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Human Health 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.1 

Overview

Residual Effect 

Project 
SAEE 

Likely/Not 
Likely 

Cumulative 
SAEE 

Likely/ Not 
Likely 

1. Increased Risk of Cancer and Other Illnesses.  

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified human health as a valued component (VC), as set out in the December 
2016 submission of the first Halton Brief to the panel.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to the following cause adverse effects for 
human health in the local population: 

1. Increased Risk of Cancer and Other Illnesses

The increased risks to human health arise from contaminants generated from the vehicular traffic 
anticipated at the Project Site, in the Project neighbourhood, and in the Transportation Network (terms 
defined below), when added to existing background levels. 

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of 
increases of certain contaminants on human health, from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of any proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on human health, 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects, and 
3. review of each residual effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on human health and 

in relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause a significant adverse environmental effect for the human health VC. 

Project SAEEs 
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The Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) that will be generated as a result of the intermodal 
terminal will arise primarily from vehicle emissions. Several such contaminants are associated with 
cancer and respiratory illnesses, including Particulate Matter sized 2.5 microns and under (PM2.5), Diesel 
Particulate Matter (DPM), benzo(a)pyrene [B(a)P], and benzene. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

Magnitude 
(M) 

Geographical 
Extent (GE) 

Duration 
(D) 

Frequency 
(F) 

Reversibility 
(R) 

Context 
(C) 

Significant 
Effect 

1. Increased Risk 
of Cancer and 
Other Illnesses 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

There will also be further cumulative effects relevant to human health impacts due to 16 local 
developments and ongoing projects in the Project neighbourhood. Due to lack of data, it is not possible 
to quantify the levels of contaminants from the other projects. However, risks to human health in terms 
of cancer and respiratory illnesses would increase with levels of vehicular traffic. The large residential 
subdivisions and the Derry Green employment land use will likely be the most significant contributors to 
cumulative effects for human health. 

Increased Container Throughput 

Any increase in container throughput will lead to proportionally increased air emissions, and 
corresponding increased impacts on this human health VC in the Project neighbourhood.  

2. Predicted Effects on Human Health 

2.1 Specific Effects on Human Health 

The construction and operation of the Project will produce air emissions. The submitted information 
predicts that there will be no short or long-term health risks due to inhalation of contaminants generated 
due to the proposed intermodal terminal,1 and that based on incremental lifetime cancer risks, long-term 
carcinogenic health risks are low.2 The Halton Municipalities do not agree with CN’s assessments.  

Levels of the following COPCs will increase due to operation of the facility, each corresponding to 
increased cancer risks in the local population.  

1. Fine (Diesel) PM2.5 

1 Environmental Impact Statement Main Report, ("CEAR# 57"), December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.8, p.225; s.6.5.4.9.2, p.230.
2 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.9.2, p.229-230. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

2 5 6 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *
     H u m a n  H e a l t h

PM2.5 is Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter, and a subset of PM2.5 is known as Diesel 
Particulate Matter (DPM). Due to their small size, these are highly respirable and particularly associated 
with risk of developing lung cancer. DPM levels were conservatively assumed to equal PM2.5 mass, 
since no breakdown was provided by CN. 

In Canada, the risk of developing cancer is considered de minimis (essentially negligible) where the 
Incremental Life Cancer Risk is 1 in 100,000 or less.3

In Ontario, the risk of developing cancer is considered de minimis (essentially negligible) where the 
Incremental Life Cancer Risk is 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x 10-6) or less.4

For this facility, CN has estimated a maximum long-term average PM2.5 impact of 0.56 µg/m3 in the 
affected population at the proposed facility operation level.5 No threshold for acceptable levels of DPM 
has been published for Canada, but in California6, the lung cancer risk is given as 3x10-4 per µg/m3 for 
DPM, or 30 x 10-5 per µg/m3 long term average exposure to DPM. Thus, using this metric, exposure to 
more than an additional 0.03 µg/m3 or more [long-term average] would exceed the applicable negligible 
cancer risk levels. 

Thus, this California Respiratory Risk estimate per µg/m3 would indicate that the maximum impact will 
be approximately 0.56/.03 = 17 times the Ontario government’s “de minimis” risk threshold.7 Because 
lung cancer results in high rates of mortality within 5 years (90%) this outcome is of particular concern.8

In addition to added cancer risk, due to the small size of these particles, they may have systemic effects. 
For example, a 2012 Canadian study found that for each 10 µg/m3 increase in concentrations of PM2.5, 

there was an increased risk of death from ischemic heart disease of 1.31. For the anticipated levels of 
PM2.5 for the CN intermodal terminal of 0.56 µg/m3, this would translate to a 1.7% increase in local 
residents’ lifetime risk of death from a heart attack.9

Increased levels of PM2.5 has also been associated with increased risk of developing childhood asthma. 
Based on a 2017 study,10 every 1 μg/m3 PM2.5 of traffic related air pollution results in increased rates of 
new onset asthma: for a long-term exposure to an additional 0.56 µg/m3 of PM2.5, children will experience 
roughly a 1.7% increase in their risk of developing asthma disease during their childhood. Based on 

3 Canadian Cancer Society, Canadian Cancer Statistics, 2018, http://www.cancer.ca/en/cancer-information/cancer-101/canadian-cancer-
statistics-publication/?region=on.
4 Health Canada, 2004, Contaminated Sites Program, Federal Contaminated Site Risk Assessment in Canada, Part I: Guidance on Human 
Health Preliminary Quantitative Risk Assessment (PQRA), p1: “Provincial regulatory agencies across Canada offer differing guidance on 
many aspects of risk assessment. For example, definitions of acceptable cancer risk vary (BC, Alberta, and the Atlantic provinces accept an 
incremental lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10-5, while Ontario targets 1 x 10-6.”, http://www.publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/H46-2-04-
367E.pdf. 
5 CN Information Request Response Package 3, ("CEAR# 613"), January 23, 2018, IRR 3.13, Att. C, Table 1. 
6 Cal EPA Hazard Assessment: (http://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf), as discussed by CN at CEAR# 613, IRR3.7 
7 Long-term Risk = 3x10-4 per µg/m3 * .564 µg/m3 = 1.7 10-4. 
8 In addition, looking at the human lung cancer epidemiology, Turner et al. 2011 found 1042 lung cancer (LC) deaths in its American Cancer 
Society (ACS) prospective cohort population of 177,752 persons aged 30 or older that it followed for 26 years, or 586 LC deaths/100,000 
persons. PM2.5 increased this LC death rate by at 2.7% per µg/m3, or 15.8 cases per 100,000 per µg/m3. This yields a LC death risk estimate 
of 15.8 x 10-5 per µg/m3 for PM in general. Also, this LC risk estimate is of the same order of magnitude as the California lung cancer risk 
estimate (discussed above), but the diesel PM2.5 estimate is higher (roughly double) on a per µg/m3 basis, This makes biological sense for the 
more carcinogenic diesel PM, which does not contain other PM2.5 mass less likely to cause lung cancer (e.g., wind-blown dust). In terms of a 
long-term average PM2.5 impact=0.56 µg/m3 (IR 13.2), this yields an added LC death risk = 0.56 µg/m3 x 15.8 x 10-5)=8.8 x 10-5. This is (8.8 x 
10-5)/( 1 x 10-5 ) = 8.8 times the Canada “negligible” risk threshold. 
9 Crouse et al. 2012 found: RR= 1.31 (95% CI: 1.27, 1.35) of death from ischemic heart disease for each 10-μg/m3 increase in concentrations 
of PM2.5 in Canada. Thus, for a long-term exposure to an additional 0.56 µg/m3 of PM2.5, residents will experience roughly a 1.7% increase in 
their lifetime risk of dying from a heart attack. Presently, the Canadian death rate/yr. from acute myocardial infarction (MI) is approximately 
14.4 per 10,000 persons, so this would represent an increase of approximately 2 MI deaths per 100,000 affected residents/yr. 
<https://infobase.phac-aspc.gc.ca/datalab/heart-disease-blog-en.html>.
10 Khreis H, Kelly C, Tate J, Parslow R, Lucas K, Nieuwenhuijsen M. Exposure to traffic-related air pollution and risk of development of childhood 
asthma: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Environment international 2017; 100: 1-31. This study reports a RR = 1.03 (1.01, 1.05) per 1 
μg/m3 PM2.5 of traffic related air pollution for development of childhood asthma. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 2 5 7
                                                    H u m a n  H e a l t h  

asthma rates for Canadians, this would translate to approximately 3.2 new asthma cases per 1000 local 
child residents between 10-14 years of age.11

Thus, DPM and PM2.5, if increased by the levels predicted by CN, will cause a variety of added health 
risks to the local population. 

2. Benzene 

Benzene is also a known inhalable carcinogen that will be generated by the operation of the facility, and 
added to existing background benzene levels. The intermodal facility will result in 0.00693 µg/m3

benzene12 (Att. C, Table 1), which corresponds to 2 x 10-7 added risk of cancer.13 This increased cancer 
risk will be in addition to the diesel PM2.5 risk discussed previously, which is already well above the de 
minimis threshold. 

3. B(a)P 

B(a)P is another known inhalable carcinogen that will be generated by operation of the facility, and 
added to existing background levels of B(a)P that are already over the threshold limits. The predicted 
level due to the Project and including background is 0.000336 µg/m3, which corresponds to an increased 
cancer risk of 1.7 x 10-8.14 Again, this will be added to other risks due to other carcinogens. 

4. 1,3-Butadiene 

1,3-Butadiene is a further known carcinogen that will be generated at annual levels of 0.1 µg/m3, which 
will result in a further 3.4 x 10-7 added risk of cancer.15

5. Acetaldehyde 

This is another known carcinogen for which the annual value due to the Project is estimated as 0.00173 
µg/m3.16 This translates to a further increased cancer risk of 4.7 X 10-8.17

6. Formaldehyde 

This is another known carcinogen with a particularly high associated cancer risk. The annual value due 
to the Project is estimated from the 24-hour value provided by CN as 0.036 µg/m3, which translates into 
a 4.2 x 10-4 added risk of cancer.18

11 In Canada, the prevailing rate of asthma is 19.0 % for children aged 10-14, or 190 per 1000 children, so the added number of cases from 
the air pollution would be approximately 3.2 new asthma cases per 1000 child residents aged 10-14 <https://infobase.phac-
aspc.gc.ca/datalab/asthma-blog-en.html>. 
12 CEAR# 613, IRR3.13, Att. C, Table 1. 
13 Based on California’s assigned cancer risk to benzene at 2.9 x 10-5 per µg/m3 found at 
<https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf>.  
14 Based on California’s assigned cancer risk to B(a)P of 1.1 x 10-3 per µg/m3 <https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf>.  
15 Based on California’s assigned cancer risk to 1,3-butadiene of 1.7 x 10-4 per µg/m3

<https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf>. 
16 0.18 * 9.63E-02 = 1.73E-2 µg/m3 , using data from CEAR# 613, IRR3.13, Att. C, Table 1. 
17 Based on California’s assigned cancer risk to acetaldehyde of 2.7 x 10-6 per µg/m3 unit risk 
<https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf>. 
18 Based on California’s assigned cancer risk to formaldehyde of 2.1 x 10-2 per µg/m3

<https://oehha.ca.gov/media/downloads/crnr/appendixa.pdf>. 
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2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on Ambient Air Quality

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.19

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
change or well 
below standards 

Low = change 
below but close 
to exceeding 
standards 

High = in excess 
of standards  

On-site effects = 
effects that occur 
on the Project 
site 

Off-site effects = 
effects in the 
Project 
neighbourhood  

Transportation 
network effects = 
effects beyond 
the Project 
neighborhood

Short-term = 
effects lasts less 
than 24 hours 
(typically 
associated with 
reversible effects) 

Long-term – 
effect may last for 
construction, 
operation, or 
closure phases 
(typically 
associated with 
reversible effects) 

Permanent – 
effect is 
permanent  

Single event = 
occurs once 

Multiple irregular 
events = occurs 
sporadically (and 
intermittently) 
throughout 
assessment 
period 

Multiple regular 
event = occurs 
repeatedly and 
regularly 
throughout 
assessment 
period.  

Continuous = 
residual effect 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed after 
project 
completion and 
reclamation 

Irreversible = the 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed 
(permanent) 

Undisturbed = 
ambient air 
quality is 
relatively 
undisturbed or 
not adversely 
affected by 
human activity 

Disturbed = 
ambient air 
quality has been 
substantially 
previously 
disturbed by 
human 
development or 
human 
development is 
still present 

3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

CN has proposed no mitigation specific to reducing impacts on human health. CN has proposed some 
best practices to reduce dust generation and to reduce emissions, which are directed to air quality. 
These are addressed in the report of the Halton Municipalities’ Air Quality expert. 

4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes the Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

19 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines. 
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Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 

Significant 
Effect 

1. Increased Risk of Cancer 
and Respiratory Illnesses

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.1 Standards 

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of compliance with applicable 
standards. The same two colours used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant 
(purple) or compliant (blue). 

Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

1. Government of Canada, Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk, Health Canada, 
2012 

2. Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

Policy 1.1.1 Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by: … 

c) avoiding development and land use patterns that may cause environmental or public 
health and safety concerns; … 

3. Province of Ontario, Environmental Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. E.19, s. 14: 
Prohibits discharging, causing or permitting the discharge of a contaminant if 
the discharge may cause an adverse effect: 

s.14 (1) Subject to subsection (2) but despite any other provision of this Act or the 
regulations, a person shall not discharge a contaminant or cause or permit the 
discharge of a contaminant into the natural environment, if the discharge causes or 
may cause an adverse effect.  

1.(1) “adverse effect” means one or more of, 

(a) impairment of the quality of the natural environment for any use that can be made 
of it… 

 (c) harm or material discomfort to any person, 

(d) an adverse effect on the health of any person… 

(f) rendering any property or plant or animal life unfit for human use, 

(g) loss of enjoyment of normal use of property, …
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Not Compliant  Compliant

4.1.1 Government of Canada, Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk, Health Canada, 2012 

Further to this standard, cancer risks will be deemed to be “essentially negligible” (de minimis) where 
the estimated Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk is ≤ 1 in 100,000 (≤ 1 x 10−5). 

As set out earlier in the overview section, a number of carcinogens will be emitted as a result of Project 
operations. These will cause significant increased long-term cancer risks: 

 DPM/PM2.5: 1.7 x 10-4

 Benzene: 2.0 x 10-7

 B(a)P: 1.7 x 10-8

 1,3-Butadiene: 1 x 10-5

 Acetaldehyde: 4.7 x 10-8 

 Formaldehyde: 4.2 x 10-4

It is also noted that the risks for DPM and formaldehyde alone cause individual increases in cancer risk 
to the local population that are well beyond de minimis levels.  

As a result, the Project does not comply with this standard. 

4.1.2 Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

Developments that cause public health or safety concerns will not comply with this policy statement. As 
detailed above, there will be increased cancer risks to the local population as a result of this Project. In 
addition, as set out in the overview section, there are also increases in risk of heart disease and 
childhood asthma.  

Further to this standard, cancer risks will be deemed to be “essentially negligible” (de minimis) where 
the estimated Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk is ≤ 1 in 1,000,000 (≤ 1 x 10−6). 

The Project therefore does not comply with this policy statement. 

4.1.3 Province of Ontario, Environmental Protection Act, R.S.O. 1990

This legislation prohibits discharge of contaminants that may cause any of the listed adverse effects. 
The Project will result in the discharge of contaminants associated with human health impacts as 
explained above. The Project will therefore not comply with this standard. 

4.2 Reference Criteria

In this section, the six reference criteria relevant to determining whether a SAEE will result from a 
development are considered. 
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Magnitude – The submitted information predicts that short- and/or long-term health risks due to 
inhalation of PM10 and PM2.5 at the MPOI (Maximum Point of Impingement) are not expected.20 This is 
based on air concentrations with existing conditions plus the Project alone scenario.  

The submitted information uses a target benchmark to identify potential human health risks for 24-hour 
PM10, 24-hour PM2.5, and annual PM2.5 at the MPOI during the operation phase of the Project.21

According to the submitted information, the Project will increase predicted concentrations off-site; 
however, the only locations where the predicted concentrations for these parameters result in exposure 
ratios above the target benchmark are at the Project site boundary in uninhabited areas where no 
special receptor locations are in close proximity.22 As a result, the submitted information states that there 
is a low likelihood of any receptor being exposed in these uninhabited areas at the exact location and 
time of the predicted PM10 and PM2.5 concentrations that result in exposure ratios above the target 
benchmark.  

The submitted information also includes a supplemental health analysis evaluating the potential health 
risks to participating receptors from short-term and long-term direct exposures via inhalations of COPCs 
released during the operations phase of the Project.23 The air quality assessment predicts air 
concentrations of each of the COPCs at the MPOI as being at the Project site fence-line. The submitted 
information also predicts the MPOI at 40 special receptor locations.24

The submitted information further uses exposure ratios to evaluate the potential magnitude of the human 
health risks from short-term and long-term (non-carcinogens) exposure to COPCs in air, and uses 
incremental lifetime cancer risks to evaluate long-term carcinogenic health risks.25

The Halton Municipalities disagree with these assessments. The analysis provided by CN does not 
appropriately consider the cancer risk due to DPM or other COPCs that are known carcinogens. As well, 
a comparison to ambient PM standards is inappropriate, as adverse effects occur below the standard. 
Some of the carcinogens are well beyond the de minimis threshold of 1 x 10-6 as set by Ontario: 

 DPM/PM2.5: 1.7 x 10-4

 Benzene: 2.0 x 10-7

 B(a)P: 1.7 x 10-8

 1,3-Butadiene: 1 x 10-5

 Acetaldehyde: 4.7 x 10-8

 Formaldehyde: 4.2 x 10-4

Generally, meeting an air pollution standard does not mean that there will be no effects. There is no 
population threshold for air pollution effects. For example, while there may well be an individual 
threshold for adverse health effects (such as induction of an asthma attack), that individual threshold (if 
it exists) would vary across individuals, and so there is no population threshold for air pollution effects. 
This concept has been addressed by the National Academy of Science26:

“It is reasonable to assume that among such large groups, susceptibility to air pollution health effects 
varies considerably across individuals and depends on a large set of underlying factors, including genetic 

20 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.8, p.225; s.6.5.4.9.2, p.230.
21 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.9.2, p.230. 
22 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.9.2, p.230. 
23 CN Information Request Response Package 4.1 ("CEAR# 632"), March 21, 2018, IRR 4.29, 4.29-1. 
24 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.9.2, p.229. 
25 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.4.9.2, p.229-230. 
26 National Research Council Committee on Estimate the Health-Risk Reduction Benefits of Proposed Air Pollution Regulations. Estimating 
The Public Health Benefits of Proposed Air Pollution Regulations, 2002 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK221036/.
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makeup, age, exposure measurement error, preexisting disease, and simultaneous exposures from 
smoking and occupational hazards. This variation in individual susceptibilities and the resulting distribution 
of individual thresholds underlies the concentration-response function observed in epidemiology. Thus, 
until biologically based models of the distribution of individual thresholds are developed, it may be 
productive to assume that the population concentration-response function is continuous.”

Therefore, there is a material risk to the health of local residents due to the Project. The magnitude of 
effects is high. 

Geographic Extent – The predicted geographic extent was stated to be the Local Assessment Area 
(LAA) and the Regional Assessment Area (RAA). However, no basis was provided for limiting the 
boundaries for health impacts in this manner. 

The Halton Municipalities disagree with this assessment. While the greatest human health effects may 
occur in the immediate area around the facility, air pollution can be transported long distances, 
sometimes hundreds of kilometers. The impacts of the Project are likely to affect persons outside of the 
boundaries of the LAA and RAA. Large aggregate population health effects are possible. 

3. Duration – The predicted duration was assessed as continuous. Construction will last 18 months, 
followed by ongoing operations 24 hours a day, 7 days a week with emissions resulting from the Project 
during both periods. The Halton Municipalities agree with this assessment. 

4. Frequency – The predicted frequency was assessed as “intermittent”, as air emissions from primary 
mobile sources as a result of Project construction and operations will consist of products of 
combustion.27

The Halton Municipalities disagree with this assessment. Due to the nature of the intermodal terminal’s 
planned 24/7 operations, the frequency of emissions would better be characterized as “high”, as there 
will be a near-constant flow of locomotive and truck traffic around the terminal. As well, the analysis did 
not appropriately consider operational emissions from diesel trains and truck traffic, along with the new 
indirect emissions caused by facility-induced growth.  

5. Reversibility – The impacts of the Project on human health effects have been described as 
“reversible”.28 The Halton Municipalities disagree.  

The predicted chronic effects are largely irreversible. Human health effects associated with chronic 
exposure are often permanent. As discussed above, lung cancer risks arise from cumulative exposures, 
as well as increased risk of cardiovascular and respiratory disease. Notable is the enhanced increase 
in the risk of children becoming afflicted with asthma. While effects can be diminished by reducing 
exposures and allowing, for example, clearance of particles, the damage done is largely irreversible.  

6. Ecological and Social Context – CN has stated that their review of baseline monitoring data shows 
that the measured hourly, 24-hour and annual ambient levels for all COPCs are below the relevant air 
quality standards, with the exception of benzene and benzo(a)pyrene annual average background levels 
which are currently above their applicable air quality standards.29 A description of the existing conditions 
for human health in the area was based on data from monitoring stations in Mississauga, Oakville, 
Burlington, and Hamilton.30 Data from the Town of Milton was not used.31

27 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.3.4.3.1, p.65-66.
28 CEAR# 57, December 7, 2015, table 6.30. 
29 CEAR# 57, App E.7, December 7, 2015, p.6-8. 
30 CEAR# 57, App E.7, December 7, 2015, p.6-8. 
31 CEAR# 57, App E.7, December 7, 2015, p.6.
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Although not stated directly, the implications appear to be that: 

(1) because background levels of certain COPCs are already higher than guideline thresholds 
without undue impact, it would be acceptable to allow for increased amounts of those contaminants; 
and  
(2) because most emitted COPCs would not surpass thresholds in the relevant guidelines, the 
increases should not cause concern. 

The Halton Municipalities disagree. As detailed above, increased risk of health impacts can and do 
occur below the ambient standards for air pollutants, including PM2.5, of which this facility will be a new 
major source, adding to already existing PM2.5. The Project site may be considered already “stressed” 
in terms of background levels of certain contaminants. This factor would not be consistent with adding 
more of those contaminants. 

Also, the facility would likely attract new populations to work at the facility and induce new exposures by 
increasing the number of people exposed. Thus, increased adverse human health effects will be 
experienced in the downwind population, even if the air quality guidelines and/or standards are being 
met.  

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is important to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. It is 
understood that there are 16 local developments which are likely to be additional sources of COPCs, 
but that little data is available on the likely emissions from these developments. Given the lack of data, 
it is not possible to calculate additional risks to the health of the local population due to the additional 
developments. 

Generally, the COPCs discussed above are generated by vehicle emissions. To the extent that the 
additional developments would result in increased vehicle emissions, they would contribute to those 
impacts from the CN Intermodal terminal and increases in risks to human health would be likely to result.  

Given that the Project alone will have significant impacts on risks to human health, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the impacts of the Project plus those of other local developments resulting in increased 
emissions of COPCs would also result in significant impacts on human health. 

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs will be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assesses 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change when container throughput 
increases.  

Any increase in container throughput will lead to increased air emissions and corresponding increased 
impacts on COPC levels in the Project neighbourhood. Similar to the above comments for cumulative 
effects, the increase in vehicular emissions will correspond to increased health risks. 

Comments on the reference criteria are provided below. 

1. Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would be affected. It is 
expected that the emissions and downwind concentrations of the air pollution from the facility would 
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increase in proportion with the activities. As discussed above, the health impacts are roughly 
proportional to the exposure levels for these air pollutants, so the magnitude of the adverse health 
impacts would increase proportionally as well. 

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would 
be affected. Since there would be more vehicles entering and leaving the facility, traffic congestion 
would increase, and the traffic would increase in a wider area than if the facility were smaller, and health 
effects would similarly expand in geographical area. 

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, exposure duration is likely to be 
increased. The magnitude of the throughput is likely to extend the hours of heavy operation, so the 
duration of human exposures would increase also. 

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency is likely to be affected. 
The greater throughput would likely cause more frequent traffic congestion, and more frequent 
maximum air pollution exposure events, increasing peak and long-term air pollution exposure. 

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, any reversibility would be 
decreased, as the air pollution exposures (e.g., to diesel PM2.5) would be greater, and take longer for 
the lung to clear out, should the exposure be discontinued (e.g., closure of the CN facility). This would 
be analogous to quitting smoking, in which case the cardiovascular disease and lung cancer risks are 
diminished in the decades after quitting (vs. not quitting).  

6. Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Human Safety Conditions 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC G.2 

Overview

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

1. Safety effects from rail line events such as 
derailments

N/A

2. Safety effects from intermodal transfer 
mishaps

N/A

3. Safety effects from new traffic 
interchanges and truck volumes at the 
entry/exit points to the Terminal and 
surrounding road network

4. Safety effects from any spill/release of 
hazardous materials at the Project site 

N/A

5. Safety effects from any fire at the Project 
site 

N/A

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines1 and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified human safety2 as a valued component (VC) since the submission of the 
first Halton Brief to the panel in December 2016.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following five adverse effects:  

1. Effect to human safety from rail line events such as derailment; 
2. Effect to human safety from intermodal transfer events such as container mishandling; 
3. Effect to human safety from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes at the entry/exit 

points to the terminal and surrounding road network; 
4. Effect to human safety from spills/releases of hazardous materials at the Project site; and  

1 CEAR# 12, July 20, 2015, EIS Guidelines, ss. 6.3.5 and 6.6.1. 
2 The term “human safety” used in this VC document is consistent with the EIS Guidelines (CEAR 12). Please note it is not synonymous with 
the term “public safety”, frequently used in the submitted information. Whereas, “public safety” effects are limited to the safety of those people 
who are off-site (e.g. people residing, frequenting or visiting the Project neighbourhood); “human safety” effects is a broader category that 
encompasses the effects of the Project on all people, both those off-site and those on-site (on-site people include CN employees, trucking 
contractors and other visitors to the Project site). 
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5. Effect to human safety from any fire at the Project site.3

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of these adverse effects on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on the VC; 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to 

each of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; 
3. review of each residual effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 

relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause four significant adverse environmental effects on this VC. 

Project SAEEs 

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following significant adverse 
environmental effects:  

1. Effect to human safety from rail line events such as derailment;  
2. Effect to human safety from intermodal transfer events such as container mishandling; 
3. Effect to human safety from spills/releases of hazardous materials at the Project site; and  
4. Effect to human safety from any fire at the Project site.  

There are residual Project effects from human safety in all categories. CN’s proposed mitigation 
measures to address human safety effects from collisions are generally not federally enforceable. While 
more mitigation measures for human safety effects from derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, 
spills/releases, and fires are federally enforceable, the measures proposed by CN are not entirely 
effective to mitigate all of the aspects of human safety effects.  

In each case, serious human safety consequences are associated with the transportation of dangerous 
goods at the Terminal. Even for collisions without dangerous goods, it is expected that the Project could 
result in both serious injuries and fatalities. Consequently, this VC is characterized by a high magnitude 
of residual effects. 

Each of the effects can also have a large geographic reach, with off-site impacts. The duration of human 
safety effects is permanent as these effects are associated with the Terminal’s operations, which are 
ongoing. Reversibility is also a concern because serious injuries or fatalities resulting from derailments, 
intermodal transfer mishaps, collisions, spills/releases, and fires cannot be reversed. The human 
suffering cannot be undone.  

The social context is characterized by sensitive land-uses. The Project is within a setting that is occupied 
by and planned for further residential development. In particular, the planned Boyne and Sherwood 
developments adjacent to the Project site increases the number of people whose safety may be affected 
by derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, hazardous materials spills/releases, and fires. Further, in 
respect of safety effects from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes, CN’s Project would result in 
a higher volume of truck traffic on haul routes in the midst of both sensitive adjacent land-uses and 
sensitive road users, including passenger vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists. 

3 Notably, there is potential for duplication among effects. For example, train derailments and intermodal transfer events could result in spills 
and fires. The present review seeks to avoid duplication. Thus, it provides the most detailed review of spill and fire events in safety effects of 
any spill of hazardous materials at the Project site; and safety effects of any fire at the Project site. 
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That being said, the Halton Municipalities noted that the frequency of residual Project effects on human 
safety would be classified as multiple irregular events as opposed to multiple regular or continuous 
effects.  

Ultimately, with respect to safety effects from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes at the entry/exit 
points to the Terminal and surrounding road network (i.e. collisions),  the low increase in human safety 
effects cause by collisions, and CN’s compliance with design standards with the intended purpose of 
maximizing safety in the operation of roadways, led the Halton Municipalities to conclude that the 
residual adverse environmental effects may not rise to the level of significance, based on CN’s stated 
container throughput. This conclusion does not, in any way, understate the finding that there will be 
severe adverse human safety effects, namely serious injuries and fatalities, as a result of new traffic 
interchanges and truck volumes associated with the Project. 

For the other human safety effects from derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, spills/releases of 
hazardous materials and fires, considering the findings on magnitude, geographic extent, duration 
frequency, reversibility, and context, CN’s non-compliance with standards related to dangerous goods 
and issues with CN’s emergency preparedness, the Halton Municipalities found four SAEEs in the 
human safety effects VC. 
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1. Safety effects from rail line events 
such as derailments 

2. Safety effects from intermodal 
transfer mishaps 

3. Safety effects from new traffic 
interchanges and truck volumes at the 
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of hazardous materials at the Project 
site 
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Cumulative SAEEs 

CN identified sixteen physical activities, which were referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of the cumulative effects associated with many VCs. 

For human safety effects from derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, hazardous material 
spills/releases, and fires, none of these 16 projects create additional hazards, in that they do not 
materially contribute additional derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, spills/releases, or fires that 
interact to create cumulative human safety effects. Therefore, no further cumulative effects analysis 
has been undertaken for these effects. Instead, the future and existing sensitive land-uses in the 
Project neighbourhood has been considered in the evaluation of the social context, and contributes to 
the evaluation of residual Project effects. 

To evaluate Projects effects from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes, modelling was 
undertaken. This modelling accounted for the additional contribution of vehicles and congestion from 
the relevant Projects. 4 Thus, there is no separate analysis for cumulative SAEE from collisions, which 
are already accounted for in the modelling.5

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the frequency of 
human safety effects would increase. As traffic volume increases, there would be proportional increase 
in the number of truck collisions per year throughout the entire network, which may be supportive of a 
finding of SAEE. Similarly, increased throughput would increase the likelihood of dangerous goods 
related accidents during the project life cycle from derailments, intermodal transfer mishaps, hazardous 
materials spills/releases, and fires. 

2. Predicted Effects on VC G.2 

2.1 Safety Effects  

Human Safety covers a range of project effects and cumulative effects on humans. The range centers 
on human injury and includes findings of no or negligible injury, minor injury, serious injury, and fatality. 

2.2 Source of Effects on VC G.2 

As with the April 2019 Sufficiency Brief on SAEEs, the Halton Municipalities have identified several 
different sources of effects on human safety. Because these sources are so varied, the Halton 
Municipalities have considered each source separately for its possible effects on human safety. These 
sources of safety effects are as follows: 

4 With respect to modelling results which were not already submitted to the Panel, see Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the 
Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019). This modelling took into account the following projects: 
Bristol Planning District, Sherwood Planning District, Boyne Planning District, Louis St. Laurent Avenue (Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard), 
Main Street West (Tremaine Road to Bronte Street), Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements, Tremaine Road (Derry Road to 
Britannia Road), Urban and Rural Road Upgrades, General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area, and Derry Green Corporate 
Business Park. 
5 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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1. Effects on human safety from derailment: The Halton Municipalities and CN agree that 
Project activities could result result in derailments both inside and outside the Terminal.6

2. Effects on human safety from intermodal transfer mishaps: The Halton Municipalities and 
CN agree that project construction and operation can result in a container overturning during 
transportation to or from the yard due to a potential malfunction of reach stackers or a trucking 
accident causing release of part or all of its load. 7

3. Effects on human safety from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes at the entry/exit 
points to the terminal and surrounding road network: The Halton Municipalities and CN 
agree that traffic and truck components of Project operation will cause collisions and thus 
adverse effects on human safety in the following locations: 8

a. At the new proposed intersection for Project truck access onto the Regional road network 
on Britannia Road, collisions between trucks using the Project site and other users of this 
multi-use transportation corridor – such as motor vehicle operators, cyclists, trail bikers, 
and pedestrians;9

b. At the new proposed intersection for employee access onto Tremaine Road, collisions 
between vehicles using the Project site and other users of this multi-use transportation 
corridor;10

c. On the surrounding Regional road network, collisions between trucks using the Project 
site and other users of the Region’s transportation network (i.e. the network of Regional 
roads between the Project site and the 400-series highways,11 including the roundabouts 
along the Tremaine Road regional transportation corridor).12 Specifically, the Halton 
Municipalities’ modelling analyzed critical intersections for the most likely haul routes that 
will likely to experience additional delay, leading to congestion and the potential for 
additional vehicle collisions as a result.13

4. Effects on human safety from any spill/release of hazardous materials at the Project site: 
The Halon Municipalities and CN agree that Project construction and operation activities on the 
site, including on-site vehicle use, can result in hazardous material spills. CN goes on to state 
that such spills could affect public health and safety if they occur in the immediate vicinity of the 
public or if the spilled material comes into contact with environmental resources used by the 
public.14 The Halton Municipalities submit that spills can cause public health effects. Further, the 
Project can cause broader “human” safety effects to all people, both those on-site and off-site.15

Although CN has characterized effects from hazardous materials as “spills”, it is more 
appropriate to characterize these as hazardous materials releases because hazardous materials 

6 CN acknowledges these Project effects, but ultimately concludes there would be residual effects on safety inside the Terminal, and no residual 
effects outside the Terminal. See: CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.7, p.299-300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.19, p.5; IRR 
5.22, p.26. 
7 CN ultimately considers the effects of containerized spills on ecological receptors (i.e. fish, migratory birds and species at risk). However, the 
submitted information does not consider the residual adverse effects of on-site container mishaps or related spills on human safety. In this VC, 
the Halton Municipalities focus on the effects of human safety from such intermodal transfer mishaps: CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, 
s.6.6.2.5, p.296-297. 
8 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.6.3, p.299; CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.62, p.18; CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.63, 
p.25; CEAR# 714, February 15, 2019, IRR 6.1, 8.4 and 8.5. 
9 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.6.3, p.299; CEAR# 714, February 15, 2019, IRR 8.5, p. 18-20.  
10 CEAR #714, February 15, 2019, IRR8.5, p. 15-17. 
11 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.62, p.18, CEAR# 714, February 15, 2019, IRR 8.5, p. 24-27. 
12 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.63, p.25; CEAR# 714, February 15, 2019, IRR 8.5, p. 21-23. 
13 With respect to modelling results which were not already submitted to the Panel, see Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the 
Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019). 
14 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4, p.291-292; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.20-21. However, note that CN ultimately 
predicts that no hazardous material spill on the Project site will affect public safety or health. See: CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.22. 
15 See note 2, above. 
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may be volatile and be released as gases, not just liquids. It is for this reason the Transportation 
of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992 speaks to releases as opposed to spills.16 Consequently, where 
the term “spill” is used in this VC, it can be understood to mean a “release”. 

The Project activities that can cause hazardous material spills/releases include:  
a. hazardous liquids from the operation and maintenance of construction and operations 

equipment, which can include flammable and explosive liquids, can seep or flow in an 
uncontrolled manner if not contained or stored properly;17

b. on-site vehicle use, which could result in additional releases through ruptures of hydraulic 
lines or fuel tank releases as a result of a vehicle accident;18 and  

c. intermodal container spills/releases of dangerous goods (Effect #2).19

5. Effects on human safety from any fire at the Project site: The Halton Municipalities and CN 
agree that the construction and operation phase of the Project can lead to accidents and 
malfunctions that could result in a fire in the following ways:

a. engine fire or the ignition of hazardous material, during construction; and/or  
b. engine fire, a container fire, or a fire due to hydraulic line ruptures. 20

CN states that the direct effects of a fire can affect public safety if the fire occurs in the immediate 
vicinity of workers or the public or if airborne contaminants come into contact with environmental 
resources used by the public.21 The Halton Municipalities predict fire may cause broader human 
safety effects to both those on and off-site of the Project.22

2.3 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC G.2

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.23

16 Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, c. 34, s. 2: Release means, in relation to dangerous goods, “(a) a discharge, 
emission, explosion, outgassing or other escape of dangerous goods, or any component or compound evolving from dangerous goods, from 
a means of containment being used to handle or transport the dangerous goods, or (b) an emission, from a means of containment being used 
to handle or transport dangerous goods, of ionizing radiation that exceeds a level or limit established under the Nuclear Safety and Control 
Act.” 
17 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.1, p. 292. 
18 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.1, p. 292. 
19 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.5.1, p. 296. This topic was covered in Effect #2, “Effects of Intermodal Transfer Mishaps” and 
will not be further reviewed in this section.  
20 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 7-8.  
21 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 9. However, CN only makes conclusions on the magnitude of residual effects of fire on 1) air quality 
and human health; 2) wildlife; and 3) water and fish. However, the submitted information provides no explicit conclusion on the magnitude of 
residual effects in respect of human safety. See: CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 9. 
22 See note 2, above. 
23 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines (CEAR 12). 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

2 7 2 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  

_ _ _ H u m a n  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible - 
negligible 
severity of human 
safety effect 

Low – low 
severity of human 
safety effect, i.e. 
minor injury

High - high 
severity of human 
safety effect, i.e. 
serious injury or 
death 

On-site - effects 
that occur on the 
Project site 

Off-site – effects 
in the Project 
neighbourhood 

Short-term – 
construction only 

Permanent – 
throughout 
construction and 
operation 

Single Event - 
Effect occurs 
once 

Multiple Irregular 
- Effect occurs 
sporadically (and 
intermittently) 
throughout 
assessment 
period 

Multiple Regular 
– Effect occurs 
repeatedly and 
regularly 
throughout 
assessment 
period

Continuous – 
Effect occurs 
continually over 
assessment 
period

Reversible - 
recovery likely 

Irreversible – 
recovery unlikely 

*Project effects 
are reversible 
when they cease 
immediately upon 
cessation of the 
Project. However, 
this conclusion 
does not apply to 
Project effects on 
human safety 
that also affect 
human health 
prior to the 
cessation of the 
project. 

Sensitive land-
use  - land uses 
surrounding the 
Project are 
sensitive, 
including  
residential, 
educational 
and/or 
community land-
uses, and 
sensitive road 
users, including 
cyclists and 
pedestrians 

Less sensitive 
land-uses – land-
uses surrounding 
the Project are 
less sensitive, 
including 
commercial, 
institutional and 
industrial land-
uses, and less 
sensitive road 
users, including 
truck traffic 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 

3. Safety Effects from Rail Line Events such as Derailment 

The Halton Municipalities and CN agree that Project activities are likely to result in derailments both 
inside and outside of the Terminal.1 Such derailments are likely to have effects on safety of both on-site 
workers and visitors and those in proximity to the Terminal and the CN rail line. 

3.1 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, which, in this case, is only safety effects from rail line events such as 
derailment, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two matters relevant 
to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or not that mitigation 
is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and enforceability – purple 
for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

1 Equipment inspection and proper 
maintenance to avoid potential 
malfunction  
2 Observation of speed limits for 
locomotives 
3 Emergency Response Plans: 1) 
Hazardous Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill 
Response & Contingency Plan and 3) 
Emergency Response Plan. 

Not Effective/
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Although the Halton Municipalities have evaluated the mitigation measures CN has proposed, a 
persistent problem is that CN has failed to consider or even mention the principal mitigation for human 
safety effects from derailments used in modern land use controls; namely to maintain adequate risk 
based separation distances between the risk source and the designated land use as discussed in 
Appendix C.2 The separation distances vary with the specific land use and risk criteria applied. In the 
case the land use is already in existence, as is the case in the Halton region, it is incumbent on the risk 

1 CN acknowledges these Project effects, but ultimately concludes there would be residual effects on safety inside the Terminal, and no residual 
effects outside the Terminal. See: CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.7, p.299-300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.19, p.5; IRR 
5.22, p.26. 
2 Frank Bercha, City of Edmonton Cumulative Risk Assessment and Land Use Planning Project (Calgary, AB: Bercha Engineering Limited, 
2011). See Appendix C to this table for details. 
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facility proponent to locate the new facilities or corridors, which could result in human safety effects at 
appropriate and sufficient separation distances from existing land uses, be they residential, or otherwise 
sensitive. 

Certain measures proposed by CN are not true mitigation measures. For example, adhering to national 
and international engineering codes and standards, including the American Railway Engineering and 
Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA) Manual,3 and maintaining infrastructure per Transport 
Canada requirements,4 is not a chosen course CN has taken to mitigate effects. It is simply a 
requirement. Such standards must be followed. Also, for both of these standards, CN only refers to 
these standards in the abstract, and provides no specificity about the particular sections of those 
standards with which they will attempt to comply. 

1)  Mitigation Measure  

Equipment inspection and proper maintenance to avoid potential malfunction5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. When a malfunction does occur, 
the magnitude of its consequences will be the same as they would be without the mitigation. Despite 
inspection requirements, derailments persist. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. As for magnitude, 
despite the proposed mitigation, when malfunctions do occur, their geographic extent shall be the 
same as they would be without mitigation. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Despite the proposed mitigation, when 
malfunctions do occur, their duration shall be the same as it would be without mitigation. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. The inspection will identify some 
potential malfunctions, thereby permitting the fault to be repaired and avoiding the malfunction. 
Hence, the frequency of malfunctions shall be reduced. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. As a proactive mitigation 
measure, it will not reverse human safety effects of injury or death when they occur. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The general requirements of the Railway Safety 
Act include a safety management system which includes provisions for inspection and maintenance 
of railway equipment. If the Minister is of the opinion that the safety management system established 
by a company has deficiencies that risk compromising railway safety, the Minister may order the 
company to take necessary corrective measures.6 However, it also defines railway equipment as 

3 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.7.1, p. 300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1, Table 5.1-1, p. 3. 
4 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.7.1, p. 300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1, Attachment 5.1-1, p. 35. 
5 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.7.1, p. 300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 21, 23; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 
5.1, Attachment 5.1-1, p.35. 
6 Railway Safety Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 32 (4th Supp.), s. 32(3.1). See also Railway Safety Management System Regulations, 2015, SOR/2015-
26 pursuant to the Railway Safety Act. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

rolling stock only (i.e. as long as it runs on rails), when certain equipment that may be involved in 
derailments can also run on land.7

2)  Mitigation Measure  

Observation of speed limits for locomotives 8

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Accidents such as derailments or 
collisions occurring at excessive speeds will generally cause more damage than comparable 
accidents at lower speeds, at or below the speed limit. Therefore, observation of speed limits will 
mitigate the magnitude of damage caused. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. Accidents occurring 
at excessive speeds will generally cause more extensive damage, extending further geographically, 
than comparable accidents at lower speeds, at or below the speed limit. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Derailment and corresponding human 
safety effects are continuous, in line with ongoing operations at the Project site. Observing locomotive 
speed limits does not mitigate the permanence of the effects.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Although some accidents, such as 
derailments from faulty rails, will occur regardless of train speed, some may also be a direct result of 
excessive speed such as roll-overs at steep curves. Hence, frequency will also be mitigated by 
maintaining speed limits. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Accidents, regardless of speed, 
will occur and their effects are generally irreversible. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. Transport Canada’s Rules Respecting Track Safety 
(TC E-54) pursuant to the Railway Safety Act set out maximum allowable operating speeds. 

7 Railway Safety Act, R.S.C. 1985, c. 32 (4th Supp.), s. 4(1): Railway equipment means: “(a) a machine that is constructed for movement 
exclusively on lines of railway, whether or not the machine is capable of independent motion, or (b) a vehicle that is constructed for movement 
both on and off lines of railway while the adaptations of that vehicle for movement on lines of railway are in use“. 
8 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.7.1, p. 300; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23. 
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3)  Mitigation Measure  

Emergency Response Plans: 1) Hazardous Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill Response & Contingency 
Plan and 3) Emergency Response Plan.9

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The Emergency Response Plans 
or ERPs (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions 
to be used to mitigate the effects of dangerous good (“DG”) releases, including toxic, flammable, 
corrosive, explosive fluid releases of different characteristics. For example, ethanol, a DG expected 
to be transshipped frequently through the proposed Project has a very specific set of safety 
requirements, including evacuation within 800m in case of an ethanol fire, as summarized in 
Appendix A, A.1. No specific provisions are given in any of the ERPs cited; hence the proposed 
mitigations will not reduce magnitude of consequences of DG releases or other accidents.  

Further, the submitted ERPs do not provide a localized site emergency plan that is integrated with 
the Region’s Emergency Plan and Program and includes regional and local levels of municipal 
emergency response.10

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The Emergency 
Response Plans (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical 
provisions to be used to mitigate the geographic extent of effects of DG releases, including toxic, 
flammable, corrosive, explosive fluid releases of different characteristics. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The Emergency Response Plans (1, 
2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions to be used 
to mitigate the duration of effects of DG releases, including toxic, flammable, corrosive, explosive 
fluid releases of different characteristics. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. ERPs are directed at the response 
to an incident if it occurs, not at reducing its occurrence frequency. Therefore, the ERPs will not 
mitigate or reduce the frequency of adverse incidents. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The Emergency Response 
Plans (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions to 
be used to mitigate the reversibility of effects of DG releases, including toxic, flammable, corrosive, 
explosive fluid releases of different characteristics. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, 
S.C. 1992, c. 34 sections 7(1) & 7(2), requires Emergency Response Assistance Plans when 
transporting dangerous goods. That being said, generic ERPs, such as those provided by CN, would 
not be in compliance. 

9 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 21, 23; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1, Attachment 5.1-1, p.35, 37; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 
7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.3, p. 293; s. 6.6.2.5.3, p.297. 
10 CEAR# 672, July 30, 2018, Halton Comments re IRR 5.17, p. 1, IRR 5.24, p. 16. 
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3.2 Assessment of Residual Project Effects

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 

Effect  

Safety Effects from Rail 
Line Events such as 
Derailments 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

 SAEE 
Likely 

SAEE 
Not Likely

3.2.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, 
S.C. 1992, c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response 
Assistance Plans: These provisions restrict the transport of dangerous goods 
unless there is an emergency response assistance plan in place which outlines 
what is to be done to respond to an actual or anticipated release of dangerous 
goods in the course of handling or transporting that engagers or could endanger 
public safety. 

7 (1) No person shall import, offer for transport, handle or transport dangerous 
goods in a quantity or concentration that is specified by regulation — or that is 
within a range of quantities or concentrations that is specified by regulation — 
unless the person has an emergency response assistance plan that is approved 
under this section before… 
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Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

(c) handling or transporting the dangerous goods, in the case where no 
other person is required to have an emergency response assistance plan 
under paragraph (a) or (b) in respect of that handling or transporting. 

(2) The plan shall outline what is to be done to respond to an actual or anticipated 
release of the dangerous goods in the course of their handling or transporting 
that endangers, or could endanger, public safety. 

2 Government of Canada, Railway Safety Act, 1985, c. 32 (4th Supp.), s. 
17.3: The Project will have crossing works that must be maintained pursuant to 
the Act: 

17.3 No person responsible for the maintenance of a crossing work shall maintain 
it otherwise than in accordance with the regulations made under section 18 
unless that person is exempted under section 22 or 22.1 from the application of 
those regulations in relation to the maintenance of that crossing work. 

3 Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275 and
Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Standards, July 2014, s. 3(1): The 
Regulations require compliance with the Standards, which give detailed crossing 
warning and construction requirements as a function of train, vehicle traffic and 
environmental conditions, all intended to reduce risks to the public. For example, 
see Section 9 of the Grade Crossing Standards, Warning Systems Specification

Grade Crossing Regulations, s. 3 (1) 

3 (1) Unless otherwise specified in an order of the Agency or in an agreement 
filed with the Agency under subsection 101(1) of the Canada Transportation Act, 
in the case of a public grade crossing, 

(a) a railway company must ensure compliance with the requirements of 
these Regulations respecting 

(i) a Railway Crossing sign, a Number of Tracks sign and an 
Emergency Notification sign, 

(ii) the maintenance of a Stop sign that is installed on the same 
post as a Railway Crossing sign, 

(iii) a warning system, 

(iv) a crossing surface, other than its design, and 

(v) sightlines within the railway right-of-way and over land 
adjoining the railway right-of-way, including the removal of trees 
and brush that obstruct the sightlines… 
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Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

4 Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275, s. 4: 
A railway company must provide a road authority with prescribed information 
about a public grade crossing. 

4 (1) A railway company must provide a road authority, in writing, with the 
following information in respect of a public grade crossing: 

(a) the precise location of the grade crossing; 

(b) the number of tracks that cross the grade crossing; 

(c) the average annual daily railway movements; 

(d) the railway design speed; 

(e) the warning system in place at the grade crossing; 

(f) an indication of whether a Stop sign is installed on the same post as 
the Railway Crossing sign; and 

(g) an indication of whether or not whistling is required when railway 
equipment is approaching the grade crossing. 

5 Government of Canada, Rules Respecting Key Trains and Key Routes, 
February 12, 2016, Rule 6.1: Companies must conduct risk assessments where 
there is a significant change to key routes. The entire proposed Project is a 
change to key routes. Hence, a risk assessment should be provided with the 
design plans.

6.1 Companies shall conduct risk assessments and periodic updates based on 
significant change to determine the level of risk associated with each Key Route 
over which Key Trains are operated by the company. These Key Route Risk 
Assessments must be conducted for all Key Routes, at a minimum, every three 
(3) years and must, at a minimum: 

a) define each Key Route using appropriate location information such as 
subdivision or spur names and relevant mile ranges; 

b) identify and describe all relevant safety and security related risks 
associated with each Key Route; 

c) identify, evaluate and compare alternative routes, over which the 
company has authority to operate; 

d) identify areas of higher risk where the speed restriction referred to in 
4.2 may apply; 

e) factor potential or future significant railway operational changes such 
as new customers moving goods subject to an Emergency Response 
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Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

Assistance Plan under the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992 
and population growth; 

f) identify and define the factors taken into account in assessing the safety 
and security related risks associated with each Key Route including… 

6 Government of Canada, Rules Respecting Key Trains and Key Routes, 
February 12, 2016, Rule 7.1: When conducting risk assessments for key routes, 
companies will incorporate input from municipal and other level of local 
government.  

7.1 Companies will incorporate input from municipal and other levels of local 
government on safety and security concerns in Key Route risk assessments 
using the following process… 

b) Companies will respond to municipal or other levels of local 
government regarding, for example, how the risks they have identified are 
being mitigated. In all cases, companies will acknowledge receipt… 

7 Province of Ontario, D-6 Compatibility Between Industrial Facilities, July 
1995, s. 4.3

Imposes separation distances for land use planning proposals to prevent or 
minimize adverse effects from encroachment of incompatible land uses where a 
facility either exists or is proposed. The Project is considered to be a Class III 
Heavy Industry under these guidelines.  

4.3 Recommended Minimum Separation Distances 

No incompatible development other than that identified in Section 4.10, 
"Redevelopment, Infilling and Mixed Use Areas" should occur in the areas 
identified below and illustrated in Appendix C, even if additional mitigation for 
adverse effects, as discussed in Section 4.2 of Procedure D-1-1, "Types of 
Buffers", is provided… 

Class III – 300 metres minimum separation distance 

8 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 
173(31)(a): To secure grade separations of railways and arterial roads where 
warranted, supporting the monitoring and necessary actions to improve the 
safety of the movement of dangerous goods by rail, and ensuring where possible 
compatible uses adjacent or in proximity to railway corridors and terminal 
facilities including railway yards and intermodal facilities.  
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Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

This standard applies to the Project because it requires a new crossing of a local 
road (Base Line Road) and may require a grade separation of the crossing of 
Tremaine Road, a Regional arterial road.11

173 It is the policy of the Region to: ... 

(31) Support the provision of a safe and efficient railway network by: 

(a) securing grade separations of railways and Arterial Roads where 
warranted… 

Not Compliant  Compliant

3.2.1.1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, 
c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response Assistance Plans 

Not compliant. The submitted information states that containers containing dangerous goods will be 
placarded accordingly and handled in accordance with this standard.12 However, the submitted 
information on the required Emergency Response Plan is generic and not specific to the Project13

3.2.1.2 Government of Canada, Railway Safety Act, 1985, c. 32 (4th Supp.), s. 17.3 

Likely compliant. Although CN has provided limited information about safety at at-grade rail crossings, 
it is likely that the Project would comply with this standard given that most projects comply with this 
standard. 

3.2.1.3 Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275 and 
Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Standards, July 2014, s. 3(1) 

Not compliant. The submitted information is not sufficient to assess compliance with section 3 of the 
Grade Crossing Regulations regarding warning systems and sightline requirements for each crossing 
affected by the proposed Project. 

For example, under above cited Section 9, 9.1, 9.2, and 9.3, all sections are predicated on values of 
cross-products, such as 2000 or 50,000. To comply with the Regulation, CN first needs to indicate the 
cross-product values, and then indicate the type of crossing design they plan to use. Neither of these 
has been provided by CN; hence it cannot be shown CN complies with the Regulations.  

