savings in Option 1 due to single local 
SPS requirement vs Option 2, which will require two local SPSs

Highest wastewater servicing costs due to upgrade of existing Bolton 
sewers, Bolton SPS and FM. Slight increase in cost for option 2 due to 
additional local SPS (two SPS) vs Option 1, which will require one local SPS

Lower wastewater servicing costs due to ability to drain by gravity with 
new greenfield sewer construction to existing Coleraine Dr SPS or 
Mayfield Rd sewers.  Opportunity to oversize sewer for potential future 
growth within growth areas in options 4, 5 and 6

Lower wastewater servicing costs due to ability to drain by gravity with 
new greenfield sewer construction to existing Coleraine Dr SPS or 
Mayfield Rd sewers.  Opportunity to oversize sewer for potential future 
growth within growth areas 3, 5 and 6 

Lower wastewater servicing costs due to ability to drain by gravity with 
new greenfield sewer construction to existing Coleraine Dr SPS or 
Mayfield Rd sewers.  Opportunity to oversize sewer for potential future 
growth within growth areas 3, 4 and 6 

Lowest wastewater servicing costs due to shortest connection distance to 
Mayfield Rd sewers.  Opportunity to oversize sewer for potential future 
growth within growth areas 3, 4 and 5 

Stormwater

Servicing costs approximately $40,000/ha plus land (5%of area). 
Costs and land requirements double if Regional control required.

Servicing costs = $40,000/ha plus land (5%of area).

Costs and land requirements double if Regional control required.

Servicing costs = $80,000/ha plus land (10%of area). Servicing costs = $80,000/ha  plus land (10%of area). Servicing costs = $80,000/ha  plus land (10%of area). Servicing costs = $80,000/ha  plus land (10%of area). 

FINANCIAL RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Moderately Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

Reservoir site locations within the Oak Ridges Morraine and Greenbelt Reservoir site locations within the Oak Ridges Morraine and Greenbelt Reservoir site locations within the Oak Ridges Morraine and Greenbelt

Require site acquistion for reservoir or elevated tank, one sewage 
pumping station and the Zone 7 booster pumping station

Require site acquistion for reservoir or elevated tank site, two  sewage 
pumping stations and the  Zone 7 booster pumping station

Require site acquistion for reservoir or elevated tank site and the Zone 7 
booster pumping station

No site acquistion required for facilities No site acquistion required for facilities No site acquistion required for facilities

Potential need for Coservation Area permitting for water distribution and 
wastewater collection upgrades around Humber River

Potential need for Coservation Area permitting for water distribution and 
wastewater collection upgrades around Humber River

Minimal permitting requirements Minimal permitting requirements Minimal permitting requirements Minimal permitting requirements

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

For stormwater facilities approvals by TRCA will be required. MNR to be 
involved if Species at Risk approval required. Land acquisition for facilities 
is required. Difficultly will be dependant upon number of land owners. 
Common to all Options

LEGAL/JURIS
RATING Least Preferred Least Preferred Least Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred Most Preferred 

OVERALL RATING OPTION 1
Least Preferred

OPTION 2
Least Preferred

OPTION 3
Moderately Preferred

OPTION 4
Most Preferred

OPTION 5
Most Preferred

OPTION 6
Most Preferred

Legal/ Jurisdictional

Environmental

Socio/ Cultural

Financial
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