3.2.1.4 Government of Canada, Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275, s. 4 

Not compliant. The submitted information is not sufficient to assess compliance with section 4 of the 
Grade Crossing Regulations regarding prescribed information for each crossing affected by the 

11 Halton Municipalities Brief: Municipal Land Use Standards relevant to assessing the Project for SAEEs (CEAR# 405), December 13, 2016, 
Appendix B, p.22-23. 
12 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.3.4.2, p.60; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.21, p.18. 
13 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-31; IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p. 3. 
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proposed Project. Since info (d), (e), (f), or (g) was not submitted by CN, CN cannot be said to comply 
with the Regulation.  

3.2.1.5 Government of Canada, Rules Respecting Key Trains and Key Routes, February 
12, 2016, Rule 6.1 

Not compliant. The submitted information is not sufficient to assess compliance with the risk assessment 
required by this standard. No risk assessment (d) was submitted, nor were any factors considered 
related to safety risks associated with each Key Route. 

3.2.1.6 Government of Canada, Rules Respecting Key Trains and Key Routes, February 
12, 2016, Rule 7.1 

Not compliant. The Project does not comply with this standard. No inputs from municipalities have been 
solicited, received, or considered by CN. Hence CN did not and could not have, responded on how the 
risks they have identified are being mitigated 

3.2.1.7 Province of Ontario, D-6 Compatibility Between Industrial Facilities, July 1995, s. 
4.3 

Not compliant. From Figure 32, "All Sensitive Land Uses" it is apparent that many sensitive existing and 
proposed uses are not separated by 300m or more. Sensitive land uses are hospitals, schools and old 
age homes within the meaning of the standard. 

3.2.1.8 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 173(31)(a) 

Not compliant. To be sufficient to assess compliance with this standard, the submitted information needs 
to include information on the train and road vehicle traffic projections for all crossings for representative 
periods in the project life cycle. This information is necessary to assess the need for crossing retrofits, 
including grade separation, sightlines, markings, gates, and other risk mitigation measures. However, 
the submitted information does not include these details. Nor does the submitted information consider 
“uses adjacent or in proximity to rail corridors” to assess compatibility, including risk setbacks for such 
uses considering the proposed expansion for the hub. Therefore, CN cannot be said to comply with this 
standard. 

Despite the lack of information provided by CN, the Halton Municipalities, in consultation with Mr. John 
Vickerman has undertaken an analysis of the Tremaine at-grade crossing based on the increased train 
traffic that will result from the introduction of the intermodal facility. Tremaine Road, south of Britannia 
Road is an arterial road under the jurisdiction of Halton Region. It is expected to become a higher-use 
road and is getting active transportation and pedestrian components added in the near future. 

Based on the MIT capacity throughput of 450,000 lifts per year, the following average at-grade 
crossing delay characteristics are predicted:

Tremaine Road and CN Mainline Crossing Data                                              
(MIT Annual Throughput = 450,000 lifts per year)
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Time to Clear 
Tremaine Road 

Crossing 
Minutes

CN Mainline 
Locomotive 

Speed 

Maximum Daily 
Train Frequency 
per CN (IRR2.29)

CN Train 
Length 

(IRR2.29)

15.91 minutes 10 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 
10.61 minutes 15 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 
7.95 minutes 20 MPH 4 trains per day 14,000 feet

It has been calculated that a 14,000-foot CN train using the Tremaine at-grade crossing would require 
11-16 minutes to cross the intersection, at which time the roadway traffic would be blocked. This length 
of time indicates that a grade-separation is warranted. According to Canada’s Grade Crossing 
Regulations, it is prohibited for railway equipment to be left standing on a crossing surface, or for 
switching operations to be conducted, in a manner that obstructs a public grade crossing for more than 
five minutes when vehicular or pedestrian traffic is waiting to cross it.14 While the circumstances are 
slightly different here – with a train at movement – this provisions supports the Halton Municipalities’ 
view that blocking an increasingly busy thoroughfare for 11-16 minutes would indicate it is warranted to 
secure a grade separation. However, a grade separation has not been secured for Tremaine, nor is it 
indicated by CN, to support the provision of a safe and efficient railway network. 

3.2.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the potential derailments within the Terminal will 
have at least moderate consequences to human safety, and in some cases, such as derailments 
causing a DG release, very high consequences such as serious injury or death. In contrast, CN 
predicted no residual Project effects for this VC. CN states that potential derailments within the Terminal 
will be minor in nature with limited consequence because locomotives will be travelling at low speeds.15

As previously indicated, release of a DG such as ethanol, together with ignition, as indicated in Appendix 
A, can have consequences far outside Terminal, requiring an emergency zone up to 800 m (1/2 mile) 
which is well outside the Terminal. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of derailment effects 
from the Project will occur both on-site and off-site. CN does not predict the geographic extent of residual 
Project effects for this VC. As indicated above, a DG release can have consequences outside the 
Terminal, requiring an emergency zone up to 800 m (1/2 mile) well outside the Terminal. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that derailments – whether on or off the Project site – will 
have permanent effects on human safety. CN agrees with this prediction.16 These effects are likely to 
occur during the operations of the Project, which will be ongoing. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of derailments inside and outside the 
Terminal will be increased to a level of multiple irregular events. In contrast, CN states that Project 
activities will increase the likelihood of derailment on the Project site17 and does not predict the frequency 
of derailments outside the terminal. 

14 Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275, s. 97(2).  
15 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s 6.6.2.7, p.300. 
16 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s 6.6.2.4.2 and 6.6.2.5.2, pp. 292-293, 296-297. 
17 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.7.1, p. 300. 
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The Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB) indicates derailments are at least proportional to the 
train frequency. As the Terminal will result in an increase in train frequency based on the Project, the 
derailments will also increase as a result of the Project. This is evident from TSB statistics described in 
Appendix B. As an example, from 2013 to 2017, the average train accidents (derailments and all other 
accident types) outside the Terminal (60 miles of CN track) in Halton are 0.64 per year. Thus, for a 40 
year life cycle, 26 accidents will occur. Average derailments are 0.25 per year, and for 40 year life cycle 
are 10 total (see Appendix B). As a result of these increased derailments incidents, the frequency of 
human safety effects will also increase. The quantitative dependence of human safety effects on 
derailment occurrences depends on the specific circumstances of the derailment and exposure of 
people to its hazards; generally one can only state that the more derailments occur, the more people 
are likely to be adversely affected. Potentially fatal accidents, which leak DGs, are estimated at 0.08 per 
year, or 3 per life cycle. 

Reversibility –The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project’s residual effects on human safety 
caused by derailment, including associated spills of dangerous goods during operations, could be 
severe on human health and thus irreversible. CN, in contrast, does not assess the reversibility of 
residual Project effects caused by derailment causing spills of dangerous goods. 

Support for the Halton Municipalities’ prediction is that many of the DGs indicated by CN (e.g. ethanol 
Appendix A) are called “Dangerous” because they pose a threat to human safety. As a derailment inside 
or outside the terminal can result in a release of DG it follows that it can also cause harm or fatality to 
humans. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that the social context is 
characterized by sensitive land-uses. In contrast, CN does not assess the ecological and social context 
for derailment related to the Project.  

The rationale for the Halton Municipalities’ prediction is that the Project is to be within a setting that is 
occupied by and planned for further residential development. In particular, the planned Boyne and 
Sherwood developments adjacent to the CN mainline are exposed to 7 km of CN railway, which 
increases the number of people whose safety may be affected by derailments associated with the 
Project. The fact that derailments can release DG and result therefrom in a large hazard footprint, 
potentially causing injuries or fatalities clearly, results in a disturbance in this social context of sensitive 
land-uses.  

3.3 Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project.18

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

18 This list came from CN submitted information and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations 
of the 16 activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect this 
VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the 16 physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not each of 
these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on this VC.  

For human safety effects from derailments, none of these other projects create additional hazards, in 
that they do not contribute additional derailments that are likely to affect human safety. Therefore, no 
further cumulative effects analysis has been undertaken. Instead, the existence of sensitive land-uses 
in the Project neighbourhood has been considered in the evaluation of the social context, and 
contributes to the evaluation of residual project effects.  

Table 1: 
Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety from 
Derailments 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District No 
2  Sherwood Planning District No 
3  Boyne Planning District No 
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard No 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  No 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street No 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  No 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road No 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades No 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  No 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  No 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project No 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  No 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  No 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  No 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park No 
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3.4 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assesses 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would not be affected. The 
average magnitude of SAEEs, in general, is unlikely to be affected by increased container throughput; 
however with the proportional or exponential increase in frequency, it is possible that in an extreme 
event, magnitude would be increased.  

Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would not 
be affected. Unless routes are geographically extended, the geographic extent of SAEE's is unlikely to 
be affected.  

Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. However, 
as for magnitude, extreme rather than average events may have increased duration with an increase in 
throughput. 

Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency of SAEEs occurrence would 
be affected, and that is proportionally or exponentially increased to the amount of additional throughputs. 
If the increase is sufficiently large, exceeding ultimate safe capacity of the system, the increase would 
be exponential. The Railway Association of Canada statistics on DG accidents indicate that such 
accidents are directly proportional to the number of DG car-loads moved. For 1264 car loads per day,19

the Railway Association of Canada statistics indicate approximately 4 DG accidents per year and for 
maximum loads these would be nine DG accidents per year (Appendix B). This translates into over 170 
DG accidents over the Project life with double throughput.  

Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
As the effects of SAEEs on human safety are generally irreversible, regardless of throughput, as long 
as they occur, an increase in throughput would not change their reversibility. 

Ecological and Social Context – N/A 

19 The Railway Association of Canada statistics are based on railcar loads. We have assumed one load is equivalent to one container. However, 
this is a conservative estimate as there may be more than one container per railcar.  
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 

4. Safety Effects from Intermodal Transfer Mishaps 

The Halton Municipalities and CN agree that Project construction and operation is likely to result in a 
container overturning during transportation to or from the yard due to a malfunction of reach stackers or 
a trucking accident causing release of part or all of its load.1 This table will evaluate the human safety 
effects resulting from such intermodal transfer mishaps. 

4.1 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, which in this case is only safety effects from intermodal transfer mishaps, the 
following tables summarize the Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two matters relevant to proposed 
mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation and whether or not that mitigation is federally 
enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and enforceability – purple for not 
effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

1 Regular maintenance of all transfer 
equipment (reach stackers, rail transfer 
equipment) to avoid potential equipment 
malfunction 

2 Proper construction and maintenance 
of access roads 

3 Establishing speed limits of vehicles on-
site 

4 Inspection of containers to ensure they 
are in good working order 

5 Proper handling of intermodal 
containers 

6 Emergency Response Plans: 1) 
Hazardous Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill 
Response & Contingency Plan and 3) 
Emergency Response Plan, as part of 
mitigation 

1 CN considers the effects of containerized spills on ecological receptors (i.e. fish, migratory birds and species at risk). However, CN does not 
consider the residual adverse effects of on-site container mishaps or related spills on human safety. In this VC, the Halton Municipalities focus 
on the effects of human safety from such intermodal transfer mishaps: CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.5, p.296-297. 
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Not Effective/
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Although we have evaluated the mitigation measures CN has proposed, a persistent problem is that CN 
has failed to consider or even mention the principal mitigation for human safety effects from intermodal 
transfer mishaps used in modern land use controls; namely to maintain adequate risk based separation 
distances between the risk source and the designated land use as discussed in Appendix C.2 The 
separation distances vary with the specific land use and risk criteria applied. In the case the land use is 
already in existence, as is the case in the Halton Region, it is incumbent on the risk facility proponent to 
locate the new facilities or corridors, which could result in human safety effects, at appropriate and 
sufficient separation distances from existing land uses, be they residential or otherwise sensitive. 

1)  Mitigation Measure  

Regular maintenance of all transfer equipment (reach stackers, rail transfer equipment) to avoid 
potential equipment malfunction3

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although regular maintenance on 
transfer equipment may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all 
malfunctions. Hence it will not prevent the occurrence of transfer mishaps which can have the same 
magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without the maintenance.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although regular 
maintenance on transfer equipment may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not 
do so for all malfunctions. Hence it will not prevent the occurrence of transfer mishaps which can 
have the same geographic extent as ones that occur without the maintenance.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although regular maintenance on 
transfer equipment may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all 
malfunctions. Hence it will not prevent the occurrence of transfer mishaps which can have the same 
duration as ones that occur without the maintenance.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Because potential malfunctions will be 
found and repaired by regular maintenance, the frequency of malfunctions and hence consequences 
to human safety will be reduced.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although regular maintenance 
on transfer equipment may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all 
malfunctions. Hence it will not prevent the occurrence of transfer mishaps which can have the same 
degree of reversibility as ones that occur without the maintenance.  

2 Frank Bercha, City of Edmonton Cumulative Risk Assessment and Land Use Planning Project (Calgary, AB: Bercha Engineering Limited, 
2011). See Appendix C to this table for details. 
3 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.5.3, p.297; IRR 5.1, Attachment IRR 5.1-1, p.35. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval. 

2)  Mitigation Measure  

Proper construction and maintenance of access roads4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Conditions of access roads can 
help reduce the number or frequency of accidents. However, if an accident with a release of a 
dangerous good (“DG”) occurs, the road condition is unlikely to affect the magnitude of 
consequences.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Conditions of 
access roads can help reduce the number or frequency of accidents. However, if an accident with a 
release of DG occurs, the road condition is unlikely to affect the geographic extent of consequences.

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Conditions of access roads can help 
reduce the number or frequency of accidents. However, if an accident with a release of DG occurs, 
the road condition is unlikely to affect the duration of its consequences. 

Frequency –The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Conditions of access roads can help 
reduce the number or frequency of accidents by improving pavement quality and hence braking and 
steering capability, sight lines, markings (e.g. solid lines), signage, and other improvements. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Conditions of access roads can 
help reduce the number or frequency of accidents. However, if an accident with a release of DG 
occurs, the road condition is unlikely to affect the reversibility of consequences. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The Canadian Transportation Agency would 
not impose terms and conditions in respect of the private access roads off-site of the Terminal, 
beyond the Terminal Gate.

4 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.5.3, p.297. 
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3)  Mitigation Measure  

Establishing speed limits of vehicles on-site5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Accidents, such as vehicle collisions, 
occurring at excessive speeds will generally cause more damage than comparable accidents at lower 
speeds, at or below the speed imit. Therefore establishment of appropriate speed limits will mitigate 
the magnitude of damage caused.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. As for magnitude, 
accidents occurring at excessive speeds will generally cause more extensive damage, extending 
further geographically, than comparable accidents at lower speeds, at or below the speed limit. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. The duration of accident effects is likely to 
be shorter from accidents at lower speeds than those at excessive speeds.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Although some accidents, such as 
collisions with impaired driver vehicles, will occur regardless of speed, some may also be a direct 
result of excessive speed, such as roll-overs at steep curves. Hence, frequency will also be mitigated 
by maintaining speed limits. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Accidents, regardless of speed, 
will occur, and their effects are generally irreversible. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The federal government has no jurisdiction over 
setting speed limits on private property. Regulations and enforcement are the property owner’s 
responsibility. The Canadian Transportation Agency would not impose terms and conditions in 
respect of the private access roads off-site of the Terminal, beyond the Terminal Gate. 

4)  Mitigation Measure  

Inspection of containers to ensure they are in good working order6

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

5 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23. Addresses cars on CN’s private road, vs. locomotive derailment. 
6CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.5.3, p. 297. 
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4)  Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although inspection of containers 
for integrity may detect and correct some potential faults, it will not do so for all faults. Therefore, this 
measure will not prevent the occurrence of DG releases in accidents or transfer operations, which 
can have the same magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without the inspections.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although 
inspection of containers may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all 
malfunctions. Therefore, it will not prevent the occurrence of release mishaps which can have the 
same geographic extent as ones that occur without the inspections.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although inspection of containers 
may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all malfunctions. Therefore, 
it will not prevent the occurrence of container release mishaps which can have the same duration as 
ones that occur without the inspections.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Since the inspections of containers 
will detect some faults, thereby eliminating some failures, frequency of failures and hence effects to 
human safety will be reduced.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although inspection of 
containers may detect and correct some potential malfunctions, it will not do so for all malfunctions. 
Therefore, it will not prevent the occurrence of transfer mishaps which can have the same degree of 
reversibility as ones that occur without the inspections.  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval.

5)  Mitigation Measure  

Proper handling of intermodal containers7

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although proper handling of 
containers may avoid some mishaps, it will not do so for all mishaps, and these can have the same 
magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without the proper handling.  

7CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.5.3, p. 297; CEAR# 57, Appendix G, December 7, 2015, p. G.9. 
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5)  Mitigation Measure  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although proper 
handling of containers may avoid some mishaps, it will not do so for all mishaps, and these can have 
the same geographic extent consequences as ones that occur without the proper handling.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although proper handling of containers 
may avoid some mishaps, it will not do so for all mishaps, and these can have the same duration of 
consequences as ones that occur without the proper handling.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Since the proper handling of 
containers will prevent some accidents, thereby eliminating some failures, frequency of failures and 
hence effects to human safety will be reduced.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although proper handling of 
containers may avoid some mishaps, it will not do so for all mishaps, and these can have the same 
degree of reversibility as ones that occur without the proper handling. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval.

6)  Mitigation Measure  

Emergency Response Plans: 1) Hazardous Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill Response & Contingency 
Plan and 3) Emergency Response Plan.8

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The Emergency Response Plans 
or ERPs (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions 
to be used to mitigate the effects of DG releases, including toxic, flammable, corrosive, explosive 
fluid releases of different characteristics. For example, ethanol, a DG expected to be transshipped 
frequently through the proposed Project, has a very specific set of safety requirements, including 
evacuation within 800m in case of an ethanol fire, as summarized in Appendix A, A.1. No specific 
provisions are given in any of the ERPs cited; hence the proposed mitigations will not reduce 
magnitude of consequences of DG releases or other accidents.  

8CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 21, 23; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IRR 5.17-2, p. 1-2; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 
2015, s.6.6.2.4.3, p. 293; s. 6.6.2.5.3, p.297. 
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6)  Mitigation Measure  

Further, the ERPs provide a localized site emergency plan that is integrated with the Region’s 
Emergency Plan and Program and includes regional and local levels of municipal emergency 
response.9 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The Emergency 
Response Plans (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical 
provisions to be used to mitigate the geographic extent of effects of DG releases, including toxic, 
flammable, corrosive, explosive fluid releases of different characteristics.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The Emergency Response Plans (1, 
2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions to be used 
to mitigate the duration of effects of DG releases, including toxic, flammable, corrosive, explosive 
fluid releases of different characteristics.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. ERPs are directed at the response 
to an incident if it occurs, not at reducing its occurrence frequency. Therefore, the ERPs will not 
mitigate or reduce the frequency of adverse incidents.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The Emergency Response 
Plans (1, 2, 3) provided by CN are generic and do not specify the strategic and tactical provisions to 
be used to mitigate the reversibility of effects of DG releases, including toxic, flammable, corrosive, 
explosive fluid releases of different characteristics. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, 
S.C. 1992, c. 34 sections 7(1) & 7(2), requires Emergency Response Assistance Plans when 
transporting dangerous goods.

4.2 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

9CEAR# 672, July 30, 2018, Halton Comments re IRR 5.17, p. 1, IRR 5.24, p. 16. 
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The following table summarizes the Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 

Effect 

Safety Effects from 
Intermodal Transfer 
Mishaps 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

 SAEE 
Likely 

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.2.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes the Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 
1992, c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response Assistance Plans: 
These provisions restrict the transport of dangerous goods unless there is an 
emergency response assistance plan in place which outlines what is to be done to 
respond to an actual or anticipated release of dangerous goods in the course of 
handling or transporting that engagers or could endanger public safety. 

7 (1) No person shall import, offer for transport, handle or transport dangerous goods 
in a quantity or concentration that is specified by regulation — or that is within a range 
of quantities or concentrations that is specified by regulation — unless the person 
has an emergency response assistance plan that is approved under this section 
before… 

(c) handling or transporting the dangerous goods, in the case where no other 
person is required to have an emergency response assistance plan under 
paragraph (a) or (b) in respect of that handling or transporting. 

(2)The plan shall outline what is to be done to respond to an actual or anticipated 
release of the dangerous goods in the course of their handling or transporting that 
endangers, or could endanger, public safety. 
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Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

2 Government of Canada, Railway Safety Management System Regulations, 
2015, SOR/2015-26: CN is required to commit to develop and implement a safety 
management system prior to operation.

5 A railway company must develop and implement a safety management system that 
includes 

(a) a process for accountability; 

(b) a process with respect to a safety policy; 

(c) a process for ensuring compliance with regulations, rules and other 
instruments; 

(d) a process for managing railway occurrences; 

(e) a process for identifying safety concerns; 

(f) a risk assessment process; 

(g) a process for implementing and evaluating remedial action; 

(h) a process for establishing targets and developing initiatives; 

(i) a process for reporting contraventions and safety hazards; 

(j) a process for managing knowledge; 

(k) a process with respect to scheduling; and 

(l) a process for continual improvement of the safety management system. 

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.2.1.1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, 
c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response Assistance Plans 

Not compliant. The submitted information states that containers containing dangerous goods will be 
placarded accordingly and handled in accordance with this standard,10 and provides an Emergency 
Response Plan.11 However, the submitted information on the required Emergency Response Plan is 
generic and not specific to the Project. Therefore, the above Standard requirement for a specific 
emergency response assistance plan which outlines what is to be done to respond to an actual or 
anticipated release of dangerous goods in the course of handling or transporting that endagers or could 
endanger human safety is not met.

10 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.3.4.2, p.60; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.21, p.18. 
11 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-31; IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p.3. 
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4.2.1.2 Government of Canada, Railway Safety Management System Regulations, 2015, 
SOR/2015-26

Not complaint. CN does not provide information on the implementation of a (f) risk assessment process 
nor on items g, h, i, j, or l. Further, although an Emergency Response Plan could address some of the 
other requirements of this Standard, the submitted Plan is generic, and not specific to the Project.12

4.2.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict the magnitude of residual Project effects on human 
safety is High.  

CN, in contrast, did not consider the magnitude of residual effects on human safety, i.e. injuries or 
fatalities, resulting from container mishaps on the Project site.13 Off-site, CN considers intermodal 
container spills (Project entrance/exit to 400-series highway). CN also includes as a worst-case scenario 
a container spill resulting from a traffic collision with a tractor-trailer carrying dangerous goods, the 
resulting release of highly flammable, explosive or toxic material into the environment, and the resulting 
harm to the public.14

Support for the Halton Municipalities prediction is the following: Public injuries and fatalities can result 
from intermodal transfer or transport accidents with off-site or on-site effects resulting in fatalities or 
injuries. Statistics as given in Appendix B indicate that approximately 2 DG intermodal transfer accidents 
per year and 87 per life cycle are expected, with roughly 3 of these being fatal over the life cycle.15

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities disagree with CN’s prediction that the geographic 
extent of intermodal mishaps is local and limited to the Project site, even including the migration of 
spilled material caused by intermodal container spills.16 Ethanol, a DG expected to be transshipped 
frequently through the proposed Project has a very specific set of safety requirements, including 
evacuation within 800m in case of an ethanol fire, as summarized in Appendix A, A.1. No specific 
provisions are given in any of the ERP's cited; hence the proposed mitigations will not reduce magnitude 
of consequences of DG releases or other accidents. A similar extent of hazard zones well outside of the 
project lands can be described for other DG such as LPG or anhydrous ammonia. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of residual Project effects on human 
safety caused by intermodal transfer mishaps is permanent. CN, in contrast, did not assess the duration 
of residual Project effects on human safety caused by intermodal transfer mishaps. These effects from 
derailments will occur during the operations of the Project, which will be ongoing. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of intermodal transfer mishaps 
causing injuries or fatalities will be multiple irregular events. CN does not address the frequency or 
likelihood of intermodal transfer mishaps causing injuries or fatalities, but does acknowledge that 
intermodal spills are sporadic irregular events. 

All industrial operations have a statistically predictable failure rate, the CN operations are no exception. 
An increase in the rate of operations is always directly or exponentially proportional to the frequency of 
accidents, in this case of DG intermodal container releases. The Railway Association of Canada 

12CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-30; IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p.3. 
13CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.23-24. 
14CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.21, p.16-19; IRR 5.23, p.27. 
15 Clearly, fatalities or serious injuries can be caused outside the terminal from releases of DG within the Terminal. A comprehensive analysis 
of the risks from the transhipment of the planned DG's (an inventory of which CN is withholding) would provide specific information on nature 
and extent of risks outside the terminal. 
16CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.24. 
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statistics (Appendix B) support this, and indicate a likely frequency of intermodal transfer mishaps of 
approximately 2 per year. Of these annual intermodal transfer mishaps, Transportation and Safety 
Board statistics suggest roughly 3 intermodal mishaps during the 40 year life cycle would involve 
fatalities and serious injuries (Appendix B).  

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities describe that since the Project can cause human casualties; 
such effects are irreversible. CN, in contrast, does not assess the reversibility of residual Project effects 
caused by intermodal transfer mishaps.  

The Project’s residual effects on human safety caused by intermodal transfer mishaps are reversible in 
the sense that they would cease immediately upon cessation of the Project. Notably, this conclusion 
does not apply to residual Project effects caused by intermodal transfer mishaps that affect human 
health. These residual effects could be severe and thus irreversible. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that the social context is 
characterized by sensitive land-uses. CN, in contrast, does not assess the ecological and social context 
for intermodal transfer mishaps related to the Project.  

The rationale for the Halton Municipalities’ prediction is that the Project is to be within a setting that is 
occupied by and planned for further residential development. In particular, the planned Boyne and 
Sherwood developments adjacent to the CN rail increases the number of people whose safety may be 
affected by intermodal transfer mishaps associated with the Project. Since intermodal transfer mishaps 
can release DG and result in a large hazard footprint, potentially causing injuries or fatalities, they clearly 
result in a disturbance in this social context of sensitive land-uses.  

4.3 Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project. 

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect this VC and 
combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

3 0 0 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  

_ _ _ H u m a n  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s

The Table below references the 16 physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not each of 
these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on this VC.  

For human safety effects from intermodal transfer mishaps, none of these other projects create 
additional hazards, in that they do not contribute additional intermodal transfer mishaps that are likely 
to  affect human safety. Therefore, no further cumulative effects analysis has been undertaken. Instead, 
the existence of sensitive land-uses in the Project neighbourhood has been considered in the evaluation 
of the social context, and contributes to the evaluation of residual Project effects.  

Table 1: 
Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety from 
Intermodal Transfer Mishaps 

# Description Relevance

1 Bristol Planning District No 
2 Sherwood Planning District No 
3 Boyne Planning District No 
4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard No 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  No 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street No 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  No 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road No 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades No 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  No 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  No 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project No 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  No 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  No 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  No 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park No 

4.4 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would not be affected. The 
average magnitude of SAEEs, in general, is unlikely to be affected; however with the proportional or 
exponential increase in frequency, it is possible that the extreme event magnitude would be increased.  

Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would not 
be affected. Unless routes are geographically extended, the geographic extent of SAEEs is unlikely to 
be affected.  

Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. The 
average duration of SAEEs is unlikely to be affected with an increase in throughput. However, as for 
magnitude, extreme rather than average events may have increased duration with an increase in 
throughput. 
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Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. 
Frequency of SAEEs occurrence shall most definitely be affected, and that is proportionally or 
exponentially increased to the amount of additional throughputs. If the increase is sufficiently large, 
exceeding safe capacity of the system, the increase would be exponential. Based on maximizing of 
throughput from 1264 to 2729 car-loads per day, the Railway Association of Canada statistics indicate 
that the DG accident frequency would increase form approximately 4 per year to 9 per year in the Halton 
region.  

Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
As the severe effects of SAEEs on human safety are generally irreversible, regardless of throughput, 
as long as they occur, an increase in throughput would not change their reversibility. 

Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 

5. Safety Effects from New Traffic Interchanges and Truck Volumes at the 
Entry/Exit Points to the Terminal and Surrounding Road Network 

The proposed Project is designed to facilitate the transfer of materials between road and rail, meaning 
it will invite an increase in vehicular traffic, primarily in the form of heavy transport trucks, to and from 
the Project site and surrounding vicinity. In the fast-growing Halton Region, this change is likely to have 
implications for human safety. 

This section addresses the safety effects from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes at the 
entry/exit points to the Terminal and surrounding road network. The Halton Municipalities have modelled 
the impact of an increase in heavy truck traffic on human safety effects on nearby roads and highway.  

The Halton Municipalities and their consultants carried out independent modelling and review of several 
transportation topics.1 Human safety is the present focus and further analysis regarding traffic impacts 
is found in VC G.4 Urban Settings in section G.4.1.1 Transportation Movement on Roadways. 

5.1 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

1 Proper construction and maintenance 
of access roads on-site, including access 
intersections 

N/A 

2 Establishing and observing speed limits 
on-site 

N/A 

3 Monitoring of the ingress and egress of 
drivers through the SpeedGate system 

N/A 

4 Building a new two-lane private 
roadway to accommodate truck queuing 
entirely on CN property 

N/A 

1 With respect to modelling results which were not already submitted to the Panel, see Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the 
Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019).  
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

5 Seeking collaboration with the Region 
to install a signalized intersection on 
Britannia Road with a turning lane for 
trucks entering and exiting the terminal 
(IRR2.33 presented a preliminary 
design) 

N/A 

6 A signal phasing plan with a dedicated 
left phase to accommodate trucks turning 
into the Terminal Access Road from 
Britannia Road 

N/A 

7 Road user guidance, warning signs, 
sight line maintenance, and dedicated 
bicycle crossing facilities 

N/A 

8 Improvements to existing positive truck 
route sign plan and freeway trailblazer 
signs along the primary routes to 
encourage use of the shortest travel 
paths and reduce the potential for rear-
end and sideswipe collisions at high 
collision risk locations 

N/A 

9 Having Halton Region implement the 
following on all sections of Britannia Road 
and Tremaine Road: (a) adjustment to 
traffic signal control timing and phasing 
plans; (b) provision of advisory and/or 
regulatory signage; (c) adjustments to the 
lengths of left turn lanes for added 
vehicular queue storage length; and (d) 
addition of auxiliary right turn lanes or left 
turn lanes 

N/A 

10 Directing trucks within the care and 
control of CN (i.e. those operated by CN 
Transportation Limited) to utilize Highway 
407, where its use would be practical and 
feasible.2 CN also mentioned using 
specific routes to Highway 407, where 
feasible, with the preferred route being 
along Britannia Road, east to Highway 
407 to avoid the use of roundabouts along 
Tremaine Road 

N/A 

2 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IR5.1-1, p.33. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

11 Design of the main entrance: CN 
suggests it could convert the main 
entrance intersection from three legs to 
four, and install turning lanes (eastbound 
right-turn and westbound left-turn lanes) 
along Britannia Road adjacent to the main 
entrance to minimize the risk of conflicts 
between through vehicles and turning 
vehicles, and conflicts with the end of the 
queue 

N/A 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Certain measures proposed by CN are not true mitigation measures. For example, adhering to national 
and international engineering codes and standards, including the American Railway Engineering and 
Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA) Manual,3 is not a chosen course CN has taken to mitigate 
effects. It is simply a requirement. Such standards must be followed. 

In addition, some of these measures are too vague to be evaluated, such as CN’s statement that 
ongoing communication with the Town of Milton and the Region to discuss traffic impediments and road-
user safety will mitigate human safety effects from collisions. 4

Other measures proposed by CN may mitigate magnitude and frequency of human safety effects from 
collisions. However, again, none of the proposed mitigation measures are federally enforceable, with 
the exception of the SpeedGate System, which is entirely on-site. Consequently, residual adverse 
environmental effects will persist. 

1)  Mitigation Measure  

Proper construction and maintenance of access roads, including access intersections5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Proper design and maintenance of 
access roads and/or intersections with the Regional/Town road system can lower the severity of 
collisions. Forgiving roadsides are known to reduce collision severity. The number of casualty 
collisions at the site accesses is expected to be similar to other signalized and unsignalized 
intersections in the Region.  This finding is based on the assumption that CN will comply with 
Regional standards and guidelines with respect to geometric design, traffic control device design, 

3 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.24; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.6.4, p. 299. 
4 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.25. 
5 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 24; 3; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.6.4, p.299. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

traffic signal timing, etc.  In particular, good design to address truck-bicycle and truck-pedestrian 
interactions at the main access is imperative. 

However, lack of routine and preventative traffic signal maintenance would result ultimately in signal 
failure which could provide inappropriate signal indications to motorists and increase the severity of 
collisions. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although the 
proposed mitigation could mitigate the geographic extent of traffic delays by preventing queuing, this 
mitigation measure does not affect the geographic extent of human safety effects. The same number 
of trucks will be going off-site and influence the off-site collisions. The proposed mitigation does not 
reduce the geographic extent of the human safety effects from these collisions.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The access road is a more-or-less 
permanent feature of the proposed development.  CN has the ability to make modifications to the 
access roads after it is placed in-service.  However, there is no mitigation that can reasonably reduce 
the duration of collision risk. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Proper design and maintenance of 
access roads and adjoining intersections can lower the frequency of collisions.  Temporal or spatial 
separation of conflicts and conforming to best practices with respect to road design are known to 
reduce collision frequency.   

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs.  Once a fatal or serious injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  
There is no feasible manner of reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The Canadian Transportation Agency would 
not impose terms and conditions in respect of the private access roads off-site of the Terminal, 
beyond the Terminal Gate. 

2)  Mitigation Measure  

Establishing and observing speed limits on-site6

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Speed limits on the access roads 
are under the control of CN and CN could choose to set an appropriate speed limit and enforce it.  

6 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 24; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.6.4, p. 299. 
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

Slower speeds lead to less severe collisions. However, CN has made no specific recommendations 
for on-site speed limits. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The internal road 
system, once built, is not expected to change in size or configuration. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. There is no mitigation proposed to 
reduce the duration of the impact. Duration is related only to the time frame the facility will be in use.

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. Properly set speed limits can 
reduce collision frequency, however, CN has made no specific recommendations for any speed 
limits.  There is no mitigation proposed to reduce collision frequency. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs. Once a fatal or serious injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  
There is no feasible manner of reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The federal government has no jurisdiction 
over setting speed limits on private property. Regulations and enforcement are the property owner’s 
responsibility. The Canadian Transportation Agency would not impose terms and conditions in 
respect of the private access roads off-site of the Terminal, beyond the Terminal Gate. 

3)  Mitigation Measure  

Monitoring of the ingress and egress of drivers through the SpeedGate system7

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

General Rationale – The following predictions are based on the fact that the SpeedGate™ 
technology allows only registered truck drivers quick access to intermodal terminals through 
automated self-serve gate stands. Only registered drivers are allowed to use Speed Gate Stand. All 
CN customer drivers must be pre-registered with CN prior to being granted access to the intermodal 
terminal and their respective bills of lading (relevant container shipping information) must be 
transmitted electronically to CN prior to the container load arriving at the intermodal terminal entry 
gate. Drivers arriving at an intermodal terminal with a gate reservation to deliver or pick up a container 
must have a gate appointment. Appointments are made in advance using CN’s on-line “Gate 

7 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 24; CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.35, p. 133-134. 
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3)  Mitigation Measure  

Appointment Request” tool. Positive identification at the intermodal terminal gate complex is required 
to gain access to CN’s intermodal terminals. 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Because only registered drivers are 
allowed to use the CN SpeedGateTM automated gate system, SpeedGateTM, Reservation and 
Terminal Operating (TOS) Systems is an effective mitigation measure and tool for reducing queuing. 
Positive identification at the intermodal terminal gate complex is required to gain access to CN’s 
intermodal terminals. This system can minimize the time required to process a driver accessing the 
intermodal terminal and the amount of truck queuing in the gate queuing area and/or potential back-
up onto the 1.7 kilometer access road or even public roads beyond that. By extension, reduced 
queuing may reduce the magnitude of human safety effects. 

But like all CN intermodal systems it must be actually used by the CN customer. Truck arrival and 
departure times at the terminal will be largely driven by CN customer requirements and other factors, 
such as availability of trucks, drivers, road and weather conditions. The MIT Project operator (CN) 
cannot impose specific terminal entry times on non-CN drivers for CN Intermodal Customers. 
Therefore, the degree to which the system would actually mitigate queuing and corresponding safety 
effects is unknown.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. If the SpeedGateTM

system reduces the extent of queuing, it may reduce the extent of human safety effects. However, 
the use of the CN SpeedGate™ System would only be effective in concert with the MIT planned 
entry/exit gate complex location and worked 24/7/365 with other CN operating systems like the CN 
Reservation System and the MIT Terminal Operating System (TOS). 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The operation of the CN MIT 
SpeedGate™ System is planned for 24/7/365 operations, but it will not affect the duration of human 
safety effects which are permanent. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Since the mitigation measure may 
reduce queuing, it may also reduce the frequency of collisions and resulting human safety effects. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. The SpeedGateTM system is a 
proactive mitigation measure that will not reverse the human safety effects once a collision occurs. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. This is because SpeedgateTM is part of a federal 
facility and could be enforced by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval. 
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4)  Mitigation Measure  

Building a new two-lane private roadway to accommodate truck queuing entirely on CN property8

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. The CN analysis, corroborated by 
CIMA+ analysis, indicates that truck queuing under with truck volumes at 800 in/800 out per day will 
be accommodated on CN property, even in extreme, unusual operating conditions, such as when 
one or more gates are closed. The queuing analysis also assumes peak period traffic, which is 
expected to be limited to one or two hours of the day.  Thus, collisions at the Britannia Road entrance 
should not be unusual types caused by standing queues of trucks.  

Geographic Extent – Although the proposed mitigation could mitigate the geographic extent of traffic 
delays by preventing queuing, this mitigation measure does not affect the geographic extent of 
human safety effects. The same number of trucks will be going off-site to affect the occurrence of off-
site collisions. The proposed mitigation does not reduce the geographic extent of the human safety 
effects from these collisions.  
Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The CN queuing analysis, corroborated 
by the CIMA+ analysis as per the report to the Region of Halton entitled “Terminal Gate Operations 
Technical Memo”, dated May 27, 2019, assumes peak periods of travel and this measure does not 
affect that timing. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The CN queuing analysis, 
corroborated by the CIMA+ analysis in the report to the Region of Halton entitled “Terminal Gate 
Operations Technical Memo”, dated May 27, 2019, assumes peak periods of travel.  The size or 
length of the access road will not affect the arrivals pattern. 

Reversibility – The mitigation does not address reversibility. The mitigation measure is proactive 
and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision occurs.  Once 
a fatal or serious injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  There is no 
feasible manner of reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. This would normally fall under the provision of 
a site development permit, site alteration by-law and movement of fill by-law, all regulated by the 
Town of Milton.  .  In this case, CN does not recognize the Regional / Town approval process (1.4.3.2 
of the December 7, 2015, E.I.S.).  Further, the Canadian Transportation Agency would not impose 
terms and conditions in respect of the private roads off-site of the Terminal, beyond the Terminal 
Gate. 

8 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 25, Attachment IR5.1-1, p.33; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.6.4, p. 299. 
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5)  Mitigation Measure  

Seeking collaboration with the Region to install a signalized intersection on Britannia Road with a 
turning lane for trucks entering and exiting the terminal (IRR2.33 presented a preliminary design)9

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Collaboration is not an appropriate 
term. The Region has regulatory and approval responsibilities over the management of regional 
roads and access to such roads. Further, to date, CN has made no application to the Region so it is 
premature to discuss the location, form or design of access.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. There is only one 
intersection. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Duration is a function of the demand 
generated by the intermodal facility. Installing a signalized intersection will not affect the duration of 
human safety effects. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. As discussed above, it is 
premature to consider this mitigation absent an application to the Region for access approval. In 
addition, although a traffic signal can reduce the number of motor vehicle collisions, when compared 
to two-way stop control; there may be other alternatives that CN has not formally evaluated that might 
be more successful, such as an all-way stop or roundabout.10

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not alter reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs.  In any event, once a fatal or serious injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot 
be undone.  There is no feasible manner of reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The decision to install a traffic signal is 
delegated to the local road authority (municipal), based on technical guidelines such as Ontario 
Traffic Manual Book 12 (signal warrants) and sound engineering judgement. 

6)  Mitigation Measure  

A signal phasing plan with a dedicated left phase to accommodate trucks turning into the Terminal 
Access Road from Britannia Road.11

9 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.25 and Attachment IR5.1-1, p.33; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.6.4, p. 299. 
10 Section B2.1.1 of the Transportation Association of Canada, Canadian Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices for Canada (Ottawa, 
Ontario: Transportation Association of Canada, 2014) contains a discussion of the choice of signalization versus alternatives. 
11 CEAR# 722, March 1 2019, IRR 8.4, p. 7-8. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 3 1 1
H u m a n  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s   _ _ _ _ _

6)  Mitigation Measure  

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. While the left turn phasing will 
reduce the number of left turns with opposing traffic collisions (see Frequency, below), the remaining 
collisions which will occur at the intersection (such a right-angle collisions from red-light running) will 
not be affected and will be of the same severity. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The geographic 
extent of the impact will not be mitigated.  This is a location-specific countermeasure (i.e. the left turn 
phase only affects the one intersection.) 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Collisions resulting from the new 
access will remain as long as the access is operational.  The duration of the impact will not be 
lessened. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. When required and designed 
appropriately, left turn signal phasing allows vehicles to have a protected movement (that is, with 
conflicting vehicles or pedestrians). The lack of conflict makes for a safer movement and reduced 
number of collisions.  

Exclusive left-turn phases are a proven safety benefit and should mitigate casualty collisions at the 
access.  The Highway Safety Manual12 indicates that a protected left-turn phase will reduce all 
collisions at the signalized access by about six percent (6%), and almost eliminate let-turn-with 
opposing-through (LTOT) collisions. LTOT collisions tend to be serious injury collisions, so 
elimination of this collision type is a marked safety improvement. 

The six percent reduction in total collision frequency will result in a marginally longer time between 
collisions overall off-site.  However, the reduction in LTOT collisions will increase the time between 
serious injury collisions involving left-turn trucks entering the proposed site at the main entrance 
intersection. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. Casualty collisions due to 
increased traffic and the additional conflicts created by the new access cannot be reversed. The left 
turn demand will exist as long as the facility remains operational. In any event, once a fatal or serious 
injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  There is no feasible manner of 
reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The decision to install a traffic signal left turn to 
support access to a regional road is subject to the Region`s regulatory and approval responsibilities 
over the management of regional roads and access to such roads. To date, CN has made no 
application to the Region so it is premature to discuss the location, form or design of access as a 
mitigation measure.  

12American Association of State Highway Transportation Officials (“AASHTO), Highway Safety Manual (Washington, D.C.: AASHTO, 2010). 
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7)  Mitigation Measure  

Road user guidance, warning signs, sight line maintenance, and dedicated bicycle crossing 
facilities13

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude of human safety effects. The CN 
safety analyst has made a number of recommendations for countermeasures and remedial actions 
for many of the higher collision risk intersections in the study area.  The proposed measures typically 
address collision frequency and do not impact on collision severity or specifically address the 
increased propensity for casualty collisions brought about by the increase in truck traffic for the 
proposed site. In other words, while the proposed measures may reduce the number of various types 
of specific collisions (see Frequency, below), the remaining collisions which will occur across the 
Town and Region road system will not be affected and will be of the same severity. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate extent. The safety impact will still be 
distributed along the same haul routes.  There may be fewer collisions, but they will be dispersed 
across the road system in about the same pattern as without mitigation. No measures have been 
proposed to limit geographic extent. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will/will not mitigate duration. The safety impacts will be 
continuous.  The collision risks introduced by the site-generated truck traffic will exist as long as the 
site is operational. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The CN safety analyst has made 
a number of recommendations for countermeasures and remedial actions for many of the higher 
collision risk intersections in the study area.  These measures have been proposed based on 
consideration of the existing collision risks and field investigations by suitably qualified personnel.  
The proposed measures are a mix of countermeasures that are proven effective, and remedial 
measures that are theoretically sound but unproven. The measures proposed could reduce a small 
percentage of the collisions that now occur (not just the facility-related truck collisions).  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. Once a fatal or serious injury 
collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  There is no feasible manner of 
reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The operation of the regional road system is a 
Halton Region responsibility. Similarly, the operation of local roads is a responsibility of the Town of 
Milton.   

13 CEAR #592, August 31, 2017, Attachment IR2.33-4, at p. 9; CEAR# 654, June 12, 2018, IRR 4.62(b). 
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8)  Mitigation Measure  

Improvements to existing positive truck route sign plan and freeway trailblazer signs along the 
primary routes to encourage use of the shortest travel paths and reduce the potential for rear-end 
and sideswipe collisions at high collision risk locations14

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The trailblazer signs and truck 
route signs are not expected to change the magnitude of the collisions where site-generated trucks 
are involved.  Based on Ontario Road Safety Annual Reports from 2014,15 the percentage of fatal 
collisions where a truck is involved, is four times higher than the percentage of fatal collisions 
involving a passenger vehicle.   

In any event, signage will have no bearing on truck routes.  CN has stated in IR 4.59 that “...the 
shorter the travel time, the more attractive the route This may be particularly true for truck operators, 
whose compensation is often based on the number of trips made.”   

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The mitigation 
measure may alter the spatial pattern of collisions but they will remain dispersed across the entire 
Milton area. In other words, the safety impact will still be distributed along the same haul routes, and 
no measures are being proposed to limit the geographic extent of the impact.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The safety impacts will be continuous. 
The remaining collisions will occur until the facility ceases to operate. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Casualty collisions involving trucks 
should be reduced as the number of truck-kilometres of travel on the municipal street system is 
reduced. 

The measures proposed, if carefully implemented by the Region and Town (that is, using data to 
determine the location and types of collisions which might be prevented by these measures) might 
be marginally effective. However, it must be recognized that this mitigation measure requires 
voluntary compliance from private companies whose primary concern is profit. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Once a fatal or serious injury 
collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  There is no feasible manner of 
reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred.

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The regional road system is a Halton Region 
responsibility. Similarly, the operation of local roads is a responsibility of the Town of Milton.   

14 CEAR #592, August 31, 2017, Attachment IR2.33-4, at p. 9. 
15 Road Safety Research Office, Ministry of Transportation of Ontario (“MTO”), Ontario Road Safety Annual Report 2014 (Toronto, ON: MTO, 
2014), Tables 1A and 6.7. 
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9)  Mitigation Measure  

Having Halton Region implement the following on all sections of Britannia Road and Tremaine 
Road: (a) adjustment to traffic signal control timing and phasing plans; (b) provision of advisory 
and/or regulatory signage; (c) adjustments to the lengths of left turn lanes for added vehicular 
queue storage length; and (d) addition of auxiliary right turn lanes or left turn lanes16

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude.  

It is not appropriate to task the Region with implementing mitigation proposed by CN. The Region 
has regulatory and approval responsibilities over the management of regional roads and access to 
such roads. It is thus CN`s responsibility to make application for approval to the Region, which it has 
not done and is not proposing to do.   

In any event, although item (a) of the proposed mitigation could mitigate frequency (see below), the 
collisions that remain will be of the same severity as previously.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Part-time or full-
time left turn prohibitions (b) may reduce or eliminate the occurrence of left turn with opposing through 
collisions at one or more intersections, but although those collisions may be eliminated, collisions will 
continue to occur at other locations across the Town. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. With or without the proposed 
mitigation, increase in traffic collisions would be a permanent effect, for as long as the Project 
operates. 

Frequency – Item (a) of the proposed mitigation could mitigate frequency as left turn signal phases 
may reduce the frequency of left turn with opposing through collisions.17 However, as discussed 
above, the legal requirements for implementing this mitigation measure have not been met. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs.

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Traffic signals, signs, improvements, and 
operations on Regional and local are subject to municipal  jurisdiction. 

16 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IR5.1-1, p.33. 
17 United States Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, “Crash Modification Factors Clearinghouse”, online (2019): 
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org/results.cfm. See Left Turn Phases.  
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10)  Mitigation Measure  

Directing trucks within the care and control of CN (i.e. those operated by CN Transportation 
Limited) to utilize Highway 407, where its use would be practical and feasible.18 CN also mentioned 
using specific routes to Highway 407, where feasible, with the preferred route being along Britannia 
Road, east to Highway 407 to avoid the use of roundabouts along Tremaine Road.19

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed measure will not mitigate the high impact on magnitude from intermodal 
truck traffic on human safety. By their own admission, CN cannot control 80% of the truck traffic.  The 
20% CN indicates that they can control, would be routed to Highway 407 “where practical and 
feasible”. This mitigation is hypothetical and without a clear resolution. 

There is insufficient basis to support CN’s conclusion that this measure will mitigate human safety 
effects from collisions. The severity of a collision involving a heavy vehicle (truck) and another vehicle 
is a function of the speeds of the vehicles involved.  CN has not provided comparison information to 
show, on an overall basis, whether routing trucks to/from the proposed facility to/from their final 
origins/destinations would be materially affect collision severity by the use of a route directly to 
Highway 407, versus access via other provincial highways. Without this analysis, it cannot be 
determined whether the severity of human safety impacts would be reduced through this measure.  

In any event, Halton Municipalities’ consultants collected and compiled their observations of the 
operations at the Brampton Intermodal Terminal (BIT) and found that only 3-4% of the BIT 
inbound/outbound trucks came from or went to Highway 407, which is only 600m away.  Based on 
these findings, Halton Municipalities do not believe that this mitigation will be effective in mitigating 
human safety effects from collisions as a result of the Project. See Letter & Appendices from Halton 
Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019). 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. 80% of trucks 
using the facility are not under direct CN control and will use whatever routing is expeditious and 
permitted under Regional and Town regulations.  The distribution of trucks on the various routes may 
be somewhat fluid, but overall, all available routes will be used to some extent.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. With or without the proposed 
mitigation, increase in traffic collisions would be a permanent effect, for as long as the Project 
operates. 

Frequency – The proposed measure will not mitigate the frequency of human safety effects. The 
probability of a collision involving a heavy vehicle (truck) and another vehicle is a function routes 
used.  CN has not provided comparison information to show, on an overall basis, whether routing 
trucks to/from the proposed facility to/from their final origins/destinations would be materially affect 
collision rate by the use of a route directly to Highway 407, versus access via other provincial 
highways.  

18 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IR5.1-1, p.33. 
19 CEAR #655, June 12, 2018, IRR 4. 63, p. 26. 
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10)  Mitigation Measure  

In any event, Halton Municipalities’ consultants have found that given the toll cost of using the 407 
and the fact that data collection at the BIT shows that only 3-4% of the BIT inbound/outbound trucks 
came from or went to Highway 407, a haul route using 407 to access/egress is not substantiated.  
Accordingly, this mitigation measure will not be effective in mitigating frequency of human safety 
effects from collisions as a result of the Project. See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities 
to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019). 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs.

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Road users are free to choose any route 
available to them, within the constraints of Regional or Town regulations such as turn regulations or 
truck routes. There are no federal regulations which apply. 

11)  Mitigation Measure  

Design of the main entrance: CN suggests it could convert the main entrance intersection from three 
legs to four, 20 and install turning lanes (eastbound right-turn and westbound left-turn lanes) along 
Britannia Road adjacent to the main entrance to minimize the risk of conflicts between through 
vehicles and turning vehicles, and conflicts with the end of the queue21

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. While locating the main exit on 
Britannia opposite the already planned access to the Boyne neighbourhood is typical roadway 
planning, there are now more movements at the one intersection and this may actually lead to more 
severe collisions, such as left-turning with opposing through types. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. The alternative to the 
proposed four-leg intersection might be two three leg intersections.  While this might actually be a 
preferable design, it would expand the geographic extent. The combination of the main entrance with 
the Boyne neighbourhood entrance places all the collisions in one location, rather than two separate 
intersections. But it must be noted that two three leg intersections are safer than four t-intersections. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. With or without the proposed 
mitigation, increase in traffic collisions would be a permanent effect, for as long as the Project 
operates. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The use of left- and right-turn 
storage lanes of sufficient length ensures that standing queues of traffic will not impede through 

20 CEAR #732, March 22, 2019, IRR 8.5(b), p. 17-18; IRR 4.62, p. 22 
21 CEAR #732, March 22, 2019, IRR 8.5(c), p. 20 
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11)  Mitigation Measure  

movements in adjacent lanes and cause rear-end collisions. However, the overall effect on collision 
frequency of combining two signalized intersections into one is not clear. Overall, the collision 
frequency is predicted to rise. Table IR8.5-5 suggests that the collision frequency will rise by 0.42 
collisions per year over the background condition.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The mitigation measure is 
proactive and does not reverse the effects on human safety (i.e. injury or death) once a collision 
occurs.

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Traffic operations on Regional or Municipal 
roads are under the jurisdiction of the road authority that owns these roads. 

5.2 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 
Effect Y/N 

Safety effects from new 
traffic interchanges and 
truck volumes at the 
entry/exit points to the 
Terminal and surrounding 
road network 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE not likely

5.2.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 
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Standard Not 
compliant / 
compliant  

1 Province of Ontario, Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways, 
2015, p. E9-1: Provides information on physical layout of roadways, (curbs, hills, 
widths, radiuses) with intended purpose to ensure consistency and maximize safety 
in operation of roadways.  

The Manual indicates that “when the number of left-turn vehicles at intersections is 
such that it creates a hazard and reduces capacity, consideration should be given to 
the provision of a separate left turn lane design” (p. E9-1).  

Specifically, these guidelines indicate that left turn lanes should be installed when 
one of the following two warrants is satisfied: 

 Collision warrant: when “four or more left turn related accidents occur per year 
or where six or more occur within a two year period.” 

 Volume warrant: when opposing traffic volumes significantly delay the left 
turning vehicles. A series of charts that provide the relationship between 
opposing and advance volumes are provided to determine whether a left turn 
lane is to be considered. In order to use the charts, the following inputs are 
required: the turning, advancing, and opposing hourly volumes, and the 
physical characteristics of the intersecting roads. 

2 Province of Ontario, Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways, 
2015, p. E7-2:  

The Guide provides guidance regarding the implementation of a deceleration lane 
(right turn taper with parallel lane) at an intersection (p. E7-2).  

The MTO Geometric Manual states that consideration should be given to the 
provision of a deceleration lane for the right-turning traffic “when the volume of right 
turning vehicles is such that it creates hazard and reduces capacity at an 
intersection.” Similarly, the TAC guide (below, standard 5) indicates that tapers and 
parallel lanes are to be considered “when the volume of decelerating or accelerating 
vehicles compared with the through traffic volume causes undue hazard.” 

3 Government of Ontario, Freight-Supportive Guidelines, 2016, s. 2.3.6(a):

Avoid or minimize the number of at-grade rail crossings. Examine the surrounding 
road network to ensure that adequate capacity and design is possible, including 
potential grade separations over the rail corridor. Eliminating at-grade road/ rail 
crossings is the most effective way to minimize pedestrian/ vehicle - train collisions. 

4 Government of Ontario, Freight-Supportive Guidelines, 2016, s. 3.1.2(a)-(c) 
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Standard Not 
compliant / 
compliant  

(a) Design accesses to accommodate the turning radii requirements of expected 
trucks and provide proper lane widths for on-site driveways. 

(b) Provide adequate driveway length at access driveways and consider the 
provision of turning lanes for trucks leaving the site. 

(c) Locate accesses appropriately in relation to intersections and consider providing 
exclusive turning lanes on the public road, especially if the external access is along 
a two-lane road. Driveway access point spacing from intersections should be based 
on the type of control at the intersection and the classification of the road. 

5 Transportation Association of Canada (“TAC”) Geometric Design Guide for 
Canadian Roads, 2017 ed.: The TAC Guide is used to plan and design construction 
and reconstruction of roads and intersections, or evaluate existing roads. The Guide 
discusses factors such as road/lane widths, alignments (vertical and horizontal), 
sight distances for manoeuvres such as emergency stops or leaving from a stop sign, 
intersection design, etc. The 2017 TAC Guide also has specific standards on 
integrated bicyclist and pedestrian design. With respect to cycling, the 2017 Guide 
provides that 

 Cyclist eye height = 1.5 m (Ch. 5, Fig. 5.2.1, p. 7) 

 Cyclist operating space = 1.2 to 1.5 m (Ch. 5, Fig. 5.2.1, p. 7) 

 Total width of bike lane component = 1.8 m to 2.1 m (practical lower limit 
1.5 m) (Ch. 5, Table 5.3.2, p. 14) 

 Width of Multi-Use Trail = 3.0 to 6.0 m (Ch. 5, Table. 5.3.5, p. 20)Bike Lane 
Pavement Markings or a bike protected signal phase = Dashed through 
intersection and where right turn vehicles cross bike lane before intersection 
(Ch. 5, s. 5.6.1, p. 46-47) 

6 Government of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

Policy 1.1.1 Healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained by: 

… 

c) avoiding development and land use patterns that may cause environmental or 
public health and safety concerns; 

7 Government of Ontario, Ontario Traffic Manuals, Books 12 and 18 

Provides guidance on the installation and operation of traffic control devices (signs, 
signals and paper markings) and cycling facilities, with the intended purpose to 
ensure consistency and maximize safety in operation of roadways. Those Books 
pertaining to cycling are particularly relevant to the Project’s effects on safety, 
including: 
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Standard Not 
compliant / 
compliant  

 The use of parallel multi-use trail pedestrian and bicycle crossings in line with 
Figures 6 and 8 of the Ontario Traffic Manual Book 12A 

 The use of crossrides where multi-use paths cross major intersections 
following Figures 4.101 and 4.102 of the Ontario Traffic Manual Book 18 

8 Halton Region, By-law No. 32-17 (Road Access By-law) 

4.1 THAT no person or vehicle shall access a Regional road except through an 
existing access or in accordance with an access permit. 

… 

6.1 THAT this By-law implements the following policies for access: 

(a) access to a Regional road from private property shall be permitted only 
where such access is necessary because access to a local road is not 
feasible; 

(b) where access to a Regional road from private property is necessary, the 
applicant for access shall, following consultation with the Region and in 
accordance with Region direction, submit a study that considers all 
reasonable alternative access locations, types, and designs; 

(c) access shall maintain the safety, function, and efficiency of Regional 
roads; 

(d) access shall maintain or enhance the multiple uses of Regional rights-of-
way beside Regional roads; 

(e) the Region may require that an application for access be accompanied by 
a transportation impact study; and 

(f) access shall be finalized, constructed, and made operational prior to 
development or any other change in the use of land that depends on access.

9 Region of Halton, Access Management Guidelines, 2015 

The Guidelines require that the following specific operational criteria be considered 
to determine whether a full movement or partial movement access is feasible: 

 Insufficient gaps in the traffic flow 
 Turn movements that conflict or overlap 
 Conflicting movements with traffic signal operations 
 Sight distance constraints (vertical or horizontal geometry, parking, etc.) 
 Traffic flow queues that block the access 
 Inadequate on-site traffic conditions (circulation, clear throat, or grades) 
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Standard Not 
compliant / 
compliant  

 Access impact on trees or other boulevard elements 
 Impacts on downstream traffic operations 
 Conflicts resulting from lane transitions (i.e. lanes beginning or terminating) 
 Undesirable pick-up/drop-off or service vehicle activity 
 Contributing to existing safety/operational problems 
 Encourages unsafe maneuvers (weaving, U-turns, wrong way, reversing) 
 Insufficient right of way for adequate road geometrics (radii, width) 
 Impact on pedestrian and cycling environment (excessive width or 

combination of access) 
 Impacts on adjacent properties 
 Transit operations and bus stop locations 

Also, the Halton Access Management Guidelines state “[w]hen all options for 
access to the subject land from local and non-arterial roads are not feasible, the 
following is a list of types of accesses which may be acceptable, with conditions, on 
Regional Roads”.   

10 Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR 2014-275, s. 98(1) 

98(1) If railway equipment is operated in a manner that regularly causes the 
obstruction of a public grade crossing, including by the activation of a warning 
system, and the municipality where the grade crossing is located declares in a 
resolution that obstruction of the grade crossing causes a safety concern, the railway 
company and the road authority must collaborate to resolve the safety concern.  

Note that s. 97(2) provides the following: It is prohibited for railway equipment to be 
left standing on a crossing surface, or for switching operations to be conducted, in a 
manner that obstructs a public grade crossing — including by the activation of the 
gate of a warning system — for more than five minutes when vehicular or pedestrian 
traffic is waiting to cross it. 

11 Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR 2014-275, s. 99 

99 Despite sections 97 and 98, if an emergency vehicle requires passage across a 
grade crossing, a company must take all necessary measures to immediately clear 
the grade crossing.  

Not Compliant  Compliant

5.2.1.1 Province of Ontario, Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways, 2015, p. 
E9-1 

Compliant. This item is specific to the two driveway entrances to the intermodal facility.  In that regard, 
CN has shown designs (IR2.33-1, Appendix A, Figures 7 and 8) that have left turn lanes.  The warrant 
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above only defines when the decision to install a left turn lane should be made for safety reasons and it 
does not define how long the lane should be.  

5.2.1.2 Province of Ontario, Geometric Design Standards for Ontario Highways, 2015 p. 
E7-2

Compliant. Figure 8 of Appendix A or IR2.33-1 shows a right turn slip lane for eastbound Britannia Road 
traffic (primarily truck traffic) entering the proposed intermodal facility.  While no right turn lane is shown 
for the Tremaine Road entrance, the volumes at that intersection should be so small that it is reasonable 
not to require one for that entrance. 

5.2.1.3 Government of Ontario, Freight-Supportive Guidelines, 2016, s. 2.3.6(a):  

Not compliant. The CN Project will likely not comply with this standard. The road-rail crossings along 
the study area haul routes are grade-separated, or will be grade-separated (e.g., Lower Base Line) as 
a part of the undertaking. However, it is not clear that any effort has been made to consider the possibility 
of grade-separation for the Tremaine Road at-grade crossing.  That is, there is a numerical calculation 
that can indicate the potential value of grade separation.  While there is no hard threshold, there appears 
to be an accepted value. Please see the following consultant report, particularly the bottom of page 5: 
https://www.whitby.ca/en/resources/AppendixB-TransportationReport.pdf. A calculation should have 
been undertaken based on the increased train traffic that will result from the introduction of the 
intermodal facility. 

The table below provided by Mr. Vickerman undertakes an analysis of the Tremaine at-grade crossing 
based on the increased train traffic that will result from the introduction of the intermodal facility. Based 
on the MIT capacity throughput of 450,000 lifts per year, it is predicted that the average at grade crossing 
delay for a locomotive going 10 MPH would be 15.91 minutes. This has implications for traffic, but also 
may obstruct emergency vehicles.  

Based on the MIT capacity throughput of 450,000 lifts per year, the following average at-grade 
crossing delay characteristics are predicted: 

Tremaine Road and CN Mainline Crossing Data
(MIT Annual Throughput = 450,000 lifts per year)

Time to Clear 
Tremaine Road 

Crossing Minutes

CN Mainline 
Locomotive 

Speed 

Maximum Daily 
Train Frequency 
per CN (IRR2.29)

CN Train 
Length 

(IRR2.29)

15.91 minutes 10 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 

10.61 minutes 15 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 

7.95 minutes 20 MPH 4 trains per day 14,000 feet 
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5.2.1.4 Government of Ontario, Freight-Supportive Guidelines, 2016, s. 3.1.2(a)-(c) 

Not compliant. The preliminary design of the access is not compliant with all three requirements of 
section 3.1.2 of the Freight-Supportive Guidelines.  

(a) The general aspects of the two intersection designs for the intermodal facility entrances 
appear to follow good engineering practice.  It is expected that any competent designer would 
follow TAC and Ontario Geometric Guidelines, as there do not appear to be any physical 
constraints that would require compromise in design. 

(b) As per the modelling exercise conducted by CMA+, it would appear that the internal 
driveway is of sufficient length (based on truck flows of 800 in/800 out per day). Turn lanes are 
shown on Figure 8 of Appendix A or IR2.33-1, with no through movement into the subdivision 
across the road. 

(c) CN has not complied with this requirement. Although CN considered some alternate truck 
entrance locations,22 alternative operational locations and strategies that were not considered. 
Various issues with the access management analysis are set out in the discussion of Halton 
Region, By-law No. 32-17 and Halton Access Management Guidelines below.  

5.2.1.5 Transportation Association of Canada (“TAC”) Geometric Design Guide for 
Canadian Roads, 2017 ed. 

Compliant. It is expected the Project will comply with this standard. At this point there is only a 
“functional” design, not a “detailed” design for the two entrances to the intermodal facility.  In general, 
any competent designer assigned to do the detailed design would follow the basic precepts of TAC’s 
Geometric Design Guide, so there is no reason to believe otherwise in this case. The specifics of TAC 
and Ontario Traffic Manual (“OTM”)  bicycle design standards is generally not an issue, as the Region 
is responsible for designing both the on-street and off-street bike facilities.  There is one specific bicycle 
issue that is non-compliant, and that will be dealt with under MTO Book 18, below. 

5.2.1.6 Government of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014

Not complaint. It is difficult to envision a development of this property that would not result in significant 
traffic generation.  In fact, CIMA+’s Peer Review of the September 2008 report titled, CN South Milton 
Industrial Precinct Transportation Considerations, prepared by BA Group Transportation Consultants 
(the BA Group) found that the study reasonably predicted over 900 passenger car units (two-way) per 
hour in the morning and afternoon peak periods if the originally envisioned land use was fully 
implemented.  So, the only way the Ontario Policy Statement could be complied with would be an 
alternate zoning of the land. 

5.2.1.7 Government of Ontario, Ontario Traffic Manuals, Books 12 and 18

Not compliant. First, the design shown for the Britannia entrance does not show a cross-ride to manage 
bicycle traffic on the multi-use trail proposed for the south side of Britannia Road. The MUT is shown on 
Map 3, Proposed Regional Cycling Network, contained in Appendix H of the Region’s Active 
Transportation Master Plan, dated May 2015. CN also refers to several construction plans that reinforce 
the intent to add the MUT, in CEAA 722, IRR8.4 c). Under the present access design (see Figure 7 in 

22 CEAR #57, CN EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 2.2.3.1. 
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IR2.33-1) it would be difficult for eastbound cyclists on Britannia Road to make a left-turn to go north on 
the proposed residential street that is aligned with the CN access.  The present configuration requires 
cyclist to cross three lanes of through traffic to access the exclusive left-turn lane.  The OTM suggests 
that a two-stage left-turn queue box should be considered for this application (see Figure 4.51 of OTM 
Book 18).   

Second, CN’s response to Information Request IRR8.4 c) in CEAA 722 explains how the on-street 
eastbound bicycle traffic will be managed but does not address how the off-street (multi-use trail) traffic 
will be managed crossing the truck entrance.  Reference should be made to Ontario Traffic Manual 
Book 12A or Book 18 for detailed information. 

5.2.1.8 Halton Region, By-law No. 32-17 (Road Access By-law) 

Not compliant. At the outset, it is our understanding that the CN position is that compliance with 
municipal standards is voluntary (see Section 1.4.3.2 of the E.I.S. dated December 7, 2015).  If so, that 
position is inconsistent with recognizing that the Region has the final say in terms of design standards 
and other requirements relative to this project. That is, CN does not appear to be prepared to apply 
through the Region’s permit process. 

Although this procedural deficiency is likely to persist, we have also evaluated CN’s likely substantive 
compliance with the by-law by evaluating the six policies for access set out under section 6.1 of the by-
law. Most of these requirements have not been met. 

The 6.1 (a) policy that access to a Regional road from private property shall be permitted only where 
such access is necessary because access to a local road is not feasible has not been met. CN has land 
holdings adjacent to First Line, Milton, a local road but is proposing access via regional road.  
Furthermore, the access location that CN has proposed does not meet Halton Region’s Access 
Management Guidelines, which is a document enforced through By-law No. 32-17, that requires a 
minimum of 300m separation between intersections.  CN’s proposed access is 250m west of the First 
Line intersection.  Note that Halton Region accepted a deviation from standard for the T-intersection at 
this location based on providing access to the residential development and associated residential traffic 
to the north.  This deviation from standard was necessary to facilitate CN’s preference for a road over 
rail (Meeting Minutes December 17, 2014) grade separation.   

The 6.1(b) policy to submit a study that considers all reasonable alternative access locations, types and 
designs has not been met. In the EIS submission of December 7, 2015, CN (section 2.2.3.1) 
demonstrates that they have considered various options and accessing Britannia Road (Regional road) 
is preferred over First Line or Lower Baseline (Town roads), but not using Regional criteria. 

In respect of 6.1 (c) to maintain the safety, function, and efficiency of Regional roads, it is not clear that 
CN reviewed all possible operational or location strategies for the main entrance.  For the employee 
entrance, stop control of the entrance is the best option. 

In respect of the 6.1(d) policy to maintain or enhance the multiple uses of Regional rights-of-way beside 
Regional roads, CN has not resolved the issue of the multi-use trail crossing the main entrance 
driveway, as discussed above. 

The 6.1(e) policy for the Region to require that an application for access be accompanied by a 
transportation impact study has likely not been met.  Since CN does not consider that it will have to 
apply for approval through the formal Transportation Impact Study approach (Section 1.4.3.2 of the EIS 
dated December 7, 2015) , this is deemed non-compliant.  Also, while virtually all the basic components 
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required to prepare a TIS have been completed by CN in one presentation or another, they would need 
to be assembled into one cohesive document for this specific purpose.  This has not been done yet. 

Finally, in respect of the 6.1(f) policy that access shall be finalized, constructed, and made operational 
prior to development or any other change in the use of land that depends on access, it is not clear that 
construction staging has been specifically stated. 

5.2.1.9 Region of Halton, Access Management Guidelines, 2015 

Not compliant. CN considered different entrances to the Project site, including South Tremaine, North 
Tremaine, Britannia Road, First Line and an Extension from First Line to Regional Road 25.23 These 
potential entrances were also compared to various criteria. However, many of the criteria outlined in 
Halton Access Management Guidelines were not considered, with implications for the effectiveness of 
the choice of entrance. 

First, as mentioned in respect of By-law 32-17, CN has land holdings adjacent to First Line, Milton, a 
local road but is proposing access via a regional road.   

Second, the spacing between the proposed signalized main entrance and the Britannia Road and First 
Line Intersection (i.e., approximately 265 meters) is less than the requirements of the Region’s Access 
Management Guideline for full movement access, which varies between 300 and 400 meters depending 
on the speed of the roadway, traffic signal coordination, and storage requirements for left turning 
vehicles. In IR2.33-1, consultants from BA, on behalf of CN, calculated that the terminal operation will 
be at an acceptable level of service in 2021 (7.1.1.1) and 2031 (7.1.1.2). CIMA+’s internal modelling 
also shows that truck queue backups will not reach Britannia Road, under the reported truck arrival and 
departure rate (i.e., 800 trucks per day).  All of the other issues are addressed in section 7 of IR2.33-1.  

Third, the choice of access contributes to existing safety/operational problems and encourages unsafe 
maneuvers. The proposed full movement intersection is immediately adjacent to a road over rail grade 
separation to the west.  CN has indicated that there will be 800 trucks per day leaving the intermodal 
with heavy trucks turning left and going westward on Britannia Road.   With the only access to the site 
being adjacent to a 5% incline over the rail, there is no opportunity for truck to accelerate to road speed 
after turning left out of the site. As such, the result is trucks could weave to the outer lanes, impeding 
the flow of through traffic, increasing congestion and impacting driver behaviour i.e. lane changes to 
avoid slow moving trucks. This could increase the likelihood of collisions in the vicinity of the access. In 
addition, CN has indicated that there will be 800 truck per day arriving at the intermodal site with heavy 
trucks from the west decelerating on a 5% decline and navigating a right-hand turn into the site. None 
of these issues would exist if the entrance were at First Line, which is flatter than Britannia Road.  

Fourth, CN has not demonstrated through adequate analysis the impact on pedestrian and cycling 
environment from the proposed driveway at Britannia Rd.  Britannia Road, unlike First Line, has bicycle 
lanes and multi-use pathways. The choice of Britannia thus impacts on pedestrian and cycling 
environment, contrary to the Guidelines. Further, CN has not assessed how the operation of this access 
impacts the residential properties to be developed on the north side of Britannia Road and the interaction 
of these residents at the intersection; specifically crossing of Britannia Rd to access active transportation 
facilities and future transit services on the south side. 

23 CEAR #57, EIS, s. 2.2.3.1, p. 29-30. 
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Finally, to the extent that First Line would have to be improved to accommodate CN’s projected 800 
trucks a day, this is no barrier to choosing it as an entrance, especially in light of the issues outlined 
above. CN, like other project proponents, could pay for the rehabilitation and widening of First Line. 

Thus, CN’s proposed access does not fit with the complete road environment. 

5.2.1.10 Grade Crossing Regulations, s. 98(1) 

Not compliant. Long wait times associated with long trains (14,000 ft.) blocking intersections can cause 
risks to human safety particularly for delays to emergency vehicles being stopped waiting for long double 
stacked trains (DST) to clear the Tremaine at-grade crossing. The estimates of Mr. John Vickerman in 
his Tremaine At-Grade Crossing Analysis indicate that the delay at Tremaine would be in the range of 
11 to 16 minutes per DST train moving at 10 to 15 mph. Except for trains or equipment stopped due to 
mechanical failure where separation or movement is not possible, any DST train or train equipment that 
has come to a complete stop or is continually blocking the Tremaine railroad-highway grade crossing 
should be cut, separated, or moved to clear the crossing upon the approach of any emergency vehicle 
if the intersection wait time is anticipated to be longer than 10 minutes.  

Further, CN would have to collaborate with the road authority, Halton Region, to address this safety 
issue, which is not certain. 

5.2.1.11 Grade Crossing Regulations, s. 99 

Not compliant. As explained in the evaluation of s. 98(1), CN is not complaint with this regulation based 
on the time delays calculated in Mr. Vickerman’s Tremaine At-Grade Crossing Analysis. Emergency 
vehicles may be delayed at the Tremaine-At-Grade Crossing contrary to the Regulation. 

5.2.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of human safety effects from 
collisions is high. In contrast, CN includes conflicting conclusions about the magnitude of residual effects 
on traffic safety. In particular, the submitted information concludes that the truck traffic generated by the 
Project will not substantially affect either traffic or the safety of road users at the location of the truck, 
employee and service vehicle gates or on Regional roads between the Project and the 400 series 
highways.24 However, elsewhere, the submitted information states that the magnitude of the residual 
effect on safety from a traffic accident could range from low to high, depending on the severity of the 
accident and whether serious injury or damage to property occurs25.  

The proponent has made a number of recommendations for signing and low-cost remedial measures 
along the haul routes that should be carried out to minimize collision risk. However, there is very little 
that can be done to mitigate the increase in collision severity that is associated with truck-involved 
collisions.  Quite simply, the larger mass and different performance characteristics of trucks (i.e., longer 
stopping distance, slower acceleration, larger blind spots) result in more severe collisions than general-
purpose traffic.  The severity of a collision is largely determined by the amount of kinetic energy that is 
dissipated in the collision.  Since kinetic energy is dependent on both vehicle mass and travel speed, it 
is logical to infer that CN trucks, which are much heavier than passenger cars, increase collision severity 
in the road network.  Collision data supports this finding.  According to data from the Ontario Road 

24 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.19, p. 5; IRR 5.21, p.16; CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.33, p.19-22. 
25 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.25. 
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Safety Annual Reports (2010-2014), the proportion of fatal collisions where trucks were involved is four 
times higher than the proportion of fatal collisions involving only passenger cars. 

The Halton Region-specific data also appears to be consistent with the Ontario data about the 
relationship between truck traffic on fatal collisions. In CN’s response to IR8.5 (d) contained in CEAR 
#732, CN employs Halton collision data and discusses severity of truck collisions. CN concludes that 
collisions involving trucks result in injuries /fatality 12.7% of the time versus 15.1% for collisions involving 
all types of vehicles.  That is, CN states that truck collisions are likely to be less severe than the norm.  
While the table IR8.5-9 is entitled “Proportion of serious collisions….”, the table appears to include all 
collisions involving any injury or fatality (text on page 20 in section d)), not just the ones causing major 
injuries or fatalities. When CIMA+ recreated this analysis, it found the statistics were about even at 16% 
each, possibly because CIMA+ used a slightly different database in terms of time period.26 However, if 
the same analysis is performed for just fatal collisions, collisions involving trucks are over four times as 
likely (4/518 = 0.77% versus 26/14040=0.18%)27 to cause a fatality. This is consistent with the provincial 
data showing the ratio is over three times (0.67% versus 0.22%). See Appendix D to this table, entitled 
Safety Calculations, for details. 

The issue of severity is more prominent in this case because the CN trucks are largely routed through 
an urban area where they share the road with pedestrians and cyclists.  This brings the heaviest vehicles 
into potential conflicts with the most vulnerable road users.  Collision severity is almost always a serious 
injury or death when a truck and pedestrian collide. 

Note that severity is separate from the frequency, discussed below. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of safety effects is 
both the entry point/exit points at the project site and the complete surrounding road network, primarily 
the routing to the 400-series highways (i.e., off-site effects).  CN has also predicted that traffic accident 
scenarios would be the entry/exit points at the Project site on the basis that these locations are in the 
care and control of CN,28 and additional intersections identified in CN’s response to IR 8.5.  

The routing predicted by the BA group in the Memorandum dated November 30, 2015, however, may 
not be correct, in that it is based on the origins and destinations from the Brampton Intermodal Terminal, 
which are likely not totally transferrable to the Milton facility.  In general, truck drivers will use the route 
that minimizes perceived travel time.  Nonetheless, the entire Regional road system will likely be 
affected, but with changes to the proportions. 

A detailed analysis of critical intersection movements for the most likely haul routes for the Project 
demonstrates that there will be likely impacts on the public round network, including delays resulting in 
queuing and congestion, which can result in increased collisions and ultimately affect human safety.  
See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton 
Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019). 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict the duration of residual Project effects on human safety 
from collisions is long-term and essentially permanent. Similarly, CN predicts an increase in traffic 
collision rates during Project operations.29 The main predictor of collision frequency is traffic volume.  
This is demonstrated by the safety performance functions that are used to estimate expected collision 
frequency, where the dependent variable is traffic volume (the Safety Performance Functions, CEAA 
732, page 24, used to calculate the number of collisions in IR8.5-15 and -17 use traffic volumes as an 

26 The time period used was 2010-2015 of Halton data. 
27 Analysis from 2010-2015 Halton database. 
28CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.19, p.4-5; IRR 5.21, p.16. 
29CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.33, p.7-8; CEAR# 654, June 12, 2018, IRR 4.62, p.19-22. 
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input). As long as the facility is processing truck traffic and generating additional truck traffic on the 
public road system the collisions will remain. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict there will be an increase in the frequency of motor 
vehicle collisions as a result of the truck traffic travelling to/from the proposed multi-modal facility. It will 
be in the order of multiple irregular events. Note that CN predicts that, through increasing truck access 
to the Regional road network, the Project will increase the frequency of future collisions and thus have 
residual effects on traffic safety.30 The submitted information also predicts residual effects on human 
safety from this Source.31

The impact on traffic safety, in terms of the predicted number of collisions resulting from additional truck 
volumes travelling through the surrounding road network, has been calculated by CN. Statistics are 
contained in the CN response to IR8, dated March 22, 2019 CEAR#732, in Tables IR8.5-5, -7, -15 and 
-16. The prediction models suggest that casualty collisions will occur relatively infrequently and will be 
distributed throughout the haul routes. The added collisions: 0.42 collisions/year at the main entrance, 
0.035 additional collisions on Britannia road and 2.61 additional collisions across the remaining portion 
of the entire road network. This is in comparison to (data supplied by the Region of Halton) 3354 
collisions annually on Regional roads and Milton local roads (excluding all other local roads in the 
Region). Overall, the project will add about one serious injury collision to the public street system every 
2.4 years (based on 2021 traffic volumes).   Considering fatal collisions only, the proposed facility will 
add about one fatal collision every 45 years. Considering vehicles carrying dangerous goods, based on 
the percentage noted entering and exiting the Brampton Intermodal Facility32, it is predicted that 0.01 
collisions involving trucks carrying hazardous goods travelling to/from the proposed intermodal facility 
would occur annually. Although the overall increase in number of collisions when adding 1,600 truck 
trips per day is estimated to be small, it is recognized that each and every motor vehicle collision is a 
tragic and traumatic occurrence. See Appendix D to this table, entitled Safety Calculations, for details. 
Reversibility –The Project’s residual effects on traffic safety caused by collisions are reversible in the 
sense that they would cease immediately upon cessation of the Project. On the other hand, once a fatal 
or serious injury collision has occurred, the human suffering cannot be undone.  There is no feasible 
manner of reversing a casualty collision once it has occurred. Note that CN, in contrast, does not assess 
the reversibility of residual Project effects on traffic safety caused by increased truck traffic. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities evaluate the social context to be 
characterized by sensitive land-uses. CN includes an assessment of traffic collision effects and the 
specific effects associated with trucks using routes near schools, community centers and other 
facilities;33 however, this information does not address the existing and changing context associated 
with approved intensification of residential and community uses of the Halton Region transportation and 
road network. CN’s Project and proposed haul routes would result in a higher volume of tuck traffic in 
the midst of an existing context of sensitive adjacent land uses, including residential and commercial 
areas. The existing road context consists of passenger vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists.  

5.3 Cumulative SAEEs  

To evaluate Projects effects regarding transportation movement on roadways and the present VC 
concerning safety effects from new traffic interchanges and truck volumes, modelling was undertaken. 
This modelling accounted for the additional contribution of vehicles and congestion from the relevant 
Projects (as set out in the table above). Thus, there is no separate analysis for cumulative SAEE from 

30CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.33-2 and 2.33-4; “Milton Logistics Hub Route Study – Peer Review of Safety Assessments” (July 16, 
2018). 
31CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.6.5, p. 299; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.19, p.4-5. 
32 CIMA+, “CN Milton Logistics Hub – Data Collection Results” (May 12, 2019), p. 3. 
33 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, Attachment IRR 2.33-4. 
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collisions, which are already accounted for in the modelling. See Letter & Appendices from Halton 
Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019).34

The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
each of these activities was relevant to be included in the traffic modelling.  

Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety Effects 
from New Traffic Interchanges and Truck Volumes at the Entry/Exit Points to the Terminal and 
Surrounding Road Network 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

2  Sherwood Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

3  Boyne Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 
Yates Boulevard 

Included in the Emme model. 

5 Main Street Grade Separation  Model does not include any grade 
separations 

6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street Included in the Emme model. 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 

Improvements  
Included in the Emme model. 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Included in the Emme model. 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Improvements to the Regional road 

network as identified in the Transportation 
Master Plan (TMP) are included in the 
Emme model. 

10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  N/A 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
N/A 

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

N/A 

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project  

N/A 

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N/A 

15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 
Area  

BPEs are inputs into Halton’s travel 
demand (Emme) model. 

34 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety Effects 
from New Traffic Interchanges and Truck Volumes at the Entry/Exit Points to the Terminal and 
Surrounding Road Network 

# Description Relevance

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

5.4 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assesses 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude - In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would not be affected. The 
magnitude of residual adverse environmental effects on human safety from collisions is already high as 
there are already fatal collisions from the Project. Increasing container throughput does not change this 
view on magnitude. It can only be reasonably expected to produce a greater proportion of fatal injury 
collisions.   

Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would not 
be affected. It is assumed that should container movements increase, truck flows would increase 
proportionally, and assuming the haul routes would remain the same (in the absence of other information 
from CN), the increased truck traffic would increase roughly proportionally over all routes. 

Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. Duration 
is only affected by the time frame for the operation of the facility.  As long as the facility is in operation, 
the collision risk remains. 

Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would increase. As traffic 
volume increases, there would be proportional increase in the number of truck collisions per year 
throughout the entire road network. 

The Safety Performance Functions35 used to predict the occurrence of motor vehicle collisions with the 
results shown in Tables 8.5-15 and -17 use traffic volume as the basic input.  While the equations are 
not perfectly linear, it is completely correct to say that an increase in truck traffic from the facility would 
result in an increase in collisions at the main entrance and throughout the road system.  

On-site, based on CIMA’s simulation results,36 the increase in container volumes would lead to an 
increase in the number of times queues from the gate system back up onto the Regional road system, 
leading to congestion and the potential for additional vehicle collisions as a result. 

Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
Casualties resulting from motor vehicle collisions cannot be undone. 

Ecological and Social Context – N/A 

35 CEAA#732, March 22, 2019, IRR8, p. 24. 
36 Cima+, “Report to Halton Region, CN Milton Logistics Hub – Terminal Gate Operations Technical Memo” (May 2019), p. 14-15. 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 

6. Safety Effects from Any Spill/Release of Hazardous Materials at the Project 
Site 

The Halon Municipalities and CN agree that Project construction and operation activities on the site, 
including on-site vehicle use, can result in hazardous material spills. CN goes on to state that such spills 
could affect public health and safety if they occur in the immediate vicinity of the public or if the spilled 
material comes into contact with environmental resources used by the public.  The Halton Municipalities 
submit that spills can cause public health effects. Further, the Project can cause broader “human” safety 
effects to all people, both those on-site and off-site.   

Although CN has characterized effects from hazardous materials as “spills”, it is more appropriate to 
characterize these as hazardous materials releases because hazardous materials may be volatile and 
be released as gases, not just a liquids. It is for this reason the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 
1992 speaks to releases as opposed to spills.1 Consequently, where the term “spill” is used in this VC, 
it can be understood to mean a “release”. 

6.1 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, which, in this case, is only safety effects from spill/release of hazardous 
materials on the Project site, the following tables summarize the Halton Municipalities’ assessment of 
two matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation and whether 
or not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

1 Regular inspection and maintenance of 
equipment to avoid potential malfunction. 
All construction and operations 
equipment will be properly maintained 
and free of fluid leaks. 

2 Three Response Plans: 1) Hazardous 
Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill Response 
& Contingency Plan, and 3) Emergency 
Response Plan, including procedures, 

1 Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, c. 34, s. 2: Release means, in relation to dangerous goods, “(a) a discharge, 
emission, explosion, outgassing or other escape of dangerous goods, or any component or compound evolving from dangerous goods, from 
a means of containment being used to handle or transport the dangerous goods, or (b) an emission, from a means of containment being used 
to handle or transport dangerous goods, of ionizing radiation that exceeds a level or limit established under the Nuclear Safety and Control 
Act.” 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

processes, and management practices 
to respond to spills and leaks.  

Not Effective/
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Although we have evaluated the mitigation measures CN has proposed, a persistent problem is that CN 
has failed to consider or even mention the principal mitigation for human safety effects from hazardous 
materials spills used in modern land use controls; namely to maintain adequate risk based separation 
distances between the risk source and the designated land use as discussed in Appendix C.2 The 
separation distances vary with the specific land use and risk criteria applied. In the case the land use is 
already in existence, as is the case in the Halton Region, it is incumbent on the risk facility proponent to 
locate the new facilities or corridors, which could result in human safety effects, at appropriate and 
sufficient separation distances from existing land uses, be they residential, or otherwise sensitive. 

1)  Mitigation Measure  

Regular inspection and maintenance of equipment to avoid potential malfunction. All construction 
and operations equipment will be properly maintained and free of fluid leaks.3

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although regular inspection may 
detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all potential sources of spills or 
vapour releases. Therefore, it will not prevent the occurrence of spills which can have the same 
magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without the inspections. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although regular 
inspection may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all potential sources 
of spills. Therefore, it will not change the potential geographic extent of spills or vapour releases, 
which can have the same extent as ones that occur without the inspections. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although regular inspection may detect 
and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all sources of spills. Therefore, it will not 
prevent the occurrence of spills which can have the same duration of consequences as ones that 
occur without the inspections. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. The regular inspections of equipment 
will detect inadequacies and thereby avoid some occurrences of spills or vapour releases, reducing 
the frequency of such occurrences.  

2 Frank Bercha, City of Edmonton Cumulative Risk Assessment and Land Use Planning Project (Calgary, AB: Bercha Engineering Limited, 
2011). See Appendix C to this table for details. 
3 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.3, p.293-294. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not address reversibility. Regular inspection of 
equipment is a proactive mitigation measure that does not affect the reversibility of human safety 
effects from spills once they occur.  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. Inspection of rail freight cars, for example, is 
controlled by Transport Canada under the Railway Freight Car Inspection and Safety Rules pursuant 
to the Railway Safety Act. Others measures could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation 
Agency as terms or conditions of approval.  

2)  Mitigation Measure  

Three Response Plans: 1) Hazardous Materials Action Plan, 2) Spill Response & Contingency Plan 
and 3) Emergency Response Plan, including procedures, processes, and management practices to 
respond to spills and leaks.4 Note the Spill Response & Contingency Plan will require containment 
kits to be present on site in designated locations where the risk of spill is deemed the greatest (e.g., 
refueling areas).5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Because the Plans are all generic 
rather than specific, they would not be effective in reducing the effects of any and all dangerous good 
(“DG”) spills or vapour releases. CN intends to prepare an Emergency Response Plan specific to the 
Project, but has only provided a draft outline in this EA process.6 Nor is the Emergency Response 
Plan integrated with the Region’s existing Emergency Program and Plan or regional and local levels 
of municipal emergency response.7 Further, the Plans in the submitted information are about 
responding to an emergency and do not address strategic emergency management (e.g. the 
safeguards, training and design required to avoid failures in the first place). 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Because the 
Plans are all generic rather than specific, they would not be effective in reducing the geographic 
extent of any DG spill or volatile release.  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Because the Plans are all generic 
rather than specific, they would not be effective in reducing the duration of any DG spill. 

4 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 21, 23; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IR5.1, Attachment 5.1-1, p.35, 37; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 
7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.3, p. 293; s. 6.6.2.5.3, p.297. 
5 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IR5.1, Attachment 5.1-1, p. 38; IRR 5.22, p. 21. 
6 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IRR 5.17-2, p. 1-2. 
7 CEAR# 672, July 30, 2018, Halton Comments re IRR 5.17, p. 10, IRR 5.24, p.16. 
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. ERPs are intrinsically directed only 
at the procedures to conduct if, and only if, an accident occurs. They are not intended to reduce the 
frequency of the accident.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Because the Plans are all 
generic rather than specific, they would not be effective in changing the reversibility of any DG spill. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, 
S.C. 1992, c. 34 sections 7(1) & 7(2), requires Emergency Response Assistance Plans when 
transporting dangerous goods. 

6.2 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C SAEE 

Safety effects from any 
spill/release of hazardous 
materials at the Project 
site 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

 SAEE 
Likely 

SAEE 
Not Likely

6.2.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 
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Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 
1992, c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response Assistance Plans: 
These provisions restrict the transport of dangerous goods unless there is an 
emergency response assistance plan in place which outlines what is to be done to 
respond to an actual or anticipated release of dangerous goods in the course of 
handling or transporting that engagers or could endanger public safety. 

7 (1) No person shall import, offer for transport, handle or transport dangerous goods 
in a quantity or concentration that is specified by regulation — or that is within a range 
of quantities or concentrations that is specified by regulation — unless the person 
has an emergency response assistance plan that is approved under this section 
before… 

(c) handling or transporting the dangerous goods, in the case where no other 
person is required to have an emergency response assistance plan under 
paragraph (a) or (b) in respect of that handling or transporting. 

(2) The plan shall outline what is to be done to respond to an actual or anticipated 
release of the dangerous goods in the course of their handling or transporting that 
endangers, or could endanger, public safety. 

2 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, 
SOR/2017-253, Part 7: Part 7 concerns the requirement for an Emergency 
Response Assistance Plan and how to receive approval for such a Plan. 

3 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, 
SOR/2017-253, Part 8.2: Requirement to make an emergency report

8.2 A person who is required by subsection 18(1) of the Act to report a release or 
anticipated release of dangerous goods that are being offered for transport, handled 
or transported by road vehicle, railway vehicle or vessel must, as soon as possible 
after a release or anticipated release, make an emergency report to any local 
authority that is responsible for responding to emergencies at the geographic location 
of the release or anticipated release if the dangerous goods are, or could be, in 
excess of the quantity set out in the following table… 

4 Government of Canada, Storage Tank Systems for Petroleum Products and 
Allied Petroleum Products Regulations, SOR/2008-197: These regulations apply 
to storage tank systems in which petroleum products or allied petroleum products 
are stored and that is operated to provide a service to, or belongs to, a federal work 
or undertaking that is a railway (s. 2(1)(b)(iii)). Section 30 provides that the owner or 
operator of a storage tank system must prepare an emergency plan. 

30 (1) The owner or operator of a storage tank system must prepare an emergency 
plan taking into consideration the following factors: 
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Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

(a) the properties and characteristics of each petroleum product or allied 
petroleum product stored in each tank of the system and the maximum 
expected quantity of the petroleum product or allied petroleum product to be 
stored in the system at any time during any calendar year; and 

(b) the characteristics of the place where the system is located and of the 
surrounding area that may increase the risk of harm to the environment or of 
danger to human life or health. 

(2) The emergency plan must include 

(a) a description of the factors considered under subsection (1); 

(b) a description of the measures to be used to prevent, warn of, prepare for, 
respond to and recover from any emergency that may cause harm to the 
environment or danger to human life or health; 

(c) a list of the individuals who are required to carry out the plan and a 
description of their roles and responsibilities; 

(d) the identification of the training required for each of the individuals listed 
under paragraph (c); 

(e) a list of the emergency response equipment included as part of the plan, 
and the equipment’s location; and 

(f) the measures to be taken to notify members of the public who may be 
adversely affected by the harm or danger referred to in paragraph (b). 

(3) The owner or operator of a storage tank system must ensure that the emergency 
plan is ready to be implemented 

(a) in the case of a storage tank system that is installed before June 12, 2008, 
no later than two years after June 12, 2008; and 

(b) in any other case, before the day on which the first transfer of petroleum 
products or allied petroleum products into any tank of the storage tank system 
occurs. 

5 United States Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Act
Emergency Response Requirements to Hazardous Substance Releases, 29 
CFR 1910.120(q)(1): Requirement to develop and implement an emergency 
response plan. 

An emergency response plan shall be developed and implemented to handle 
anticipated emergencies prior to the commencement of emergency response 
operations. The plan shall be in writing and available for inspection and copying by 
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Standard Not 
compliant/ 
compliant  

employees, their representatives and OSHA personnel. Employers who will 
evacuate their employees from the danger area when an emergency occurs, and 
who do not permit any of their employees to assist in handling the emergency, are 
exempt from the requirements of this paragraph if they provide an emergency action 
plan in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.38. 

6 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 
173(31)(b): To support monitoring and necessary actions to improve the safety of 
the movement of dangerous goods by rail. This standard is applicable to the Project 
as the proximity to residents raises greater concern about the transportation of 
dangerous goods by rail.8

173(31) It is the policy of the Region to support the provision of a safe and efficient 
railway network by… 

(b) supporting the continuous monitoring and necessary actions to improve 
the safety of the movement of dangerous goods by rail… 

Not Compliant  Compliant

6.2.1.1 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, 
c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), Emergency Response Assistance Plans 

Not compliant. CN states that containers containing dangerous goods will be placarded accordingly and 
handled in accordance with this standard9 and provides an Emergency Response Plan.10 However, the 
submitted information on the required Emergency Response Plan is generic and not specific to the 
Project.

6.2.1.2 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, 
SOR/2017-253, Part 7

Not compliant. CN’s ERP is generic and not specific to the Project.11 It does not identify strategic and 
tactical measures proposed for mitigation of hazards from spills of specific substances on site. As an 
example reference is made to the safety data for ethanol in Appendix A, A.1. Ethanol was being 
transported at the Brampton intermodal terminal and is among the DG that CN listed as potential 
substances for the proposed Project. If ethanol will be transported at the Halton site, there must be 
measures to evacuate areas several hundred metres around the site in a downwind direction, as 
specified by the safety data in Appendix A. Specific emergency planning zones are required, which are 
not accounted for in the current generic plans. In addition, if emergency response is to be conducted 

8 CEAR# 405, December 13, 2016, Appendix B, p.22-23. 
9 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.3.4.2, p.60; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.21, p.18. 
10 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-31; IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p.3. 
11 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-30; Attachment IRR 5.24-1. 
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off-site, as would be required in an emergency zone extending several hundred metres in any wind 
direction, coordination with local authorities and the public would be required.  

6.2.1.3 Government of Canada, Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, 
SOR/2017-253, Part 8.2: Requirement to make an emergency report

Not compliant. As indicated in ISO container specifications, all DG containers exceed the quantity in the 
referenced table. Hence compliance with the regulation is mandatory but not indicated so by CN. The 
Halton Municipalities have no basis to assess compliance with this standard. 

6.2.1.4 Government of Canada, Storage Tank Systems for Petroleum Products and Allied 
Petroleum Products Regulations, SOR/2008-197 

Not compliant. CN recognizes that this standard applies to the Project’s petroleum storage tanks and 
includes an Emergency Response Plan to address the requirements of this regulation.12 However, the 
Emergency Response Plan is generic only and principally tactical (rather than strategic and tactical). It 
does not address “the properties and characteristics of each petroleum product…” (i.e. requirement (1)) 
but rather only presents a general, tactical Emergency Response Plan, without mention of the specific 
dangerous goods types and specific circumstances of their potential hazardous release. CN also fails 
to address all items under (2). 

6.2.1.5 United States Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Act
Emergency Response Requirements to Hazardous Substance Releases, 29 CFR 
1910.120(q)(1) 

Not compliant. CN states that CN’s core Emergency Response Plan is meant to address this standard. 
However, as stated above, the Emergency Response Plan is generic only and does not address specific 
categories of personnel and their planned responses in an emergency. Therefore, the Project does not 
comply with this standard. 

6.2.1.6 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 173(31)(b): 

Not compliant. The Project will increase the movement of goods by rail. However, the submitted 
information proposes no response to this standard. Therefore, the Project is not in compliance with this 
standard.  

6.2.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of Project effects of hazardous 
material spills/releases13 on human safety is high.

CN predicts that the Project will result in spills of hazardous materials on the Project site. It also predicts 
that the magnitude of potential effects from hazardous spills will be low based on a limited quantity of 

12 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p. 3. 
13 Recall that although CN has characterized effects from hazardous materials as a “spill”, it is more appropriate to characterize these as 
hazardous materials releases. For example, hazardous materials may be volatile and be released as a gas, not just a liquid. It is for this reason 
the Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act speaks to releases as opposed to spills. Consequently, where the term “spill” is used in this VC, 
it can be understood to mean a “release”. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

3 4 0 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _ _    H u m a n  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s

fuel to be released and proposed mitigation, response, and clean-up measures.14 Further, it concludes 
that, taking mitigation and limited public access to the Project site into account,15 a spill of hazardous 
materials on the Project site will result in no effect to “public safety”.16

With respect to vehicle collisions hazardous spills, the submitted information predicts that it is unlikely 
that there would be a collision resulting in larger quantities of fuel being released based on equipment 
and vehicle management on-site during construction and operations and based on limited speeds.17

The Halton Municipalities agree that vehicle collisions are unlikely to result in large spills. If diesel is 
spilled, there is even less danger than gasoline.  

However, the Halton Municipalities disagree with the characterization of spills/releases as limited to fuel. 
Instead, dangerous goods pose the most serious risks as these can involve toxic spills or flammable 
liquid spills as well as releases of liquefied gasses which will immediately become volatile and can be 
flammable or toxic and travel downwind large distances, thereby having serious effects to human safety. 
Therefore, the Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of Project effects of hazardous material 
spills on human safety is high.  

Support for this prediction is the following: This is an ambiguous issue as stated and needs 2 answers. 
1) If the spill or release is to be one of DG (hazardous materials), the potential effect magnitude on 
human safety is high, regardless of whether the spill or release is on-site or off-site. This was 
documented in the case of ethanol, a common DG in Appendix A. 2) If the spill is fuel, its risk is low, 
due to limited quantities carried by locomotives and semis. Also if diesel is spilled, it is not easily 
ignitable. We shall assume case 1 DG spills is meant hereafter. 

Geographic Extent – CN predicts that the volume of spilled material from a hazardous material spill 
will be contained to the Project site.18 It bases this conclusion on designated storage areas and 
implementation of mitigation, response and clean up measures to contain the spill.19 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with these prediction regarding liquid volume containment, but point out that the 
effects of the spill, including toxic or explosive vapours can have effects far off-site. Thus, the Halton 
Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of Project effects of hazardous material spills on human 
safety will occur both on-site and off-site, even though the spill liquid volume will remain on-site.  

The DG transported, handled, stored, and transshipped have the potential for hazard footprints up to 
800 m downwind (see Appendix A). Clearly these pose risks to the public which is often located much 
closer than 800m to the DG spill location.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of residual effects on human safety 
caused by hazardous material spills will be permanent. A DG spill can cause human fatalities or serious 
injuries throughout operations, which are ongoing. CN, in contrast, only commented on the duration of 
any one single spill event, rather than the duration of the residual effects caused by spills, to form its 
conclusion that spills would be short term in duration.20

Frequency –The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of hazardous material spills will be 
multiple irregular events. CN also predicts that hazardous material spills are multiple irregular events.21

14 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p. 295. 
15 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.22; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p. 295. 
16 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.22. 
17 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p. 295. 
18 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p.295. 
19 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p.295; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p.22. 
20 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p.295. 
21 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.4.4, p. 295. 
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Statistics of DG spills from trains, vehicles, or storage and handling prove that such spill events are 
multiple and irregular in occurrence. Railway Association of Canada Appendix B statistics indicate that 
there will be roughly an average of approximately 2 DG accidents per year on-site for the indicated 
throughput of the Project and over 87 over the 40 year life cycle, which is a very high frequency of DG 
accidents. 

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities recognize that some effects are reversible as they would 
cease immediately upon cessation of the Project. On the other hand, this conclusion does not apply to 
residual effects on safety that are severe and may result in health effects that are irreversible. As 
indicated above and illustrated for Ethanol, DG spills such as those expected from the DG handled in 
the Project can be fatal to humans. Thus, the Halton Municipalities predict that human safety effects 
from hazardous material spills/releases are irreversible. CN, in contrast, does not assess the reversibility 
of residual Project effects caused by hazardous material spills on human safety. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that the social context is 
characterized by sensitive land-uses. In contrast, CN does not assess the existing and changing social 
context for hazardous material spills on the Project site, particularly approved changes to the number 
of residents in the off-site neighbourhood of the Project site.  

The rationale for the Halton Municipalities’ prediction is that the Project is to be within a setting that is 
occupied by and planned for further residential development. In particular, the planned Boyne and 
Sherwood developments adjacent to the CN rail increases the number of people whose safety may be 
affected by hazardous materials spills associated with the Project. As indicated above and illustrated 
for Ethanol, DG spills such as those expected from the Project can be fatal to humans. Incursion of 
fatalities is highly disruptive of the social context. 

6.3 Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project. 

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 
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Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect this 
VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the 16 physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not each of 
these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on this VC.  

For human safety effects from hazardous material spills, none of these other projects create additional 
hazards, in that they do not materially contribute additional hazardous material spills that may affect 
human safety. Therefore, no further cumulative effects analysis has been undertaken. Instead, the 
existence of sensitive land-uses in the Project neighbourhood has been considered in the evaluation of 
the social context, and contributes to the evaluation of residual Project effects. 

Table 1:
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety Effects 
from Hazardous Material Spills/Releases 

# Description Relevance

1 Bristol Planning District No 
2 Sherwood Planning District No 
3 Boyne Planning District No 
4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard No 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  No 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street No 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  No 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road No 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades No 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  No 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  No 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project No 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  No 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  No 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  No 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park No 

6.4 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would not be affected. The 
average magnitude of SAEEs, in general, is unlikely to be affected; however with a significantly large 
proportional or exponential increase in frequency, it is possible that the extreme event magnitude would 
be increased.  
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Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would not 
be affected. Unless the site is geographically extended, the geographic extent of SAEEs is unlikely to 
be affected.  

Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. The 
average duration of SAEEs is unlikely to be affected with an increase in throughput. However, as for 
magnitude, extreme rather than average events may have increased duration with a large increase in 
throughput. 

Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. 
Frequency of SAEEs occurrence shall be affected and that is increased in proportion of or exponentially 
relate to the amount of additional throughputs. If the increase is sufficiently large, exceeding safe 
capacity of the system, the increase would be exponential. An average of 3 serious potentially fatal DG 
accidents during the Project life cycle can be expected with the proposed Plan A throughput. Maximizing 
the throughput would increase the expectation to 9 serious potentially fatal DG accidents in the Project 
life cycle. 

Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
As the effects of SAEEs on human safety are generally irreversible, regardless of throughput, as long 
as they occur, an increase in throughput would not change their reversibility. 

Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 
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Human Safety Conditions 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.2 

7. Safety Effects from Any Fire at the Project Site 

The Halton Municipalities and CN agree that the construction and operation phase of the Project can 
lead to accidents and malfunctions that could result in a fire in the following ways:

a. engine fire or the ignition of hazardous material, during construction; and/or  

b. engine fire, a container fire, or a fire due to hydraulic line ruptures. 1

CN states that the direct effects of a fire can affect public safety if the fire occurs in the immediate vicinity 
of workers or the public or if airborne contaminants come into contact with environmental resources 
used by the public.2 The Halton Municipalities predict fire may cause broader human safety effects to 
both those on and off-site of the Project.3 The present table will evaluate the human safety effects from 
fire. 

7.1 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, which in this case is only safety effects from fires on the Project site, the 
following tables summarize the Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two matters relevant to proposed 
mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or not that mitigation is federally 
enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and enforceability – purple for not 
effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

1 Regular maintenance and inspection of 
all transfer equipment. 

2 Inspection of containers to ensure they 
are in good working order. 

3 Fire suppression units to be built into 
reach stacker cranes. 

1 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 7-8.  
2 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 9. However, CN only makes conclusions on the magnitude of residual effects of fire on 1) air quality 
and human health; 2) wildlife; and 3) water and fish. CN provides no explicit conclusion on the magnitude of residual effects in respect of 
human safety. See: CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 9. 
3 Recall that “public safety” effects, a term which is frequently used in the submitted information in respect of fire, is not synonymous with 
“human safety” effects, which the focus of this document and the “VC” set out in the EIS Guidelines. Whereas “public safety” effects are limited 
to the safety of those people who are off-site (e.g. those people residing, frequenting or visiting the Project neighbourhood), “human safety” 
effects is a broader category that encompasses the effects of the Project on all people, both those off-site and those on-site. On-site people 
may include CN employees, trucking contractors and other visitors to the Project site. Where the submitted information has referred only to 
“public safety” effects, the submitted information may not be sufficient to assess compliance. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

4 Safe and proper handling and storage 
of hazardous material.  

5 Maintaining access to all containers 
within the terminal.

6 Limiting container stack heights (3 high 
for loaded containers, 4 high for empty 
containers). 

7 Maintaining safe distances between 
ignition sources and areas of high spill 
potential. 

8 Joint mock training sessions with local 
authorities across Canada. 

9 Implementation of a proposed 
Emergency Response Plan, Hazardous 
Materials Action Plan and Spill 
Response and Contingency Plan.

10 Provision of windsocks. 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Although we have evaluated the mitigation measures CN has proposed, a persistent problem is that CN 
has failed to consider or even mention the principal mitigation for human safety effects from fires used 
in modern land use controls; namely to maintain adequate risk based separation distances between the 
risk source and the designated land use as discussed in Appendix C.4 The separation distances vary 
with the specific land use and risk criteria applied. In the case the land use is already in existence, as is 
the case in the Halton region, it is incumbent on the risk facility proponent to locate the new facilities or 
corridors which could result in human safety effects, at appropriate and sufficient separation distances 
from existing land uses, be they residential, or otherwise sensitive. 

1)  Mitigation Measure  

Regular maintenance and inspection of all transfer equipment.5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

4  Frank Bercha, City of Edmonton Cumulative Risk Assessment and Land Use Planning Project (Calgary, AB: Bercha Engineering Limited, 
2011) 
5CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23; CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.2.5.3, 
p.297; IRR 5.1, Attachment IRR 5.1-1, p.35. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although regular maintenance 
and inspection may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence 
not prevent the occurrence of transfer equipment failures which can have the same magnitude of 
consequences as ones that occur without the maintenance and inspections.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although regular 
inspection may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not 
change the potential geographic extent of the effects of transfer equipment failures, which can have 
the same extent as ones that occur without the inspections. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although regular maintenance and 
inspection may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not 
prevent the occurrence of transfer equipment failures which can have the same duration of 
consequences as ones that occur without the inspections.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. The regular maintenance and 
inspections of the transfer equipment will detect inadequacies and thereby avoid some equipment 
failures. Thus, the frequency of such failures and consequent effects to human safety may be 
reduced.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although regular inspection 
and maintenance may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and 
hence not prevent the occurrence of transfer equipment  failures which can have the same degree 
of reversibility as ones that occur without the inspections and maintenance 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval. 

2)  Mitigation Measure  

Inspection of containers to ensure they are in good working order.6

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although regular inspection may 
detect and correct some potential container deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent 

6CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10; CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.22, p. 23.
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

the occurrence of container failures which can have the same magnitude of consequences as ones 
that occur without the maintenance and inspections.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although regular 
inspection may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not 
change the potential geographic extent of the effects of container failures, which can have the same 
extent as ones that occur without the inspections. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although regular inspection may detect 
and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent the occurrence 
of container failures which can have the same duration of consequences as ones that occur without 
the inspections.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. The regular inspections of containers 
will detect inadequacies and thereby avoid some failures, thus reducing the frequency of such 
container failures and consequent effects to human safety.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although regular inspection 
may detect and correct some potential deficiencies, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent the 
occurrence of container failures which can have the same degree of reversibility as ones that occur 
without the inspections and maintenance.  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval.

3)  Mitigation Measure  

Fire suppression units to be built into reach stacker cranes.7

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. If a fire occurs from the transfer 
equipment failure, the activation of the fire suppression system will reduce the magnitude of its 
effects.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. If a fire occurs from 
the transfer equipment failure, the activation of the fire suppression system will reduce the magnitude 
and consequently the extent of its effects.  

7CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10.
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3)  Mitigation Measure  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. If a fire occurs from the transfer equipment 
failure, the activation of the fire suppression system will reduce the magnitude and consequently 
duration of its effects.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The frequency of occurrence of a 
fire is not affected by the presence of fire suppression equipment. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. As the activation of the fire 
suppression equipment shall reduce the magnitude of a fire in the subject circumstances, it shall also 
help reverse effects.  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition 
to approval. 

4)  Mitigation Measure  

Safe and proper handling and storage of hazardous material. 8

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although proper handling may 
avoid some potential sources of fire, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent the occurrence of 
fires which can have the same magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without safe and 
proper handling. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although proper 
handling may avoid some potential sources of fire, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent the 
occurrence of fires which can have the same geographic extent as ones that occur without safe and 
proper handling. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although proper handling may avoid 
some potential sources of fire, it will not do so for all and hence not prevent the occurrence of fires 
which can have the same duration as ones that occur without safe and proper handling 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Proper handling may avoid the 
occurrence of fire from hazardous materials.

8CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10.
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4)  Mitigation Measure  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Proper handling of hazardous 
materials avoids the occurrence of fires in the first place, but does not affect reversibility. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. Although the terminology CN uses about “safe and 
proper handling” is generic, certain federal laws specify storage and handling requirements, which 
may be enforceable. For example, the National Fire Code of Canada, s. 3.3.4.8 requires that 
intermodal shipping containers be stored in conformance with IMO 2012 “International Maritime 
Dangerous Goods Code.” See also s. 3.1.2.4, which provides that containers should be stored in 
stable piles, not subject to temperature extremes and not subject to physical impact, or temperature 
extremes that could cause a chemical reaction. 

5)  Mitigation Measure  

Maintaining access to all containers within the terminal.9

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Rapid access by firefighting 
equipment and personnel to an accidental fire occurrence location can result in reduced fire effect 
magnitude by expediting the time to control the fire. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. Rapid access by 
firefighting equipment and personnel to an accidental fire occurrence location can result in reduced 
fire extent by expediting the time to control the fire. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. Rapid access by firefighting equipment 
and personnel to an accidental fire occurrence location can result in reduced fire duration by reducing 
the time to control the fire. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The ease of access to container 
locations will not reduce the frequency of occurrence of container accidents. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. Rapid access by firefighting 
equipment and personnel to an accidental fire occurrence location can result in reduced fire effects 
and hence their reversibility by reducing the time to controlling the fire. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval. 

9CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10.
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6)  Mitigation Measure  

Limiting container stack heights (3 high for loaded containers, 4 high for empty containers).10

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although limiting container stack 
heights may reduce the chances of stack failure leading to a spill or other release, it will not prevent 
the occurrence of container failures which can have the same magnitude of consequences as ones 
that occur without the stack height limitation. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although limiting 
container stack heights may reduce the chances of stack failure leading to a spill or other release, it 
will not prevent the occurrence of container failures which can have the same geographic extent of 
consequences as ones that occur without the stack height limitation. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although limiting container stack 
heights may reduce the chances of stack failure leading to a spill or other release, it will not prevent 
the occurrence of container failures which can have the same duration of consequences as ones that 
occur without the stack height limitation. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. The limitation of container storage 
stack height will result in more stable stacks which will reduce the frequency of instabilities leading 
to collapse of stacks with consequent container failures. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although limiting container 
stack heights may reduce the chances of stack failure leading to a spill or other release, it will not 
prevent the occurrence of container failures which can have the degree of effect reversibility as ones 
that occur without the stack height limitation. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The mitigation measure is to be applied on the 
Project site, and could be imposed by the Canadian Transportation Agency as a term or condition to 
approval. 

7)  Mitigation Measure  

Maintaining safe distances between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential.11

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

10CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10.
11CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10.
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7)  Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Although maintaining safe 
distances between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential reduces the chances of spill or 
emission ignition, it will not reduce the consequences of the ignition which can have the same 
magnitude of consequences as ones that occur without the mitigation. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Although 
maintaining safe distances between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential reduces the 
chances of spill or emission ignition, it will not reduce the consequences of the ignition which can 
have the same geographic extent of consequences as ones that occur without the mitigation. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. Although maintaining safe distances 
between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential reduces the chances of spill or emission 
ignition, it will not reduce the duration of consequences of the ignition which can have the same 
duration of consequences as ones that occur without the mitigation. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Maintaining safe distances between 
ignition sources and areas of high spill potential will reduce the frequency of ignitions given that a 
spill or emission occurs. Clearly, if the release is toxic and non-flammable this would not mitigate the 
resultant hazard.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Although maintaining safe 
distances between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential reduces the chances of spill or 
emission ignition, it will not reduce the reversibility of consequences of the ignition which can have 
the same degree of reversibility as ones that occur without the mitigation. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. Some federal regulations address maintaining safe 
distances between ignition sources and areas of high spill potential. See, e.g., Storage Tank Systems 
for Petroleum Products and Allied Petroleum Products Regulations, SOR/2008-197. 

8)  Mitigation Measure  

Joint mock training sessions with local authorities across Canada.12

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Trained fire suppression personnel 
generally can reduce the magnitude of a fire by reducing the time to its suppression.  

12CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10. 
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8)  Mitigation Measure  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. Trained fire 
suppression personnel generally can reduce the magnitude of a fire by reducing the time to its 
suppression and hence the geographic extent of the spread of the fire. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. Trained fire suppression personnel 
generally can reduce the magnitude and duration of a fire by reducing the time to its suppression.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. Trained fire suppression personnel 
are only intended to suppress a fire if it does occur rather than preventing its occurrence or frequency 
of occurrence. Hence, this mitigation will have no effect on frequency.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. Trained fire suppression personnel 
generally can reduce the magnitude of a fire, thereby helping to reverse some effects. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The National Fire Code has provisions regarding 
training, but not the specific requirement to have joint mock training sessions with local authorities. 
The Federal Standard for fire safety planning and fire emergency organization, sections 3.3, 4, and 
5 set out specific provisions for fire safety personnel, training, evacuation drills, and other aspects of 
fire safety activities. 

9)  Mitigation Measure  

Implementation of a proposed Emergency Response Plan, Hazardous Materials Action Plan and 
Spill Response and Contingency Plan.13

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. As discussed above, CN’s 
emergency plans are generic, and not specific to the Project. In any event, even if implementation of 
a specific ERP could reduce the consequences of a fire, thereby reducing its off-site effects, the fire 
will not necessarily be contained on-site since it could be the result of the ignition of a flammable gas 
cloud which has travelled downwind off-site before being ignited.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. As discussed 
above, CN’s emergency plans are generic, and not specific to the Project. In any event, even if 
implementation of an ERP will reduce the consequences of a fire, thereby reducing its off-site effects, 
the fire will not necessarily be contained on-site since it could be the result of the ignition of a 
flammable gas cloud which has travelled downwind off-site before being ignited. 

13CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10-11.Includes the implementation of spill contingency procedures. 
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9)  Mitigation Measure  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. As discussed above, CN’s emergency 
plans are generic, and not specific to the Project. In any event, even if implementation of an ERP will 
reduce the consequences of a fire, thereby reducing its duration; the fire will not necessarily be 
contained on-site since it could be the result of the ignition of a flammable gas cloud which has 
travelled downwind off-site before being ignited, and its duration off-site may not be reduced. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. As discussed above, CN’s 
emergency plans are generic, and not specific to the Project. In any event, the ERP is intended to 
activate only if an emergency occurs and hence has no impact on the probability or frequency of its 
occurrence.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation may will not mitigate reversibility. As discussed above, CN’s 
emergency plans are generic, and not specific to the Project. In any event, even if implementation of 
an ERP will reduce the consequences of a fire, thereby reducing its off-site effects and degree of 
reversibility; the fire will not necessarily be contained on-site since it could be the result of the ignition 
of a flammable gas cloud which has travelled downwind off-site before being ignited, with no change 
in its reversibility. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. Emergency plans are required by the Prevention 
and Control of Fires on Line Works Regulations, SOR/2016-317, the Transportation of Dangerous 
Goods Act, 1992, S.C. 1992, c. 34, Part 1, Section 7(1) & 7(2), and the Federal Standard for fire 
safety planning and fire emergency organization. 

10)  Mitigation Measure  

Provision of windsocks, which will be used to determine the wind direction and identify potential 
areas where smoke and airborne contaminants may cause residual effects and used to address 
public safety.14

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Windsocks provide wind direction at 
any time. Wind direction is most important in the instance of a gaseous toxic or flammable emission, 
so that avoidance of exposure downwind can be facilitated. Thus, the windsock per se will not mitigate 
the magnitude of the hazard, but may mitigate the occurrence of exposure and corresponding human 
safety effects.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. Windsocks 
provide wind direction at any time. Wind direction is most important in the instance of a gaseous toxic 
or flammable emission, so that avoidance of exposure downwind can be facilitated. Thus the wind 
sock per se will not mitigate the geographic extent of the hazard. 

14 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.10. 
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10)  Mitigation Measure  

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. As noted above, windsocks can only 
mitigate the occurrence of exposure. 

Frequency– The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The existence of a windsock in no 
way affects the probability of occurrence of a release. It merely mitigates potential exposure. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. Windsocks provide wind 
direction at any time. Wind direction is most important in the instance of a gaseous toxic or flammable 
emission so that avoidance of exposure downwind can be facilitated. Thus, the windsock will not 
mitigate the degree of reversibility of adverse effects of a release. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The proposed mitigation is not federally 
regulated and is unlikely to come within the purview of the Canadian Transportation Agency.  

7.2 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 
Effect Y/N 

Safety Effects from Any 
Fire at the Project Site 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

 SAEE 
Likely 

SAEE 
Not Likely

7.2.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

3 5 6 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _ _ H u m a n  S a f e t y  C o n d i t i o n s

Standard Not compliant / 
compliant  

1 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 7

7 (1) A railway company must have a fire preparedness plan and must update 
it every five years. 
(2) The fire preparedness plan must set out 

(a) procedures for extinguishing or controlling a fire; 
(b) internal fire notification procedures; and 
(c) procedures for notifying fire services. 

2 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 11

11 (1) A railway company must have a fire hazard reduction plan and must 
update it every five years. 

 (2) The fire hazard reduction plan must set out 

(a) a process for identifying fire hazards; 

(b) measures for reducing or eliminating the fire hazards that are 
identified; and 
(c) for each fire danger level used in the Canadian Wildland Fire 
Information System, the fire prevention measures that will be taken and 
the fire suppression equipment that will be used when the railway 
company conducts high-risk work. 

3 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 21

21 A railway company must ensure that its fire suppression equipment is 
maintained in good working order. 

4 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, ss. 3.3.4.8 & 
3.1.2.4: Applies to buildings and facilities to limit the probability that a person will 
be exposed to an unacceptable risk of injury. The owner of the facility is 
responsible for carrying out the provisions of the Code (see Division C). Division 
B, Section 3 sets out acceptable solutions, which include storage requirements 
for dangerous goods. 

3.3.4.8 Intermodal shipping containers “shall be stored in conformance with the 
requirements of IMO 2012 “International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code.” 

See also 3.1.2.4, which provides that containers should be stored in stable piles, 
not subject to temperature extremes and not subject to physical impact or 
temperature extremes that could cause a chemical reaction. 
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Standard Not compliant / 
compliant  

5 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, Division C: Applies 
to buildings and facilities to limit the probability that a person will be exposed to 
an unacceptable risk of injury. The owner of the facility is responsible for carrying 
out the provisions of the Code (see Division C). Division B, Section 4 pertains 
to flammable and combustible liquids. 

6 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, ss. 4.7.2.4 & 
4.2.11: Applies to buildings and facilities to limit the probability that a person will 
be exposed to an unacceptable risk of injury. The owner of the facility is 
responsible for carrying out the provisions of the Code (see Division C). Division 
B, Section 4.7.2.4 and 4.2.11 pertains to loading and unloading flammable and 
combustible liquids. Containers that present hazards must be setback at 
minimum distances from a property line or building. 

4.7.2.4 (2)“Containers for flammable liquids or combustible liquids stored 

outdoors shall be stored in conformance with subsection 4.2.11, except that the 

distance between the piles(of containers) and the property lines and the 

distance between piles need not apply when the containers are not stored in an 

area that does not present a hazard to neighbouring property.” 

4.2.11 “Table 4.2.11.1 Outdoor container Storage” gives minimum distances to 
a property line or to a building on the same property for stored in containers 
liquids of Class IA (e.g. pentane-very dangerous), IB, 1C, II, IIIA, as minimum of 
6 m. 

7 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, s. 6.6.1.1: Applies 
to buildings and facilities to limit the probability that a person will be exposed to 
an unacceptable risk of injury. The owner of the facility is responsible for carrying 
out the provisions of the Code (see Division C). Division B, Part 6 pertains to 
Fire Protection Equipment.  

6.6.1.1 –1 “a special fire suppression system…shall be tested, inspected and 
maintained in accordance with the appropriate requirements...” 

8 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, s. 6.8.1.1: Applies 
to buildings and facilities to limit the probability that a person will be exposed to 
an unacceptable risk of injury. The owner of the facility is responsible for carrying 
out the provisions of the Code (see Division C). Division B, Part 6 pertains to 
Fire Protection Equipment.  

6.8.1.1-1“Interconnections between fire protection and life safety systems shall 
be tested and maintained in conformance with CAN/ULS S1001 “Integrated 
Systems Testing of Fire Protection and Life Safety Systems.” 
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Not Compliant  Compliant

7.2.1.1 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 7 

Not compliant. Although the submitted information acknowledges this Regulation and suggests that its 
Emergency Response Plan may assist in compliance, the submitted Emergency Response Plan is 
generic and not specific to the Project.15 In particular, the information provided by CN on prevention and 
control of fires is generic and not specific. Since there are numerous different flammable dangerous 
goods (“DG”) types handled, the procedures for controlling fires from each vary significantly. CN has 
not identified the different flammable DGs and consequently has also not provided specific procedures 
to control fires from them.

7.2.1.2 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 11

Not compliant. CN does not provide information on fire prevention measures. The information provided 
by CN on prevention of fires is generic and not specific. Since there are numerous different flammable 
DG types handled, the procedures for controlling fires for each vary significantly. CN has not identified 
the different flammable DGs and consequently has not provided specific procedures to control fires from 
them. CN does not refer to the Canadian Wildland Fire Information System, and hence fails to provide 
information on how to comply with it. 

7.2.1.3 Government of Canada, Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works 
Regulations, SOR/2016-317, s. 21

Likely in compliance. The submitted information states that the CN General Operating Instructions (GOI) 
will address this regulatory requirement.16 Section 10.11 of the GOI states that an operator must ensure 
that the track unit is equipped with a “charged fire extinguisher”. CN will likely comply with this generic 
requirement. 

7.2.1.4 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, ss. 3.3.4.8 & 3.1.2.4

Not compliant. CN does not state that shipping containers “shall be stored in conformance with the 
requirements of IMO 2012 “International Maritime Dangerous Goods Code”. Therefore, there is no basis 
to conclude CN will comply with 3.3.4.8. The same applies to 3.1.2.4.  

7.2.1.5 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, Division C 
Not compliant. The submitted information states that all project equipment will meet requirements for 
industry standards, including the National Fire Code of Canada.17 However, the specifics are not 
provided at this stage and, thus, compliance with this standard cannot be assessed. 

7.2.1.6 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, ss. 4.7.2.4 & 4.2.11 

15 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.24, p.29-31; IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p.3. 
16 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, Attachment IRR 5.24-1, s. 1.3, p.3. 
17 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s. 9.7.3, p. 342-343 
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Not compliant. Although 6 metres is a very minimal and inadequate separation distance, CN does not 
indicate that it shall comply with this requirement. Therefore, there is no basis to conclude CN will comply 
with this standard. 

7.2.1.7 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, s. 6.6.1.1 

Not compliant. The submitted information advises that the similar standard to maintain fire suppression 
in good working order under Prevention and Control of Fires on Line Works Regulations, SOR/2016-
317, s. 21 will be followed. However, CN does not identify specific fire suppression systems, nor does 
it indicate such systems “shall be tested, inspected and maintained in accordance with the appropriate 
requirements...” Therefore, CN is not compliant with this section.  

7.2.1.8 Government of Canada, National Fire Code of Canada, s. 6.8.1.1 

Not compliant. No mention is made by CN of CAN/ULS S1001. Therefore, there is no basis to conclude 
that the Project is in compliance. 

7.2.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of effects from an on-site fire will be 
high. In contrast, CN predicts that the magnitude of effects from an on-site fire will depend on many 
factors (e.g. the nature of the substance ignited; amount of substance; location of accident; timing of 
accident; duration and intensity of fire; and environmental conditions),18 but CN provides no explicit 
conclusion on the magnitude of residual effects in respect of human safety.19

The magnitude of human safety effects from fire will be high because of the presence of numerous 
flammable materials on-site including fuel storage and many tanktainers containing flammable gasses 
and liquids. As a result, a fire on-site can spread to numerous flammable materials, resulting in a 
massive conflagration that is difficult to contain and extinguish, resulting in an event of high adverse 
effect magnitude.   

Geographic Extent –CN predicts the geographic extent of any on-site fire will be limited to the point 
source, i.e. single piece of equipment, single container, ignition of hazardous materials.20 However, CN 
also predicts that the effects of a fire on human health and safety may go off the Project site and extend 
into a large area in the Project neighbourhood (i.e. 20km x 20km grid centered on the Project) based on 
wind direction and location of fire.21 The Halton Municipalities agree with this prediction of fire having a 
large geographic extent in the Project neighbourhood. 

Because of the presence of numerous flammable materials on and off-site including fuel and many 
tanktainers containing flammable gasses and liquids, a fire on or off-site site can spread to numerous 
flammable materials, resulting in a massive conflagration that is difficult to contain and extinguish, 
resulting in an event of great geographic extent. Appendix C indicates that the setback for safe 
residential land uses for a facility such as the current one should be at least 200m, and at least 320m 
for sensitive land uses such as schools or hospitals. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of residual effects caused by fire will be 
permanent. Human safety effects from fire can arise throughout operations, which are ongoing. 

18CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 9. 
19CEAR# 647, May 18, 2018, IRR 5.17, Attachment IRR 5.17-1. 
20CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.12. 
21CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.12. 
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In contrast, CN focuses on the duration of fires themselves and comment that any fire is anticipated to 
be short-term in duration as well as any air quality restrictions.22 However, the submitted information 
does not assess the basis for these conclusions on the duration of safety effects, particularly in relation 
to the duration of effects based on the exposure of people to fumes, including fumes from toxic materials 
that may be in containers, the key toxic materials yet to be identified as part of submitted information.  

Frequency – CN characterizes the residual effects as being irregular sporadic events, based in part on 
emergency response procedures.23 The Halton Municipalities agree with this prediction and predict that 
the frequency of residual effects caused by fires will be multiple irregular events.  

The statistical evidence on accidental fires indicates that they are multiple irregular events. Accordingly, 
the frequency of their residual effects shall be the same. The frequency of fires over the 40-year life 
cycle based on Railway Association of Canada statistics (Appendix B), is an expected 57 fires on-site, 
and 17 fires off-site. Such frequencies of potentially fatal events are very high.  

Reversibility – CN does not assess the reversibility of residual Project effects caused by on-site fires 
on human safety. However, the Halton Municipalities believe that certain effects are irreversible. Acute 
effects of the Project will cease to occur once the Project stops, but the consequences of such acute 
effects, such as destruction of exposed structures, environmental damage, and human injuries and 
fatalities shall be irreversible. Clearly, members of the public exposed to the fire scenarios indicated 
above shall incur significant injuries and possibly fatalities from thermal and toxic effects, which 
irreversible. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that the social context is 
characterized by sensitive land-uses. In contrast, CN does not analyze the existing and changing social 
context at and around the Project site that may be impacted by fires on the Project site, such as the 
location and intensity of sensitive land uses in the area.  

The rationale for the Halton Municipalities’ prediction is that the Project is to be within a setting that is 
occupied by and planned for further residential development. In particular, the planned Boyne and 
Sherwood developments adjacent to the CN rail increases the number of people whose safety may be 
affected by fires from the Project. The consequences of such acute fire effects, such as destruction of 
exposed structures, environmental damage, and human injuries and fatalities shall create significance 
disturbance to the ecological and social context of the project location. 

7.3 Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project. 

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

22CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p.12. 
23 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.20, p. 12. 
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Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect this 
VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
each of these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on 
this VC.  

Although fire is always a possibility the other projects in the area are not characterized by the use and 
transport of dangerous goods. Therefore, they do not create additional hazards or, in other words, they 
do not materially contribute to additional fires that may affect human safety and no further cumulative 
effects analysis has been undertaken. Instead, the existence of sensitive land-uses in the Project 
neighbourhood has been considered in the evaluation of the social context which bears on the 
evaluation of residual project effects and their significance. Where other sensitive land-uses surround 
the Project, the magnitude of human safety effects from a fire hazard will increase because more people 
will be exposed. 

Table 1: 
Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety Effects 
from Fire 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District No 
2  Sherwood Planning District No 
3  Boyne Planning District No 
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard No 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  No 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street No 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  No 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road No 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades No 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  No 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  No 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project No 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  No 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  No 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  No 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park No 
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7.4 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude –In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would not be affected. The 
average magnitude of SAEEs, in general, is unlikely to be affected. However, with the proportional or 
exponential increase in frequency, it is possible that the extreme event magnitude would be increased.   

Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would not 
be affected. Unless routes are geographically extended, the geographic extent of SAEEs is unlikely to 
be affected; on-site fires resulting form increase in throughput will not produce an increase in geographic 
extent of the hazard footprint. 

Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. The 
average duration of SAEEs is unlikely to be affected with an increase in throughput. However, as for 
magnitude, extreme rather than average events may have increased duration with an increase in 
throughput. 

Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. 
Frequency of SAEEs occurrence shall be affected, and that is proportionally or exponentially increased 
to the amount of additional throughputs. The Railway Association of Canada statistics in Appendix B 
cited indicate a direct proportionality of DG accidents to number of DG car loads. The statistics indicate 
that the 57 life cycle fires predicted for the proposed base throughput would increase to 118 if that 
throughput were maximized. If the increase were sufficiently large, exceeding safe capacity of the 
system, the increase would be exponential.  

Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
As the effects of SAEEs on human safety are generally irreversible, regardless of throughput, as long 
as they occur, an increase in throughput would not change their reversibility. 

Ecological and Social Context – N/A
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Human Safety Conditions Appendices
 (VCs:G.2) 

APPENDIX A - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON ETHANOL 

A.1 ETHANOL SAFETY DATA  

ETHANOL

CAS Number UN/NA Number DOT Hazard Label USCG CHRIS Code

 64-17-5    1170  Flammable Liquid  EAL

Hazard Value Description

Health  2 Can cause temporary incapacitation or residual injury. 

Flammability 3 Can be ignited under almost all ambient temperature conditions.

Instability  0 Normally stable, even under fire conditions. 

Description: 
UN 1170. A clear colorless liquid with a characteristic vinous odor and pungent taste. Flash 
point 10°C. Vapors are heavier than air.  Used in motor, jet, fuel and as gasoline enhancer.  
Also used in medicine as antibacterial agent and present in liquor. Ethyl alcohol C2H5OH 

Hazards: 
ETHANOL low flash point vapor released highly flammable and explosive if contained.  

Also toxic, irritant, if inhaled or in contact.  

Responses: 

https://cameochemicals.noaa.gov/unna/1170
https://cameochemicals.noaa.gov/chris/EAL.pdf
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LARGE SPILL (eg  tanktainer): Immediate downwind evacuation for at least 300 meters (1000 feet). 
FIRE: If tank, rail car or tank truck is involved in a fire, ISOLATE for 800 meters (1/2 mile) in all 
directions; also, consider initial evacuation for 800 meters (1/2 mile) in all directions. (ERG, 2016) 

Response Recommendations 

Isolation and Evacuation 

 As an immediate precautionary measure, isolate spill or leak area for at least 50 meters (150 
feet) in all directions. 

 LARGE SPILL: Consider initial downwind evacuation for at least 300 meters (1000 feet). 
 FIRE: If tank, rail car or tank truck is involved in a fire, ISOLATE for 800 meters (1/2 mile) in all 

directions; also, consider initial evacuation for 800 meters (1/2 mile) in all directions. (ERG, 
2016)  


Firefighting 

 CAUTION: Very low flash point: Use of water spray when fighting fire may be inefficient. 
CAUTION: For fire involving UN1170 alcohol-resistant foam should be used. 

 SMALL FIRE: Dry chemical, CO2, water spray or alcohol-resistant foam. 
 LARGE FIRE: Water spray, fog or alcohol-resistant foam. Do not use straight streams.  

Reactivity 

 ETHANOL reacts violently with acetyl chloride and acetyl bromide [Rose, (1961); Merck 11th 
ed., 1989]. Mixtures with concentrated sulfuric acid and strong hydrogen peroxide can cause 
explosions. Mixtures with concentrated hydrogen peroxide form powerful explosives. Reacts 
readily with hypochlorous acid and with chlorine to give ethyl hypochlorite, which decomposes 
in the cold and explodes on exposure to sunlight or heat. Base-catalysed reactions with 
isocyanates should be carried out in inert solvents. Such reactions in the absence of solvents 
often occur with explosive violence [Wischmeyer(1969)]. Highly oxidized potassium metal was 
dropped into a dish of ethyl alcohol, an immediate explosion shattered the dish. Potassium 
superoxide was considered the cause of the reaction [Health and Safety Inf. 251(1967)]. Ethanol 
or methanol can ignite on contact with a platinum-black catalyst. (Urben 1794).  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

https://cameochemicals.noaa.gov/unna/1170
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APPENDIX B - TRAIN ACCIDENT DATA AND RATES  

B.1 TRAIN ACCIDENT DATA AND CN ACCIDENT RATES FOR HALTON REGION 
B.1.1 Transportation Safety Board Statistics * all train accidents 2013-17 

* TSB STATS   http://www.bst-tsb.gc.ca/eng/stats/rail/stats.html
Average 
2013-17 

Main-track train derailments - 1-2 cars* (no damage) 3

Non-main-track train collisions* (no derailment, no damage) 4

Non-main-track train derailments - 1-2 cars* (no damage) 91

Dangerous goods leaker** 39

Main-track switch in abnormal position 9

Movement exceeds limits of authority 125

Runaway rolling stock 13

Others 25

Total 308

Million train-miles (mtm)statistics exposure 83.84

Accidents/Million train-miles 3.67

DG leaker/YR 39.00

DG Leakers** /mtm 0.47

Derailments-all /yr 119.00

Derailments-all /mtm 1.42

Accidents-all/yr  308.00

Accidents-all/mtm 3.67

 * TSB Regulations have been harmonized with Section 8.4 of the 
Transportation of Dangerous Goods Regulations, under which TSB DG leaker 
incidents are only reportable if they result in death or serious injury, 
evacuation, or the closure of a DG loading facility, a road, a main railway line, 
or a main waterway. 

*Assume these are all serious accidents.  

APPLICATION OF TSB STATS 

PLAN Train exposure--8 trains, 60mi per day in Region: CN Fig. B.2.1 PLAN A PLAN C* 

Trains per day  (*J.Vickerman MIT capacity P14) 8 17

OUTSIDE OF TERMINAL WITHIN HALTON REGION 

miles per day M (from CN Rail Map-Halton Region Figure B.2.1)  60 60

DG Leakers / year   TPD X M X 365 X DGL /1OXX6 0.08 0.18

DG Leakers/40 yr.life cycle 3.25 7.03

Derailments/YR - 0.25 0.54

Derailments/40 yr.life cycle 10 21
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B.1.2 RAC STATS** - 2010-2015 train accidents involving DG per DG load 

**RAC STATS  /www.railcan.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/Rail_Trends_2016.pdf

Average 2010-2015 PLAN A - PLAN C

DG Accidents /1,000 car loads  0.315 0.315

APPLICATION OF RAC STATS 

CN HUB LOADS PER DAY 2 1264 2729.

CN HUB LOADS PER YEAR 461,618 995,904

CN DG LOADS PER YEAR  3% 13,849 29,877

Accidents per  annual car loads  4.36 9.41

B DG Accidents/YR at HUB  50% (Assumed) 2.18 4.71

C DG Accidents/YR in Halton outside hub 50% 2.18 4.71

B.1.3 CONCLUSIONS 

Throughput PLAN A PLAN C 

DG ACCIDENTS- 

ALL DG ACCIDENTS OUTSIDE HUB USE RAC DG ACCIDENTS/YR 2.18 4.71

PER 40 YEAR LIFE CYCLE  87.23 174.05

SERIOUS DG  ACCIDENTS USE TSB LEAKER DG ACCIDENTS/YR  0.08 0.18

PER 40 YEAR LIFE CYCLE (MULTIPLE FATALITY POTENTIAL) 3.26 7.03

Occurrence of fatalities depends on exposure of humans in hazard zone 

DERAILMENTS  

ALL DERAILMENTS OUTSIDE HUB USE TSB DERAILMENTS/YR  0.25  0.54

PER 40 YR LIFE CYCLE 10.00  20.46

ALL ACCIDENTS 

ACCIDENTS/YR  0.64 1.39

PER 40 YEAR LIFE CYCLE  25.75 55.55

FIRES 

Use the RAC data as a base as it covers all DG accidents 

Inside hub 

Use the hub only value of xx/year  2.18 4.71

Assume that xx% of hub DG accidents start fires   xx%= 20 20 

Assume other fires(eg gasoline)  also occur at rate of xx per year  1.0 2.0

Fires /year at hub 1.44  1.94

Fires /40 year life cycle at hub 57.45 117.65

Outside of hub in Halton 

Fires/yr  caused by CN outside of hub  0.44 0.94

Fires/40yr  caused by CN outside of hub  17.44 37.65
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B.2 MAPS  

B.2.1 Map showing CN railway in Halton Region   

(source: http://urbantoronto.ca/news/2017/02/missing-link-shaping-future-gtha-rail-network)

http://urbantoronto.ca/news/2017/02/missing-link-shaping-future-gtha-rail-network
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APPENDIX C – CUMULATIVE RISK ANALYSIS INFORMATION  

Source: City of Edmonton Cumulative Risk Assessment and Land Use Planning Project, Bercha 
Engineering Limited, 2011.  

Table C.1 gives summary of the individual risk intensity and three categories of individual specific risks for the 
maximum values generated from each category of risk sources. It is important to note the significant change with 
risk recipient exposure for each category. For example, the 1 in 1 million risk field or Individual Risk Intensity (IRI) 
for Extra Large Facilities extends to 240m, while the residential setback occurs at 200m. A large intermodal rail 
yard may be considered equivalent to an extra-large facility. This variance in risk with land user type is an important 
element of the risk guideline chosen. In the case of sensitive facilities such as hospitals, the 1 in 10 million contour 
is often used, extending the setback from facilities to 320m. a summary of maximum distances to the 1 in 1 million 
Individual Specific Risk (ISR) contours, which indicate the recommended separation from risk sources for 
residential uses are as follows: 

 Extra Large Facility or rail yard: 200m

 DG Road corridor 290m 

 Rail corridor with DG 80m 80 m (excluding marshalling or intermodal yards)

It should be noted, however, that these are only approximate guidelines, and should be re-evaluated with 
specific cumulative risk analyses of the applicable risk sources before  application to land use control.  

Table C.1 Maximum Individual Risk Contour Distances from each Main Risk Source 

Source 
Max IR 

(per Yr) 
IR Type ISRF 

Individual Risk at Distance (m)

1.00E-05 1.00E-06 1.00E-07 1.00E-08

 Extra Large Facility  6.00E-04 IRI 1.00 120 240 330 350

3.00E-04 Residential 0.50 90 200 320 345

1.80E-04 Commercial Outdoor 0.30 80 180 310 340

6.00E-05 Commercial Indoor 0.10 40 120 240 330

Road DG corridor  1.61E-05 IRI 1.00 50 291 532 773

8.05E-06 Residential 0.50 - 218 460 701

4.83E-06 Commercial Outdoor 0.30 - 165 406 647

1.61E-06 Commercial Indoor 0.10 - 50 291 532

Railway corridor 1.27E-06 IRI 1.00 - 210 520 1000

6.35E-07 Residential 0.50 - 80 390 680

3.81E-07 Commercial Outdoor 0.30 - - 280 590

1.27E-07 Commercial Indoor 0.10 - - 210 530
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Appendix D - Human Safety - Safety Calculations

A. Truck Involvment in Fatal Collisions - Ontario Data 2014

A.1 Truck Collisions

Fatal All Collisions Percentage

118 17557 0.67%

A.2 All Ontario Collisions

Fatal All Collisions Percentage Ratio

484 217557 0.22% 3.0

B. Truck Involvment in Fatal Collisions - Halton Data 2010-2015

B.1 Truck Collisions

Fatal All Collisions Percentage

4 518 0.77%

B.2 All Halton Collisions

Fatal All Collisions Percentage Ratio

26 14040 0.19% 4.2

C. Incidence of Fatal Truck Collisions

3.06

0.77%

0.024

42.3

D. Dangerous Goods Collisions

D.1 Percentage Dangerous Goods Entering/Exiting BIT (CIMA Data Collection)

DG Placards Total Enter/Exit Percentage

18 7312 0.25%

D.2 Dangerous Goods Collision Extrapolation for MIT, System-Wide

Number of 
Annual Truck 
Collisions Percentage D.G. 

D.G. 
Collisions/Year

3.06 0.25% 0.008

133Number of Years Between D.G. 

C.1 Total Predicted Additional Fatal Collisions Resulting from MIT Truck Traffic 

Total Additional Collisions (all types) 

Truck Fatality Percentage (from above) 

Annual Number of MIT Related Truck Collisions

Number of Years Between Truck Fatal Collisions
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Rural Settings 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.3 
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Rural Settings 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.3 

Overview

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/Not Likely 

1. Permanent conversion of Prime Agricultural 
Land (as designated within the Regional Official 
Plan) to a non-farm use.

2. Increased disturbance to Agriculture and 
Agricultural Practices (i.e. activity that contributes 
to increased traffic, more non-farm activity etc.).

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified rural settings as a Valued Component (“VC”) since the December 2016 
submission of the first Halton Brief to the panel.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following two adverse effects on 
VC G.3:  

1. The Project will lead to the permanent conversion of prime agricultural land to non-farm uses. 
This includes the loss of 30 hectares of Prime Agricultural Area and the loss of 147 hectares 
of active agricultural lands on the Project site. 

2. The Project will have off-site impacts including increased disturbance to agriculture and 
agricultural practices. Impacts caused by increased traffic, for example, have the potential to 
impact agricultural practices ranging from the movement of agricultural equipment to the 
feasibility of a roadside stand. 

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of these adverse effects on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on the VC, 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects, and 
3. review of each residual effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 

relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause two significant adverse environmental effects on this VC and two significant 
cumulative adverse environmental effects on this VC: 
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Project SAEEs 

Effect #1 and Effect # 2 are significant. CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on this VC only 
partially reduce the magnitude of Project Effect #1 (agricultural lease opportunities where they may 
exist). However, this mitigation is not federally enforceable. Therefore, the residual effects are the same 
as the Project effects identified above.  

Residual Effect 
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1. Permanent conversion of Prime 
Agricultural Land (as designated within 
the Regional Official Plan) to a non-
farm use. 
2. Increased disturbance to agriculture 
and agricultural practices (i.e. activity 
that contributes to increased traffic, 
more non-farm activity etc.). 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect #1 interacts cumulatively with Physical Activities #6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15. Effect #2 
interacts cumulatively with Physical Activities #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16. 
There are several Physical Activities that will convert agricultural land and there are several Physical 
Activities that increase disturbance to agriculture and agricultural practices. Therefore, Effects #1 and 
#2 are also significant adverse environmental effects when considered cumulatively with the above 
referenced Physical Activities.1

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C SAEE

1. Permanent conversion of 
Prime Agricultural Land (as 
designated within the Regional 
Official Plan) to a non-farm use. 

1 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans. These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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2. Increased disturbance to 
agriculture and agricultural 
practices (i.e. activity that 
contributes to increased traffic, 
more non-farm activity etc.). 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the magnitude, 
geographic extent, and frequency of Effect #2 would increase and would have greater off-site effect. 

2. Predicted Effects on VC G.3 

2.1 Specific Effects on VC G.3 

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following two adverse effects on 
the rural setting: 

1. The Project will lead to the permanent conversion of prime agricultural land to non-farm uses. 
This will include, as CN also predicted, the loss of 30 hectares of Prime Agricultural Area 
and the loss of 147 hectares of active agricultural lands on the Project site.2

2. The Project will have off-site impacts including increased disturbance to agriculture and 
agricultural practices. Impacts caused by increased traffic, for example, have the potential to 
impact agricultural practices ranging from the movement of agricultural equipment to the 
feasibility of a roadside stand. 

2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC G.3

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.3

2 CEAR# 57, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.3, p.242; CEAR# 647, May 18, 2018, IRR 5.6, p.34. 
3 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines.  
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Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
change or 
change that 
affects a minimal 
amount of 
agricultural land 
or agricultural 
practices  

Low = a 
measurable 
change that 
affects a small 
amount of 
agricultural land 
(1-10 acres), 
agricultural 
practices or a 
farm, but no 
expected loss of 
farm viability 

Moderate = 
measurable 
change to a large 
amount of 
agricultural land 
(11-99 acres), 
agricultural 
practices or 
several farms, 
but with a 
probable impact 
on the viability of 
a farm 

High = 
measurable 
change to 
agricultural land 
that is likely to 
result in the loss 
of agricultural 
land (more than 
100 acres), 
agricultural 
practices or the 
loss of one or 
more farms

On-site effects = 
effects that occur 
on the Project 
site 

Off-site effects = 
effects in the 
Project 
neighbourhood or 
in the region 

Short-term = 
residual effect 
restricted to a 
period of up to 24 
months 
(construction)

Permanent = 
measurable 
parameter 
unlikely to 
recover to pre-
existing 
conditions

Single event 

Multiple irregular 
event = occurs at 
no set schedule

Multiple regular 
event = occurs at 
regular intervals 

Continuous = 
occurs continuously

Reversible = 
the effect is 
likely to be 
reversed after 
activity 
completion

Irreversible = 
effect is 
unlikely to be 
reversed

Undisturbed = 
area is relatively 
undisturbed or 
not adversely 
affected by 
human activity

Disturbed = area 
has been 
substantially 
previously 
disturbed by 
human 
development or 
human 
development is 
still present

N/A = Not 
applicable

3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
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enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1 

1. CN does not propose any 
compensation to mitigate the loss of 
agricultural land on the Project site.4 It 
proposes only to work with local farmers 
for agricultural lease opportunities where 
they may exist.5

2. CN states that it will work with the 
Region of Halton (“the Region”) and the 
Town of Milton (“the Town”) to stay within 
the designated land use areas. However, 
it is not clear what designated land use 
areas the Project proposes to “stay” 
within. The Project description already 
proposes to use lands for purposes other 
than that for which they are designated, 
including the use of agricultural lands for 
its development. 

Effect 2 

1. CN does not propose any 
compensation to mitigate the loss of 
agricultural land on the Project site.6 It 
proposes only to work with local farmers 
for agricultural lease opportunities where 
they may exist.7

2. CN states that it will work with the 
Region and the Town to stay within the 
designated land use areas. However, it is 
not clear what designated land use areas 
the Project proposes to “stay” within. The 
Project description already proposes to 
use lands for purposes other than that for 
which they are designated, including the 
use of agricultural lands for its 
development. 

Not Effective/
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

4 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.20, p.68. 
5 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.35, p.243. 
6 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.20, p.68. 
7 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.35, p.243. 
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The loss of agricultural land is permanent and impacts on agricultural and agricultural practices will 
occur coincident with the use. The mitigation measures proposed by CN do not eliminate or reduce 
Project effects on the rural setting.  

1)  Mitigation Measure  

CN does not propose any compensation to mitigate the loss of agricultural land on the Project site.8

It proposes only to work with local farmers for agricultural lease opportunities where they may exist.9

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the overall magnitude of Project effects on the 
rural setting. Once agricultural land is removed from production and converted to industrial uses, it is 
highly unlikely that it will ever be converted back into agricultural production. While the total amount 
of land lost may be described as moderate, there are a number of regional and provincial policies 
that have not been complied with, which will result in a corresponding high impact.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of Project 
effects on the rural setting. The impact of the development includes not only on-site effects but other 
agricultural lands that exist in proximity. The subject lands and other farmlands are part of the overall 
agricultural system. While potential effects (dust, noise, etc.) will be most strongly felt on neighbouring 
farms, other effects such as traffic and impacts to the agricultural system may be regional in scope.

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of Project effects on the rural 
setting. Once agricultural land is converted to another use, the potential for it to be converted back 
to agriculture is low (i.e. a high probability that it will be permanently lost). 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of Project effects on the rural 
setting. There is a certain volume of traffic connected to the Project that cannot be avoided. The 
frequency will be ongoing with continuous impacts. There is also the potential for some of these 
impacts to increase over time.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the reversibility of Project effects on the 
rural setting. Once the infrastructure is established including railways, roads, and other components 
of the built environment, the chances of reversing or going back on the initial decision is extremely 
unlikely and the impacts can be deemed to be irreversible. 
Federally Enforceable – The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable.

8 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.20, p.68. 
9 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.35, p.243. 
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

CN states that it will work with the Region and the Town to stay within the designated land use 
areas.10 However, it is not clear what designated land use areas the Project proposes to “stay” within. 
The Project description already proposes to use lands for purposes other than that for which they are 
designated, including the use of agricultural lands for its development.

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the magnitude of Project effects on the rural 
setting. The proposal already proposes to use lands designated for agricultural use. The development 
is likely to generate pressure for other related land uses, which is likely to increase the overall 
magnitude of the development. While the total amount of land lost may be described as moderate, 
there are a number of regional and provincial policies that have not been complied with, which will 
result in a corresponding high impact (for example, an agricultural impact assessment would have 
helped to more fulsomely identify off-site impacts). 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of Project 
effects on the rural setting. As noted above, the Project already proposes to use lands designated 
for agricultural use. The impact of the development also extends off-site beyond the subject lands 
contributing to a broad geographic impact.

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of Project effects on the rural 
setting. Once land is converted from agriculture to a non-farm use (i.e. infrastructure use), the 
duration is likely to be permanent. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of Project effects on the rural 
setting. The on-site impacts represent a single permanent event of removing lands from agricultural 
production. The off-site impacts will be ongoing at multiple regular intervals.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the reversibility of Project effects on the 
rural setting. Once the infrastructure is established including railways, roads, and other components 
of the built environment, the chances of reversing or going back on the initial decision is extremely 
unlikely. 
Federally Enforceable – The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable.  

4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

10 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.35, p.243. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 3 7 1
                                                                           R u r a l  S e t t i n g s  

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C SAEE 

1. Permanent conversion 
of Prime Agricultural Land 
(as designated within the 
Regional Official Plan) to 
a non-farm use. 
2. Increased disturbance 
to agriculture and 
agricultural practices (i.e. 
activity that contributes to 
increased traffic, more 
non-farm activity etc.). 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

Effect 1

1. Standard 1 – Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 
2018, s. 101(1.6) 

2. Standard 2 – Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 
2018, s. 101(2) 

3. Standard 3 – Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017, 4.2.1

4. Standard 4 – Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017, 4.2.1 (2)

5. Standard 5 – Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 1.1.3.8

6. Standard 6 – Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 2.3
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Standard Not compliant/ 
compliant  

Effect 2

1. Standard 3 – Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017, 4.2.1

2. Standard 4 – Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017, 4.2.1 (2)

3. Standard 5 – Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 1.1.3.8

4. Standard 6 – Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 2.3

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.1.1 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 101(1.6) 

s. 101(1.6): It is the policy of the Region to recognize and protect lands 
within the agricultural system and direct non-farm uses to the urban areas 
unless specifically permitted by this plan.  
101 It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
(1.6) Recognize and protect lands within the Agricultural System as an 
important natural resource to the economic viability of agriculture and to 
this end: 
a) Direct non-farm uses to the Urban Area, Hamlets and Rural Clusters 
unless specifically permitted by policies of this Plan. 
… 

Discussion. 

The Official Plan for Halton applies throughout the Region. All lands designated as agricultural use 
contribute to or have the potential to contribute to the agricultural system. The removal of lands 
designated as agricultural use diminish the potential for a viable agricultural sector.  

From a systems perspective, the continual diminution of a resource will gradually lead to the collapse 
of the system. For example, a certain threshold may be required to support a veterinarian, a crop advisor 
or an equipment dealership. These services are a function of demand, and once the demand falls below 
a certain threshold, the service is at risk of being lost putting the overall system or elements of the 
system in jeopardy. 

In June 2018 (page 60) CN clarifies that: 

The “Agricultural Areas” identified on Figures 5 and 6 in EIS, Appendix E.12 reflect 
the applicable land use designations from the corresponding official plans. With 
the exception of a narrow strip of land along the south side of Britannia Road, all 
Agricultural Areas within the PDA are considered “Prime Agricultural Areas” by the 
Region of Halton.  

In this context, a portion of the Project Development Area is located outside of Halton's Urban Area on 
lands designated as Agricultural Area in the Halton Region Official Plan. These lands are further 
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identified as Prime Agricultural Areas on Map 1 E of the Official Plan. Policy 2.3.1 of the PPS provides 
that prime agricultural areas are to be protected for long-term use for agriculture. In this instance, the 
subject lands are prime agricultural areas, designated agriculture, and are actively cropped.  

The Halton Municipalities find that the proposal does not conform to the Region’s policy “to recognize 
and protect lands within the agricultural system and direct non-farm uses to the urban areas unless 
specifically permitted by this plan.” 

4.1.2 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, s. 101(2)

s. 101(2): To recognize, encourage and protect agriculture as the primary long-term 
activity and land use throughout the agricultural system, and preserve the 
agricultural land base by protecting prime agricultural lands  
101 It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 

(2) Recognize, encourage and protect agriculture as an important industry in Halton 
and as the primary long-term activity and land use throughout the Agricultural 
System, and to this end: 

…e) Require the proponent of any non-farm land use that is permitted by specific 
policies of this Plan but has a potential impact on adjacent agricultural operations 
to carry out an Agricultural Impact Assessment (AIA), based on guidelines adopted 
by Regional Council. 

Discussion. 

The Official Plan for Halton Region (s. 101(2)) provides direction “To recognize, encourage and protect 
agriculture as the primary long-term activity and land use throughout the agricultural system, and 
preserve the agricultural land base by protecting prime agricultural lands”. Specifically, the policy of the 
Region is to protect agriculture as the primary long-term activity throughout the Agricultural System and 
to require the proponent of any “permitted” non-farm use to carry out an Agricultural Impact Assessment.  

The Halton Municipalities find that the proposed use of the Project removes agricultural land from 
production and is not in conformity with the policies of the Regional Official Plan. Moreover, the policies 
of the Regional Official Plan speak to the importance of an Agricultural Impact Assessment to determine 
the potential impact on adjacent agricultural operations. In the absence of an Agricultural Impact 
Assessment, the overall impact on the agricultural sector remains unknown. While it is recognized that 
this is an urbanizing area, proper evaluation including an Agricultural Impact Assessment and other 
planning evaluation would help to determine the timing for land conversion and minimize the impact on 
the local and regional agricultural system. 

4.1.3 Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017

4.2.1 

For lands falling within the Protected Countryside, the following policies shall apply: 
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1. All existing, expanded or new infrastructure[1] subject to and approved under 
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act,… is permitted within the Protected 
Countryside, subject to the policies of this section and provided it meets one of the 
following two objectives: 

a) It supports agriculture, recreation and tourism, Towns/Villages and Hamlets, 
resource use or the rural economic activity that exists and is permitted within the 
Greenbelt; or  

b) It serves the significant growth and economic development expected in southern 
Ontario beyond the Greenbelt by providing for the 
appropriate infrastructure connections among urban centres and between these 
centres and Ontario’s borders. 

Discussion. 

The proposal appears to meet objective b) in that it relates to connecting infrastructure. It does not meet 
objective a) in that it is not supportive of agriculture. 

4.1.4 Province of Ontario, Greenbelt Plan, 2017, 4.2.1 (2)

4.2.1 

For lands falling within the Protected Countryside, the following policies shall apply: 

… 

2. The location and construction of infrastructure and expansions, extensions, 
operations and maintenance of infrastructure in the Protected Countryside are 
subject to the following:  

a) Planning, design and construction practices shall minimize, wherever possible, 
the amount of the Greenbelt, … traversed and/or occupied by such infrastructure;  

b) Planning, design and construction practices shall minimize, wherever possible, 
the negative impacts on and disturbance of the existing landscape, including, but 
not limited to, impacts caused by light intrusion, noise…; 

c) Where practicable, existing capacity and co-ordination with 
different infrastructure services shall be optimized so that the rural and existing 
character of the Protected Countryside and the overall hierarchy of areas where 
growth will be accommodated in the GGH established by the Greenbelt Plan and 
the Growth Plan are supported and reinforced; 

…. 

f) New or expanding infrastructure shall avoid specialty crop areas and 
other prime agricultural areas in that order of priority, unless need has been 
demonstrated and it has been established that there is no reasonable alternative; 

g) Where infrastructure crosses prime agricultural areas, including specialty crop 
areas, an agricultural impact assessment or equivalent analysis as part of an 
environmental assessment shall be undertaken; 
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Discussion. 

The Halton Municipalities find that the Project will not meet several directives of Section 4.2.1 (2).  

- The rural and existing character of the Protected Countryside will be impacted by the Project. 
While the area within the Protected Countryside is relatively small the Greenbelt Plan directs 
that “New or expanding infrastructure shall avoid specialty crop areas and other prime 
agricultural areas”

- The Project will impact prime agricultural areas.  

- The requirement for an agricultural impact assessment (or equivalent analysis) has not been 
fulfilled.

4.1.5 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 1.1.3.8

1.1.3.8 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:  

sufficient opportunities for growth are not available through intensification, 
redevelopment and designated growth areas to accommodate the projected 
needs over the identified planning horizon; 

the infrastructure and public service facilities which are planned or available are 
suitable for the development over the long term, are financially viable over their 
life cycle, and protect public health and safety and the natural environment  

in prime agricultural areas: 

1.  the lands do not comprise specialty crop areas;  

2.  alternative locations have been evaluated, and  

there are no reasonable alternatives which avoid prime agricultural areas; and  

there are no reasonable alternatives on lower priority agricultural lands in prime 
agricultural areas;  

the new or expanding settlement area is in compliance with the minimum distance 
separation formulae; and  

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 

Discussion. 

The Provincial Policy Statement applies to the lands subject to this Project proposal. The Project 
proposes urban expansion on lands designated agriculture. The Project is not part of a comprehensive 
review, and the tests for a comprehensive review have not been addressed nor met. These tests include 
mitigation of impacts on agriculture, compliance with Minimum Distance Separation (MDS) and attention 
to alternative locations. As a result, the Project does not comply with this standard.  
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4.1.6 Provincial Policy Statement, 2014, 2.3 Agriculture 

2.3 Agriculture  

2.3.1 Prime agricultural areas shall be protected for long-term use for agriculture.  

Prime agricultural areas are areas where prime agricultural lands predominate. 
Specialty crop areas shall be given the highest priority for protection, followed by 
Canada Land Inventory Class 1, 2, and 3 lands, and any associated Class 4 
through 7 lands within the prime agricultural area, in this order of priority.  

2.3.2 Planning authorities shall designate prime agricultural areas and specialty 
crop areas in accordance with guidelines developed by the Province, as 
amended from time to time.  

2.3.3 Permitted Uses  

2.3.3.1 In prime agricultural areas, permitted uses and activities are: agricultural 
uses, agriculture-related uses and on-farm diversified uses.  

… 

2.3.3.2 In prime agricultural areas, all types, sizes and intensities of agricultural 
uses and normal farm practices shall be promoted and protected in accordance 
with provincial standards.  

2.3.3.3 New land uses, including the creation of lots, and new or expanding 
livestock facilities shall comply with the minimum distance separation formulae.  

2.3.5 Removal of Land from Prime Agricultural Areas  

2.3.5.1 Planning authorities may only exclude land from prime agricultural areas 
for expansions of or identification of settlement areas in accordance with policy 
1.1.3.8.  

2.3.6 Non-Agricultural Uses in Prime Agricultural Areas  

2.3.6.1 Planning authorities may only permit non-agricultural uses in prime 
agricultural areas for:  

(a) extraction of minerals, petroleum resources and mineral aggregate 
resources, in accordance with policies 2.4 and 2.5; or  

(b) limited non-residential uses, provided that all of the following are 
demonstrated:  

(c) the land does not comprise a specialty crop area; 
(d) the proposed use complies with the minimum distance separation 

formulae; 
(e) there is an identified need within the planning horizon provided for in 

policy 1.1.2 for additional land to be designated to accommodate the 
proposed use; and 

(f) alternative locations have been evaluated, and there are no reasonable 
alternative locations which avoid prime agricultural areas; and there are 
no reasonable alternative locations in prime agricultural areas with lower 
priority agricultural lands.  
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2.3.6.2 Impacts from any new or expanding non-agricultural uses on surrounding 
agricultural operations and lands are to be mitigated to the extent feasible.  

Discussion. 

The Provincial Policy Statement applies to the lands subject to the Project. Prime Agricultural Areas are 
to be protected for long-term use by agriculture. CN has not adequately addressed the tests for allowing 
Non-Agricultural Uses in Prime Agricultural Areas. These tests include mitigation of impacts on 
agriculture, compliance with MDS and attention to alternative locations.

4.2 Reference Criteria 

4.2.1 Permanent conversion of Prime Agricultural Land (as designated within the 
Regional Official Plan) to a Non-Farm Use 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project effects will have a moderate level of 
impact on the magnitude of the effect of the permanent conversion of Prime Agricultural Land to a non-
farm use. 

CN predicts the loss of 30 hectares of Prime Agricultural Area11 and the loss of 147 hectares of active 
agricultural lands on the Project site12 for this VC. The lost agricultural lands also include lands in the 
Protected Countryside within the Provincial Greenbelt Plan. Contrary to the Greenbelt Plan, CN does 
not include an Agriculture Impact Assessment13 to support its prediction of the full residual Project effect 
on agriculture on and off the Project site from these losses.  

The Halton Municipalities agree with these predictions in the context of the Regional Official Plan and 
the Provincial Policy Statement and note that a small area of the Protected Countryside is directly 
affected. The losses of farmland to production are permanent and non-renewable. Moreover, the 
Greenbelt Plan and the Regional Official Plan both speak to the need for an Agricultural Impact 
Statement. The Regional Official Plan has expectations that the conversion of farmland to non-farm 
uses will be accompanied by an Agricultural Impact Statement, and the Provincial Policy Statement 
anticipates that the impacts from new or expanding settlement areas on agricultural operations which 
are adjacent or close to the settlement area will be mitigated to the extent feasible. While it is recognized 
that this is an urbanizing area, proper evaluation including an Agricultural Impact Assessment and other 
planning evaluation would help to determine the timing for land conversion and minimize the impact on 
the local and regional agricultural system. 

While the total amount of land lost may be described as moderate, there are a number of regional and 
provincial policies that have not been complied with, which will result in a corresponding high impact.  

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project effects will have on-site effects 
with respect to the permanent conversion of prime agricultural land to a non-farm use. CN predicted that 
the geographic extent includes a loss of 30 hectares of Prime Agricultural Area14 and the loss of 147 
hectares of active agricultural lands on the Project site15 for this VC. In addition, the lost agricultural 
lands include lands in the Protected Countryside within the Provincial Greenbelt Plan. The Halton 
Municipalities agree with these predictions in the context of the Regional Official Plan and the Provincial 

11 CN Information Request Response Package 4.1 ("CEAR# 656"), June 13, 2018, IRR 4.20, p.62-63. 
12 CEAR# 647, May 18, 2018, IRR 5.6, p.34.
13 This point was first highlighted in the Halton Municipalities' Sufficiency Review ("CEAR# 549"), March 27, 2017, Volume 1, p 17, Table A. 
14 CN Information Request Response Package 4.1 ("CEAR# 656"), June 13, 2018, IRR 4.20, p.62-63. 
15 CEAR# 647, May 18, 2018, IRR 5.6, p.34. 
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Policy Statement and note that a small area of the Protected Countryside is directly affected. While the 
total amount of land immediately lost in connection with the development of the Project may be 
described as moderate, the loss of these agricultural lands will have a high impact since this 
development does not comply with a number of regional and provincial policies.

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of this effect is permanent. Similarly, CN 
predicted that the duration is permanent.16 The amount of investment, the nature of the land use and 
the contribution to the urbanization of this area means that the land use, once established will be 
permanent. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of this effect is a single event, since 
the Project will lead to the permanent conversion of agricultural land to non-farm uses. 

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect of the permanent conversion of Prime 
Agricultural Land to a non-farm use is irreversible. Similarly, CN stated that the predicted effects are 
irreversible.17 The Halton Municipalities find that the amount of investment, the nature of the land use 
and the contribution to the urbanization of this area means that the land use, once established will be 
permanent. The potential for agriculture to be re-established on the subject lands is impractical and 
improbable. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the Project site consists primarily 
of active agricultural land and the permanent conversion of Prime Agricultural Land to a non-farm use 
will impact the ecological and social context not only on the Project site, but also over a larger geographic 
area. 

While CN also states that the Project site consists primarily of active agricultural land,18 CN finds that 
the social and economic implications of removing the agricultural lands from the Project site are limited 
to the current leaseholder who farms lands within the CN-owned lands.19 Further, CN provides that there 
will be no changes to the productivity of adjacent agricultural lands, as these lands are identified for 
planned growth through urbanization.20

In contrast, the Halton Municipalities do not agree that the implications are limited to the current 
leaseholder or that there are no impacts to adjacent agricultural lands. Agriculture is an interconnected 
activity, it depends on various services and benefits from a critical mass to help ensure the presence of 
these services. Impacts will exist not only on the Project site, but over a larger geographic area, as 
farmers beyond the Project site may be affected by traffic, noise, access to markets and loss of services 
and infrastructure, among other impacts. The incremental loss of farmland and farm activities and farm 
families represents an incremental loss in the viability of agricultural activity. 

4.2.2 Increased Disturbance to Agriculture and Agricultural Practices 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities find that the Project will have a high level of impact on the 
magnitude of the increased disturbance to agriculture and agricultural practices. The Project will 
contribute to an enhanced level of urban activity in the immediate area, which will include traffic, noise, 
and other activity, including increased activity on local and regional roads, which will impact agriculture 
in the immediate area. At the individual farm level, this may contribute negatively to farm viability. 

16 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.36, p.244. 
17 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.36, p.244. 
18 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.7, p.237; CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.21, p.64. 
19 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.21, p.67. 
20 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.21, p.66-67. 
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Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project will have off-site effects on the 
increased disturbance to agriculture and agricultural practices. The off-site effects will include 
neighbouring farms and the broader regional context. As urbanizing activity proceeds, the critical mass 
to support agricultural services will be gradually reduced. The impact of failing support services can be 
drastic for some farms. Likewise, specific farm practices on a regional scale may be impacted. For 
example, the transportation of large farm equipment or safety issues associated with farm gate sales 
can impact the viability of individual farms. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of this effect is permanent. CN similarly 
predicted that the duration is permanent.21 The amount of investment, the nature of the land use and 
the contribution to the urbanization of this area means that the land use, once established will be 
permanent. As a result, impacts on area farms will also be permanent.

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of this effect is continuous, since the 
Project will be a major rail hub with continual activity. The Project activity includes the coming and going 
of rail traffic, trucks, and other vehicles. Impacts will be continual and frequent. This must be recognized 
in order to ensure appropriate planning and management of the subject site.

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect on agriculture and agricultural practices 
is not reversible. As long as the Project activity happens it is predictable that the impacts on agriculture 
will continue. The nature of the Project suggests that it is not reversible. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the Project site consists primarily 
of active agricultural land and the permanent conversion of prime agricultural land to a non-farm use will 
impact the ecological and social context not only on the Project site, but also over a larger geographic 
area. 

The Halton Municipalities find that the impacts are regional in nature. Agriculture is an interconnected 
activity, and it depends on various services and benefits from a critical mass to help ensure the presence 
of these services. Impacts from the Project will exist not only on the Project site, but also over a larger 
geographic area, as farmers beyond the Project site may be affected by traffic, noise, access to markets 
and loss of services and infrastructure, among other impacts. The incremental loss of farmland, farm 
activities and farm families represents an incremental loss in the viability of agricultural activity. 

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project.22

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

21 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.36, p.244. 
22 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations of the 16 
activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

3 8 0 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
     R u r a l  S e t t i n g s

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect 
this VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the 16 physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not (yes/no) 
each of these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on 
this VC.23

Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC Rural Settings 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District Effect #1: No 
Effect #2: Yes 

2  Sherwood Planning District Effect #1: No 
Effect #2: Yes 

3  Boyne Planning District Effect #1: No 
Effect #2: Yes 

4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates 
Boulevard 

Effect #1: No 
Effect #2 

5 Main Street Grade Separation  Effect #1: No 
Effect #2: Yes 

6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement 
Project  

Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System 
Expansion) Project 

Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

23 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans. These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities.
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Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC Rural Settings 

# Description Relevance

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System 
Expansion) Project  

Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  Effect #1: Yes 
Effect #2: Yes 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Effect #1: No 
Effect #2: Yes 

Step 2: Characterization of effects from other physical activities  

For each physical activity considered relevant in Step 1 and each specific effect on the VC set out above 
(Section 2.1), this table characterizes the likely effects using the Reference Criteria (other than “Context” 
(C), which does not change). 

As with other tables in this detailed review, findings support or do not support SAEEs. The table indicates 
for each physical activity whether it contributes to the reference criteria as they relate to each effect 
(yes/no). The tables use the same colours to address findings, contrasting supportive of cumulative 
SAEE (purple) and not supportive (blue).  

Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC Rural Settings24

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

Effect #1: The proposal will lead to the permanent conversion of Prime Agricultural Land to non-
farm uses. This includes the loss of 30 hectares of Prime Agricultural Area and the loss of 147 

hectares of active agricultural lands on the Project site.  
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street Y Y Y N Y NA
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 

Improvements  
Y Y Y N Y NA

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Y Y Y N Y NA
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Y Y Y N Y NA
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Y Y N N N NA
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
Y Y Y N Y NA

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

Y Y Y N Y NA

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project  

Y Y Y N Y NA

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  Y Y Y N Y NA
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y Y N Y NA

24 This table only shows the relevant physical activities for each Project residual effect; physical activities which do not combine with the effect 
are not included in the respective table.  
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Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC Rural Settings24

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

 NA

Effect #2: The proposal will have off-site impacts including increased disturbance to Agriculture and 
Agricultural Practices. Impacts caused by increased traffic, for example the potential to impact 

agricultural practices ranging from the movement of agricultural equipment to the feasibility of a 
road side stand.

1  Bristol Planning District Y Y Y Y Y NA
2  Sherwood Planning District Y Y Y Y Y NA
3  Boyne Planning District Y Y Y Y Y NA
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 

Yates Boulevard 
N N Y Y Y NA

5 Main Street Grade Separation  N N Y Y Y NA
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street N N Y Y Y NA
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 

Improvements  
N N Y Y Y NA

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road N N Y Y Y NA
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades N N Y Y Y NA
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Y N N Y N NA
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
N Y Y Y Y NA

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

N Y Y Y Y NA

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project  

N Y Y Y Y NA

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N N Y Y Y NA
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y Y Y Y NA

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Y Y Y Y Y NA
Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

 NA

Step 3: Characterization of Combined Effects of Project and Other Physical Activities  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table summarizes 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing Project effects and 
the table characterizing combined effects from other physical activities. 
Effect #1 
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Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on VC Rural 
Settings 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects 

Milton is a rapidly expanding urban area. Significant population growth has occurred and is predicted to 
continue. The combined effects from the Project and other physical activities contribute to the following 
results: 

1. Significant farmland (prime agriculture) will be permanently lost to agricultural production. 
2. Generally speaking, once converted to non-agricultural uses (residential, commercial, industrial, 

infrastructure for example), it is highly unlikely that they will ever return to agricultural use. First, 
the economic investment that is generally made to convert agricultural lands to non-agricultural 
uses is so high relative to the value of the agricultural use, that it would not make economic 
sense to return to an agricultural use. Second, the agricultural industry depends on quality soils 
for production and it is difficult to return soil back to productive quality once it has been developed 
for non-agricultural uses. 

Effect #2 

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on VC Rural 
Settings 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects 

Supportive  Not Supportive

Despite urbanization pressures throughout Halton Region, agriculture continues where land is available 
and where farmers are present and able to cope within this urbanizing region. Urbanizing pressures 
present a range of challenges for the agricultural community including, but not limited to, trespass, land 
values, and impacts on agricultural practices. The combined effects from the Project and other physical 
activities contribute to the following results: 

1. Increasing level of urban activity (more people, more traffic, more activity) will in turn, make it 
increasingly more difficult for many agricultural practices (livestock production, movement of 
agricultural equipment, etc.); 

2. As urbanizing pressures continue, agricultural services (ranging from large animal veterinarians 
to equipment dealerships to truckers) will become increasingly difficult to access, which in turn 
makes it even more difficult for remaining farms;  
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3. Agricultural practices related to chemical and GMO usage are not well understood by many 
urban residents, which can potentially result in conflict; and 

4. Even where agriculture evolves to embrace new production or marketing strategies, farmers 
need certainty prior to investment and long-term commitment. 

Step 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table integrates 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing Project compliance 
with applicable standards (Section 4.1, above) and the table characterizing combined effects from other 
physical activities (Table 2, above).

Effect #1 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards
on VC XX 

Standard Standard 
#1 

Standard 
#2 

Standard 
#4 

Standard 
#5  

Standard 
#6 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable 
standards 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards 
when taking into account contribution from other 
physical activities 

U U U U U 

It is unknown whether any of the listed 16 physical activities do or do not comply with applicable 
standards. This does not affect the Halton Municipalities’ conclusions on the Project’s compliance with 
applicable standards.  

Effect #2 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards
on VC Rural Settings 

Standard Standard 
#3 

Standard 
#4 

Standard 
#5 

Standard 
#6 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities 

U U U U 

It is unknown whether any of the listed 16 physical activities do or do not comply with applicable 
standards. This does not affect the Halton Municipalities’ conclusions on the Project’s compliance with 
applicable standards.  

Likely 
Noncompliance 

 Likely 
Compliance
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Step 5: Conclusions on Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs on Each Specific Effect 

Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description SAEEs 

Effect #1 The loss of Prime Agricultural land to production is permanent and 
irreversible. Moreover, the loss of this farmland also diminishes the 
overall viability of agriculture within a given area. As farmland is lost, 
it reduces the overall carrying capacity of an area to support the 
services that are essential to an agricultural industry.  

While the total area of land converted by the Project and within the 
prime agricultural designation of Halton Region is limited, it represents 
an incremental loss of farmland coincident with urbanizing pressures 
within the region as a whole. In other instances, it is expected that 
these conversions have been evaluated against appropriate regional 
and provincial planning documents. The Physical Activities include 
several major conversions of agricultural land to non-farm uses. 

The Regional Official Plan, the Provincial Policy Statement and 
applicable Provincial Plans have been used throughout Halton Region 
to establish a framework to make sure that the location and timing of 
land use decisions is consistent with an overall vision for the Region. 
In this instance, the Project has not been evaluated against these 
policies, and therefore there is an increased likelihood of cumulative 
SAEEs.  

Effect #2 The Project will have off-site impacts including increased disturbance 
to agriculture and agricultural practices. While the Project represents 
one of many developments that will impact agriculture, the Project, 
considered cumulatively with the other Physical Activities, will 
contribute to the overall increase in urban activity in the area and will 
generate significant activity including traffic, related development, and 
increased challenges for agriculture. Within the Region, new 
development is evaluated against Regional and Provincial policies. In 
this instance, the Project has not been evaluated against these 
policies. The result therefore is an increased likelihood of cumulative 
SAEEs. 

Cumulative 
SAEE Likely 

 Cumulative 
SAEE Not Likely

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the magnitude, 
geographic extent, and frequency of Effect #2 would increase and would have greater off-site effect.
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Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude of Effect #2 would increase. 
The potential impact on the magnitude of Effect #2 is high if there is a significant increase in container 
throughput. Disturbances such as increased noise, vehicular traffic and air emissions are all impacts 
that are proportionately connected to the volume of rail traffic. As the volume of container throughput 
increases, the volume of rail traffic will increase, thereby increasing disturbances to agricultural and rural 
communities.  

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would 
increase. Elements of the off-site effects will mostly impact areas within closer proximity to the Project, 
while other off-site effects will be felt more broadly at the regional scale.  

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not likely be affected. 
The duration already appears to be continuous through the course of a year and over many years. 
Increased traffic is not likely to extend the duration of impacts. 

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. It is 
expected that more container traffic would result in an increased volume of trains and more vehicular 
traffic. The result would be an increased frequency of traffic and related impacts on a continuous basis. 
This would appear to be unavoidable with a significant increase in container throughput. 

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, Reversibility would not be 
affected. The impact of the Project is already irreversible, and an increase in container throughput is not 
likely to impact reversibility relative to the current stated volume of container traffic from the Project. 

6. Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Urban Settings  

Significance of Effects on VC: G.4 

1. Overview for Urban Settings G.4 

The proposed Project is located within the fastest growing municipality in Canada. Further, within the 
Town of Milton, the Project is located in an area that has been highlighted by Halton Region’s official 
plan for intensified residential and employment growth and is subject to provincial residential and 
employment growth targets. Accordingly, this part of the Brief examines the effect of the Project on the 
Urban Settings valued component (VC). 

Several other reviews of VCs in this Brief address Project effects that impact the urban environment. 
However, this review focuses on three broad components of the urban environment that are not 
addressed by other VCs: Transportation, Municipal Infrastructure and Municipal Financing. These are 
each addressed as valued sub-components (VSCs) under the Urban Settings VC. In turn, the 
Transportation VSC can be subdivided into two valued sub-sub-components (VSSCs).  

The overall structure of the Urban Settings VC is as follows: 

VSC G.4.1: Transportation and, in particular, the effects of the proposed Project on the 
movement of people and goods in the Region. This includes the following VSSCs: 

VSSC G.4.1.1: Transportation Movement on Roadways 

VSSC G.4.1.2: Active Transportation 

VSC G.4.2: Municipal water and wastewater infrastructure and, in particular, the effects of the 
proposed Project on regional infrastructure construction and servicing. 

VSC G.4.3: Municipal Financing, as it relates to infrastructure planning and operations.  

Each VSC and VSSC is analysed separately. Each analysis is preceded by a summary section. The 
analysis of Project effects can be broken down into the following stages: 

2.2 Predicted Effects on VSC/VSSC 
2.3 Proposed Mitigation: effectiveness and federal enforceability of proposed mitigation
2.4 Residual Project Effects: Project effects and compliance following proposed mitigation 
2.5 Cumulative Effects: Project effects alongside effects of other nearby physical activities  
2.6 Alternative Container Throughput: Project effects under higher operating capacity then 

estimated by CN 

In summary, Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following significant 
adverse environmental effects on Urban Settings:  
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Residual Effect 
Project SAEE Likely/Not 

Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

G.4.1: TRANSPORTATION

G.4.1.1: Transportation Movement on Roadways

1.Traffic Delays

G.4.1.2: Active Transportation

1. Incompatibility of Users

2. Increased Delays at Crossings
N/A

3. Unpleasant Environment

G.4.2: MUNICIPAL WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE

1. Private Wastewater System 
Failure

N/A

2. Insufficient Water Supply for Fire 
Protection

3. Inefficient Municipal 
Water/Wastewater Infrastructure 
Planning

4. Ineffective Municipal 
Water/Wastewater Infrastructure 
Financing

G.4.3: MUNICIPAL FINANCING

1. Loss of Development Charge 
Revenue

N/A

2. Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue
N/A

3. Increased Capital Costs for Road 
Infrastructure

N/A

4. Increased Operational Costs for 
Road Infrastructure Maintenance

N/A

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely
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Transportation  
Significance of Effects on VSC: G.4.1 

2. Overview for Transportation G.4.1 

The proposed Project is designed to facilitate the transfer of materials between road and rail, meaning 
it will invite an increase in vehicular traffic, primarily in the form of heavy transport trucks to and from the 
Project site and surrounding vicinity. In the fast-growing Halton Region, this change is likely to have 
implications for other forms of transportation that share public infrastructure with Project-generated 
traffic. 

VSC G.4.1 addresses the effects of the proposed Project on Transportation and, in particular, on the 
movement of people and goods in the Region.  The Transportation VSC is divided into the following 
VSSCs, each of which has their own analysis in this Brief: 

VSSC G.4.1.1: Transportation Movement on Roadways 

VSSC G.4.1.2: Active Transportation 

The VSSC 4.1.1, Transportation Movement on Roadways, reviews Project effects on the movement of 
cars, trucks and other motor vehicles on roads and highways near the project, while VSSC 4.1.2, Active 
Transportation, reviews Project effects on pedestrians and cyclists sharing infrastructure with on-road 
vehicles.  
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Transportation Movement on Roadways 
Significance of Effects on VSSC: G.4.1.1 

2.1 Overview for Transportation Movement on Roadways

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE Likely/Not 

Likely 
Cumulative SAEE Likely/ 

Not Likely 

1. Traffic Delays

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

2.1.1 Summary  

VSSC G.4.1.1, Transportation Movement on Roadways, looks specifically at the movement of cars, 
trucks and other motor vehicles on roads and highways near the project. Halton Municipalities have 
modelled the impact of an increase in heavy truck traffic on motor vehicle traffic on nearby roads and 
highways. 

The Halton Municipalities and its consultants carried out independent modeling and review of several 
transportation topics.1

Dealing with the Project as proposed, the Halton Municipalities predict that the additional truck trips 
generated by the Project will impact traffic operations causing additional congestion, queuing and delay.   

The Halton Municipalities have identified the following effect on Transportation Movement on 
Roadways: 

Effect: Traffic delays on the Town and Region roadways, represented by Level of Service 
rating ranging from A to F per Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual. 
This rating represents the level of congestion and delays at intersections, and therefore on 
the related roadways.  

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of this adverse effect on Transportation movement on Roadways from the Project and cumulatively, 
including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on Transportation Movement on 
Roadways; and 

2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 
of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects.  

3. review of each residual effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 
relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

1 With respect to modelling results which were not already submitted to the Panel, see Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the 
Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 2019). 
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Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause a significant adverse environmental effect on this VC.  The cumulative effects 
for this VC are the same as the project effects. 

Project SAEEs 

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the significant adverse effect of Traffic 
Delays. This effect was identified by using standard modelling techniques, which rate congestion and 
delays at intersections and adjacent roadways as a result of the Project. CN’s proposed mitigation 
measures are either not effective, not enforceable, or both, meaning the residual effects are the same 
as the originally identified Project effects. 

Residual Effect 
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1. Traffic Delays 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

The Halton Municipalities predict that there will be significant cumulative effects for the CN Project. 
The analysis for cumulative SAEEs is the same as the analysis for project SAEEs, which already 
accounts for accumulation of traffic from neighbouring sources. This has been completed through a 
modelling exercise.  

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the magnitude, 
geographic extent, duration and frequency of traffic delays would be affected. Specifically, all of these 
criteria would worsen, leading to a more significant adverse effect.  
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2.2 Predicted Effects on Transportation Movement on Roadways 

2.2.1 Specific Effects on Transportation Movement on Roadways 

The only Project effect for this VC is traffic delay on the Town and Region roadways. The effect was 
assessed by applying a Level of Service rating ranging from A to F per Transportation Research Board’s 
Highway Capacity Manual. This rating represents the level of congestion and delays at intersections, 
and therefore on the related roadways. 

2.2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on Transportation Movement on 
Roadways 

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria for determining the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.2

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = increased 
delays caused by Project 
trucks do not result in a 
change in intersection or 
movement Level of Service 

Low = increased delays 
caused by Project trucks 
result in a change in  
intersection or movement 
Level of Service but only to a 
maximum of Level of Service 
E 

High = increased delays 
caused by Project trucks 
result in the intersection or 
one or more  movements to 
fail (change in Level of 
Service from E to F) or, if 
already at Level of Service 
F, to increase by 25 seconds 
delay or more3

On-Site Effects
=  effects that 
occur on the 
Project site or at 
the proposed 
entrances 

Off-Site Effects 
=  effects on 
Regional or 
Town roads 

Short-term = 
residual effect 
restricted to a 
period of up to 
24 months 
(construction) 

Permanent = 
measurable 
parameter 
unlikely to 
recover to pre-
existing 
conditions 

Single event 

Multiple 
irregular 
events = 
occurs at no 
set schedule 

Multiple 
regular 
events = 
occurs at 
regular 
intervals 

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible = 
the effect is 
likely to be 
reversed if 
activity ceases 

Irreversible = 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed 

Resilient = The 
roadway or 
intersection can 
absorb the impact 
without 
demonstrating 
excessive 
degradation of 
service 

Not Resilient = 
intersection or 
roadway are not 
able to accept the 
impact without 
demonstrating 
markedly poorer 
performance as a 
result of the impact

2.3 CN’s Proposed Mitigation

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 

2 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines (CEAR 12). 
3 For traffic delays (as per the U.S. Transportation Research Board Highway Capacity Manual) the suggested indicator is Level of Service.  
Level of Service has six categories, defined by the letters A through F. E represents an intersection just at its limit in terms of processing the 
traffic demand, while F means there is more traffic than can be processed and the traffic queue would continue to build up for as long as the 
demand remains at that high level. The Level of Service concept can be applied to an intersection as a whole, or to a specific movement at an 
intersection.  In this case, the Halton Municipalities are applying the concept to both. 
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not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1: Traffic Delays 

1. Communicating the location and 
schedule of construction activities 

N/A 

2. On-site driveway to avoid traffic flow 
impacts from queuing on off-site 
roadways 

N/A 

3. Traffic management at access point 
by using the SpeedGate™ automated 
gate system and  gate reservation 
system 

N/A 

4. Reasonable and conventional traffic 
engineering and operational control 
measures implemented by the road 
authority 

N/A 

5. Directing CNTL Transportation Ltd. 
trucks to follow Britannia Road east of 
the Terminal to Highway 407 

N/A 

6. No off-site follow-up monitoring; 
Region and Province to enforce roadway 
regulations with respect to traffic 

N/A 

7. Construction and operation of the 
Lower Base Line underpass 

N/A 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Halton Municipalities predict that some of the mitigation measures proposed are effective, while others 
are ineffective. Regardless of effectiveness, all but one of these measures is not federally enforceable. 

CN’s proposed on-site driveway would be an effective mitigation mechanism but it is not federally 
enforceable. Of the remaining six mitigation measures (communicating the location and schedule of 
construction activities, automated gate system, traffic engineering and operational control measures by 
road authority, redirecting trucks along Britannia Rd, regional and provincial enforcement of road 
regulations and construction and operation of the Lower Base Line underpass), only one is effective 
and federally enforceable: the automated gate system. However, it mitigates traffic delays only in close 
proximity to the Project, as it relates to queuing on Britannia road. Therefore, it does not have a high-
magnitude impact on decreasing the overall traffic delays caused by the Project, and furthermore it is 
unlikely to be effectively implemented. Finally, while there is provision in Federal legislation to approve 
crossings, the design and construction at an underpass for the Town’s Lower Base Line Road triggers 
Town environmental assessment responsibilities; however, this measure is not effective at mitigating 
the extent of traffic delays caused by the Project.  
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1)  Communicating the location and schedule of construction activities 

Prior to initiating construction activities, CN proposes to communicate the location and schedule of 
construction activities to the community and stakeholders.4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude of traffic delays from construction. 
Communicating the location and schedule does not address the community’s concern around 
construction traffic and any potential road closures, or what measures the public needs to know to 
plan for the major disruption from this Project. It is not expected to encourage road users to take 
other routes to the extent that the magnitude of congestion resulting from Project construction would 
be noticeably decreased.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of traffic delays 
from construction. The construction of this project will have region-wide effects along roadways and 
at-grade intersections with the exiting railway line. Communicating the location and schedule is not 
expected to encourage road users to take other routes to the extent that the geographic extent of 
congestion resulting from Project construction would be noticeably decreased. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of traffic delays from construction. 
CN has not provided a clear and detailed construction plan of the site works as well as the external 
works required in support of the facility. Communicating the location and schedule does not alter the 
construction period of the Project. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of traffic delays from 
construction. Communicating the location and schedule will not alter the daily effect of construction. 

Reversibility – N/A. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. There is no Federal legal requirement for a 
communications protocol for this type of project.    

2)  On-site driveway to avoid traffic flow impacts from queuing on off-site roadways 

CN proposes to construct a driveway on-site to avoid traffic flow impacts from queuing on off-site 
roadways. CN has stated that the property can accommodate queuing for typical truck flows, and 

4 CEAR #655, IRR5, Attachment IR5.1-1, p 28–29. 
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2)  On-site driveway to avoid traffic flow impacts from queuing on off-site roadways 

several contingency situations. This assessment of queuing needs relies on the stated maximum of 
800 truck trips in and 800 trips out per day.5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the magnitude of traffic delays. The terminal 
operation is expected to create queuing as trucks enter the site and wait for processing. The 
construction of a driveway on-site will absorb the queues and prevent them from spilling off-site 
(negligible residual effect) with the stated maximum truck trips of 800 in/800 out per day. The resulting 
effect on the main entrance intersection would be considered low.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the geographic extent of traffic delays. 
Construction of a driveway on-site will prevent off-site truck queuing (i.e. queues will be contained 
within the site), rather than spilling onto the off-site roadways. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the duration of traffic delays. With the on-site 
driveway, any off-site queuing at the entrance that does occur (i.e. during a particular busy time) and 
that results on off-site traffic delays will be shorter in duration than if the on-site driveway were not 
there.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. With the on-site driveway, off-site 
queuing at the entrance (i.e. during a particular busy time) that results on off-site traffic delays will 
occur less frequently than if the on-site driveway were not there. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. This would normally fall under the provision of 
a site development permit if it was a more typical private development in the Region.  The Region 
normally has the right to refuse access to the Regional road system if a development does not 
meet the agreed upon standards.  In this case, CN does not recognize the Regional approval 
process (1.4.3.2 of the December 7, 2015, E.I.S.).  Further, the Canadian Transportation Agency 
would not impose terms and conditions in respect of the private roads off-site of the Terminal, 
beyond the Terminal Gate. 

5 CEAR #655, IRR5, Attachment IR5.1-1, p 29. 
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3)  
Traffic management at access point by using the SpeedGate™ automated gate system 
and  gate reservation system 

CN proposes to mitigate increased traffic at the proposed truck access point for the Project by using 
the SpeedGate™ automated gate system, and implementing a gate reservation system at the Project 
site.  However, CN acknowledges that truck arrival and departure times at the terminal will be largely 
driven by customer requirements and other factors, such as availability of trucks and road and 
weather conditions. CN thus states that it cannot impose specific terminal entry times on non-CN 
drivers.6

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

General Rationale – The following predictions are based on the fact that the SpeedGate™ 
technology allows only registered truck drivers quick access to intermodal terminals through 
automated self-serve gate stands. Only registered drivers are allowed to use Speed Gate Stand. All 
CN customer drivers must be pre-registered with CN prior to being granted access to the intermodal 
terminal and their respective bills of lading (relevant container shipping information) must be 
transmitted electronically to CN prior to the container load arriving at the intermodal terminal entry 
gate. Drivers arriving at an intermodal terminal with a gate reservation to deliver or pick up a container 
must have a gate appointment. Appointments are made in advance using CN’s on-line “Gate 
Appointment Request” tool. Positive identification at the intermodal terminal gate complex is required 
to gain access to CN’s intermodal terminals. 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the magnitude of traffic delays. It will even-out the 
peaks and the valleys of arrivals and should reduce the number of trucks at any time in and around 
the terminal. It will also help reduce processing time of entry of truck drivers. However, CN has no 
real control over any one of its customers in enforcing use of this system. If a driver shows up without 
a reservation, they can turn that driver down. However, there is a degree of volunteerism on CN’s 
part and it is dependent on actually being used by the CN customer. It should however help to reduce 
the number of trucks in the queue. Therefore, actual reduction is unknown. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the geographic extent of traffic delays. 
The number of trucks queuing on the road will be reduced and therefore has the potential to help 
reduce the extent of traffic congestion. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the duration of traffic delays. It will reduce the 
number of trucks queuing on the Regional roads in the area, which has the potential to reduce the 
duration of traffic congestion. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate the frequency of traffic delays. It will reduce the 
number of trucks queuing on the Regional roads in the area, which has the potential to reduce the 
frequency of traffic congestion in the vicinity of the Project. 

Reversibility – N/A 

6 CEAR #655, IRR5, IR5.22, p. 24; CEAR #57, EIS, s. 6.6.2.6.4. 
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3)  
Traffic management at access point by using the SpeedGate™ automated gate system 
and  gate reservation system 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. This is because SpeedgateTM is part of a federal 
facility and could be enforced by the Canadian Transportation Agency.  

4)  
Reasonable and conventional traffic engineering and operational control measures 
implemented by the road authority 

CN states that the impact of truck volumes on Britannia Road and Tremaine Road can be further 
mitigated through reasonable and conventional traffic engineering and operational control 
measures implemented by the road authority. These measures include signaling, signage, 
adjustment to queuing lanes, turn lanes and provisions to ensure the safety of pedestrians and 
cyclists.  However, CN provides no details on the efficacy of these measures or their cost, or 
financing for the access sought on Britannia Road.7

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposal to install various traffic control measures will not mitigate the magnitude 
of traffic delays. These measures are not likely to be effective.  CN has not identified the location 
and/or type of measure to be used with specific congestion issues or at specific locations of the 
regional network. While these measures are proven solutions under the appropriate circumstances, 
and some of them may eventually be applied and be partially effective, the Halton Municipalities 
predict that they would not be effective at eliminating all serious congestion points. The Halton 
Municipalities predict that serious congestion would continue to occur at locations that can only be 
cured through major reconstruction. The worst remaining congestion would be of high magnitude. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of traffic 
delays. With or without the implementation of these traffic control devices, there will be an increase 
in traffic delays will be experienced off-site through the Regional and Town road network. 

Duration – The proposed traffic control measures will not mitigate the duration of traffic delays. With 
or without the proposed mitigation, increase in traffic delays would be an ongoing effect, for as long 
as the Project operates. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of traffic delays. Increase in 
traffic delays are caused by the additional truck traffic generated by the Project. With or without the 
proposed mitigation, the increase in traffic delay would be a daily occurrence. 

Reversibility – N/A 

7 CEAR #655, IRR5, IR5.22, p. 25; CEAR #57, EIS, s. 6.6.2.6.4. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 3 9 9
_ _ _ U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  M o v e m e n t  o n  R o a d w a y s _ _ _ _ _

4)  
Reasonable and conventional traffic engineering and operational control measures 
implemented by the road authority 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Traffic operations on Regional or Municipal 
roads are under the jurisdiction of the road authority that owns these roads. There are no federal 
regulations to obligate CN to address the impacts of its operation on the regional roadway system 

5)  
Directing CNTL Transportation Ltd. trucks to follow Britannia Road east of the 
Terminal to Highway 407 

CN further proposes to mitigate operational effects on roadways from increased trucks by directing 
CNTL Transportation Ltd. trucks to follow Britannia Road east of the Terminal to Highway 407, 
where practical and feasible.  It also proposes to monitor compliance with this routing directive via 
on-board GPS units that allow tracking from the Project site.  CN proposes to apply this mitigation 
to only 20% of truck traffic.   For the remaining 80% of truck traffic, CN provides that the effects can 
be mitigated by Town and Region actions related to community growth.  CN therefore proposes no 
mitigation for this 80% of trucks added to local and regional roads from the Project.8

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed measure will not mitigate the high impact on magnitude from intermodal 
truck traffic on traffic delays. By their own admission, CN cannot control 80% of the truck traffic.  The 
20% CN indicates that they can control, would be routed to Highway 407 “where practical and 
feasible”. This mitigation is hypothetical and without a clear resolution. Furthermore, 80% of truck 
movements would remain at the discretion of the owners and operators, who would typically choose 
the shortest or most expedient routing. An analysis of truck travel at the Brampton Intermodal 
Terminal found that despite being immediately adjacent to Highway 407, a mere 3-4% of the BIT 
inbound/outboard trips came from or went to Highway 407. It is important to note that Highway 407 
is only 600m away from the BIT facility, while it is 7km from the Project site.  Accordingly, in 
combination with the fact that CN only controls 20% of truck volumes, the Halton Municipalities 
predicts that inbound/outbound trucks from the Project are not likely to use Highway 407.9. Thus, 
congestion will remain high at selected locations. Regardless of which route the trucks take, there 
will be significantly more truck traffic on the regional network.  

Geographic Extent – The proposed measure will not mitigate the geographic extent of traffic delays. 
80% of the truck traffic will not be directed by CN to appropriate or designated routes.  The impacts 
of 80% of the truck traffic to find the respective best route is region-wide.  The majority of the Project’s 
truck traffic can take routes in any direction, which will affect congestion at all compass points. 

8 CEAR #655, IRR5, Attachment IR5.1-1, p 33. 
9 See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics 
Hub Project” (May 29, 2019).
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5)  
Directing CNTL Transportation Ltd. trucks to follow Britannia Road east of the 
Terminal to Highway 407 

Duration – The proposed measures will not mitigate the duration of traffic delays. Designating 20% 
of the truck routes will not change the traffic delays from the Project truck traffic.  As long as the 
Project is operational, the impacts from its traffic will be ongoing.  

Frequency – The proposed measure will not mitigate the frequency of traffic delays. Once the Project 
is operational, the impacts on congestion from Project traffic will be daily, regardless of which route 
these trucks are assigned. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Traffic operations on Regional or Municipal 
roads are under the jurisdiction of the road authority that owns these roads. There are no federal 
regulations to obligate CN to address the impacts of its operation on the Regional and Town 
roadway system. 

6)  
No off-site follow-up monitoring; Region and Province to enforce roadway regulations 
with respect to traffic 

Regarding follow-up monitoring with respect to residual effects on transportation movement from 
increased truck traffic, CN proposes none off-site, as it states that traffic on public roadways is 
beyond its care and control.  Further, CN relies on the Region and Province to enforce roadway 
regulations with respect to traffic.10

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed measure will not mitigate the magnitude of traffic delays. CN has not 
provided any measures to mitigate congestion of the high magnitude from its terminal-related truck 
traffic. Enforcement of traffic regulations will not change the high magnitude nature of traffic 
congestion throughout the system. In many cases, only major construction would be effective in 
increasing roadway capacity to alleviate congestion. This magnitude of impact cannot be brushed off 
for the Region or the Province to address logistically and financially. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of traffic 
delays. With or without the proposed mitigation, increase in traffic delays will be experienced off-site 
through the Regional and Town road network. 

10 CEAR #655, IRR5, Attachment IR5.1-1, p 29. 
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6)  
No off-site follow-up monitoring; Region and Province to enforce roadway regulations 
with respect to traffic 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of traffic delays. With or without the 
proposed mitigation, increase in traffic delays would be a ongoing effect, for as long as the Project 
operates 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of traffic delays. Increase in 
traffic delays are caused by the additional truck traffic generated by the Project. With or without he 
proposed mitigation, the increase in traffic delay would be a daily effect. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Traffic operations on Regional or Town roads 
are under the jurisdiction of the road authority that owns these roads. There are no federal 
regulations to obligate CN to address the impacts of its operation on the Regional or Town roadway 
system 

7)  Construction and operation of the Lower Base Line underpass 

Regarding mitigation of residual Project effects from increased road-rail crossings, CN’s proposed 
mitigation is limited to construction and operation of the Lower Base Line underpass although CN 
acknowledges Town authority over design and approval of this underpass.11

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the magnitude of traffic delays. The magnitude 
of the impact of at-grade crossings is high. This mitigation measure does not address the at-grade 
crossings in the northern portions of the Region, leaving a residual high-magnitude impact on traffic 
delays. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of traffic 
delays. CN has only proposed mitigation for one at-grade crossing.  It has not addressed the at-grade 
crossings in the northern positions of the region, and therefore the geographic extent is still 
widespread. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of traffic delays. Congestion as a 
result of increased train crossings at other at-grade crossings in the region will increase and this will 
not be mitigated by the measure to grade-separate Lower Base Line. These other at-grade crossings 
will continue to be affected on an ongoing basis, as long as the Project is in operation. 

11 CEAR #655, IRR5, Attachment IR5.1-1, p 29. 
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7)  Construction and operation of the Lower Base Line underpass 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will only partially mitigate the frequency of traffic delays. The 
grade separation at Lower Base Line would eliminate the frequency of trains blocking traffic on Lower 
Base Line, but not on the other at-grade crossings. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. There are two mechanisms of federal 
enforceability: the Canadian Transportation Agency has the potential to do so, as does the Minister 
of Transport under the Railway Safety Act. However, the issue of constructing grade separations 
also engages the Municipal Environmental Assessment process, in which the Town would be 
responsible for the planning and construction of the grade separation.  

2.4 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M12 GE D F R C 
Significant 
Effect Y/N 

1. Traffic Delays

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

2.4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

12 M = Magnitude 
GE = Geographic Extent 
D = Duration 
F = Frequency 
R = Reversibility 
C = Ecological and Social Context 
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Standard Not compliant / compliant 

Effect 1: Traffic Delays 

1 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 173(1)) - Protect key 
components of the future transportation system to meet 
travel demands beyond year 2021

2 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 173(1.1)) - plan for 
and protect planned corridors and rights-of-way for 
transportation and transport facilities 

3 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 173(31)(a)) - secure 
grade separations of railways and Arterial Roads where 
warranted

4 Halton Region, By-law No. 32-17 (ss. 4.1 & 6.1) – 
access permit and policies for access

5 Region of Halton, Access Management Guidelines, 
2015 - operational criteria to determine whether a full 
movement or partial movement access is feasible

Not Compliant  Compliant

2.4.1.1 Standard 1: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
173(1)) 

It is the policy of the Region to: 

(1) Adopt a Functional Plan of Major Transportation Facilities… for the purpose of meeting travel demands for year 
2021 as well as protecting key components of the future transportation system to meet travel demands beyond year 
2021.  

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

Planning of Halton Region’s transportation network did not anticipate the construction and operation of 
an intermodal facility on CN’s property south of Britannia Road between First Line and Tremaine Road.  
Throughout the preparation of the Sustainable Halton Official Plan (ROPA 38), CN provided specific 
information to the Region in 2008 in support of rail-serviced industrial development on its lands, not an 
intermodal facility.  Because CN did not provide details associated with the Project in the last ROP 
update, the Region did not plan the transportation network to accommodate the truck traffic generated 
by the Project.  Thus, the planning of the transportation system did not model a truck-intensive node in 
this quadrant of the network and the major transportation facilities. A truck-intensive node/intermodal 
facility will result in negative impact to the system (i.e. reduction in level of service, congestion, delay, 
queuing) in year 2021 as well as beyond year 2021 with the Milton Intermodal Terminal in place.13

13 See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019). 
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2.4.1.2 Standard 2: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
173(1.1))

It is the policy of the Region to: 

(1.1) Work with the Province and Local Municipalities to plan for and protect planned corridors and rights-of-way for 
transportation and transport facilities… to meet current and projected needs.  

CN’s proposed Project does not comply with this standard. 

The Region carried out a comprehensive review of the Regional Official Plan (ROP) over several years 
from 2006 to Provincial approval in 2011 (followed by a further hearing and approval before the Ontario 
Municipal Board). This review, known as Sustainable Halton, addressed growth to the year 2031. 
Infrastructure planning was a key part of this ROP review. The planning and provision of transportation 
infrastructure in Halton Region is predicated on the approved Best Planning Estimates (BPEs) that 
distribute growth, in terms of population and jobs, geo-spacially.    

CN participated in this ROP review and provided specific information to the Region in 2008 in support 
of rail-serviced industrial development on its lands, not an intermodal facility. Because CN did not 
provide details associated with the Project in the last ROP update, the Region did not plan the 
transportation network to accommodate the truck traffic generated by the Project. It should be noted 
that, a master transportation plan based on the BPEs, such as Halton Region’s, is a strategic study that 
considers the network at the screenline/corridor level to identify overall network requirements.  It does 
not consider intersection specific operations. 

The Region carried out a multi-year Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (MCEA) study to 
identify improvements to Britannia Road.  Throughout this MCEA study (2012-2014), the Region 
consulted CN. This MCEA study was completed in the fall of 2014 with a 30 day public review period 
ending on November 10, 2014.     

The meeting minutes for a meeting between Halton Region and CN on December 17, 2014 indicate that 
“CN noted that an overpass provides future buffer – noise and visual for future CN owned development 
lands on the south side of the grade separation.  However, Halton Region did confirm that no planning 
work has been completed on these lands as they are outside of the urban area post 2021”.  The draft 
Environmental Study Report for the Municipal Class EA Study was furnished to CN in September 2013 
and comments provided by CN on October 25, 2013. Halton Region and CN continued to correspond 
throughout the finalization of the Environmental Study Report in September 2014.  At no time did CN 
disclose its intent to locate an intermodal facility on its property. Thus, the rights-of-way for transportation 
and transport facilities will not meet the Project needs with an intermodal facility in place. 

2.4.1.3 Standard 3: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
173(31)(a))

It is the policy of the Region to: 

(31) Support the provision of a safe and efficient railway network by: 

(a) securing grade separations of railways and Arterial Roads where warranted; 

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  
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Tremaine Road, south of Britannia Road is an arterial road under the jurisdiction of Halton Region. It is 
expected to become a higher-use road and is getting active transportation and pedestrian components 
added in the near future. 

The table below provided by Mr. Vickerman undertakes an analysis of the Tremaine at-grade crossing 
based on the increased train traffic that will result from the introduction of the intermodal facility. Based 
on the MIT capacity throughput of 450,000 lifts per year, the following average at-grade crossing 
delay characteristics are predicted: 

Tremaine Road and CN Mainline Crossing Data                                              
(MIT Annual Throughput = 450,000 lifts per year)

Time to Clear 
Tremaine Road 

Crossing 
Minutes

CN Mainline 
Locomotive 

Speed 

Maximum Daily 
Train Frequency 
per CN (IRR2.29)

CN Train 
Length 

(IRR2.29)

15.91 minutes 10 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 

10.61 minutes 15 MPH 4 Trains per day 14,000 feet 

7.95 minutes 20 MPH 4 trains per day 14,000 feet 

It has been calculated that a 14,000-foot CN train using the Tremaine at-grade crossing would require 
11-16 minutes to cross the intersection, at which time the roadway traffic would be blocked. This length 
of time indicates that a grade-separation is warranted. According to Canada’s Grade Crossing 
Regulations, it is prohibited for railway equipment to be left standing on a crossing surface, or for 
switching operations to be conducted, in a manner that obstructs a public grade crossing for more than 
five minutes when vehicular or pedestrian traffic is waiting to cross it.14 While the circumstances are 
slightly different here – with a train at movement – this provisions supports the Halton Municipalities’ 
view that blocking an increasingly busy thoroughfare for 11-16 minutes would indicate it is warranted to 
secure a grade separation. However, a grade separation has not been secured for Tremaine, nor is it 
indicated by CN, to support the provision of a safe and efficient railway network.  

2.4.1.4 Standard 4: Halton Region, By-law No. 32-17 (ss. 4.1 & 6.1)

4.1 THAT no person or vehicle shall access a Regional road except through an existing access or in accordance with 
an access permit. 

6.1 THAT this By-law implements the following policies for access: 

(a) access to a Regional road from private property shall be permitted only where such access is necessary 
because access to a local road is not feasible; 

(b) where access to a Regional road from private property is necessary, the applicant for access shall, 
following consultation with the Region and in accordance with Region direction, submit a study that considers 
all reasonable alternative access locations, types, and designs; 

14 Grade Crossing Regulations, SOR/2014-275, s. 97(2).  
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(c) access shall maintain the safety, function, and efficiency of Regional roads; 

(d) access shall maintain or enhance the multiple uses of Regional rights-of-way beside Regional roads; 

(e) the Region may require that an application for access be accompanied by a transportation impact study; 
and 

(f) access shall be finalized, constructed, and made operational 
prior to development or any other change in the use of land that depends on access. 

CN’s proposed Project is, overall, not compliant with this standard.  

s. 4.1: At the outset, the CN position is that compliance with municipal standards is voluntary (see 
Section 1.4.3.2 of the E.I.S. dated December 7, 2015).  If so, that position is inconsistent with recognizing 
that the Region has the final say in terms of design standards and other requirements relative to this 
project. That is, CN does not appear to be prepared to apply through the Region’s permit process. 

s. 6.1: 

Although this procedural deficiency is likely to persist, we have also evaluated CN’s likely substantive 
compliance with the by-law by evaluating the six policies for access set out under section 6.1 of the by-
law. Most of these requirements have not been met. 

The 6.1 (a) policy that access to a Regional road from private property shall be permitted only where 
such access is necessary because access to a local road is not feasible has not been met. CN has land 
holdings adjacent to First Line, Milton, a local road but is proposing access via regional road.  
Furthermore, the access location that CN has proposed does not meet Halton Region’s Access 
Management Guidelines, which is a document enforced through By-law No. 32-17, that requires a 
minimum of 300m separation between intersections.  CN’s proposed access is 250m west of the First 
Line intersection.  Note that Halton Region approved a deviation from standard for the T-intersection at 
this location based on providing access to the residential development and associated residential traffic 
to the north.  This deviation from standard was necessary to facilitate CN’s preference for a road over 
rail (Meeting Minutes December 17, 2014) grade separation.   

The 6.1(b) policy to submit a study that considers all reasonable alternative access locations, types and 
designs has not been met. In the EIS submission of December 7, 2015, CN (section 2.2.3.1) 
demonstrates that they have considered various options and accessing Britannia Road (Regional road) 
is preferred over First Line or Lower Baseline (Town roads) but not using Region criteria. 

In respect of 6.1 (c) to maintain the safety, function, and efficiency of Regional roads, it is not clear that 
CN reviewed all possible operational or location strategies for the main entrance.  For the employee 
entrance, stop control of the entrance is the best option. 

In respect of the 6.1(d) policy to maintain or enhance the multiple uses of Regional rights-of-way beside 
Regional roads, CN has not resolved the issue of the multi-use trail crossing the main entrance 
driveway, as discussed above. 

The 6.1(e) policy for the Region to require that an application for access be accompanied by a 
transportation impact study has likely not been met.  Since CN does not consider that it will have to 
apply for approval through the formal Transportation Impact Study approach (Section 1.4.3.2 of the EIS 
dated December 7, 2015) , this is deemed non-compliant.  Also, while virtually all the basic components 
required to prepare a TIS have been completed by CN in one presentation or another, they would need 
to be assembled into one cohesive document for this specific purpose.  This has not been done yet. 
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Finally, in respect of the 6.1(f) policy that access shall be finalized, constructed, and made operational 
prior to development or any other change in the use of land that depends on access, it is not clear that 
construction staging has been specifically stated. 

2.4.1.5 Standard 5: Region of Halton, Access Management Guidelines, 2015

The Guidelines require that the following specific operational criteria be considered to determine whether a full 
movement or partial movement access is feasible: 

 Insufficient gaps in the traffic flow 
 Turn movements that conflict or overlap 
 Conflicting movements with traffic signal operations 
 Sight distance constraints (vertical or horizontal geometry, parking, etc.) 
 Traffic flow queues that block the access 
 Inadequate on-site traffic conditions (circulation, clear throat, or grades) 
 Access impact on trees or other boulevard elements 
 Impacts on downstream traffic operations 
 Conflicts resulting from lane transitions (i.e. lanes beginning or terminating) 
 Undesirable pick-up/drop-off or service vehicle activity 
 Contributing to existing safety/operational problems 
 Encourages unsafe maneuvers (weaving, U-turns, wrong way, reversing) 
 Insufficient right of way for adequate road geometrics (radii, width) 
 Impact on pedestrian and cycling environment (excessive width or combination of access) 
 Impacts on adjacent properties
 Transit operations and bus stop locations

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

CN considered different entrances to the Project site, including South Tremaine, North Tremaine, 
Britannia Road, First Line and an Extension from First Line to Regional Road 25.  These potential 
entrances were also compared to various criteria. However, many of the criteria outlined in Halton 
Access Management Guidelines were not considered, with implications for the effectiveness of the 
choice of entrance. 

First, as mentioned in respect of By-law 32-17, CN has land holdings adjacent to First Line, Milton, a 
local road but is proposing access via a regional road.   

Second, the spacing between the proposed signalized main entrance and the Britannia Road and First 
Line Intersection (i.e., approximately 265 meters) is less than the requirements of the Region’s Access 
Management Guideline for full movement access, which varies between 300 and 400 meters depending 
on the speed of the roadway, traffic signal coordination, and storage requirements for left turning 
vehicles. In IR2.33-1, consultants from BA, on behalf of CN, calculated that the terminal operation will 
be at an acceptable level of service in 2021 (7.1.1.1) and 2031 (7.1.1.2). CIMA+’s internal modelling 
also shows that truck queue backups will not reach Britannia Road, under the reported truck arrival and 
departure rate (i.e., 800 trucks per day).  All of the other issues are addressed in section 7 of IR2.33-1.  

Third, the choice of access contributes to existing safety/operational problems and encourages unsafe 
manoeuvers. The proposed full movement intersection is immediately adjacent to a road over rail grade 
separation to the west.  CN has indicated that there will be 800 trucks per day leaving the intermodal 
with heavy trucks turning left and going westward on Britannia Road.   With the only access to the site 
being adjacent to a 5% incline over the rail, there is no opportunity for truck to accelerate to road speed 
after turning left out of the site. As such, the result is trucks could weave to the outer lanes, impeding 
the flow of through traffic, increasing congestion and impacting driver behaviour i.e. lane changes to 
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avoid slow moving trucks. This could increase the likelihood of collisions in the vicinity of the access. In 
addition, CN has indicated that there will be 800 truck per day arriving at the intermodal site with heavy 
trucks from the west decelerating on a 5% decline and navigating a right-hand turn into the site. None 
of these issues would exist if the entrance were at First Line, which is flatter than Britannia Road.  

Fourth, CN has not demonstrated through adequate analysis the impact on pedestrian and cycling 
environment from the proposed driveway at Britannia Rd.  Britannia Road, unlike First Line, has bicycle 
lanes and multi-use pathways. The choice of Britannia thus impacts on pedestrian and cycling 
environment, contrary to the Guidelines. Further, CN has not assessed how the operation of this access 
impacts the residential properties to be developed on the north side of Britannia Road and the interaction 
of these residents at the intersection; specifically crossing of Britannia Rd to access active transportation 
facilities and future transit services on the south side. 

Finally, to the extent that First Line would have to be improved to accommodate CN’s projected 800 
trucks a day, this is no barrier to choosing it as an entrance, especially in light of the issues outlined 
above. CN, like other project proponents, could pay for the rehabilitation and widening of First Line. 

CN’s proposed access does not fit with the complete road environment.  

2.4.2 Reference Criteria 

2.4.2.1 Effect 1: Traffic Delays  

1. Magnitude –  

Construction Impacts on Traffic Delays 

The Halton Municipalities predict that there will be high magnitude interruptions to traffic flow in this area 
of the regional network as a result of the proposed construction activity.  Many of the existing roadways 
are not designed for heavy construction truck traffic at this time and many are subject to half-load 
restrictions.  Lower Base Line and other area roadways have a “No Truck Traffic” restriction.  A detailed 
construction management plan has not been prepared to demonstrate otherwise. CN furthermore has 
not provided any effective mitigation of traffic delays due to construction. The Halton Municipalities 
therefore disagree that the residual effects of construction activities on roadways will be low 
magnitude.15

Project Operation Impacts on Traffic Delays 

The Halton Municipalities predict, contrary to CN, that the magnitude of impact on traffic delays on the 
regional network from Project operations will be high. The results of the Halton Municipalities’ 
independent modelling and review are set out in Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the 
Panel: “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project”, May 29, 2019.  

In addition, CN has skewed its analysis by aggregating the truck traffic for an entire day, whereas, the 
industry looks at traffic impacts during the peak period or peak hour.  CN is aware, through its own 
response, that its truck traffic has a daily variation (that is, it is not constant through a 24-hour period).  
CN has not undertaken an operational analysis during the PM Peak Hour (Halton’s modelling peak) to 
assess the impacts of truck traffic specifically at the turning movement level; mainly as it affects left turn 
capacity at signalized intersections.     

15 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.2, p.242. 
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Table 8 of Appendix E.17, “Change Arising from The Addition of Terminal-Generated Heavy-Truck 
Traffic at Key Intersections Within the Planned Road Network with Forecast Year 2020 Background 
Traffic Volumes (PM Peak Hour)” presents the net change in heavy vehicles on various area 
intersections but only as a function of truck volume, not from the point of view of level of service (LOS) 
or volume to capacity ratio (v/c) as is typically undertaken in traffic impact assessments. Table 8 does 
not reflect the true change in truck traffic.  For example, at the intersection of Britannia Road and 
Regional Road 25 (RR25) CN notes that the net change in the percentage of heavy vehicles as a result 
of the proposed development is 1.10%. However, based on CN’s numbers, as presented in this table, 
the truck only change is 46% (162/111-1).   

Further, many of the regional upgrades that CN indicates will serve its truck traffic are not scheduled for 
improvement until well after the CN Intermodal is to be operational.  Therefore, many regional roads will 
not be able to accommodate CN truck traffic from a road capacity and structural point of view until well 
after the intermodal is operational. In addition, CN’s claim that regional upgrades can equally 
accommodate the anticipated future traffic volumes to 2031, including the Project-associated traffic, is 
incorrect.  The Milton Intermodal Terminal, as proposed by CN, was not considered in the regional 
planning to 2031. There were no details on the Project at the time of preparation of the Transportation 
Master Plan, despite the fact that the Region had contacted CN for information on the site. 

Furthermore, CN downloads all responsibility for road upgrades (which would include changes to traffic 
signal operation such as left turn phases, as well as construction such as adding lanes) to the Region 
or Town, while there is no guarantee that the Region or Town will implement changes in a timely fashion. 
There are intersections in the network which are already at or approaching capacity; adding the truck 
traffic would, at a minimum, trigger further review of these intersections. 

In addition, CN’s use of a use of a Peak Hour Factor (PHF) of 1.00 instead of the industry standard of 
0.80 to 0.9516 understates the capacity Analysis. Using a PHF of 0.92 (the default PHF in the Synchro 
analysis software) would have made all results appear worse than presented by CN (e.g. poorer 
intersection performance, more queuing, longer delays). A brief review found eight intersections and 14 
movements that are over capacity (high magnitude) in 2021 if evaluated using a PHF of 0.92. CN has 
not presented revised Synchro analyses with a PHF consistent with industry practice. At high levels of 
congestion, the small effect of the additional trucks (recalling that each truck has the equivalency of 4.0 
passenger cars) may become a “tipping point” to push intersections over capacity or require that 
intersection improvements be made sooner than would otherwise be required. 

CN’s direct application of the origin-destination patterns from the Brampton Intermodal Terminal to the 
Project for its analysis does appear an expedient choice in the absence of better information (Section 
3.0 of Appendix E.17 to the E.I.S., November 30, 2015).  However, logic would suggest that with both 
Brampton and Milton Intermodal Terminals in operation, demand for the Milton Intermodal Terminal 
would be based more in the area around and to the west of Milton, with Brampton Intermodal Terminal 
handling demand from Toronto and the east. Thus, the demand patterns upon which the assessment 
and subsequent analyses have been based appear fundamentally flawed. 

CN did not present detailed Synchro analyses (i.e. at the intersection level) for the year 2031, as CN 
suggests that a Regional transportation planning model would need to be undertaken to supply inputs 
to these analyses.17 The Halton Municipalities cannot agree that it is guaranteed that Regional road 
improvements will keep pace with demand changes resulting from CN’s proposed Project. 

16 Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual (Washington, D.C.: Transportation Research Board, 2010), p. 18-11. 
17 CEAR# 654, June 12, 2018, IRR 4.61, p.12. 
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Finally, additional modelling suggests that some intersection movements that would be used by Project 
generated truck traffic can be expected to fail with background traffic growth alone by 2031 and 2041.18

In addition, the Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of traffic delays due to increased trains 
at the existing at-grade crossings will be high. Many of these crossings carry, or will carry by 2031, high 
traffic volumes.  The remaining at-grade crossings would now have greater exposure indices (train 
movements multiplied by daily traffic).  Further, due to more train traffic, and the uncertainly as to when 
this train traffic will conflict with regional roadway traffic, there could be more delays at the at-grade 
crossings during peak periods, as traffic is stopped while trains cross.  These trains are proposed to be 
significantly long, therefore causing major delays at at-grade crossings with major regional arterials.   

Overall, the Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of traffic delays due to the Project will be 
high.  

2. Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of traffic delays 
from both construction and operations will extend off-site to Regional and Town roads.19 In contrast, 
with respect to construction impacts on traffic delays, CN predicts only “local” residual effects of 
construction activities on roadways.20 With respect to operational effects from increased truck 
movements, CN does not identify the area of impact.  

Construction activities will have an effect on the broader roadway network of Halton Region. During 
operations, the geographic effects of the truck traffic (i.e. increase in traffic delay) will extend off-site 
from the proposed Terminal facility to all of the 400-series highways, therefore cannot be considered 
“local”. Further, local roadways such as First Line and Lower Base Line have “No Truck Traffic” 
restrictions.  These roads are not meant for heavy truck traffic during construction or as an alternative 
route for intermodal traffic.  On a balance of probabilities, it is likely that the Project effects will be 
noticeable as far as the intersection of Britannia Road & Trafalgar Road (the farthest intersection where 
Project generated truck traffic can be reasonably expected to make a turn), approximately 8.5 km from 
the site.

3. Duration – The Halton Municipalities agree with CN’s prediction that the duration of construction 
activities on traffic delays roadways is short-term.21 However, the effects of the Terminal-generated truck 
traffic on the Regional and Town road systems (i.e. increase in traffic delay) will be ongoing for as long 
as the facility is in use. 

4. Frequency – The Halton Municipalities agree with CN’s prediction that the duration of construction 
activities on roadways is continuous during construction.22 Construction projects generally try to proceed 
as expeditiously as possible, with the exception of delays due to incumbent weather or stoppage of 
certain activities for winter. In the absence of a construction management plan, it would be reasonable 
to assume construction activities will be continuous daily for the duration of the construction period, 
which has not been defined by CN. 

The Halton Municipalities also predict that the duration of traffic delays from additional truck traffic from 
the Project’s operation will be multiple regular events. CN notes that Project operations will be 
continuous, 24 hours a day, seven days a week.23 The submitted information additionally anticipates 

18 See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019). 
19 See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019). 
20 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.2, p.242. 
21 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.2, p.242. 
22 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.2, p.242. 
23 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.34, p.132. 
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that approximately 85% of truck movements will occur between 06:00 and 21:00.24 CIMA+’s data 
collection at the Brampton Intermodal Facility found patterns similar to those presented by CN.25 On a 
balance of probabilities, the increase in traffic delays caused by Project trucks is likely to be predominant 
within the indicated periods, which coincide with peak periods of background traffic. 

Finally, the Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of delays at the existing at-grade crossings 
will be continuous. Many of these crossings carry, or will carry by 2031, high traffic volumes on a daily 
basis. The remaining at-grade crossings would now have greater exposure indices (train movements 
multiplied by daily traffic).  Further, due to more train traffic per day, and the uncertainly as to when this 
train traffic will conflict with regional roadway traffic, there could be more delays at the at-grade crossings 
during peak periods, as traffic is stopped while trains cross.  These trains are proposed to be significantly 
long therefore causing major delays at major regional arterials.   

5. Reversibility –The Halton Municipalities agree with CN’s prediction that the effects from construction 
of the Lower Base Line underpass on traffic delays is reversible.26 Furthermore, the Halton Municipalities 
predict that the operational traffic delays are also reversible. The volumes of truck traffic are directly 
related to the number of containers moved in the Terminal. If the Terminal ceases operation, truck traffic 
would no longer be generated by the Project. 

6. Ecological and Social Context – With regard to traffic delays, much of the roadway system is not 
resilient.  By 2031, a number of the Regional intersections will already be nearing or at capacity and 
unable to accept more traffic.  

2.5 Cumulative SAEEs 

To evaluate Projects effects regarding transportation movement on roadways from new traffic 
interchanges and truck volumes, modelling was undertaken.27 These modelling reports accounted for 
the additional contribution of vehicles and congestion from other relevant Projects (as set out in the 
table above). Thus, there is no separate analysis for cumulative SAEE from collisions, which are 
already accounted for in the modelling.28

The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
each of these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on 
this VC.  

24 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.3.4.2.1, p.61. 
25 CEAR#  592, August 31, 2017, IR 2.35-1 
26 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.5.9.2, p.242. 
27 See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel: “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project”, May 29, 2019. 
28 Ibid; Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Table 1: 
Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Human Safety Effects 
from New Traffic Interchanges and Truck Volumes at the Entry/Exit Points to the Terminal 
and Surrounding Road Network 

# Description Relevance

1 Bristol Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

2 Sherwood Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

3 Boyne Planning District Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 
Yates Boulevard 

Included in the Emme model. 

5 Main Street Grade Separation  Model does not include any grade 
separations 

6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte 
Street 

Included in the Emme model. 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements  

Included in the Emme model. 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Included in the Emme model. 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Improvements to the Regional road 

network as identified in the Transportation 
Master Plan (TMP) are included in the 
Emme model. 

10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  N/A 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
N/A 

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

N/A 

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project  

N/A 

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N/A 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
BPEs are inputs into Halton’s travel 
demand (Emme) model. 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Considered as part of Best Planning 
Estimates (BPEs) which are input into 
Halton’s travel demand (Emme) model. 

2.6 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Halton Municipalities predict that CN, driven by a profit motive, will seek to maximize their throughput 
capacity over time, resulting in an intensification of traffic delay, in terms of magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration and frequency. An increased operational capacity would not affect the reversibility of 
these effects.  
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1. Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would be affected. Truck 
volumes would increase or decrease in parallel with container traffic (assuming that the percentage of 
containers transferred between trains remains the same and that all other containers must move in or 
out or the Terminal by truck. 

The Halton Municipalities’ experts have analyzed the transportation network and gate operations based 
on the likelihood that, as a for-profit entity, CN will optimize the throughput of their investment.  As such, 
based on 1300 and 1700 inbound/outbound truck trips per day, the analysis indicates:  

 There will likely be a significant increase in delays, queuing and congestion on Britannia Road 
at all intersections including Tremaine Road, First Line, Regional Road 25, James Snow 
Parkway and Trafalgar Road, and; 

 Under the gate operations scenario when all gates are closed due to a computer failure and 
trucks are processed manually, the queuing will likely spill out onto Britannia Road.29

Further, the additional traffic would impact a number of signalized intersections, especially left-turn 
movements near the proposed facility.  Intersections which might have had only a low-magnitude impact 
might be affected enough by the extra traffic to be considered high magnitude. 

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the geographic extent of 
traffic delays would be affected. The available regional routes would not change but more truck traffic 
along these routes may affect more intersections farther away from the Milton Intermodal Terminal and, 
therefore, deteriorate the level of service at more locations. Under the base development scenarios, 
intersections farther away from the terminal may not be as affected as those closer to the terminal as 
trucks have dispersed in their various directions the farther way from the terminal. Even if the dispersion 
stays the same with more throughput, there will be more trucks affecting the farther intersections. This 
may be simplified with the example of a ripple effect of a stone dropping into water versus a rock.  The 
wave effect is felt farther out with the larger rock.  

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would be affected. 
Congestion from more truck traffic resulting from more container throughput would last longer as more 
trucks must be accommodated in the transportation network with fixed capacity. 

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. 
Congestion from more truck traffic resulting from more container throughput would increase the number 
of times roadways and intersections hit or exceeded capacity, leading to more frequent traffic delays.  

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected. 
Truck traffic impacts can be reversed by ceasing Terminal operations. The ability to cease Terminal 
operations is not affected by container throughput. 

6. Ecological and Social Context – N/A 

29  See Letter & Appendices from Halton Municipalities to the Panel re “Transportation Issues of CN Milton Logistics Hub Project” (May 29, 
2019). 
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Urban Settings 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.4 

G.4.1.2 Active Transportation
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Active Transportation 
Significance of Effects on VSSC: G.4.1.2 

3.1 Overview for Active Transportation 

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/Not Likely 

1. Incompatibility of Users

2. Increased Delays at Crossings N/A

3. Unpleasant Environment

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

3.1.1 Summary  

Active Transportation has been acknowledged in the context of Urban Settings in CN’s December 2015 
EIS,1 and in Halton Municipalities’ December 2016 Brief to the Panel.2

VSSC G.4.1.2, Active Transportation, looks specifically at Project effects on nearby pedestrians, cyclists 
and other forms of active transport expected to share the road with heavy trucks.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following 3 adverse effects on 
Active Transportation:  

1. Effect #1: Incompatibility of Users: Trucks are large and loud and can be frightening to 
pedestrians and cyclists. Some pedestrians/cyclist might elect not to use a facility because of 
truck volumes, or they continue to use the facility with a greater sense of anxiety. 

2. Effect #2: Increased Delays at Crossings: Where intersections and driveways lack signals, 
and as truck volumes increase, pedestrians are provided with fewer gaps in traffic and must wait 
longer to cross the street. At signalized intersections, increased truck volumes can require 
changes to the signal timing (e.g., adding protected left-turn phases) which also increase delays 
for pedestrians and cyclists. At the at-grade road-rail crossings, increased train volumes will 
increase pedestrian/cyclist delays. 

3. Effect #3: Unpleasant Environment: Truck traffic can increase noise and dust levels, which 
detract from the quality of the active transportation experience for pedestrians/cyclists. Also, 
trucks can create splash and spray concerns during wet road conditions, and unpleasant 
aerodynamic effects when passing on-road cyclists (i.e., the wind force on the cyclist when (s)he 
is passed by a large truck).

1 CEAR #57 EIS, s. 6.3.9, p 153, 154. 
2 CEAR #405 Halton Brief to the Review Panel, December 2016, at pp 23 and 24. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

4 1 6 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _ _ _ U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  A c t i v e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of these adverse effects on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on Active Transportation; 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; 
3. review of each residual effect on Active Transportation in relation to cumulative effects on Active 

Transportation and in relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is not likely to cause significant adverse environmental effects on Active Transportation. 

Project SAEEs 

The Halton Municipalities predict that CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on Active 
Transportation will only be effective to reduce the magnitude of Effect #1 (Incompatibility of Users) and 
the geographic extent of all three of the effects. However, none of these mitigation measures are 
federally enforceable. Therefore, the Residual effects are assessed at the same as the Project effects 
in the absence of enforceable mitigation.  

Although the proponent has not complied with the standards of the day in assessing the impact of the 
proposed development on the quality of active transportation, the Halton Municipalities do not predict 
that any of the effects will be Significant Adverse Environmental Effects. The proposed haul routes are 
already arterial roads that are also truck routes accommodating relatively high volumes of traffic. The 
incremental increase in traffic is not expected to materially impact on the incompatibility of users, 
increased delays at crossings, or the unpleasant environment.  

Having stated that, the location of the proposed truck entrance on Britannia Road is a source of concern. 
The proposed entrance adds a new point of access and introduces new conflicts between site-generated 
trucks and active transportation users on Britannia Road. It is recommended that CN revisit the location 
of the entrance with a view to relocating the entrance to First Line. 

Residual Effect 
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1. Incompatibility of Users 

2. Increased Delays at Crossings 
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Residual Effect 
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3. Unpleasant Environment 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

Two Project effects respecting Active Transportation are affected by cumulative effects from nearby 
Boyne Planning District and upgrades to Britannia Road and Tremaine Road. These nearby 
developments will contribute to the incompatibility between different users and the unpleasantness of 
the environment. However, these cumulative effects do not change Halton Municipalities’ predictions 
that overall Project effects do not support a finding of significant adverse environmental effects on Active 
Transportation.  

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R 
SAEE 

1. Incompatibility of 
Users

2.Unpleasant 
Environment

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

Increased Container Throughput 

All three Project effects – Incompatibility of Users, Increased Delays at Crossings and Unpleasant 
environment – are predicted to increase in magnitude, geographic extent and frequency with increased 
container throughput. A higher container throughput would be accompanied by increased heavy truck 
traffic, which would intensify all of the effects on local pedestrians and cyclists. 

Duration and reversibility are not likely to change as a result of increased container throughput for any 
of the three effects. The sheer number of trucks does not affect these criteria, but duration (ongoing) 
would remain supportive of finding an SAEE. 
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3.2 Predicted Effects on Active Transportation 

3.2.1 Specific Effects on Active Transportation 

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following three adverse effects 
on Active Transportation:  

1. Effect #1: Incompatibility of Users: Trucks are large and loud and can be frightening to 
pedestrians and cyclists. Some pedestrians/cyclist might elect not to use a facility because of 
truck volumes, or they continue to use the facility with a greater sense of anxiety. 

2. Effect #2: Increased Delays at Crossings: Where intersections and driveways lack signals, 
and as truck volumes increase, pedestrians are provided with fewer gaps in traffic and must wait 
longer to cross the street. At signalized intersections, increased truck volumes can require 
changes to the signal timing (e.g., adding protected left-turn phases) which also increase delays 
for pedestrians and cyclists. At the at-grade road-rail crossings, increased train volumes will 
increase pedestrian/cyclist delays. 

3. Effect #3: Unpleasant Environment: Truck traffic can increase noise and dust levels, which 
detract from the quality of the active transportation experience for pedestrians/cyclists. Also, 
trucks can create splash and spray concerns during wet road conditions, and unpleasant 
aerodynamic effects when passing on-road cyclists (i.e., the wind force on the cyclist when (s)he 
is passed by a large truck).

3.2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on Active Transportation 

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of Residual Effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.3

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
measurable 
change 

Low = A 
measurable 
change in use of, 
or access to, 
infrastructure and 
services, but on a 
scale that it is 
within the current 
available capacity 

High = A 
measurable 
effect on a scale 

On-site effects = 
effects that occur 
on the Project 
site 

Off-site effects = 
effects in the 
Regional 
transportation 
network 

Short-Term = 
Residual Effect 
restricted to a 
period of up to 24 
months 
(construction) 

Permanent = 
measurable 
parameter 
unlikely to 
recover to pre-
existing 
conditions 

Single event 

Multiple 
irregular events
= occurs at no set 
schedule 

Multiple regular 
events = occurs 
at regular 
intervals 

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed if 
activity ceases 

Irreversible = 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed 

Resilient = 
active 
transportation 
corridor can 
absorb the 
impact without 
demonstrating 
significant 
degradation of 
experience for 
users  

Not Resilient = 
active 
transportation 
corridors are not 
able to accept the 

3 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines.  
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Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

that will either 
affect the viability 
or displace public 
use of 
infrastructure and 
services 

impact without 
demonstrating 
markedly poorer 
experience for 
users as a result 
of the impact

3.3 CN’s Proposed Mitigation

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1: Incompatibility of Users 

1. Seek collaboration with Region to install 
signalized intersection 

N/A N/A N/A 

2. Seek collaboration with Region to establish 
turning lane for trucks entering the terminal from 
the east 

N/A N/A N/A 

3. 20% of the trucks travelling to and from the 
terminal will be directed to ‘preferred’ road routes 

N/A N/A 

Effect 2: Increased Delays at Crossings 

1. Seek collaboration with Region to install 
signalized intersection 

N/A N/A N/A 

2. Seek collaboration with Region to establish 
turning lane for trucks entering the terminal from 
the east 

N/A N/A N/A 

3. 20% of the trucks travelling to and from the 
terminal will be directed to ‘preferred’ road routes 

N/A N/A 

Effect 3: Unpleasant Environment 

1. Seek collaboration with Region to install 
signalized intersection 

N/A N/A N/A 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

2. Seek collaboration with Region to establish 
turning lane for trucks entering the terminal from 
the east 

N/A N/A N/A 

3. 20% of the trucks travelling to and from the 
terminal will be directed to ‘preferred’ road routes 

N/A N/A 

Not Effective/
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

The Halton Municipalities predict that properly implemented signalization would mitigate the magnitude 
of perceived lack of safety, but would either not effectively mitigate or not apply to any other effect of 
the Project. Establishing a turning lane would not mitigate the sense of insecurity, the delays at crossings 
or unpleasantness of the environment. Similarly, the 20% redirection to trucks to ‘preferred routes’ 
(which does not account for the other 80% of trucks) would not effectively mitigate any of these three 
effects. 

Furthermore, even if these mitigation measures were effective, none of them are federally enforceable. 
They depend entirely on municipalities and the Province of Ontario to implement road construction and 
signals, and to monitor traffic patterns.  

1)  Seek collaboration with Region to install signalized intersection  

At the proposed truck access to the Project site, CN will seek collaboration with the Region to install 
a signalized intersection on Britannia Road.4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure: 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the proposed mitigation will mitigate the 
magnitude of the Incompatibility of Users, if enforced. The proposed access creates a point of conflict 
between road users (i.e., trucks accessing the CN site and active transportation users moving alone 
Britannia Road). This can discourage active transportation users because of security concerns, and 
increased noise, dust, etc. Signalization will temporally separate some of the conflicting movements 
and create protected movements from active transportation users. This may alleviate some of the 
security concerns. However, signalization will also increase delay to active transportation users and 
does nothing to address decreased route pleasantness due to truck-generated noise and dust.  

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities find that signalization is not applicable to mitigating 
the geographic extent of any of the three effects.  

4 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.6.4, p.299. 
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1)  Seek collaboration with Region to install signalized intersection  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities find that signalization is not applicable to mitigating the duration 
of any of the three effects.  

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the proposed mitigation will not the mitigate 
frequency of any of the three effects. The disruption caused by the increased truck traffic occurs daily 
and this frequency is not mitigated by signalization. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The Halton Municipalities find that the proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Britannia 
Road is a regional road. Construction of signalization requires regional authority outside of federal 
jurisdiction. 

2)  Seek collaboration with Region to install new turning lane  

CN proposes collaborating with the Region to establish a turning lane for trucks entering the 
terminal from the east to manage vehicle movements and the safety of other road users, including 
cyclists and pedestrians.5

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the proposed mitigation will not mitigate the 
magnitude of any of the three effects on active transportation. In fact, the provision of turn lanes at 
the site entrance lessens the attractiveness of the intersection for active transportation users, as it 
increases intersection-crossing distances, which also contributes to delay. Also, the proposed 
eastbound right-turn lane places on-road cyclists using the bicycle lane in between two lanes of 
vehicular traffic. Despite being depicted in the current version of the Ontario Traffic Manual (OTM),6

this lane configuration is uncomfortable for cyclists and contributes to their sense of danger– 
especially given the speed limit on Britannia Road and rather significant presence of trucks resulting 
from the CN proposal.  

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities find that this is an isolated, local improvement and 
does not apply to mitigating the geographic extent of any of the three effects. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities find that the turn lanes do not apply to mitigating the duration 
of any of the three effects. 

5 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.6.2.6.4, p.299; CEAR# 722, March 1, 2019, IRR 8.4, p.8-10. 
6 Ontario Traffic Manual, Book 18: Cycling Facilities, December 2013. 
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2)  Seek collaboration with Region to install new turning lane  

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the proposed mitigation will not mitigate 
frequency of any of the three effects. The disruption caused by the increased truck traffic occurs daily 
and this frequency is not mitigated by the presence of turn lanes. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. Britannia Road is a regional road. Construction 
of a turning lane requires regional authority outside of federal jurisdiction.  

3)  20% of trucks will be directed to “preferred” routes  

CN states that 20% of the truck drivers making trips to and from the terminal will use preferred road 
routes.7 Notably, CN includes no similar instruction or proposed mitigation for the remaining 80% of 
trucks accessing the Project site.

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that proposed mitigation will not mitigate the 
magnitude of any of the three effects. Routing CN trucks directly to the 407ETR does not mitigate 
the impact that site-generated trucks have on the attractiveness of area roads for active 
transportation users. CN truck drivers (and the other truck drivers) will use the route that results in 
the lowest delay/cost. If the 407ETR is the route with the lowest delay/cost, then it will be used 
regardless of CN’s instructions. Even if CN trucks were to follow instructions and take a “preferred” 
route, the other 80% of the trucks would not; the (unlikely) 20% difference will not be sufficient to 
noticeably reduce the magnitude of any of the effects.  

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the proposed mitigation will not mitigate 
the geographic extent of the three effects. As discussed under Magnitude, this mitigation measure 
will have very little, if any, success in practice, and it is not predicted to noticeably alter the routes 
and areas affected by the increased truck traffic.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities find that the instructions concerning truck routing are not 
applicable to the duration of any of the three effects.  

7 CEAR# 654, June 12, 2018, IRR 4.60, p.9. 
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3)  20% of trucks will be directed to “preferred” routes  

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities find that the proposed mitigation will not mitigate the 
frequency of any of the three effects. The incompatibility of users, delays and unpleasantness caused 
by the increased truck traffic occurs daily and this frequency is not mitigated by the instruction to use 
the 407ETR. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The Halton Municipalities find that the proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The federal 
government does not manage or control municipal roads. 

3.4 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  
The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
SAEE 

1. Incompatibility of 
Users
2. Increased delays at 
crossings
3. Unpleasant 
environment

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

3.4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each Residual Effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each Residual Effect. 
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Standard Not compliant/compliant 

Effect 1: Incompatibility of Users 

1 Halton ROP 143(5) – All new urban development is to 
consider safe and accessible active transportation facilities  

2 Ontario Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe, 2.2.1 4(d)(i) – Applying policies of the Plan will 
support convenient access to active transportation 

Effect 2: Increased Delays at Crossings 

1 Halton ROP 143(5) – All new urban development is to 
consider safe and accessible active transportation facilities 

2 Ontario PPS, 1.1.3.2(a)4 – Land use patterns in 
settlement areas must be based in densities and land uses 
that support active transportation. 

3 Ontario Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe, 2.2.1 4(d)(i) – Applying policies of the Plan will 
support convenient access to active transportation 

Effect 3: Unpleasant Environment

1 Halton ROP 143(5) – All new urban development is to 
consider safe and accessible active transportation facilities 

3 Ontario Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe, 2.2.1 4(d)(i) – Applying policies of the Plan will 
support convenient access to active transportation 

Not Compliant  Compliant

Halton’s Regional Official Plan, the Ontario Provincial Policy Statement and the Ontario Growth Plan for 
the Greater Golden Horseshoe make active transport a priority for any development in the area where 
the CN intermodal facility is proposed. CN’s failure to mitigate the effects of the Project on active 
transportation amounts to noncompliance with these standards. 

Delays at crossings create noncompliance with the Official Plan’s requirement for “safe and accessible” 
active transportation, with the PPS’s requirement for land uses and densities supporting active 
transportation and the Growth Plan’s requirement for convenient access to active transport.  

Perceptions of danger and environmental unpleasantness both create non-compliance with the Official 
Plan and Growth Plan, which emphasize accessibility and convenience. The PPS requirement for 
particular densities and land uses does not apply directly to people’s enjoyment or perceptions, in the 
way it applies to the more tangible effect of road crossing delays. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 4 2 5
U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  A c t i v e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n _ _ _ _

3.4.1.1 Standard 1: Halton ROP, 143(5)  

According to Halton Region’s Official Plan (Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018), it is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
(5) Require all new urban development to consider in its design the provision of safe and accessible active 
transportation facilities and access to public transit services, or transit stops where they are likely to be located, within 
a walking distance of 400m. 
(ROP 143(5)) 

CN does not comply with this standard. CN’s analysis considers whether the proposed development 
meets the “standards of the day” concerning pedestrian and cyclist facilities in the study area but does 
not consider the overall quality of the experience for people travelling by bicycle or on foot. For example, 
the intersection design for the eastbound right-turn lane and on-road bicycle lane conforms to the OTM 
Book 18 standards, but does not account for the relatively high speed of traffic on Britannia Road or the 
fact that these cyclists will be crossing paths with mainly heavy goods vehicles.  

This noncompliance has the effect of decreasing the sense of security, creating delays at road crossings 
and making the environment less pleasant for people engaged in active transportation in the region.  

3.4.1.2 Standard 2: Ontario PPS, 1.1.3.2(a)4

According to Ontario’s Provincial Policy Statement, 2014: 
1.1.3.2 Land use patterns within settlement areas shall be based on: 
a) densities and a mix of land uses which: 
… 
4. support active transportation; 

CN does not comply with this standard. The CN development is, quite simply, not supportive of active 
transportation. It is a land use that does not encourage pedestrian or cyclist as modes of transportation, 
and it generates a significant volume of large truck traffic that typically discourages these types of road 
users, and/or decreases the quality of their travel experience. 

This noncompliance has the effect of creating delays at road crossings and making the environment 
less pleasant for people engaged in active transportation in the region. 

3.4.1.3 Standard 3: Ontario Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2.2.1 

According to the Province of Ontario’s Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, May 2017: 
4. Applying the policies of this Plan will support the achievement of complete communities that:  
…d) expand convenient access to:  
i. a range of transportation options, including options for the safe, comfortable and convenient use of active 
transportation;  
(2.2.1) 

CN does not comply with this standard. The CN facility does not “expand convenient access” to a “range 
of transportation options… including… active transportation”. The CN proposal does not include any 
provisions for improving the pedestrian and cycling environments. 
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This noncompliance has the effect of creating delays at road crossings and making the environment 
less pleasant for people engaged in active transportation in the region. 

3.4.2 Reference Criteria 

1. Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effects on magnitude will be low. An increase 
in truck volume decreases the attractiveness of a route for active transportation users due to security 
concerns, and the unpleasantness of dust and noise. The CN facility is proposing to generate about 800 
trucks per day, which will be distributed throughout the Town’s truck route system.8 On facilities that do 
not have separate cycling facilities (e.g., Ontario Street, Martin Street) the presence of trucks may 
decrease active transportation and create delays at crossings. On the other hand, the proposed routes 
are currently part of the Milton truck route system – so expectations concerning the security and 
pleasantness of these routes is already determined because trucks are already using these routes. 
When using the proposed haul routes, Active Transportation users already expect to encounter relatively 
large volumes of motor vehicle traffic in a noisy environment. 

The Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI),9 which is a model developed to determine the level of service 
(LOS) for cyclists, is in part based on how comfortable cyclists are using a route. To that end, the BCI 
includes an adjustment for the volume of heavy goods vehicles in the curb along a specified route. 
Based on the calibrated model, the increase in truck volumes produced by the proposed CN 
development would only change the level of service for cyclists by at most one service level (i.e., from 
LOS B to C).  
2. Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of all three effects 
will be off-site, but in a limited geographic range. Trucks generated by the CN facility are expected to 
use existing truck routes. Other routes are not expected to be impacted. 

3. Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of effects will be ongoing. Trucks 
generated by the CN facility are causing the impact. There is no proposed end date for facility 
operations. 

4. Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effects will be continuous. The CN facility will 
be operating every day. 

5. Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effects are reversible. The impact is present 
for as long as trucks are being generated by the facility. All three effects on active transportation are 
reversible if the Project ceases operations.  

6. Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context is resilient. The 
proposed Project site is located in a rapidly urbanizing environment, with approved major residential 
uses arriving in the Project neighbourhood. The residential areas can be expected to generate 
significant active transportation users which may not mix well with site-generated traffic, leading to a 
sense of danger, delays at crossings and unpleasantness for these users. The Region and the Town 
have also planned for such expansion and have constructed, or plan on constructing, exclusive bicycle 
facilities, and other pedestrian amenities that will make for a better quality walking/cycling experience 
along the affected routes. This includes the Region’s plan to install rapid transit along the Britannia Road 
corridor, which will reduce the volume of background motor vehicle traffic, and further separate truck 
traffic from those walking/cycling along Britannia Road.  

8 CEAR #57, EIS, at 1.2. 
9 USA Federal Highway Administration, The Bicycle Compatibility Index: A Level of Service Concept (1998).
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The Bicycle Compatibility Index (BCI), which is a model developed to determine the level of service 
(LOS) for cyclists, is in part based on how comfortable cyclists are using a route. The independent 
variables that are used to calculate the BCI are road design features, operating speed, roadside 
development, and traffic type/volume. The compatibility of the haul routes, under the BCI model, is 
relatively inelastic, in part due to good planning for active transportation. The facilities along the 
proposed haul routes should be able to absorb the site-generated truck traffic without any marked 
change in the BCI, indicating that the context is resilient.  

3.5 Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the Residual Effects of this Project.10

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Identification of Nearby Activities, Relevance and Cumulative Potential  

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the 16 physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 4.1 of 
the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not any of 
these activities are likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on this VC. 

Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Active Transport 

# Description Relevance

1 Bristol Planning District N/A 
2 Sherwood Planning District N/A 

10 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations of the 16 
activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Active Transport 

# Description Relevance

3 Boyne Planning District Effect 1: Incompatibility of Users 
4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 

Yates Boulevard 
N/A 

5 Main Street Grade Separation  N/A 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte 

Street 
N/A 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements  

Effect 1: Incompatibility of Users; Effect 3: 
Unpleasant Environment 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Effect 1: Incompatibility of Users; Effect 3: 
Unpleasant Environment 

9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades N/A 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  N/A 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
N/A 

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

N/A 

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project  

N/A 

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N/A 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use 

of Area  
N/A 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park N/A 

Step 2: Characterization of Effects from Other Physical Activities  

For each physical activity considered relevant in Step 1 and each specific effect on the VC set out above 
(Section 2.1), this table characterizes the likely effects using the Reference Criteria (other than “Context” 
(C), which does not change). 

As with other tables in this detailed review, findings support or do not support SAEEs. The tables indicate 
for each physical activity whether it contributes to the reference criteria as they relate to each effect 
(yes/no). The tables then use the colours to address findings, contrasting supportive of cumulative SAEE 
(purple) and not supportive (blue). 

Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Active Transportation11

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

Effect 1 – Incompatibility of Users 

3 Boyne Planning District N/A 

11 This table only shows the relevant physical activities for each Project residual effect; physical activities which do not combine with the effect 
are not included in the respective table.  
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Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Active Transportation11

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements

N/A 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road N/A 
Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

N/A 

Effect 3 – Unpleasant Environment 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements  

N/A 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road N/A 
Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

N/A 

Step 3: Characterization of Combined Effects of Project and Other Physical Activities  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table summarizes 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing project effects and 
the table characterizing combined effects from other physical activities. 

Supportive  Not Supportive

Cumulative Effect #1 Incompatibility of Users 

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on Active 
Transportation 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects  

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects 

Active transportation user security can be divided into two components: crossing the street, and 
travelling along the street.  



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

4 3 0 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _ _ _ U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  A c t i v e  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

With respect to the former, the haul routes are generally designed to afford good forward visibility – 
allowing road users to see and react to each other with enough time to behave in accordance with the 
rules-of-the-road.  

With respect to travelling along the street, the haul routes are arterial roads and existing truck routes, 
which creates the expectation that these streets will be moving relatively large volumes of traffic – some 
of which will be heavy goods vehicles. Pedestrians have been provided with sidewalks along all routes. 
Britannia Road and Tremaine Road have (or are planned to have) exclusive bicycle lanes and/or trails. 
There may be some increased safety concerns along those haul routes that do not have separate 
cycling facilities, and along routes with curb-faced sidewalks. However, these routes (e.g., Ontario 
Street) are not expected to accommodate many of the site-generated trucks.  

The volume of traffic using the route impacts the security of a route for active transportation users. 
However, the research indicates that it is the volume of motorized traffic, and not necessarily the type 
of vehicle, that impacts perceived security and/or route attractiveness. The 2021 traffic volumes 
predicted for Britannia Road between Tremaine Road and First Line (which is the road section with the 
highest volume of site-generated traffic) will be in the range of 1100 to 1900 vehicle per hour in the peak 
period (depending on the presence of a Tremaine Road interchange). The site-generated traffic (14 to 
71 vehicles per hour in the peak period) is relatively minor compared to the background traffic volumes 
and will not likely impact on perceived security. 

Having stated the above, it is noted that the impact will be ongoing (as there is no closing date for the 
terminal), and the trucks will be using the haul route system every hour of every day. Hence, the duration 
and frequency of the impacts are high. 

Approved area and regional development proposals will also increase traffic volumes on the proposed 
haul routes, and as a result decrease the feeling of security by persons walking or cycling in the study 
area. The Region and the Town are committed to providing active transportation facilities that 
accommodate and encourage these more sustainable modes of transport. To this end, 
additional/improved protected street crossings, cycling lanes, and multiuse paths are included in many 
of the road reconstruction plans for the area roads. Additionally, the Town maintains and monitors a 
designated truck route system designed to direct trucks away from streets that are expected to 
accommodate higher volumes of vulnerable road users and school-aged children (if possible).  

Furthermore, the preferred transportation strategy to 2031 for Halton Region includes policies and 
initiatives to support Transportation Demand Management and Active Transportation and enhanced 
transit services in the Regional roadway network. To that end, the 2031 plan for Britannia Road from 
Tremaine Road to Highway 407 includes HOV lanes. All of these planned activities serve to limit the 
cumulative effects of incompatibility of road users. 

In short, the road authorities actively manage incompatible road users.  

Cumulative Effect #3 Unpleasant Environment

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on Active 
Transportation 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 
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Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on Active 
Transportation 

M GE D F R 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects 

The volume of curb lane traffic, the speed of traffic, and the width of the curb lane (or the provision of 
cycling facilities) primarily determines the “stress level” of cyclists when determining which route to 
take.12 The CN proposal impacts only volume of traffic in the curb lane (as speed and lane widths remain 
constant). Based on the Sorton & Walsh research, there needs to be an increase of about 100 vehicles 
per hour in the curb lane in order for volume to impact the stress level of a cyclist. The traffic impact 
study for the proposed development indicates that the peak hourly volume of site-generated traffic is 
about 71 vehicles on Britannia Road between the site access and First Line, without a Tremaine Road 
interchange. Consequently, there is no significant impact on the stress level of cyclists on any of the 
haul routes. In short, these routes already accommodate relatively high volumes of motorized traffic and 
the additional traffic from the proposed development is too small to make a difference in the resulting 
“stress level”. 

Similarly, the attractiveness, comfort, convenience, safety, security, system coherence, and system 
continuity of the pedestrian network determines the quality of the walking experience along the haul 
routes.13 All of the above-mentioned factors are reflected in the roadway design, the surrounding land 
uses, and factors that are not impacted by the proposed development. Because of some increase in 
noise and dust from site-generated traffic, the increase in truck volumes is expected to have a minor 
impact on route attractiveness. However, when viewed in comparison to the background traffic on the 
proposed haul routes, the incremental increase in these elements is relatively minor. 

Having stated the above, it is noted that the impact will be ongoing (as there is no closing date for the 
terminal), and the trucks will be using the haul route system every hour of every day. Hence, the duration 
and frequency of the impacts are high. 

Approved area and regional development proposals will also increase traffic volumes on the proposed 
haul routes, and as a result will make the haul routes less pleasant for persons walking or cycling along 
or across these routes. The Region and the Town are committed to providing active transportation 
facilities that accommodate and encourage these more sustainable modes of transport. To this end, 
additional/improved protected street crossings, cycling lanes, and multiuse paths are included in many 
of the road reconstruction plans for the area roads. Additionally, the Town maintains and monitors a 
designated truck route system designed to direct trucks away from streets that are expected to 
accommodate higher volumes of vulnerable road users and school-aged children (if possible).  

Furthermore, the preferred transportation strategy to 2031 for Halton Region includes policies and 
initiatives to support Transportation Demand Management and Active Transportation and enhanced 
transit services in the Regional roadway network. To that end, the 2031 plan for Britannia Road from 

12 See Sorton A, Walsh T (1994) “Bicycle Stress Level as a Tool to Evaluate Urban and Suburban Bicycle Compatibility”, Transportation 
Research Record 1438, Transportation Research Board, National Academies of Science, Washington, DC. 
13 See Khisty CJ (1994) “Evaluation of Pedestrian Facilities: Beyond the Level of Service Concept”, Transportation Research Record 1438, 
Transportation Research Board, National Academies of Science, Washington, DC.
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Tremaine Road to Highway 407 includes HOV lanes. The Region is essentially committed to a “complete 
streets” approach to road design and this focus will yield a more pleasant walking and cycling experience 
for users of the haul routes. All of these planned activities serve to limit the cumulative effects of 
incompatibility of road users. 

Step 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table integrates 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing project compliance 
with applicable standards (Section 4.1, above) and the table characterizing combined effects from other 
physical activities (Table 2, above).

Likely 
Noncompliance 

 Likely 
Compliance

Cumulative Effect #1 Incompatibility of Users 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards 
on Active Transportation 

Standard Standard #1 
(Regional OP) 

Standard #2 
(Provincial 
Policy 
Statement, 
2014) 

Standard #3 
(Growth Plan 
for the Greater 
Golden 
Horseshoe, 
May 2017) 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities

Cumulative Effect #3 Unpleasant Environment

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards 
on VC Active Transportation 

Standard Standard #1 
(Regional OP) 

Standard #2 
(Provincial 
Policy 
Statement, 
2014) 

Standard #3 
(Growth Plan 
for the Greater 
Golden 
Horseshoe, 
May 2017) 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities

The Regional OP requires all new urban development to consider in its design the provision of safe and 
accessible active transportation facilities and access to public transit services, or transit stops where 
they are likely to be located, within a walking distance of 400 metres. The Provincial Policy Statement 
advocates for land uses in settlement areas that “support active transportation”, and the Growth Plan 
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for the Greater Golden Horseshoe supports the achievement of complete communities that expand 
convenient access to a range of transportation options, including options for the safe, comfortable and 
convenient use of active transportation.  

The land use that CN proposes, by necessity, does not promote walking and cycling. The goods that 
arrive/depart from the facility by rail are distributed/delivered via heavy goods vehicles. The truck traffic 
that is generated by the proposed development is likely to discourage walking/cycling along the haul 
routes because of Incompatibility between Users (i.e., increase in perceived collision risk). The volume 
of traffic along a particular route is directly linked to the perceived security. 

The Region and the Town are committed to promoting active transportation and providing facilities and 
amenities that encourage walking and cycling. This initiative will be pursued through municipal Projects 
(e.g., Class Environmental Assessments) and through development applications. The effects of the 
Project on active transportation user experience (both security and the quality of the walking/cycling 
experience) will be markedly improved as these amenities are implemented.  

Step 5: Conclusions on Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs on Each Specific Effect 

Cumulative 
SAEE Likely 

 Cumulative 
SAEE Not Likely

Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description: Active Transportation  SAEEs 

Effect #1 
Incompatibility of 
Users

Although the proponent has not complied with the standards 
of the day in assessing the impact of the proposed 
development on the quality of active transportation, it is not 
expected that an analysis would find any significant impact. 
The proposed haul routes are already arterial roads that are 
also truck routes accommodating relatively high volumes of 
traffic. The incremental increase in traffic is not expected to 
materially impact on perceived security by active 
transportation users. 

Also, the Region and the Town are committed to implementing 
amenities and facilities that better accommodate all road 
users. 

Effect #3
Unpleasant 
Environment

Although the proponent has not complied with the standards 
of the day in assessing the impact of the proposed 
development on the quality of active transportation, it is not 
expected that an analysis would find any significant impact. 
The proposed haul routes are already arterial roads that are 
also truck routes accommodating relatively high volumes of 
traffic. The incremental increase in traffic is not expected to 
materially impact on the attractiveness of the route by active 
transportation users. 
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Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description: Active Transportation  SAEEs 

Also, the Region and the Town are committed to implementing 
amenities and facilities that will encourage walking/cycling.  

3.6 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

1. Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the Halton Municipalities predict 
that magnitude would be affected. More frequent trucks would increase security concerns, crossing 
delays and unpleasantness of noise and dust.  

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the Halton Municipalities 
predict that geographic extent would be affected. The intensity of trucks on the routes would increase 
further afield where the trucks were previously creating lesser impacts on active transportation, causing 
effects on a wider geographic extent.  

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the Halton Municipalities predict that 
duration would not be affected. Duration would still be ongoing as long as the CN facility is operational. 

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the Halton Municipalities predict 
that frequency would be affected. Trucks would still be generated daily, but the heightened intensity of 
truck traffic would drive up the number of times active transportation users would experience increased 
security concerns, crossing delays and unpleasantness of noise and dust. 

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, the Halton Municipalities predict 
that reversibility would not be affected. All three effects on active transportation are reversible if the 
Project ceases operations, and this remains unchanged with an increase to container throughput.  

6. Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Urban Settings 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.4 

G.4.2 Municipal Water/Wastewater Infrastructure 
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Municipal Water/Wastewater Infrastructure 
Significance of Effects on VSC: G.4.2 

4.1 Overview of Municipal Water/Wastewater Infrastructure  

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

1. Private Wastewater System Failure N/A

2. Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection

3. Inefficient Municipal Water/Wastewater 
Infrastructure Planning

4. Ineffective Municipal Water/Wastewater 
Infrastructure Financing

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.1.1 Summary  

This VSC addresses the effects of the proposed Project on municipal water/wastewater infrastructure. 

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following four adverse effects on 
Municipal Infrastructure:  

1. Effect #1: Private Wastewater System Failure 
2. Effect #2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection 
3. Effect #3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning 
4. Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing 

Of these four effects, Effects #2, #3 and #4 are likely to be significant, while Effect #1 is likely to be 
insignificant, due to proposed mitigation.  

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of these adverse effects on Municipal water/wastewater Infrastructure from the Project and cumulatively, 
including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on this Municipal Infrastructure; 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; 
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3. review of each residual effect on this Municipal Infrastructure in relation to cumulative effects 
on Municipal Infrastructure and in relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Project SAEEs 

Halton Municipalities predict that the effects of insufficient water supply for fire protection, inefficient 
municipal infrastructure planning, and ineffective municipal infrastructure financing will be significant.    

CN’s proposed Wastewater System Monitoring process could effectively mitigate the risk of Private 
Water System Failure. Though the Magnitude of a system failure is beyond the control of mitigation, the 
geographic extent, duration, frequency, reversibility and social/ecological context of a system failure 
could all be mitigated through monitoring. The result is that the residual effect of private water system 
failure is not likely to be significant. 

Halton Municipalities predict that CN’s proposed Emergency Response Plan will not effectively mitigate 
the effect of insufficient water supply for fire protection. The Project facility, as proposed, lacks the 
required capacity to respond to large fires, rendering the Emergency Response Plan inadequate. This 
supports a finding of significance for the residual effect of Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection. 

The inadequate capacity of private on-site systems is likely to trigger a requirement for public municipal 
infrastructure to be engaged to service the site. Because the facility is not proactively integrating with 
municipal systems, eventual costs are predicted to result for the Region of Halton and Town of Milton. 
As an on-site initiative at a federal facility, the Emergency Response Plan is federally enforceable; 
however, this does not alter its ineffectiveness at averting external municipal servicing. No other 
proposed mitigation measures respecting municipal infrastructure is federally enforceable. The federal 
government has no jurisdiction to construct, maintain, inspect, enforce, or monitor local water supply 
and wastewater management systems. On balance, a finding of significance is therefore supported for 
the residual effects of inefficient municipal infrastructure planning, and ineffective municipal 
infrastructure financing. 

Residual Effect 
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Residual Effect 
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4. Ineffective 
Municipal 
Water/Wastewater 
Infrastructure 
Financing 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

The residual effects of private wastewater system failure and insufficient water supply have no 
interaction with cumulative effects, because they are both focused primarily on-site. 

However, the residual effects of both inefficient planning of municipal infrastructure and inefficient 
financing of municipal infrastructure are likely to interact cumulatively with several nearby physical 
activities, including: Bristol, Sherwood and Boyne Planning Districts, road expansion projects on Louis 
St Laurent Avenue, Britannia Road and Tremaine Road, the Halton Region Waste Management Site, 
Agricultural Land-Use Conversion processes, and the development of Derry Green Corporate Business 
Park. All of these nearby activities create additional strains on infrastructure planning and financing that 
compound the requirement for a proactive and integrated approach. These cumulative effects further 
support a finding of non-compliance with local standards and of residual adverse effects with respect to 
all Reference Criteria.1

1 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
SAEE 

3. Inefficient Municipal 
Infrastructure Planning 

N/A 

4. Ineffective Municipal 
Infrastructure Financing 

N/A 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

Increased Container Throughput 

An increase in container throughput would likely intensify all Project effects. Increased throughput 
heightens the servicing demands of the facility. This raises the risk of the private water and wastewater 
systems failing to meet required capacity, which, in turn, would intensify the magnitude of private 
wastewater system failure and insufficient water supply for fire protection. An increase in throughput 
would also intensify the magnitude and geographic extent of effects on inefficient planning and 
ineffective financing of municipal infrastructure. Heightened servicing demands from the facilities would 
increase the likelihood of needing integration with local water and wastewater infrastructure.    

4.2 Predicted Effects on Municipal Water/Wastewater Infrastructure 

4.2.1 Specific Effects on this Municipal Infrastructure  

1. Effect #1: Private Wastewater System Failure: This is a large-scale project.  Even with 
regular maintenance of the sewage systems and facilities, there is likely to be leakage or 
failure of the wastewater holding tank resulting in polluted discharge to the environment.

2. Effect #2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection: The project is proposing use of 
on-site storage to support fire flows.  The proposed design is based on 3,600 L/min (60 L/s) 
for 30 minutes.  This level of service is below Region standard for employment areas of 
15,000 L/min (250 L/s) for 3 hours.  Insufficient fire protection stands to increase the fire 
damage from fire events across a larger portion of the site or beyond the site limits.

3. Effect #3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning: CN’s proposal indicates the 
potential to connect to municipal water and wastewater systems.  This could be triggered 
from a lack of service from the proposed private systems or based on increased needs on 
the site. This approach has a negative effect on municipal infrastructure planning. Planning 
for municipal water and wastewater infrastructure and the capacity for the CN site requires 
an integrated process.  Infrastructure capacity needs to be analyzed for the pipe network, 
pumping and storage facilities, and treatment facilities.  CN’s proposed approach means that 
capacity needs related to the CN site (whether current plan or potential use) are not 
accounted for in the Halton Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan or the Financial Plan 
(DCs).  The efficient approach to infrastructure planning is to consider municipal systems 
needs proactively under an integrated Regional process and not reactively in the future.
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4. Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing: This Project will have a 
negative effect on municipal infrastructure financing. Similar to infrastructure planning, the 
financing plan resulting from the municipal infrastructure needs for the CN site requires a 
proactive, integrated process.  At this time, the capacity related to the CN site (whether 
current plan or potential use) is not accounted for in the Halton Region Water and 
Wastewater Master Plan or the Financial Plan (development charges).  The inclusion of 
infrastructure costs for the CN capacity is likely to impact the financial plans for development 
charges and other municipal taxing and revenue tools, including the proportional costs to 
other residential and employment growth in the Region.  The absence of any current plan for 
CN to contribute to the cost of municipal servicing disrupts the integrated Regional 
infrastructure financing process. This also leads to reactive financing, which is less effective. 

4.2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on Municipal Infrastructure 

In the table below are terms specific to this VC used to characterize the project effects as they relate to 
the reference criteria for determining significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic extent, 
duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.2

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
measurable change in 
infrastructure capacity 

Low = no measurable 
change in 
infrastructure capacity 
to connect servicing for 
future land uses in the 
Project neighbourhood 
or change that it is 
within the approved 
capacity 

High = a change that 
requires infrastructure 
in excess of approved 
capacity 

On-Site Effects
=  effects that 
occur on the 
Project site 

Off-Site Effects
=  effects in the 
Project 
neighbourhood 
and across the 
Region 

Short-Term = 
residual effect 
restricted to a 
period of up to 
24 months 
(construction) 

Permanent = 
measurable 
parameter 
unlikely to 
recover to pre-
existing 
conditions 

Single Event 

Multiple 
Irregular Events
= occurs at no 
set schedule. 

Multiple Regular 
Events = occurs 
at regular 
intervals. 

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible = 
the effect is 
likely to be 
reversed if 
activity 
ceases 

Irreversible = 
effect is 
unlikely to be 
reversed 

Resilient = the 
municipality is 
able to absorb the 
increased 
infrastructure 
needs in relation 
to future land uses 
in the Project 
neighbourhood 

Sensitive = the 
municipality is not 
able to absorb the 
increased 
infrastructure 
needs in relation 
to future land uses 
in the Project 
neighbourhood 

4.3 CN’s Proposed Mitigation

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

2 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1: Private Wastewater System Failure 

2 Preventative Maintenance of Water 
System 

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

3 Wastewater System Monitoring 

Effect 2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection 

1 CN’s Emergency Response Plan 
N/A N/A N/A 

Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning 

1 CN’s Emergency Response Plan 

4 Reliance on Others for Follow-Up 
Monitoring

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing 

1 CN’s Emergency Response Plan 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

CN’s proposed wastewater system monitoring process could effectively mitigate the risk of private water 
system failure. Though the magnitude of a system failure is beyond the control of mitigation, the 
geographic extent, duration, frequency, reversibility and social/ecological context of a system failure 
could all be mitigated through monitoring. 

CN’s proposed Emergency Response Plan will not effectively mitigate the magnitude or 
social/ecological context for the effect of insufficient water supply for fire protection. The Project facility, 
as proposed, lacks the required capacity to respond to large fires, rendering the Emergency Response 
Plan inadequate. 

CN’s proposed Emergency Response Plan is a federally enforceable form of mitigation, as it would take 
effect in a federally-regulated facility. However, none of the other mitigation measures are federally 
enforceable. Provinces and municipalities have jurisdiction over water and wastewater infrastructure, 
including works on local, private properties. The federal government does not have jurisdiction to 
regulate, inspect or monitor these systems to ensure they meet the required level of service, nor do they 
have jurisdiction to decide when the facility’s demands require integration with local public works. 

The inadequate capacity of private on-site systems is likely to trigger a requirement for public municipal 
infrastructure to service the site. This will have the effect of creating inefficiency in municipal 
infrastructure planning and ineffectiveness in municipal infrastructure financing, because the facility is 
not proactively integrating with municipal systems. Without proactive integration, there be eventual 
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additional costs for the Region of Halton and Town of Milton. The Emergency Response Plan is likely 
to be ineffective at averting integration with off-site municipal works.  

CN’s proposal to rely on others for follow-up monitoring is simply not a form of mitigation. It is neither 
concrete, reliable nor enforceable, and therefore cannot be said to have any realistic application to the 
Project effects.   

1)  CN’s Emergency Response Plan  

Emergency services are related to three Project effects: fire protection, infrastructure planning, and 
infrastructure financing. CN proposes its own emergency response plan for the Project site that will 
require CN staff to be trained for emergencies and to have equipment on site for basic fire 
suppression.3 CN also predicts that no municipal authority will have to increase its firefighting 
capacity as a result of the Project.4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

1. Magnitude – This proposed mitigation will not mitigate the magnitude of Project effects on the 
water required to respond to all fires likely to occur at the Project site over the long term. Nor does it 
prevent or eliminate Project effects on municipal water supply planning or financing. The CN proposal 
provides for 3,600 L/min (60 L/s) for 30 minutes.  Small fires and small fire flow requirements may be 
able to be addressed through water storage on site. However, for larger fires (i.e., fire over a greater 
area, or impacting multiple buildings), the planned emergency response will not have the capacity to 
address water supply needs.  Under these conditions, the fire crews may try/need to connect to a 
municipal system to compensate for lack of sufficient water to fight the fire. The CN proposal is not 
currently planning or financing the municipal system for this support. 

2. Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation is not effective to eliminate or reduce the 
geographic extent of Project effects on emergency fire services or their planning or financing.  The 
latter two effects on planning and budgeting are likely to be Town and Region-wide.  

3. Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of Project effects on emergency 
fire services or their planning or financing. The CN proposal provides for 3,600 L/min (60 L/s) for 30 
minutes.  Insufficient provision for water supplies that address all fires on-site is permanent arising 
over the life of the Project.   

4. Frequency – The proposed mitigation is likely to reduce the frequency of fires on the site.  This is 
also likely to reduce the frequency of requirements for municipal services and thus the planning and 
financing of such services.  

5. Reversibility – This proposed mitigation is not likely to alter reversibility.  Project effects related 
to fires that are not likely to be reversible will not be made reversible by this mitigation.  

3 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.13, p.45. 
4 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.13, p.45. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 4 4 3
U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  -  M u n i c i p a l  W a t e r / W a s t e w a t e r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  _ _ _ _

1)  CN’s Emergency Response Plan  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 
1992, S.C. 1992, c. 34 sections 7(1) & 7(2), requires Emergency Response Assistance Plans when 
transporting dangerous goods. That being said, having a generic emergency response plan will not 
change the fact that the municipalities will need to be engaged in the case of an emergency, and 
will need to expend funds to be prepared. 

2)  Preventive Maintenance of Water System   

With respect to water servicing, CN states that it will engage in preventive maintenance, including 
periodically cleaning and inspecting the collection system of non-potable water, inspecting storage 
tanks, maintaining distribution equipment, and regular recycle filter system maintenance.5 CN 
defers providing detailed mitigation, including water conservation measures, until a later time.6

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

1. Magnitude – The proposed mitigation is not applicable to wastewater systems on-site and will 
thus will not mitigate the magnitude of this Project effect. Nor will it reduce the magnitude of other 
Project effects. 

2. Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation is not applicable to wastewater systems on-site 
and will thus not mitigate geographic extent of this effect.  Nor will it reduce the magnitude of other 
Project effects. 

3. Duration – The proposed mitigation is not applicable to wastewater systems on-site and will thus 
will not mitigate the duration of this Project effect. Nor will it reduce the duration of other Project 
effects. 

4. Frequency – The proposed mitigation is not applicable to wastewater systems on-site and will 
thus will not mitigate the frequency of this Project effect. Nor will it reduce the frequency of other 
Project effects. 

5. Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not alter the reversibility of any irreversible Project 
effect.  

5 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.38, p.140. 
6 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.38, p.141. 
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2)  Preventive Maintenance of Water System   

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The federal government does not establish or 
enforce water and wastewater regulations to local properties.  There would not be any inspection or 
monitoring of the private water systems to ensure they meet the required level of service. 

3)  Wastewater System Monitoring  

With respect to wastewater, CN proposes an audio and visual alarm on the septic system that will 
be set to trigger based on the total daily design flow.7 The proposal is to use a holding tank for 
effluent that will be emptied by a licensed hauler once the alarm is triggered.8 Volumes removed 
will be recorded to monitor for leaks.9

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

1. Magnitude – The proposed mitigation is likely to mitigate the long-term magnitude of wastewater 
system failures from the Project. The alarm is likely to provide notice and response measures in a 
more timely way, thereby reducing the long-term magnitude of failure by minimizing the resulting 
leaks and spills. However, the magnitude of a short-term failure will not be altered by this mitigation 
measure. The pollution from a spill or leak will still have the same impact. The magnitude therefore 
remains high.   

2. Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation is likely to mitigate the geographic extent of 
wastewater system failures from the Project as the alarm is likely to provide notice and response 
measures in a more timely way, thereby reducing the scale of failure.  

3. Duration – The proposed mitigation is likely to mitigate the duration of wastewater system failures 
from the Project as the alarm is likely to provide notice and response measures in a more timely way, 
thereby reducing the duration of failure.  

4. Frequency – The proposed mitigation is likely to mitigate the frequency of wastewater system 
failures from the Project as the alarm is likely to provide regular notice and response measures, 
thereby reducing the frequency of failure.  

5. Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not alter reversibility. Adverse impacts to the 
environment from wastewater systems failing are reversible regardless of this mitigation measure.  

7 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.38, p.141. 
8 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.38, p.141. 
9 CEAR# 592, August 31, 2017, IRR 2.38, p.142. 
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3)  Wastewater System Monitoring  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. The federal government does not establish or 
enforce water and wastewater regulations to local properties.  There would not be any inspection or 
monitoring of the private wastewater systems to ensure they meet the required level of service. 

4)  Reliance on Others for Follow-Up Monitoring   

CN states that the Project does not require a follow-up program with respect to the demand on 
infrastructure, because CN can rely on government departments, public agencies and private 
sector companies that provide infrastructure to monitor the ongoing demand for infrastructure as 
part of their normal planning practices. CN intends to liaise with local and regional service providers 
throughout the life of the Project to identify and address issues pertaining to the Project's effects on 
demand for community services and infrastructure as they arise.   

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

CN’s reliance on government departments, public agencies and private sector companies to monitor 
the ongoing demand for infrastructure is not a form of mitigation. This proposal has therefore not 
been assessed for its effectiveness.  

b) Federally Enforceable

N/A 

4.4 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 
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Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
SAEE  

1. Private Wastewater 
System Failure 

N/A 

2. Insufficient Water 
Supply for Fire Protection 

3. Inefficient Municipal 
Infrastructure Planning 

4. Ineffective Municipal 
Infrastructure Financing 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

4.4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not compliant 
/ compliant  

Effect 1: Private Wastewater System Failure

There are no standards related to this effect. 

Effect 2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection

4 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 89(4)) - Permit development in the Urban Area on 
private wells water systems only when certain conditions are met 

Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning

3 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 77.4(3)) - Ensure the necessary infrastructure is 
provided to support the development of the Employment Areas 

4 Halton Region, Official Plan (ROP 89(4)) - Permit development in the Urban Area on 
private wells water systems only when certain conditions are met

Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing

1 Halton Region, Official Plan, 77(15) -  development industry to absorb its share of the 
cost of the provision of infrastructure and human services as permitted by applicable 
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Standard Not compliant 
/ compliant  

legislation and any financial impact of new development or redevelopment on existing 
taxpayers be based on a financing plan

2 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 77(17) - including financial commitment by the 
private development sector to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of the necessary 
infrastructure and human services 

5 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 210(6)) -  development industry to absorb the cost 
of providing services to new development or redevelopment and any financial impact of 
growth on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan 

6 Halton Region, By-Law No. 36-17 (s. 11(a) and (g)) – Regional development charges 
shall be imposed against all lands or buildings if the development requires a zoning by-law 
or zoning by-law amendment, or a building permit 

7 Town of Milton, By-Law No. 053-2016 (s. 9(a)) – Town development charges shall be 
imposed on all lands or buildings if the development requires the passing of a zoning by-
law or zoning by-law amendment  

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.4.1.1 Standard 1: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, (ROP 
77(15)) 

77. It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
(15) Require the development industry to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of infrastructure and human 
services as permitted by applicable legislation and that any financial impact of new development or redevelopment 
on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan communicated to the taxpayers and subsequently approved by 
Council.  

This standard relates to Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing.  

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

It is Halton Region policy for new development within the urban area to connect to municipal water and 
wastewater systems.  The policy allows for the Region to plan the infrastructure capacity and timing and 
to also plan for the financing of the infrastructure across the residential and employment users in a fair 
and reasonable proportion. 

CN has proposed to provide water and wastewater through private systems.  On this basis the proposal 
is not compliant with the municipal servicing policy. 

CN has also identified that should the private water and wastewater systems fail to meet adequate level 
of service, connection to the municipal system would be considered. There is a likelihood that the private 
systems will not adequately provide complete level of service for the proposed development and the 
potential development on the site. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

4 4 8 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _   _ U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  M u n i c i p a l  W a t e r / W a s t e w a t e r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

The approach to consider municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan 
for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands. The additional capacity 
attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not 
accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure. 

4.4.1.2 Standard 2: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
77(17)(a)) 

77. It is the policy of the Region to:  
… 
77(17) Require the following prior to the Local Municipality approving development within any Regional phase and 
prior to the progression of development from one Regional phase to the next as set out on Map 5 as modified:  

a) approval by Regional Council of a financial and implementation plan, including financial commitment by the private 
development sector to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of the necessary infrastructure and human services 
as permitted by applicable legislation… 

This standard relates to Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing.  

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

It is Halton Region policy for new development within the urban area to connect to municipal water and 
wastewater systems.  The policy allows for the Region to plan the infrastructure capacity and timing and 
to also plan for the financing of the infrastructure across the residential and employment users in a fair 
and reasonable proportion. 

CN has proposed to provide water and wastewater through private systems.  On this basis the proposal 
is not compliant with the municipal servicing policy. 

CN has also identified that should the private water and wastewater systems fail to meet adequate level 
of service, connection to the municipal system would be considered. There is a likelihood that the private 
systems will not adequately provide complete level of service for the proposed development and the 
potential development on the site. 

The approach to consider municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan 
for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands.  The additional capacity 
attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not 
accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan. 

In addition, Halton Region requires active developers to commit to development and secure financing 
of the infrastructure through the Halton Region financial and implementation plan.  CN is not proposing 
to participate in this plan and is not compliant with current Halton Region process. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure. 
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4.4.1.3 Standard 3: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
77.4(3)) 

77.4 It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
(3) Ensure the necessary infrastructure is provided to support the development of the Employment Areas in 
accordance with policies of this Plan. (ROP 77.4(3)) 

This standard is related to Effect #3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning. 

CN’s Project is not in compliance with this standard.  

It is Halton Region policy for new development within the urban area to connect to municipal water and 
wastewater systems.  The policy allows for the Region to plan the infrastructure capacity and timing and 
to also plan for the financing of the infrastructure across the residential and employment users in a fair 
and reasonable proportion. 

CN has proposed to provide water and wastewater through private systems.  On this basis the proposal 
is not compliant with the municipal servicing policy. 

CN has also identified that should the private water and wastewater systems fail to meet adequate level 
of service, connection to the municipal system would be considered.  There is a likelihood that the 
private systems will not adequately provide complete level of service for the proposed development and 
the potential development on the site. 

The approach to consider municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan 
for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands.  The additional capacity 
attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not 
accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan.  

Furthermore, the Region was not provided with details on this Project during its planning exercises, 
despite consulting with CN. Therefore the necessary road, water, wastewater, fire and emergency 
services infrastructure is not in place to support the development CN is proposing in this Employment 
Area. The costs for that infrastructure is also not accounted for. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to 
support the development of the employment areas. 

4.4.1.4 Standard 4: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
89(4)) 

89. It is the policy of the Region to:  
… 
(4) Permit development in the Urban Area on private wells and/or private sewage disposal systems that 
conform to Regional standards and Provincial legislation, regulations and standards including building 
codes only: 
a) when urban service(s) is determined by the Region to be unavailable;  
b) on an interim basis until urban service(s) is available, at which time the development must be connected 
to the municipal servicing system(s) within two years of the service(s) becoming available;  
c) the development meets other criteria as specified by Council in the Urban Services Guidelines; and 
d) the owner of the development satisfies all financial and legal obligations required by the Region.  
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This standard is related to Effect #2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection and Effect #3: 
Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning. 

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

There has been no coordination or discussion between CN and Halton Region regarding permitting 
development on private systems. 

The proposed CN development location has the potential for urban services to be available. There is 
trunk water and wastewater infrastructure in close proximity to the site.  There are local watermains and 
sewers in the area that have been extended to support local development.  The existing and planned 
infrastructure is being implemented based on the approved growth plan for Halton Region and Town of 
Milton.  Halton Region infrastructure planning processes are in place to review and plan for future 
infrastructure needs. 

However, the CN development has the potential to increase the capacity requirements for water and 
wastewater servicing in the area.  The increase in capacity has not currently been accounted for in the 
Halton Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan. 

CN has proposed to provide water and wastewater through private systems.  Water supply is proposed 
to be supplied through trucking with onsite storage.  Wastewater servicing is proposed through holding 
tanks and disposal. 

The water and wastewater servicing plan is conceptual, as identified by CN.  There is a likelihood that 
the private systems will not adequately provide complete level of service for the proposed development 
and the potential development on the site. 

CN has also identified that should the private water and wastewater systems fail to meet adequate level 
of service, connection to the municipal system would be considered.  The approach to consider 
municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan for the capacity and timing 
of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands. The additional capacity attributed to the CN lands is 
not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not accounted for in the current 
infrastructure financial plan. 

The CN water and wastewater servicing approach is not compliant as the approach has not satisfied 
the criteria of demonstrating that urban services are not available and that the private system will provide 
adequate level of service. 

4.4.1.5 Standard 5: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
210(6)) 

210. The Region's direct investment in the development and improvement of public facilities and services will entail 
substantial sums of money and the pattern of these expenditures is a critical element in any overall strategy to attain 
Regional goals, objectives and policies. Recognizing this responsibility, Regional Council will:  
… 
(6) Ensure that the development industry absorbs the cost of providing services to new development or redevelopment 
and that any financial impact of growth on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan communicated to the 

taxpayers and subsequently approved by Council.  

This standard relates to Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing.  
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CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

It is Halton Region policy for new development within the urban area to connect to municipal water and 
wastewater systems.  The policy allows for the Region to plan the infrastructure capacity and timing and 
to also plan for the financing of the infrastructure across the residential and employment users in a fair 
and reasonable proportion. 

CN has proposed to provide water and wastewater through private systems.  On this basis the proposal 
is not compliant with the municipal servicing policy. 

CN has also identified that should the private water and wastewater systems fail to meet adequate level 
of service, connection to the municipal system would be considered.  There is a likelihood that the 
private systems will not adequately provide complete level of service for the proposed development and 
the potential development on the site. 

The approach to consider municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan 
for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands.  The additional capacity 
attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not 
accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure. 

4.4.1.6 Standard 6: Halton Region, By-Law No. 36-17 (s. 11(a) and (g)) 

11. THAT development charges under this By-law shall be imposed against all lands or buildings within the area to 
which this By-law applies if the development of such lands or buildings requires any of the following: 
a the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment thereto under section 34 of the Planning Act;  
… 
g the issuance of a permit under the Building Code Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c. 23, as amended or successor legislation, 
in relation to a building. 

This standard relates to Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing.  

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

The approach to private water and wastewater systems and consider municipal systems in the future 
does not allow the Region to adequately plan for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with 
inclusion of the CN lands.  The additional capacity attributed to the CN lands is not included in the 
current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not accounted for in the current Halton Region 
Development Charges or the Halton Region infrastructure financial and implementation plan. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure or providing for development charges. 

4.4.1.7 Standard 7: Town of Milton, By-Law No. 053-2016 (s. 9(a)) 

9. Development charges shall be imposed on all lands or buildings that are developed for residential or non-residential 
development if the development requires: 
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a) the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment to a zoning 

This standard relates to Effect #4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing.  

CN’s proposed Project is not compliant with this standard.  

The approach to private water and wastewater systems and consider municipal systems in the future 
does not allow the Region to adequately plan for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with 
inclusion of the CN lands. The additional capacity attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current 
Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan 
or development charges. 

On this basis, the CN proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure or providing for development charges. 

4.4.2 Reference Criteria

4.4.2.1 Effect 1: Private Wastewater System Failure 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of Private Wastewater System Failure 
will be high. The greater the servicing needs, the higher the rate of system failure and the greater impact 
on the environment from polluted discharges. This Project is expected to entail notable water and 
wastewater requirements and therefore result in a high rate of system failure.   

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of Private 
Wastewater System Failure will be both onsite and offsite. The environmental effects are expected to 
occur onsite, but can entail impacts at downstream locations.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of Private Wastewater System Failure will 
be short-term. Failures will not be continuous and therefore each failure should be able to be cleaned 
up. However, the failures will continue as long as the Project is in operations. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of Private Wastewater System Failure 
will be multiple irregular events. Failures to private water and wastewater systems do not occur in any 
set pattern but given the high water demands at the site, they are expected to occur more than once.  

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the Private Wastewater System Failure will be 
reversible. This is because the spills can be cleaned up.  

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context of Private Wastewater 
System Failure is resilient. There is nothing about the site or surroundings that the Halton Municipalities 
find contribute to any particular sensitivity.  

4.4.2.2 Effect 2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of insufficient water supply for fire 
protection will be high.  In contrast CN has not addressed the need to connect to a municipal water 
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system to support higher magnitude fires or the planning and cost sharing to ensure the water system 
has sufficient capacity. Insufficient water systems will result in property damage and potential loss of life 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of insufficient water 
supply for fire protection will be primarily on-site, with the potential for off-site effects. While effects of 
the lack of water to combat an on-site fire will remain limited to the site during a smaller fire, a larger fire 
not contained due to insufficient water supply can spread and/or have impacts off-site.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of insufficient water supply for fire 
protection will be short-term. Fighting a fire typically takes under 24-hours.    

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of insufficient water supply for fire 
protection will be multiple irregular events. As more than one fire can be expected in the life of CN’s 
Project, the impact of insufficient water for fire protection will occur more than once, but without any 
regularity.    

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that insufficient water supply for fire protection will be 
reversible. If the Project ceases operations, or if CN connects to the municipal water system, the issue 
will immediately cease.    

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context of insufficient water 
supply for fire protection is sensitive. While this site is in some ways proposed to be located in a fairly 
typical urbanizing context, the proximity and type of neighbouring land uses (i.e. residential) would lead 
to a greater impact in the event of CN having insufficient water supply for fire protection.   

4.4.2.3 Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of inefficient municipal infrastructure 
planning will be high. There is no proactive planning for connection to the municipal systems. The CN 
site is not currently considered in the Halton Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan. This will impact 
the Region infrastructure plan for location, capacity, timing and cost of infrastructure. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of inefficient 
municipal infrastructure planning will be off-site and Region-wide. There will be impact to infrastructure 
across the Region. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of inefficient municipal infrastructure 
planning will be long-term. It will take many years for the Region and Town to recalibrate their 
infrastructure planning to take into account this unplanned Project.  

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of inefficient municipal infrastructure 
planning will be continuous. As long as the Project is in operations, it will have an impact on infrastructure 
planning.  

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that inefficient municipal infrastructure planning will be 
irreversible. Once it occurs, it throws off the Town and Region plans and that cannot be undone.  

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context of inefficient municipal 
infrastructure planning is not resilient. Infrastructure planning is intended to be a proactive and not 
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reactive process. There is an intertwined infrastructure system that spans the Region and is planned in 
detail. Any unplanned-for changes to that infrastructure plan will frustrate the Halton Municipalities’ aim 
of planning in an efficient manner.   

4.4.2.4 Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of ineffective municipal infrastructure 
financing will be high. There is no proactive planning for connection to the municipal systems.  The CN 
site is not currently considered in the Halton Region Water and Wastewater Master Plan or the Halton 
Region Development Charges or the Halton Region Financial and Implementation Plan. This will impact 
the Region infrastructure plan for location, capacity, timing and cost of infrastructure. The cost of 
infrastructure will impact financing and cost sharing across other residential and employment growth. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of ineffective 
municipal infrastructure financing will be off-site. There is impact to infrastructure across the Region, 
and therefore there is impact to financing costs for other development across the Region. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of ineffective municipal infrastructure 
financing will be long-term. It will take many years for the Region and Town to recalibrate their 
infrastructure financing to take into account this unplanned Project. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of ineffective municipal infrastructure 
financing will be continuous. There will be ongoing decision-making about infrastructure in the Region 
that will be impacted by CN’s failure to properly finance the capital costs for infrastructure and its 
associated fair share with running the system.  

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that ineffective municipal infrastructure financing will 
be irreversible. Once it occurs, it throws off the Town and Region financing plans and that cannot be 
undone. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context of ineffective municipal 
infrastructure financing is not resilient. Infrastructure financing is intended to be a proactive and not 
reactive process. There is an intertwined infrastructure financing system that spans the Region and is 
planned in detail. Any unplanned-for changes to that infrastructure financing plan will result in ineffective 
financing.    

4.5 Cumulative SAEEs 

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project.10

10 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations of the 
sixteen activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects11

Step 1: Identification of Nearby Activities, Relevance and Cumulative Potential 

Step One of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to 
cumulative effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
any of these activities are likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on 
this VC. 

Table 1: 
Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Municipal Infrastructure 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District Effect 3, Effect 4  
2  Sherwood Planning District Effect 3, Effect 4  
3  Boyne Planning District Effect 3, Effect 4  
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard Effect 3, Effect 4  
5 Main Street Grade Separation  N/A 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street N/A 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  Effect 3, Effect 4  
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Effect 3, Effect 4  
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Effect 3, Effect 4  
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Effect 3, Effect 4  
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  N/A 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project N/A 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  N/A 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N/A 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  Effect 3, Effect 4  
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Effect 3, Effect 4  

11 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Step 2: Characterization of Effects from Other Physical Activities  

For each physical activity considered relevant in Step 1 and each specific effect on the VC set out above 
(Section 2.1), this table characterizes the likely effects using the Reference Criteria (other than “Context” 
(C), which does not change). 

As with other tables in this detailed review, findings support or do not support SAEEs. The tables indicate 
for each physical activity whether it contributes to the reference criteria as they relate to each effect 
(yes/no). The tables then use the colours to address findings, contrasting supportive of cumulative SAEE 
(purple) and not supportive (blue). 

Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Municipal Infrastructure12

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

Effect 1: Private Wastewater System Failure 

No possibility for cumulative effects 

Effect 2: Insufficient Water Supply for Fire Protection

No possibility for cumulative effects 

Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning

1 Bristol Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
2 Sherwood Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
3 Boyne Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 

Yates Boulevard 
Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements  

Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

N/A N/A N/A 

Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing 

12 This table only shows the relevant physical activities for each Project residual effect; physical activities which do not combine with the effect 
are not included in the respective table.  
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Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on Municipal Infrastructure12

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C 

1 Bristol Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
2 Sherwood Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
3 Boyne Planning District Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
4 Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 

Yates Boulevard 
Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 
Improvements  

Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Y Y N/A N/A Y N/A 
Characterization of all combined residual effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

N/A N/A N/A 

Step 3: Characterization of Combined Effects of Project and Other Physical Activities 

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect.  The table summarizes 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing project effects and 
the table characterizing combined effects from other physical activities. 

Supportive  Not Supportive

Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning 

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on Municipal 
Infrastructure 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects  

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, 
Table 2, for Effect #3, above) 

N/A N/A 

Combined effects  

There will be the possibility for cumulative effects on municipal infrastructure from inefficient municipal 
infrastructure planning.  Magnitude supports this possibility in that the larger the CN development and 
the larger the planning district will combine for a greater need to proactively plan infrastructure in an 
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integrated manner. The likelihood of larger infrastructure requires planning and location within road 
rights of way. For geographic extent, the wider-spread the CN development and the larger geographic 
extent of the planning district or other infrastructure projects will combine for a greater need to 
proactively plan infrastructure in an integrated manner.  With combined development, the likelihood of 
larger infrastructure requires planning and location within road rights of way.  For reversibility, the 
development is not likely to be reversed (i.e.: removed or redeveloped to lower use).  Once infrastructure 
is installed, the capacity and location of infrastructure is in place. 

Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on Municipal 
Infrastructure 

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects  

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, for 
Effect #4, above) 

N/A N/A 

Combined effects  

There will be the possibility for cumulative effects on municipal infrastructure from ineffective municipal 
infrastructure financing.  Magnitude supports this possibility in that the larger the CN development and 
the larger the planning district will combine for a greater need to proactively plan infrastructure and 
financing of infrastructure in an integrated manner. The likelihood of larger infrastructure requires 
planning and location within road rights of way and for cost sharing.  For geographic extent, the wider 
spread the CN development and the larger geographic extent of the planning district or other 
infrastructure projects will combine for a greater need to proactively plan infrastructure and financing of 
infrastructure in an integrated manner. With combined development, the likelihood of larger 
infrastructure requires planning and location within road rights of way and cost sharing.  For reversibility, 
the development is not likely to be reversed (i.e.: removed or redeveloped to lower use).  Once 
infrastructure is installed, the capacity and location of infrastructure is in place and the cost sharing has 
been determined. 

Step 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect.  The table integrates 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing project compliance 
with applicable standards (Section 4.1, above) and the table characterizing combined effects from other 
physical activities (Table 2, above).

Likely 
Noncompliance 

 Likely 
Compliance



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 4 5 9
U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  -  M u n i c i p a l  W a t e r / W a s t e w a t e r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e  _ _ _ _

Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure Planning 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards
on Municipal Infrastructure 

Standard Standard #3 – Halton 
ROP 77.4(3) 

Standard #4 – Halton 
ROP 89(4) 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities 

CN’s proposal is not compliant in ensuring the necessary infrastructure is provided to support the 
development of the employment areas. The other planning districts and other road rights of way are 
being planned on municipal services consistent with and in compliance with applicable standards on 
municipal infrastructure. In combination with growth in other areas of Milton and other nearby 
infrastructure project, there is inefficient municipal infrastructure planning that could provide for 
appropriate level of service and municipal services to the CN site. 

Effect 4: Ineffective Municipal Infrastructure Financing 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards 
on Municipal Infrastructure 

Standard Standard #1 – 
Halton ROP 
77(15) 

Standard #2 – 
Halton ROP 
77(17)(a) 

Standard #6 – 
Halton ROP 
210(6) 

Standard #7 - 
Halton Region, 
By-Law No. 36-
17, s. 11(a) and 
(g) 

Standard #8 - 
Town of Milton, 
By-Law No. 053-
2016, s. 9(a) 

Summary of Project 
compliance with 
applicable standards 

Reassessment of 
compliance with 
applicable standards 
when taking into 
account contribution 
from other physical 
activities 

The approach to consider municipal systems in the future does not allow the Region to adequately plan 
for the capacity and timing of the infrastructure with inclusion of the CN lands.  The additional capacity 
attributed to the CN lands is not included in the current Water and Wastewater Master Plan and is not 
accounted for in the current infrastructure financial plan. 

The other planning districts and other road rights of way are being planned on municipal services 
consistent with and in compliance with applicable standards on municipal infrastructure. The CN 
proposal is not compliant in absorbing its share of the cost of the provision of infrastructure.  In 
combination with other planning districts and other road rights of way projects, the financing of 
infrastructure across the broader service area has not been coordinated. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

4 6 0 |  H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  
_ _   _ U r b a n  S e t t i n g s  –  M u n i c i p a l  W a t e r / W a s t e w a t e r  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

Step 5: Conclusions on Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs on Each Specific Effect 

Cumulative 
SAEE Likely 

 Cumulative 
SAEE Not Likely

Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description: Municipal Infrastructure  SAEEs 

Effect 3: Inefficient 
Municipal 
Infrastructure 
Planning 

It is Region standard for areas in the urban 
boundary to connect to municipal servicing.  
Employment lands benefit from connection to 
municipal servicing through security of servicing, 
dependable and high quality level of service for 
water and wastewater services, and high level of 
fire protection.  It is likely that the CN property will 
require connection and/or use of the municipal 
systems to support the site development and 
particularly if the site and site use expands.  Should 
peripheral development and support uses expand 
around the CN site, there will be continued need 
and pressure for municipal services. 

With current and proposed development in the 
Milton area through several planning districts and 
road corridor projects, there is a need to proactively 
coordinate infrastructure.  It becomes more critical 
for efficient infrastructure planning as more, and 
larger scale, development is being considered. 

The CN development in combination with the 
proposed planning district and road corridor work 
in the area will likely present a significant impact on 
infrastructure planning. 

Without planning infrastructure in an integrated 
manner, there will be undersized watermains, 
sewers, pumping stations and storage facilities.  
The ability to add capacity or new infrastructure in 
the future is more constrained and can increase 
costs.  There is efficiency in planning infrastructure 
from the outset to take advantage of sizing and 
capacity efficiently from the outset. 

It is according to this rationale that Halton Region 
plans infrastructure in an integrated manner 
through the Region-wide water and wastewater 
Master Plan.  The extents of the CN site are not 
currently accounted for in the current Master Plan. 
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Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description: Municipal Infrastructure  SAEEs 

Effect 4: Ineffective 
Municipal 
Infrastructure 
Financing 

As with Effect 3: Inefficient Municipal Infrastructure 
Planning, the level of current and proposed 
development in the Milton area highlights a need to 
proactively coordinate infrastructure.  It becomes 
more critical for efficient infrastructure planning as 
more, and larger scale, development is being 
considered.  Proactively coordinating infrastructure 
also allows for effective financing of the 
infrastructure plan.  This allows all development to 
share infrastructure costs in a fair and equitable 
manner. 

The CN development in combination with the 
proposed planning district and road corridor work 
in the area will likely present a significant impact on 
infrastructure planning.  Impacting the 
infrastructure needs also impacts the infrastructure 
financing needs. 

Without planning infrastructure in an integrated 
manner, there will be undersized watermains, 
sewers, pumping stations and storage facilities.  
The ability to add capacity or new infrastructure in 
the future is more constrained and can increase 
costs.  There is efficiency in planning infrastructure 
from the outset to take advantage of sizing and 
capacity efficiently from the outset.  Integrated 
infrastructure planning will ensure costs are 
allocated to the appropriate development type.  
The financing plan is coordinated through the 
Development Charges process.  Halton Region 
further refines the infrastructure financing through 
the Financing and Implementation Plan. 

It is according to this rationale that Halton Region 
plans infrastructure in an integrated manner 
through the Region-wide water and wastewater 
Master Plan and coordinates the infrastructure 
financing through the Region-wide Development 
Charges and Financing and Implementation Plan.  
The extents of the CN site are not currently 
accounted for in the current Master Plan and 
financing plans. 
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4.6 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

An increase in container throughput would likely intensify all Project effects, as increased throughput 
heightens the servicing demands of the facility. This has implications for multiple Project effects, with 
respect to several Reference Criteria, as described below. 

1. Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would be affected for all 
four effects. With greater site needs, there would be greater servicing requirements.  Greater magnitude 
of container throughput would increase the risk of private systems being under capacity and impacting 
level of service and the environment.  Increase in container throughput would increase the likelihood of 
requiring connection to the municipal systems. 

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent would 
be affected for inefficient municipal infrastructure planning and ineffective municipal infrastructure 
financing. Increase in container throughput would increase the likelihood of requiring connection to the 
municipal systems.  Connection to municipal systems impacts infrastructure in a larger geographic area.   

The geographic extent of private wastewater system failure would not be affected. Insufficient water 
supply for fire protection is not applicable.  

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected or is 
not applicable for these effects.  

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected for 
private wastewater system failure and insufficient water supply for fire protection. With greater site 
needs, there would be greater servicing requirements. Greater magnitude of container throughput would 
increase the rate of private systems being under capacity and impacting level of service and the 
environment with more frequency. Fire events would also be more common.    

The frequency of inefficient municipal infrastructure planning and ineffective infrastructure financing is 
not applicable. 

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would not be affected 
or is not applicable.  

6. Ecological and Social Context – N/A 
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Urban Settings 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.4 

G.4.3 Municipal Financing  
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Municipal Financing  
Significance of Effects on VSC: G.4.3 

5. G.4.3 Municipal Financing  

5.1 Overview

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

1. Loss of Development Charge Revenue N/A 

2. Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue N/A

3. Increased Capital Costs for Road 
Infrastructure

N/A

4. Increased Operational Costs for 
RoadInfrastructure Maintenance

N/A

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

5.1.1 Summary  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following 4 adverse effects on 
Municipal Financing:  

1. Effect #1: Loss of revenue from development charges in the amount of $379,955. This 
is as a result of CN developing the land while maintaining its position that it is not required 
to pay fees and charges required by municipal bylaws due to its constitutional position on 
municipal exemption from all municipal laws.   

2. Effect #2: Annual loss of over $8 Million in taxation revenue. This is a result of CN 
erecting only small buildings on the land, as opposed to the larger buildings that were 
anticipated on the portion of the land that were planned to be prestige industrial lands.   

3. Effect #3: A substantial increase in the capital costs for road infrastructure in the Town 
and Region. This is a result of CN developing this Project on these lands without paying 
development charges that would captured the increased cost to the Town and Region of 
supplying the necessary infrastructure.  

4. Effect #4: A substantial increase in the operating costs for road infrastructure 
maintenance in the Town and Region. This is a result of CN developing this Project on these 
lands without the maintenance of the more rapid deterioration of the road nor of the increased 
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burden of asset management for added infrastructure having been accounted for in the Town 
and Region’s plans.  

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of these adverse effects on Municipal Financing from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on Municipal Financing; 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to 

each of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; 
3. review of each residual effect on Municipal Financing in relation to cumulative effects on 

Municipal Financing and in relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause 4 significant adverse environmental effects on Municipal Financing. 

Project SAEEs 

CN’s proposed Project does not comply with any standards regarding contributing its share to the 
financial impact of such a development. CN’s constitutional position on not being subject to development 
charges and local taxes on the Project site leads to a loss of revenue directly from the site itself to the 
Town and Region’s budget. It furthermore lowers the amount of anticipated revenue from induced 
development, had another project been undertaken on the site. CN proposes no mitigation that would 
reduce these effects. Therefore, the residual effects are the same as the Project effects identified above. 
All 4 of these effects are found to be Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.   

Residual Effect 
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Cumulative SAEEs  

Using the reference criteria method of assessing cumulative effects, there is no potential for cumulative 
Significant Adverse Environmental Effects with this VC.1 There are no other physical activities in the 
area that would generate any of these 4 effects on Municipal Financing.  

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, Effects #1, #2 
would likely remain the same, while the magnitude of Effects #3 and #4 would increase. However, the 
magnitude for both Effect #3 and #4 was already high and this would not alter the finding that all four 
effects are already found to be Significant Adverse Environmental Effects.   

5.2. Predicted Effects on Municipal Financing 

5.2.1 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on Municipal Financing 

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.2

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
measurable change on 
municipal revenues for 
infrastructure servicing 
and phasing  

Low = a measurable 
change in on municipal 
revenues for 
infrastructure servicing 
and phasing that is on 
a scale  within 
approved  municipal 
financial capacity 

High = An effect on
municipal revenues for 
infrastructure servicing 
and phasing that is not 
within approved 
municipal financial 
capacity 

On-Site Effects =  
effects that occur 
on the Project site 

Off-Site Effects =  
effects in the 
Project 
neighbourhood, 
spanning Town 
and Region-wide 

Short-Term = 
residual effect 
restricted to a 
period of up to 
24 months 
(construction) 

Permanent = 
measurable 
parameter 
unable to 
recover to same 
levels had 
normal 
revenues been 
recouped 

Single event 

Multiple 
irregular 
events = occurs 
at no set 
schedule 

Multiple 
regular events
= occurs at 
regular intervals 

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible = 
the effect is 
likely to be 
reversed if 
activity 
ceases 

Irreversible = 
effect is 
unlikely to be 
reversed 

Resilient = the 
municipality is 
able to absorb the 
loss of municipal 
revenues for 
infrastructure 
servicing and 
phasing 

Not Resilient = 
the municipality is 
not able to absorb 
the loss of 
municipal 
revenues for 
infrastructure 
servicing and 
phasing 

1 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans. These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
2 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines. 
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5.3 CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue 

CN does not propose any mitigation for the loss of revenue to the Town and Region from development 
charges. While CN relies on predictions of “induced” development to indirectly generate development 
charge revenue, the Region and Town have already planned for and encouraged this same 
development and accounted for these development charges. They therefore cannot be attributed to 
CN’s Project. In fact, the Project is anticipated to lower the induced development amount compared 
to the induced development anticipated from a different development occurring on the site.   

Effect 2: Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue 

CN does not propose any mitigation for the loss of revenue to the Town and Region from annual 
taxes. While CN relies on predictions of “induced” development to indirectly generate tax revenue, 
the Region and Town have already planned for and encouraged this same development and 
accounted for these taxes. They therefore cannot be attributed to CN’s Project. In fact, the Project is 
anticipated to lower the induced development amount compared to the induced development 
anticipated from a different development occurring on the site.   

Effect 3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure

CN’s Emergency Response Plan   
N/A 

Effect 4: Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance

CN’s Emergency Response Plan
N/A 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

CN either has not proposed any mitigation measures for the effects on this VC, or it has proposed 
ineffectual mitigation on the effects. As a result, the residual effects of the proposed Project are the 
same as the original Project effects identified under the Summary.  

1)  CN’s Emergency Response Plan   

With respect to emergency services, CN notes that it has developed its own emergency response 
plan for the Project site, that it will require CN staff to be trained for emergencies, and that there will 
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1)  CN’s Emergency Response Plan   

be equipment on site for basic fire suppression.3 As a result, CN provides that no municipal 
authority will have to increase its firefighting capacity as a result of the Project.4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

General Note: An emergency on site is not merely a cost that can be covered by CN’s emergency 
response plan. It will engage Town and Region services. The Town and Region must respond to an 
emergency or fire in their jurisdiction, and furthermore be prepared to respond to such an event at 
an unusual development such as CN’s proposed Project.   

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the magnitude of capital costs for 
infrastructure nor the operating costs for infrastructure maintenance. Support for this prediction is the 
following: CN only proposes to supply equipment for “basic” fire suppression. This means that CN 
will not be able to control any big emergency on site. It will still require the Region’s emergency 
services and/or the Town’s fire department to train their staff and stock the equipment required to 
intervene with the kinds of fire and emergency situations that are particular to intermodal sites.

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent of capital costs 
for infrastructure nor the operating costs for infrastructure maintenance. Support for this prediction is 
the following: The capital and operational costs to supply emergency infrastructure and services will 
not be lowered. Therefore, Town- and Region-wide budget impacts will still result.   

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the duration of capital costs for infrastructure 
nor the operating costs for infrastructure maintenance. Support for this prediction is the following: As 
the same capital and operational costs for the Town and Region to supply emergency infrastructure 
and services will be required on an ongoing basis, this mitigation will not be able to decrease the 
duration of infrastructure costs.  

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the frequency of the effect on capital costs for 
infrastructure nor the operating costs for infrastructure maintenance. Support for this prediction is the 
following: As the same capital and operational costs for the Town and Region to supply emergency 
infrastructure and services will be required at the same intervals, this mitigation will not be able to 
decrease the frequency of infrastructure costs. 

Reversibility – N/A 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is federally enforceable. The Transportation of Dangerous Goods Act, 1992, 
S.C. 1992, c. 34 sections 7(1) & 7(2), requires Emergency Response Assistance Plans when 
transporting dangerous goods. That being said, having a generic emergency response plan will not 
change the fact that the municipalities will need to be engaged in the case of an emergency, and will 
need to expend funds to be prepared. 

3 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.13, p.45. 
4 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.13, p.45. 
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5.4 Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
SAEE 

Effect 1:  Loss of 
Development Charge 
Revenue 
Effect 2: Loss of Annual 
Taxation Revenue 
Effect 3: Increased Capital 
Costs for Infrastructure 
Effect 4: Increased 
Operational Costs for 
Infrastructure 
Maintenance  

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE Likely SAEE 
Not Likely

5.4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard 
Not compliant / 
compliant 

Effect 1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue 

1 Halton Region, By-Law No. 36-17 (s. 11(a) and (g)) – Regional development 
charges shall be imposed against all lands or buildings if the development requires 
a zoning by-law or zoning by-law amendment, or a building permit 

2 Town of Milton, By-Law No. 053-2016 (s. 9(a)) – Town development charges 
shall be imposed on all lands or buildings if the development requires the passing 
of a zoning by-law or zoning by-law amendment  

Effect 2: Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue 

6 Assessment Act (s. 3(1)) – All real property in Ontario is liable to assessment 
and taxation…
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Standard 
Not compliant / 
compliant 

Effect 3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure 

1 Halton Region, Official Plan, 77(15) – development industry to absorb its share 
of the cost of the provision of infrastructure and human services as permitted by 
applicable legislation and any financial impact of new development or 
redevelopment on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan

2 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 77(17) – including financial commitment by 
the private development sector to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of the 
necessary infrastructure and human services 

3 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 201(6)) - development industry to absorb the 
cost of providing services to new development or redevelopment and any financial 
impact of growth on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan

Effect 4: Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance 

1 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 77(15)) - development industry to absorb its 
share of the cost of the provision of infrastructure and human services as permitted 
by applicable legislation and any financial impact of new development or 
redevelopment on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan

2 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 77(17) - including financial commitment by 
the private development sector to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of the 
necessary infrastructure and human services

3 Halton Region, Official Plan, (ROP 210(6)) - development industry to absorb the 
cost of providing services to new development or redevelopment and any financial 
impact of growth on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan

Not Compliant  Compliant

5.4.1.1 Standard 1: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
77(15))

77. It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
(15) Require the development industry to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of infrastructure and human 
services as permitted by applicable legislation and that any financial impact of new development or redevelopment 
on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan communicated to the taxpayers and subsequently approved by 
Council. (ROP 77(15)) 

This standard relates to both Effect #3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure and Effect #4: 
Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance. 

CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. CN does not believe that it is subject to paying 
development charges or property taxes that would cover its share of the cost of the provision of 
infrastructure or human services required by this Project. Even if CN were to pay its development 
charges and property taxes, it is much less than what was planned for in this area. The Official Plan did 
not consider this development and therefore the financial impact was never considered and a financial 
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plan did not forecast the shortfall in revenue for this area. Furthermore, CN did not provide a financing 
plan for approval.  

5.4.1.2 Standard 2: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
77(17) 

77. It is the policy of the Region to: 
… 
77(17) Require the following prior to the Local Municipality approving development within any Regional phase and 
prior to the progression of development from one Regional phase to the next as set out on Map 5 as modified:  

a) approval by Regional Council of a financial and implementation plan, including financial commitment by the private 
development sector to absorb its share of the cost of the provision of the necessary infrastructure and human services 
as permitted by applicable legislation… 

This standard relates to both Effect #3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure and Effect #4: 
Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance. 

CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. CN has not provided a financial commitment to absorb 
its share of the cost of the provision of the necessary infrastructure and human services, nor has it fully 
assessed what those cost are. For example, CN has not provided or shown any intention to provide 
financial security for emergency issues such as spills and fires that could result from the Project. This is 
fairly common in other instances of other atypical developments like quarries, etc., but it is absent here.  

5.4.1.3 Standard 3: Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018 (ROP 
210(6)) 

210. The Region's direct investment in the development and improvement of public facilities and services will entail 
substantial sums of money and the pattern of these expenditures is a critical element in any overall strategy to attain 
Regional goals, objectives and policies. Recognizing this responsibility, Regional Council will:  
… 
(6) Ensure that the development industry absorbs the cost of providing services to new development or redevelopment 
and that any financial impact of growth on existing taxpayers be based on a financing plan communicated to the 
taxpayers and subsequently approved by Council. (ROP 210(6)) 

This standard relates to both Effect #3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure and Effect #4: 
Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance.  

CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. CN does not anticipate paying development charges 
or property taxes that would cover its share of the cost of the provision of infrastructure or human 
services required by this Project, nor has CN provided a financing plan for approval.  

5.4.1.4 Standard 4: Halton Region, By-Law No. 36-17 (s. 11(a) and (g)) 

11. THAT development charges under this By-law shall be imposed against all lands or buildings within the area to 
which this By-law applies if the development of such lands or buildings requires any of the following: 
a) the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment thereto under section 34 of the Planning Act;  
… 
g) the issuance of a permit under the Building Code Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c. 23, as amended or successor legislation, 
in relation to a building. 

This standard relates to Effect #1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue.  
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CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. The Town maintains that CN’s Project requires a zoning 
by-law amendment and building permits for its two proposed buildings, and that therefore development 
charges ought to be imposed. However, CN has stated that it does not intend to pay development 
charges, and even if it does it is much less than what was planned for in this area. 

5.4.1.5 Standard 5: Town of Milton, By-Law No. 053-2016 (s. 9(a)) 

9. Development charges shall be imposed on all lands or buildings that are developed for residential or non-residential 
development if the development requires: 
a) the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment to a zoning by-law under section 34 of the Planning Act; 

This standard relates to Effect #1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue. 

CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. The Town maintains that CN’s Project requires a zoning 
by-law amendment and that therefore development charges ought to be imposed. However, CN has 
stated that it does not intend to pay development charges, and even if it does it is much less than what 
was planned for in this area. 

5.4.1.6 Standard 6: Assessment Act, RSO 1990, c. A-31 (s. 3(1)) 

3 (1) All real property in Ontario is liable to assessment and taxation… 

This standard relates to Effect #2: Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue. 

CN’s Project is not compliant with this standard. The Town and Region maintain that CN’s Project site 
is liable to taxation, CN has stated that it does not intend to pay local taxes based on its constitutional 
position on exemption from all municipal and provincial laws. 

5.4.2 Reference Criteria 

5.4.2.1 Effect 1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of the loss of development charges 
would be high, totaling a loss of at least $379,955.  

CN has indicated that it is not required to pay development charges due to its constitutional position on 
exemption from all municipal and provincial laws. The proposed development includes a 26,900 square 
foot Administration Building and a 12,900 square foot Maintenance Garage.  Based on the Region’s 
development charge by-law, this development would be required to pay $240,257 (94% of this is for 
Roads Service, but it does not include the amount for water and wastewater should CN connect to the 
Regional water system). Based on the Town’s development charge by-law, this development would be 
required to pay $139,698 (81% of this is for Roads and Fire Services). The total loss to the Region and 
Town as a result of CN’s stance is therefore a combined $379,955.   

In addition, the Halton Municipalities note that the loss of $379,955 is markedly lower than the over $49 
million in development charges that was planned from the development of these lands.5 With CN’s 

5 A portion of CN’s site is within the Region and Town’s Official Plans and is expected to be prestige industrial land. When Official Plan updates 
are complete, the rest of the lands are expect to be planned for the same. Based on the 400-acre site being developed as prestige industrial, 
the Region and the Town could expect $49,902,059 from development charges from the site alone. 
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proposed Project, over $49 million in revenue would remain lost no matter what CN’s position is on 
payment of development charges. 

See below for the tables supporting this prediction:  

We note that in contrast, CN predicts development charge revenue for the Project of between $42.2 
and $85.9 million. The Halton Municipalities do not agree with this prediction. CN’s prediction is an 
estimate of “induced” development (i.e. development which is stimulated by this Project occurring) 
versus the direct development of its Project site. However, the Region and Town have already planned 
for and encouraged this development, and have already accounted for these development charges. 
They therefore cannot be attributed to CN’s Project. In fact, the Project is anticipated to lower the 
induced development compared to what was anticipated from a different development occurring on the 
site.   

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that while the development charges apply to 
the site, the impacts from the loss of development charge revenue are experienced Town- and Region-
wide in terms of budget impacts.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of the effect is permanent. This is because 
while the loss of development charges occur at the beginning of Project development, the loss of the 
funds and the impact to the budget will remain.   

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of the effect is a single event. It is the 
loss of a one-time contribution to the Town and Region, unless further buildings and structures are 
subsequently built. In that case, the frequency may be multiple irregular events. 

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect is generally irreversible. While the loss 
of CN’s own development charges of $379,955 are reversible if CN pays its development charges, there 
will be an irreversible loss to development charge revenue compared to the higher-value development 
which was anticipated to occur on those lands, in the amount of over $49 Million.  

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context is not resilient. The 
Town and Region have designated specific lands for employment. They have also premised 
infrastructure planning and financing on planned employment densities. Neither municipality can easily 
identify and designate other employment lands to make up for the lost development charges from CN’s 
Project site. Furthermore, there is already planned infrastructure and infrastructure financing for the 
area. Any loss of employment land thus requires changes to approved financing plans to increase future 
taxes to recover the loss of tax revenue.  However, the affected tax base has low elasticity to absorb a 
major increase in taxes. 

5.4.2.2 Effect 2: Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of the loss of annual taxation revenue 
would be high, totaling an annual loss of at least $54,188. 

Potential Development Charge Revenue  if Site Developed as Presitge Industrial

Building Acres or Sq. Ft DC Rate Milton DC Revenue Milton DC Rate Halton DC Revenue Halton Total DC's

Prestige Commercial 5,227,200 3.51 18,347,472 6.04 31,554,587 49,902,059

Total 5,227,200 18,347,472 31,554,587 49,902,059

1) Square Footage of Building space based upon 30% lot coverage
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CN has indicated that it is not responsible for paying local taxes due to its constitutional position on 
exemption from all municipal and provincial laws. As a result of this stance, and using tax rates from the 
20186 tax year by way of example, the Project would impact municipal taxes in two ways: the loss of an 
acreage charge of $0.71 per acre7 and the loss of a commercial tax rate on the two buildings. The direct 
loss of annual taxes from CN’s position is $54,188.  

See below for the tables supporting this prediction:  

However, the actual loss of annual taxation revenue as a result of this Project is much higher. This is 
because the land occupied by the Project site was planned as prestige industrial, but with the Project it 
is only being developed for a small building space totaling 39,800 square feet. A portion of the site is 
currently within the Region and Town’s Official Plans and is expected to be prestige industrial land.  It 
is anticipated that when the Official Plan updates are complete, that the rest of the lands would be 
planned for the same.  Were it to be planned and developed as prestige industrial – as planned and 
budgeted for by the Town and Region – the building space over which taxes would be recouped would 
total 5,227,200 square feet. The annual loss of the taxes over these planned prestige industrial lands 
therefore totals $8,059,057.  

See below for the table calculating the expected taxation revenue based on the 400-acre site being 
developed fully as prestige industrial land: 

We note that in contrast, CN predicts annual property taxes for the Project between $7.7 and $12.9 
million annually. The Halton Municipalities do not agree with this prediction. It is flawed for similar 
reasons as its predictions with respect to development charge revenues. The prediction presents an 
estimate of “induced” development (i.e. development which is stimulated by this development occurring) 
vs the direct development of this site. However, the Region and Town have already planned for and 
encouraged this development, and have already accounted for these taxes. They therefore cannot be 
attributed to CN’s Project. In fact, the Project is anticipated to lower the induced development amount 

6 2019 rates are not yet available. 
7 As per the Provincial Land Tax Act, SO 2006 c 33, Schedule Z.2, and the associated O Reg 224/09: Tax Rates. 

Halton CN Intermodal Site

Potential Tax Revenue (2018)

Building or Land Acres or Sq. Ft CVA Tax Rate Milton Tax Revenue Milton Tax Rate Halton Tax Revenue Halton Total Taxes

Land (acres) 400 n/a 0.32$                               128 0.39$                               156 284

Administration Building (Sq. Ft) 26,900 5,380,000 0.00352805 18,981 0.00418072 22,492 41,473

Maintenance Garage(Sq. Ft) 12,900 1,612,500 0.00352805 5,689 0.00418072 6,741 12,430

Total 24,798 29,390 54,188

1) Land Revenue Shared between Halton and Milton based on Tax Rate Apportionment

2) Tax Rates are based on Commercial Rates similar to Brampton Intermodal

3) Halton Tax Rate includes General Regional plus Enhanced Waste Service

4) CVA value assumed at $200/sf for Administration building and $125

Halton CN Intermodal Site Developed as Prestige Industrial

Potential Tax Revenue (2018)

Building or Land Acres or Sq. Ft CVA Tax Rate Milton Tax Revenue Milton Tax Rate Halton Tax Revenue Halton Total Taxes

Prestige Commercial 5,227,200 1,045,440,000 0.00352805 3,688,365 0.00418072 4,370,692 8,059,057

Total 3,688,365 4,370,692 8,059,057

1) Square Footage of Building space based upon 30% lot coverage

2) Tax Rates are based on Commercial Rates

3) Current Value Assessment based upon $200 /sf
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compared to what is anticipated from a different development occurring on the site, thereby resulting in 
a smaller tax base and corresponding lower tax revenues beyond the calculated $8,059,057. 

Lastly, the Boyne Secondary Plan area is just north of the Project site. The residential lands west of 
Regional Road 25 are planned for over 8,400 homes and 25,000 people. As well, the lands to the West 
of Tremaine, north and south of Louis St. Laurent, are planned for prestige industrial. The Halton 
Municipalities predict that the intermodal site will have direct impacts on the housing values and will 
decrease the quality of the developments on the prestige industrial lands. This would in turn reduce the 
tax revenues generated from these areas, leading to a loss beyond $8,059,057. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that while the taxes apply to the site, the impacts 
from the loss of annual tax revenue are experienced Town- and Region-wide in terms of budget impacts.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of the effect is permanent. This is because 
the loss of the taxes occurs annually and the impact to the loss of the funds to the budget will continue 
throughout the year.   

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of the effect takes the form of multiple 
regular events. The loss of the revenue occurs annually, as tax is collected at annual intervals.  

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect is irreversible. It is not possible to recoup 
lost tax revenue from previous years. While an increased tax rate in the future would be possible if the 
site redevelops for another use and if CN submits to paying taxes, this in itself would not undo the 
original loss and the increased burden on municipal budgets and taxpayers.  

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context is not resilient. The 
Town and Region take a notably detailed approach to planning their municipalities, in which the 
anticipated revenue is required to make the plans function. As a result, the tax base in the Town and 
Region cannot easily absorb the tax increase required to make up from the loss of taxes that were 
anticipated from CN’s lands. This tax increase will have an unhealthy result on taxpayers. Projections 
and services planned for the Town8 and Region9 are already relying on receiving this regular tax 
revenue, and this loss would impact the whole funding scheme.  

5.4.2.3 Effect 3: Increased Capital Costs for Infrastructure 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of increased capital costs for 
infrastructure would be high. 

CN does not address the full impact on capital costs to the Region and Town for the infrastructure that 
would be required to address the demands of the Project. CN has provided limited data regarding traffic 
patterns, making it difficult to calculate the specific cost impacts on the Regional and Town roads and 
emergency services needed to adequately protect the site and the adjacent area. The following provides 
some general parametres for road infrastructure: 

8 See the Milton Report No CORS-062-17 Fiscal Impact Assessment for the Sustainable Halton Lands (October 30, 2017) (Attachment B), 
online: <https://www.milton.ca/MeetingDocuments/Council/agendas2017/rpts2017/CORS-062-17%20-
%20Fiscal%20Impact%20Study%20Report.pdf> and the Milton Report No CORS-081-10 Fiscal Impact Assessment for the Boyne Survey 
and Derry Green Corporate Business Park (November 30, 2010) (Attachment A), online: 
<https://www.milton.ca/MeetingDocuments/Council/agendas2010/rpts2010/CORS-081-10%202010%20Fiscal%20Impact%20Study.pdf>.   
9 See Halton Region Report No IMLC12-09 – Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis (October 15, 2009) (Attachment C), online: 
<https://www.halton.ca/getmedia/1accfd26-bd70-4d1c-86e8-b32c53fd35bf/LPS-sustainable-halton-staff-report-imlc1209.aspx> and 
Sustainable Halton: Fiscal Affordability Analysis (October 16, 2009) (Attachment D), online: <https://www.halton.ca/getmedia/bc7ddc1b-
9475-48f9-805c-3232d8d3321a/LPS-sustainable-halton-fiscal-affordability-analysis.aspx>. 
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 For roads where additional lane capacity must be added road construction costs approximately 
$1.8million per lane kilometer. Adding a lane both ways would cost the Region $3.6 million per 
lane kilometer (2x $1.8 million).  

 In addition, lanes may need to be added in advance of what has been planned and budgeted, 
accelerating the timing of construction. As the Region and Town undertake 10-year capital and 
operating budgets, the acceleration of road projects may necessitate debt financing to fund these 
projects earlier. At 4% debt financing, the added interest would cost the Region an additional 
$420,000 over 10 years or $42,000 per year per lane kilometer.  Expanding the road to include 
a lane each way would double these amounts.  

Despite insufficient details to make final calculations of the costs, there is sufficient information to 
qualitatively assess the infrastructure costs to the Town and Region.  

For roads, CN proposes to build an underpass for Baseline Road to allow for extended movement of 
the trains. However, no further impacts are identified in terms of infrastructure to Regional and Town 
roads.  Only 20% of the overall traffic is to be mitigated by directing traffic along Britannia to connect 
with Highway 407; any residual traffic is assumed to be part of Regional and Town roads as part of 
overall future growth forecasts.   

This assumption is false – the increased trucks that would result from this Project have not been taken 
into account by the Town or Region in their transportation planning. As a result, increased truck traffic 
will impact road capacity, thus either requiring additional lanes to be constructed, increased depth of 
roadways to handle truck impacts, or accelerating the timing of planned roads or their full reconstruction. 
In addition, while CN has proposed to convert the main entrance intersection on Britannia Road from 
three legs to four, the Region had only ever planned for a three-leg intersection at that location. CN has 
not sought or obtained Region approval for this change to regional infrastructure. The Region has not 
planned for nor budgeted for this change. It would be a substantial cost.  

In regard to Fire Protection, CN has not provided sufficient information regarding the types of materials 
to be present on the site and therefore what type of fire protection equipment and measures are needed 
to safely manage the site. Nevertheless, at minimum, the Regional emergency services and the Milton 
fire department will need to spend capital costs on training and acquiring new equipment to prepare to 
respond to accidents as a result of the Project and at a site of this nature.

Given that no development charge payments are anticipated from CN for this development, the Region 
and Town must fund these shortfalls.  As well, funding loss or accelerating projects will require increased 
debt to be carried by the municipalities. The magnitude of this effect is therefore high. 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of the effect is off-
site, Region-wide. The impact will span Regional and Town roads along east/west and north/south roads 
leading from the Project site to major highways, as well as their emergency services and fire department.  

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of the effect is short-term. The capital 
costs will be incurred as the infrastructure upgrades are being constructed. Again, the Halton 
Municipalities make no commitment to undertaking these upgrades, but are acknowledging the impact 
were they to occur.  

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of the effect will consist of multiple 
irregular events. The capital costs for infrastructure will be incurred during both initial development and 
anytime there is a subsequent expansion.  
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Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect is irreversible. Once the funds are paid 
out to build the infrastructure, they cannot be recouped.  

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context is not resilient. The 
Town and Region’s budgets cannot absorb a substantial raise in funds required for capital infrastructure 
costs, nor can the tax base easily absorb an increase were it to be passed down.  

5.4.2.4 Effect 4: Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance 

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict that the magnitude of increased operational costs for 
infrastructure maintenance would be high. These costs would result from added capital infrastructure 
assets, accelerating capital works and added monitoring and enforcement, in addition to higher lifecycle 
costs due to the expanded infrastructure requiring maintenance.  

CN has provided insufficient data to calculate the specific operational impacts on the Regional and Town 
road infrastructure. However, the following provides some sense of the magnitude of impact: 

 Costs from Shortened Infrastructure Lifespans: Based on discussion with road engineers, it 
is expected that the impact of the truck traffic along these routes would shorten the useful life 
of the roads by 1-2 years. A useful life for the roads is planned at approximately 45 years. 
Assuming the truck routes are 6 lanes, the total road costs to replace these segments is 
estimated at $10.8 million/km. Amortizing this over 43 years vs 45 years would cost the Region 
an annual amount of $11,000 per kilometer of roadway. 

 Costs from Shortened Road Surface Lifespan: Similarly, the Region must replace the road 
surface during the life of the road. This is done every 15 years. It is expected that the impact of 
the truck traffic along these routes would shorten the period by at least 1 year. The cost per lane 
kilometer for this work is $280,000.  The total cost to resurface a 6-lane road would be $8,000 
per kilometer of roadway. 

 Costs from Increased Maintenance: There would be increased maintenance costs
associated with added lane widths throughout the road network where the development 
impacts the road capacity (this increase in costs would be heightened where road improvements 
are advanced earlier than planned). The average cost to the Region for maintaining the road is 
$7,800 per lane kilometer, thus adding to the Region’s operating budget. By way of example, 
just one lane north-south to Highway 401 from the Project site (totaling approximately 40 km of 
road length) would cost $100 Million in maintenance over 40 years. That is an added $2.5M per 
year for surface maintenance (not counting snow removal, etc.). Expanding the road to include 
a lane each way - where it may be required - would double this amount.  

 Costs from Increased Asset Management: The added infrastructure will also have a direct 
impact on asset management.  For example, while CN plans to pay for the new underpass on 
Baseline Road, once built it is the Town’s responsibility to plan for future rehabilitation and 
replacement. For example, if the underpass costs an estimated $15 million with an average 
useful life of 50 years, the Town would need to set aside approximately $300,000 a year 
towards the replacement of the underpass. Added maintenance costs would additionally be 
experience by the Town associated with assuming a new underpass. Similar operating impacts 
would be observed for roads and other capital costs.  

 Costs from Increased Monitoring: The Town and Region would also incur increased 
operational costs from the need to monitor increased activities (e.g. traffic movement of 
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vehicles coming and leaving the site, storm drainage and water quality management, etc.).  
There would also be added annual costs to undertake enforcement where needed. 

 Costs from Increased Lifecycle Costs: Finally, the Town and Region would incur increased 
lifecycle costs as larger roads, signalized intersections, and more expansive infrastructure are 
more expensive to maintain. For example, just one lane north-south to Highway 401 from the 
Project site (totaling approximately 40 km of road length) would cost $100 Million in 
maintenance over 40 years. That is an added $2.5M per year for surface maintenance (not 
counting snow removal, etc.).  

Hence, the overall increased operational costs for infrastructure maintenance as a result of the Project 
would be high.  

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict that the geographic extent of the effect is off-
site, Region-wide. The impact will span Regional and Town roads along east/west and north/south roads 
leading from the Project site to major highways. 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of the effect is permanent. The operational 
demand on infrastructure would be ongoing for as long as the site is active. 

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of the effect is multiple regular. The 
effect will occur during annual budgeting and annual maintenance. 

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that the effect is irreversible. Once additional capital 
assets are acquired, then the added operating costs to the Town and Region are irreversible. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities find that the context is not resilient. The 
Town and Region’s budgets cannot absorb a substantial raise in funds required to accelerate and 
maintain expanded infrastructure, nor can the tax base easily absorb an increase were it to be passed 
down. 

5.5 Cumulative SAEEs  

There is no potential for cumulative SAEEs with this VC. Aside from the proposed Project, all of the 
other identified physical activities in the area have been planned for by the Town and Region and are 
taken into account in the Town and Region’s anticipated revenues, as well as in their capital and 
operating expenditures for infrastructure. There are therefore no physical activities that would aggravate 
the loss of revenues nor the demand for infrastructure expenditure beyond those that would occur as a 
result of this Project.10

5.6 Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

In the event that the container throughput at the facility were to change, some of the effects on Municipal 
Financing & Phasing would change while others would not. 

10 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans. These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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If container throughput was increased, Effect #1: Loss of Development Charge Revenue and Effect #2: 
Loss of Annual Taxation Revenue would not change. These are dependent on the buildings developed 
on site and CN’s position on the applicability of development charges and taxes to its site. However, if 
CN were to expand the buildings on site to accommodate greater container throughput, and change its 
position on paying taxes and development charges, the magnitude of the loss may be incrementally 
decreased. The Halton Municipalities do not predict that this would change the finding that it would 
cause SAEEs.   

If container throughput was increased, Effect #3: Increased Capital Costs to Infrastructure and Effect 
#4: Increased Operational Costs for Infrastructure Maintenance would change. With increased container 
throughput, the magnitude of capital infrastructure works would increase to accommodate greater 
activity on roadways and at the site, and in turn infrastructure maintenance would increase as greater 
wear and tear would entail more maintenance at more frequent intervals and higher carrying costs. If 
this were to occur, it would exacerbate the identified SAEEs.   
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The Corporation of the 

TOWN OF MILTON
 

Report to: Mayor G. A. Krantz and Members of Council 

From: Linda Leeds, Director, Corporate Services and Treasurer
 

Date: November 30, 2010 

Report No. CORS-081-10 

  
Subject: Draft Long Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth 

 

RECOMMENDATION: That the Draft Town of Milton Long-Term Fiscal Impact 
Assessment of Growth report prepared by Watson & 
Associates Economists Ltd. dated December 6, 2010 be 
received for information; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT Town staff, in consultation with the 
Town Solicitor and financial advisor, using Official Plan 
Amendment No. 29, the background reports, the draft 
phasing plan, and the Draft Town of Milton Long-Term 
Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth 2011 – 2021 and the 
Development Charges Background Study, each dated 
December 6, 2010 and prepared by Watson & Associates 
Economists Ltd. as a basis, be directed to consider the 
fiscal impact of development in Derry Green and the need 
for any agreements required to address the financial 
facilities and infrastructure needs of the Town resulting 
from the development of the Derry Green Corporate 
Business Park Secondary Plan Area; 
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AND FURTHER THAT Town staff, in consultation with the 
Town Solicitor and financial advisor, using Official Plan 
Amendment No. 30, the background reports, the draft 
phasing plan, and the Draft Town of Milton Long-Term 
Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth 2011 – 2021 and the 
Development Charges Background Study, each dated 
December 6, 2010 and prepared by Watson & Associates 
Economists Ltd. as a basis, be directed to commence 
discussions with the Landowners Group with respect to 
the need for any agreements required to address the 
financial facilities and infrastructure needs of the Town 
resulting from the development of the Boyne Survey 
Secondary Plan Area. 
 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Long Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth, previously distributed to Council 
on December 7, 2010, has been prepared by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. in 
collaboration with staff.  Costs associated with providing infrastructure and services to 
accommodate the growth in population were analysed with the conclusion that, in 
addition to the payment of Development Charges, financial contributions from the 
developing landowners would need to be secured in order to mitigate the financial 
impacts to the existing taxpayers in the community and to ensure that the Town does 
not exceed the prescribed debt capacity limit.  The additional financial contributions will 
be akin to previous contributions secured through financial agreements for the 
development of Bristol Survey and Sherwood Survey.  These financial contributions are 
essential to ensure that growth in the community continues to be well planned and that 
service levels are maintained given the substantial projected rate of growth for the 
future. 
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REPORT 
 
Background 

Since the early 1980’s, the Region of Halton and the Town have been planning for 
growth through the preparation of numerous studies.  One of the initial studies, the 
Halton Urban Structure Plan (HUSP), examined various options for accommodating the 
anticipated growth in Milton.  The study concluded that the growth would occur in four 
phases with three of the four representing residential growth and one non-residential 
phase.  Two of the three residential phases, Bristol Survey and Sherwood Survey have 
gone through the secondary planning process, official plan amendments have been 
adopted by Council and buildout is now well underway.  The planning for the remaining 
phases, Boyne Survey and Derry Green Corporate Business Park has been underway 
for the past four years. 

Financial Impact Assessments were undertaken with the preparation of the background 
studies to support the development in the Bristol and Sherwood Surveys.  These 
assessments concluded that the growth that was expected to occur would have a 
significant impact on the operating and capital expenditures of the municipality.   In 
order to mitigate the impacts of development on the existing taxpayers, as per policies 
established by Milton Council, and to stay within debt capacity limits, the Town entered 
into financial agreements with the developing landowners to secure additional financial 
contributions for the construction of capital infrastructure.  The developers also 
contributed parkland in addition to the amount of land required by the Town under the 
provisions of the Planning Act.  This land dedication ensured that the Town’s historical 
standard of 10 acres per 1000 persons would be maintained.   The developers in Phase 
1B( Bristol) and Phase 2 ( Sherwood) have also made cash flow contributions to the 
Town related to anticipated shortfalls in development charge revenues arising from the 
timing of road revenue collection versus road expenditures. The recently completed 
Long Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth for Boyne Survey and Derry Green 
Corporate Business Park, as presented in the report prepared by Watson and 
Associates, concludes that similar financial contributions will be required from the 
developing landowners in these areas. 

Discussion 
 
In accordance with the Boyne Survey and Derry Green Corporate Business Park 
Secondary Plans, a Long Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth has been prepared 
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to analyze the financial impacts of growth and to minimize the impact on existing 
taxpayers.   The study has been prepared using the following information: 
 

• Town of Milton 2010 Approved Operating Budget as a basis for existing 
revenues, expenditures and service levels; 

• Region of Halton’s best planning estimates; 
• Transportation reports prepared by ENTRA dated December 2010; 
•  Monteith Brown Planning Consultants “Analysis of Parkland & Recreation 

Facility Needs within the Boyne Secondary Plan” report dated November 2010, 
with input from Cosburn Giberson; 

• Town of Milton’s Trails Master Plan, Fire Services Master Plan and Library 
Master Plan; 

• Previous transportation reports and sub-watershed plans. 
 
The assessment takes into consideration all of the following: 
 

• Capital infrastructure needs and timing for all Town services; 
• Capital financing alternatives; 
• Operating costs for infrastructure and services to accommodate new population 

and employment; 
• Potential impact on taxpayers over the planning horizon; 
• Provides conclusions and policy recommendations for consideration by council. 

 
Capital Forecast Impacts 
 
Restrictions imposed through the Development Charges Act, 1997 (the “DCA”) limit the 
amount of charges that can be collected for the provision of new infrastructure to 
service growth.  For a rapidly growing municipality like Milton, these restrictions cause 
negative financial pressures to the municipality and the existing residents.  Through the 
information used to prepare the fiscal impact assessment, the capital costs over the 
forecast period were determined to be in excess of $944 million.   These capital costs 
include both growth and non-growth related projects.  The growth related costs that can 
potentially be funded from development charges have a gross value of $775.1 million.   
Due to the restrictions in the DCA, a net recovery of $459.4 million in costs has been 
included as revenue from development charges over the forecast period.  The non-
recoverable costs, along with costs associated with the non-growth related projects, will 
need to be funded from alternative revenue sources in order for the projects to proceed.  
The fiscal impact assessment identifies that additional financial contributions from 
developers, over and above development charges, are required in order to ensure that 
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the capital infrastructure needed to service the growth in the community can be 
constructed.  The capital contribution would lessen the impact on property taxes and 
assist in keeping debt capacity for the Town within policy limits.   This contribution would 
be in the form of a capital provision in the amount of approximately $2,287 per unit, 
regardless of type, from the developers in Boyne.   
 
An additional financial contribution in the form of cash flow assistance of $3,302 per unit 
(the same amount currently provided by the landowners in Phase 1B (Bristol) and 
2(Sherwood)) is required.   A finding of the 2004 fiscal impact assessment was that 
despite the payment of development charges and the capital provision, the Town would 
still not be in a financial position to afford the required infrastructure for the Phase 2A 
and 2B development within the planning horizon. Of particular concern were the 
construction requirements for road works. Without further financial contributions the 
Town would not have available sources of financing and this would force the debt 
capacity of the Town well above policy limits. In order to mitigate this concern, the 
financial agreements entered into with the Phase 1B and Phase 2 (Bristol and 
Sherwood) landowners included the requirement that the landowners would provide to 
the Town an indexed letter of credit to cover each unit within the plan of subdivision in 
the amount of $2500 (2004$) per unit.  This was acknowledged to be a long-term 
commitment (at least until 2021) on the part of the Town and similarly with the 
landowners).  It was further anticipated that a similar contribution would need to be 
obtained from the Phase 3 (Boyne) landowners to ensure that the Phase 1B and Phase 
2 landowners would be repaid within a reasonable time frame. 
 
These financial contributions will help to minimize the impact on the Town’s debt 
capacity limits as imposed by the Province. 
 
The landowners are also expected to provide parkland in accordance with the Town of 
Milton’s historical standards, at no cost to the Town.   
 
Operating Forecast Impacts 
 
The fiscal impact assessment assumes that existing service levels will be extended to 
the new areas as they grow, with the exception of enhancements to services such as 
fire, library, arts and entertainment, parking and transit.  The assessment concludes that 
an average tax rate increase of approximately 6.32% is required each year.  
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Relationship to the Strategic Plan 
 
Preparation of the Long Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth meets the Town’s 
strategic goal of providing ‘Well managed growth, well planned spaces’ through the 
direction of encouraging cost effective and timely infrastructure development to the 
community.     

Financial Impact 
 
Based on the financial analysis prepared by Watson it is concluded that, in addition to 
the payment of development charges, additional financial contributions from developing 
landowners need to be secured in order for growth to proceed without causing a 
significant financial burden to the municipality or to the existing residents.  The Town will 
require agreements to be entered into with the developing landowners similar to existing 
agreements with the landowners in Bristol Survey and Sherwood Survey.  The financial 
agreements will address a number of matters, but will secure a capital provision of 
approximately $2,287 per unit and cash flow assistance for roads of $3,302 per unit.   In 
addition, to maintain the current standard of parkland, developers will need to dedicate 
lands to the Town above the amounts prescribed in the Planning Act.   
 
Conclusion 
 
The financial impact analysis has identified the parameters for initiating discussions with 
the developing landowners in the Boyne Survey.   The parameters for those discussions 
are consistent with the framework that was utilized with the Bristol and Sherwood 
developers.  It is expected that similar discussions with also be held with the 
development landowners in Derry Green.   Prior to the commencement of these latter 
discussions, staff will report to Council regarding the need for capital contributions and 
cash flow assistance from that stakeholder group.  
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Respectfully submitted, 

Linda Leeds, C.G.A. 
Director, Corporate Services and Treasurer 
 
LL:sh 

 
If you have any questions on the content of this report:  Sheryl Hill, C.G.A., Senior Manager, 
Finance, 905-878-7252, ext 2151. 
 
Attachments: None 
 
CAO Approval: _________________________ 
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     The Corporation of the 
           Town of Milton 

 

Report To:  Council 

From:  Glen Cowan, Director Finance 

Date:  October 30, 2017 

Report No:  CORS-062-17 

Subject:  Fiscal Impact Assessment for the Sustainable Halton Lands 

Recommendation:  THAT the report “Town of Milton Long-Term Fiscal Impact 
Assessment of Growth 2017 to 2036” prepared by Watson & 
Associates Economists Ltd. dated October 24, 2017 be 
received for information. 
 
AND THAT further Fiscal Impact Studies be undertaken in 
conjunction with, and based on the additional and more 
detailed information that will be available from, the 
secondary planning processes for the Sustainable Halton 
Lands. 
 
AND THAT the Fiscal Impact Studies associated with the 
secondary planning processes for the Sustainable Halton 
Lands further quantify specific mitigation strategies for 
Council to consider to reduce the forecasted pressure on 
both the Town’s projected tax rate and debt capacity. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 Similar to the process used for the initial financial assessment of the HUSP lands, 
the attached study has been prepared based on the preliminary information 
available at this stage of the planning process with the anticipation that more 
detailed fiscal assessments will occur subsequently in conjunction with the 
secondary planning processes. 

 The amount of growth evaluated exceeds the growth contemplated in the Town’s 
2015 Development Charge Study by 109,950 residents and 41,400 employees. 

 The capital investment anticipated for the period 2017 to 2036 totals $2.0 billion, 
with gross operating costs forecasted to grow to $418 million per year. 

 These operating and capital costs are projected to translate into average tax rate 
increases of 5.26% annually to 2036, and pressure the Town’s debt capacity limit.  
Further increases may also be required should non-residential growth not 
materialize as quickly as projected, or to address the Town’s existing infrastructure 
deficit. 
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 The fiscal impact assessment identifies several areas for further review in order to 
manage the financial challenges anticipated, including focusing on non-residential 
growth, supporting mixed-use growth in the Agerton Employment Area, reviewing 
service levels, managing the pace of residential growth and capital investment, 
reviewing the service delivery model for transit, as well as continuing partnerships 
with other levels of government and the private sector. 

 

REPORT 
 

Background 

Since the early 1980’s, the Region of Halton and the Town have been planning for 
growth through the preparation of numerous studies. One of the initial studies, the 
Halton Urban Structure Plan (HUSP), concluded that the growth would occur in four 
phases with three of the four representing residential growth and one non-residential 
phase. The planning processes for the HUSP lands have since proceeded and buildout 
of these phases is now well underway.   

 
Financial Impact Assessments (FIAs) were undertaken to support the development of 
the HUSP lands. These assessments concluded that the growth that was expected to 
occur would have a significant impact on the operating and capital expenditures of the 
municipality. In order to mitigate the impacts of development on the existing taxpayers, 
as per policies established by Milton Council, and to stay within debt capacity limits, the 
Town entered into financial agreements with developing landowners.   

 
Through the 2009 Sustainable Halton Plan (Regional Plan Amendment 38), additional 
lands were added to the Town’s urban area to accommodate further population and 
employment growth beyond the HUSP lands.  These lands are located in three main 
areas: a corridor along Trafalgar Road, an area south and east of Britannia Road, and 
a corridor along Tremaine Road including the Milton Education Village lands.  Planning 
for the Trafalgar and Britannia lands specifically have included the preparation of a Land 
Base Analysis, which received Council endorsement in principle on September 25, 
2017, as well as a Subwatershed Study that is on-going and will require completion 
prior to the approval of any secondary plans for the area.  Preparation of a FIA for the 
Sustainable Halton Lands is therefore timely, and as such the Town retained Watson & 
Associates via CORS-006-17 to undertake the study. 

 

Discussion 

Attached as Attachment 1 to this report is a copy of the report “Town of Milton Long-
Term Fiscal Impact Assessment of Growth 2017 to 2036” as prepared by Watson & 
Associates Economists Ltd. 
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Similar to the process used for the initial financial assessment of the HUSP lands, the 
attached study has been prepared based on the preliminary information available at 
this stage of the planning process with the anticipation that more detailed fiscal 
assessments will occur subsequently in conjunction with the secondary planning 
processes.  Key sources of information for this study have included: 

 Town of Milton 2017 Approved Budget & Forecast as a basis for existing 
revenues, expenditures and service levels 

 The report “Land Base Analysis – Land Base Assumptions, Key Findings and 
Secondary Planning Framework” prepared by Malone Given Parsons Ltd. 

 Draft information from the transportation master planning process that is being 
prepared by WSP Canada  

 Town of Milton’s 2015 Development Charge Background Study  
 Other existing Town of Milton master plans  

 
In several areas, the projections have utilized pro-rata forecasting based on existing 
levels of spending and revenue tied to drivers such as population or facility/asset 
growth.  The assessment prepared takes into consideration for new population and 
employment: 

 Capital infrastructure needs and timing for all Town services 
 Operating costs and revenues  
 Potential impact on tax rates over the planning horizon 
 Potential impact on the Town’s debt capacity 

With respect to infrastructure and the existing infrastructure deficit, the study excludes 
any potential outcomes that may result from the 2017 Asset Management Plan (as that 
report is pending completion and Council endorsement) but does consider the 
incremental funding for the year 2018 as contemplated in CORS-040-17. 
 
Scenario Analysis 
 
The financial analysis undertaken has considered a variety of scenarios with respect to 
the progression of growth, with the following key alternatives presented in several of 
the summaries below: 

 Growth in alignment with the 2015 DC Study 
 Additional Growth (above the 2015 DC Study forecasts) in the MEV lands, 

Complementary MEV lands, as well as the HUSP and pre-HUSP areas 
 Sustainable Halton Lands – excluding Agerton Employment Area 
 Sustainable Halton Lands – including Agerton Employment Area 
 Sustainable Halton Lands – including Agerton Employment Area as a mixed use 

development area 
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Growth Forecast 
 
The growth anticipated in the FIA would lead to a total population of 269,200 after the 
buildout of the Sustainable lands.  This amount exceeds the growth identified in the 
Town’s 2015 Development Charge (DC) Study by 109,950 residents.  Should the 
Agerton Employment Secondary Plan area be developed as mixed use, an additional 
15,165 people could potentially be accommodated as well. 
 

Comparison of Population Growth by Development Areas,  
2017 F.I.A. (Base Scenario) vs. 2015 Town-wide D.C. Background Study

Similarly, total employment is projected to amount to 116,600 employees at buildout, 
which exceeds the 2015 DC Study’s total by 41,400 employees.  A mixed use 
conversion of the Agerton lands could add an additional 37,800 employees to these 
amounts. 

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

2016 to D.C. 

Buildout

2016 to 

Buildout 

(2036) 2017 

Established Urban Area 21,244 22,170 21,050 22,000 35,000          36,500         -190 13,950

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 48,781 50,900 47,760 49,800 52,500          54,700         -1,020 4,700

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 30,579 31,910 34,090 35,600 37,000          38,600         3,510 2,900

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 1,388 1,450 48,200 50,300 53,100          55,500         46,810 4,900

0 0 0 0 6,500 6,700 0 6,500

0 0 0 0 77,000 80,300 0 77,000

Rural 8,136 8,490 8,140 8,500 8,100 8,400 0 0

Total 110,128 114,920 159,240 166,200 269,200        280,700       49,110 109,950

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 2017

Residential Development 

Area 

Sustainable Halton Lands 

(Phase 4)

Milton Education Village 

(M.E.V.)

Buildout (2015 D.C.)2016 (Census)

Buildout (2036) 

to 2017 F.I.A.

Forecast Growth 

(Excluding Undercount)
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Comparison of Employment Growth by Development Areas,  
2017 F.I.A. (Base Scenario) vs. 2015 Town-wide D.C. Background Study

 

Capital Forecast Impacts 
 
Based on the growth forecast above, the total capital investment anticipated to 2036 
amounts to $2.0 billion.  Of this forecast, $1.1 billion is estimated be recoverable from 
growth and $0.9 billion is projected to require funding from the Town. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2016 

Employment

Buildout to 

2015 D.C.

Buildout (2036) 

to 2017 F.I.A.

2016 to D.C. 

Buildout

2016 to 2036 

(2017 F.I.A.)

Established Urban Area 7,340 9,400          9,700              2,100            2,400            

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 2,750 4,100          4,100              1,400            1,400            

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 1,720 5,100          5,200              3,400            3,500            

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 210 3,200          3,200              3,000            3,000            

14,800 19,900         19,900            5,100            5,100            

100 14,200         14,700            14,100           14,600          

0 -              7,000              -                7,000            

50 100             3,000              100               3,000            

0 -              3,000              -                3,000            

0 -              17,200            -                17,200          

Rural 3,273 3,300          3,300              -                -               

Total Usual Place of Work 30,243 59,300         90,300            29,100           60,100          

Work at Home 4,000 6,800          11,600            2,800            7,600            

No Fixed Place of Work 4,480 9,100          14,700            4,600            10,200          

Total Employment 38,723 75,200 116,600 36,500 77,900

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 2017

Sustainable Halton Lands 

(Phase 4)

Non-Residential 

Development Area

Milton Education Village 

(M.E.V.)

401 Business Park - 

Industrial/Commercial
Derry Green Business Park -

Industrial/Commercial
Complementary M.E.V. 
Employment Lands

Industrial Secondary Plan 

Area 

Forecast Growth
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Recoverable and Non-Recoverable Costs Under the D.C.A. 
2017-2036   

($Millions)  (2017$) 

 
 
As demonstrated above, the restrictions imposed by the Development Charges Act, 
1997, continue to have a negative financial impact to rapidly growing municipalities 
such as Milton. These restrictions include, but are not limited to, ineligible services such 
as administrative facility space, computer equipment and hospital contributions, 
reductions based on historical service level standards, as well as the mandatory 10% 
reduction for certain services.  The financial analysis provided in the FIA has not 
assumed any additional developer contributions for costs associated with these 
restrictions. 
 
Operating Forecast Impacts 
 
Gross operating expenditures are anticipated to grow up to $452 million depending on 
the scenario considered as demonstrated in the following graph: 
 

 
 
 

Capital 

Forecast

(2017-2036)

DC 

Reserve 

Balance 

Adjustment

 Other 

Recoveries

Net DC 

Amount

Net Cost 

to be 

Paid by 

Town

DC Recoverable

Parks & Recreation 617.2           27.8             1.3              487.1     101.0      

Fire 22.8             (1.8)              -              22.7        2.0           

Library 60.8             7.7               -              41.8        11.3         

Roads, Bridges, Structures & Fleet 596.4           (24.7)            12.7            445.5     162.8      

Parking 26.4             2.1               -              15.4        9.0           

Transit 77.8             (0.8)              6.4              45.5        26.5         

Growth Related Studies 23.3             (2.9)              -              22.7        3.5           

Storm Water Monitoring 4.3                (0.4)              -              4.7          -           

DC Recoverable Subtotal 1,429.0        7.0               20.5            1,085.5  316.0      

Non-DC Recoverable

Civic Facilities 43.7             -               -              -          43.7         

Growth Related Computer 
Equipment & Parking Vehicles 

87.3             -               -              -          87.3         

Hospital 75.1             -               -              -          75.1         

Non-Growth Related Capital 416.0           -               0.1              -          416.0      

Non-DC Recoverable Subtotal 622.3           -               0.1              -          622.3      

Total 2,051.3        7.0               20.6            1,085.5  938.3      

Note: Amounts in brackets indicated negative DC reserve fund balances.
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Total Operating Expenditures (inflated $) 

 

With consideration for all revenue sources, the estimated impact on tax rates that 
results from the higher level of operating expenditure is shown below. 
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The tax rates estimated for 2036 equate to annual increases of 5.26% over the entire 
planning period.  It is important to note that these forecasts do not anticipate any 
recommendations that may result from the Asset Management Plan that the Town is 
currently completing, which likely results in additional tax pressure to the figures above.  
The forecasts also assume timely development of non-residential employment areas, 
which if not materialized would also introduce further pressure. 
 
It is also noteworthy that the resulting estimated pressure generally aligns with the FIAs 
that have previously been undertaken for the Town for the HUSP lands.  The most 
recent such report, for example, was finalized in 2010 and projected annual increases 
of 6.32%. 
 
To provide some additional context to the forecasted impact to taxpayers presented in 
the 2017 FIA, the graph below has been prepared by staff.  It compares Milton’s current 
and forecasted cost per $100,000 of assessed value to the comparator group of 
municipalities the Town utilizes during the annual budget process. 

 
 
The figure shows that in 2017, the Town’s local tax rate is below both the range and 
average of rates at the 6 comparator municipalities.  In 2036, based on the projected 
increases presented in the FIA for Milton of 5.26% per year, the Town’s rates would 
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remain below the average of the comparators if the other municipalities were able to 
limit their average annual increases to 2% during the period. 
 
Debt Capacity 
 
Included within the FIA is consideration for the Town’s cash flow requirements including 
the impact of financing the $2.0 billion in capital infrastructure anticipated.  The following 
graph projects the impact on the Town’s debt capacity, and suggests that growth will 
result in levels well in excess of what the Town has historically incurred. 
 

Projected Debt Capacity 

 
 
Conclusion & Next Steps 
 
The analysis presented in the attached FIA suggests that the levels of growth currently 
anticipated for the Town will continue to create pressure on the Town and its taxpayers.  
If unmitigated, annual tax increases averaging 5.26% could potentially be incurred 
along with the Town reaching or exceeding its debt capacity limits based on existing 
policy.  Management of growth and the Town’s finances is therefore essential to 
supporting the Financial Sustainability theme as outlined in Destiny Milton 3, especially 
with respect to impacting the financial burden of future generations to meet their own 
needs. 
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The FIA identifies several areas for further review in order to manage the financial 
challenges anticipated.  Those opportunities include: 

 Reviewing the levels of service provided by Council 
 Consider the transit service moving to a Regional governance and service 

delivery model 
 Slow the pace of residential growth and the associated capital spending 
 Focus on employment growth 
 Supporting mixed use growth in the Agerton Employment Area 
 Continue to develop partnerships with other levels of government and the private 

sector 
 
The FIA also articulates the need for further fiscal studies associated with each 
secondary plan process, at which time more detailed information will be available in 
order to refine the preliminary estimates presented herein. 
 
The recommendations contained within this report reflect these next steps, including 
the need to quantify and adopt specific mitigation measures in advance of proceeding 
through the secondary plan approval process in order to ensure the Town’s tax rates 
and debt levels remain at acceptable levels as determined by Council. 

 

Financial Impact 

The amount and pace of growth has a significant financial impact to the Town, as 
demonstrated through prior financial studies, the pressures identified through the 
annual budget process, and the Town’s existing infrastructure deficit.  As such, the 
preparation of financial impact assessments is essential in supporting Council in the 
management of growth and the goal of financial sustainability.    
 
Funding has been identified in the 2018 Budget to proceed with a more detailed fiscal 
impact assessment, which is anticipated to align with a secondary planning process 
within the Sustainable Halton Lands.  Given the significant tax rate and debt capacity 
impacts forecasted, specific mitigation strategies for Council to consider are expected 
in advance of any secondary plan approvals. 

 

Respectfully submitted,  
 
Linda Leeds, CPA, CGA 
Deputy CAO/CFO 

For questions, please 
contact: 

Name: Glen Cowan x2151 
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Executive Summary 

The Town of Milton has experienced rapid population growth over the past two 

decades.  Between 1996 and 2016 the Town’s population grew by 78,000 people from a 

population base of 32,100 to 110,100.  During this historical time period, the Town’s 

employment base has also steadily grown, increasing by approximately 19,200 jobs.  

Over the next twenty years, the Town of Milton is anticipated to experience population 

and employment growth at a pace which is comparable to, and potentially greater than, 

the past two decades.  Future residential and non-residential development activity will 

largely be driven by continued growth in the Town’s designated and planned greenfield 

areas.  The Town is also anticipated to experience steady population and employment 

growth over the next 20 years within the Pre-H.U.S.P. Urban Area.    

The purpose of this fiscal analysis is to identify key financial pressures as the Town 

plans for continued growth and to make recommendations to assist the Town in 

managing growth over the planning period.  The methodology used in the analysis 

considers the Town’s fiscal thresholds for debt and taxes, and ensures that “growth 

pays for growth to the greatest extent possible within the law”.  The results summarize 

the type of growth along with estimated timing of costs required for servicing growth and 

asset replacement, as well as providing potential areas for review of financing options 

during secondary planning processes. 

The funding for capital and operating expenditures considered in the analysis include 

taxes, rates, fees, debt, as well as the use of reserves and reserve funds, grant funding, 

and development charges.  The capital forecast is provided over a 20-year period 

between 2017 and 2036 and anticipates that current service levels will continue to be 

provided in the future.  All current Town services will be impacted to some degree by 

the amount, type, timing and location of growth.  In addition, it is recognized that there is 

a current infrastructure deficit related to asset management and the capital forecast 

therefore includes some asset replacements however, the full extent of the 

requirements over the 20-year forecast period will be further refined as the Town 

completes the asset management plan they are currently undertaking. 

Between 2016 and 2036, Milton’s population and employment base is forecast to 

increase by approximately 159,000 persons and 77,900 jobs, respectively.  To 

accommodate future population growth, the Town is forecast to require approximately 
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60,300 new households across a broad range of ground-oriented1 and high-density 

housing forms.  A large share of future employment growth within the Town will be 

focused on retail and personal service uses to support local population growth.  Steady 

employment growth in the industrial sector, primarily prestige industrial, is also 

anticipated within the Town’s designated and planned Employment Areas.  

The Sustainable Halton Lands (Phase 4) will accommodate a significant share of 

identified future population, housing and employment growth within the Town of Milton. 

A range of office, industrial and retail employment growth is preferred for the Agerton 

Employment Secondary Plan Area (S.P.A.).  It is noted that for the Phase 4 lands, all 

three secondary plan areas (i.e. the Britannia East/West Secondary Plan Area, the 

Trafalgar Corridor Secondary Plan Area and the Agerton Employment Secondary Plan 

Area) are assumed to develop concurrently.  The spreading of the concurrent 

development activity over this broad area results in accelerated capital to ensure all 

areas are serviced, which then results in higher tax and debt impacts earlier in the 

forecast. 

Forecast population and employment growth for the Town to the year 2031 and beyond 

is guided by the Halton Region Official Plan (R.O.P.), the Town of Milton O.P, approved 

local Secondary Plans as well as other relevant planning studies completed or currently 

underway for the Region of Halton and Town of Milton.   Assumptions regarding the 

total yield of population, housing by structure type and employment by land-use 

category related to the Sustainable Halton Lands - Phase 4 were provided in the Town 

of Milton Land Base Analysis Report, prepared by Malone Given Parsons Ltd. (MGP), 

October 2017.2  Specific details regarding the timing of population, housing and 

employment growth related to the Phase 4 lands were developed by Watson in 

conjunction with Town staff. 

In terms of the revenues anticipated from development charges, the development 

charges have been recalculated based on the anticipated growth and the estimated 

capital forecast to service that growth.  The Town’s current rate for a single detached 

home is $19,051 (excluding charges for stormwater management monitoring which are 

imposed on an area specific basis).  The calculated charge contained herein provides 

for a charge of $19,678 for single family homes. 

                                            
1 Includes single-detached, semi-detached, townhome, back-to-back townhome and 
stacked townhome units.  
2 Town of Milton Land Base Analysis Report.  Background Review, Land Base 
Assumptions and Preliminary Findings.  Malone Given Parsons Ltd.  2017. 
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In terms of tax rate implications, the Town’s overall increases are estimated at annual 

average rate of 5.26%.  This level of increase includes inflation of both capital and 

operating at an annual rate of 2%.   

The Town’s debt capacity is projected to increase to 19% over the forecast period.  

Currently, the Council approved policy to not to exceed the 20% limit in order to 

preserve capacity for unforeseen events.  With anticipated additional needs for asset 

replacement, the Town’s debt capacity may be required to provide for the necessary 

replacement of existing infrastructure thus, limiting the amount available to service 

growth. 

It must be emphasized that the analysis provided herein assumes the full buildout of 

non-residential lands by the end of the forecast period.  Should these lands not develop 

at this pace, it will place upward pressure on the tax rates and the Towns debt capacity. 

Based on the review provided herein, the capital spending program will increase the 

Town’s tax rates and debt capacity to very high levels.  It is noted that due to the 

financial impacts identified, which includes the growth identified in the L.B.A. for the 

Agerton Employment Secondary Plan Area, additional analysis was undertaken on the 

financial impacts of a higher density, mixed use land alternative.  The financial results of 

the alternative analysis are provided in Chapter 6 of this report.     

Even with the additional mixed-use alternative for the lands in the Agerton Employment 

Secondary Plan, the Town will need to further offset the risks of high tax rate increase 

and debt capacity levels.  To do this, the Town may consider staging or phasing growth.  

Alternatively, it may require innovated capital funding approaches to reduce the reliance 

on debt financing which may include continued partnerships with other levels of 

government and the private sector.  Further observations are provided in Chapter 7 of 

this report to provide the Town with other suggestions for reducing the financial impacts 

of growth. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Terms of Reference 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson) was retained in March, 2017, to 

undertake the Fiscal Impact Assessment of the Sustainable Halton Lands to provide a 

detailed financial analysis of the growth provided by Malone Givens Parsons (MGP) as 

well as alternative growth options for the Phase 4 Lands while also incorporating an 

overall analysis of layering this new growth on existing growth and all other anticipated 

growth within the Town anticipated to 2036. 

The Fiscal Impact Assessment (F.I.A.) addresses the following: 

• The growth forecast for: 

o H.U.S.P. lands which include the: 

 Established Urban Area (Pre-H.U.S.P. lands); 

 Bristol, Sherwood and Boyne Surveys; 

 401 Industrial Park; and 

 Derry Green Business Park; 

o Sustainable Halton Lands which include the: 

 Milton Education Village (M.E.V.); 

 Industrial Secondary Plan Area; 

 Complementary M.E.V. Employment Lands; and 

 Phase 4 Lands, which include: 

• Agerton Employment Secondary Plan Area (A.E.S.P.A.); 

• Britannia East/West Secondary Plan Area (B.E.W.S.P.A.); 

and 

• Trafalgar Corridor Secondary Plan Area (T.C.S.P.A.); 

• Total capital costs associated with growth in the Sustainable Halton Lands; 

• Total capital costs associated with growth in the approved H.U.S.P. lands as 

identified in the Town’s current 2015 D.C. study and Capital Forecast, including 

non-growth-related capital identified in the Town’s 10-year capital forecast for 

asset replacement; 

• Total capital costs associated with additional growth in the H.U.S.P. lands; 

• Assessment of net operating impacts for the Town of Milton to 2036; 

• Impact on tax rates; 

• Impact of additional assessment on tax rates; and 

• Impact on the Town’s debt capacity. 
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Ultimately, the objective of this study is to identify key financial pressures as the Town 

plans for continued growth and to make recommendations to assist the Town in 

managing growth over the planning period.  This comprehensive approach includes 

consideration of the Town’s fiscal thresholds for debt and taxes, and ensures that 

“growth pays for growth to the greatest extent possible within the law”.  The results 

summarize the type of growth along with estimated timing of costs required for servicing 

growth and asset replacement, as well as providing potential areas for review of 

financing options during secondary planning processes. 

1.2 Background 

The Town of Milton has experienced extensive growth over the past two decades and is 

anticipated to continue growing at levels equal to or greater than the past over the next 

twenty years.  The Town has undertaken numerous studies since the 1980s to examine 

and prepare for the growth including: 

• The Halton Urban Structure Review (H.U.S.R.) which examined various options 

for accommodating anticipated growth in the Region; 

• The Halton Urban Structure Plan (H.U.S.P.) in the 1990s along with Regional 

Official Plan Amendment (R.O.P.A.) No. 8.  H.U.S.P. established growth in Milton 

from its then population of approximately 32,000 people to 150,000 people and 

provided three phases of urban expansion areas and a fourth area for 

employment growth. 

o Phase 1 (Bristol Survey) – area generally to the east and south of the pre-

H.U.S.P. urban boundary, extending to James Snow Parkway at the east, 

and Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to the south. 

o Phase 2 (Sherwood Survey) – area generally to the west and south of the 

pre-H.U.S.P. urban boundary extending from Tremaine Rd. in the west 

and to Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to the south. 

o Phase 3 (Boyne Survey) – extends from Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to 

Britannia Rd. in the south with the western and eastern boundaries being 

Tremaine Rd. and James Snow Parkway, respectively. 

o Derry Green Corporate Business Park – generally bounded by the 401 to 

the north, south of the extension of Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to the south, 

James Snow Parkway to the west and Sixth Line to the east.   

• For all four of these urban growth expansion areas, planning and servicing 

studies have been undertaken as well as financial impact studies which lead to 

assisting the Town in negotiating financial agreements with developing 

landowners in Phases 1, 2 & 3 to assist financially in constructing the 
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infrastructure to maintain quality services for new and existing residents.  The 

financial studies lead to: 

o The Phase 1A (Bristol survey was divided into two sub-phases) financial 

agreement in December, 1999 and an amending agreement in July, 2003; 

o The Phase 1B financial agreement in August, 2004; 

o The Phase 2 financial agreement in July, 2004 (note that Milton Heights 

landowners entered into a financial agreement with the Town at a later 

date); 

o The Milton Heights agreement (part of Phase 2) in February, 2006; and 

o The Phase 3 financial agreement in July, 2012. 

Currently, R.O.P.A. No. 38 identifies additional greenfield growth lands in Milton to 

accommodate growth in population and employment between 2021 to 2031.  These 

lands are referred to as the “Sustainable Halton Lands” and will provide the next major 

Secondary Plan Areas for the Town.  Further, these lands will allow the Town to meet 

the growth targets established in the Province’s 2006 Growth Plan for the Greater 

Golden Horseshoe and the Region of Halton’s Official Plan.  The growth targets for the 

Town are a population of 238,000 people and 114,000 jobs.   

Recently, the Town has been undertaking a Land Base Analysis (L.B.A.) for the 

Sustainable Halton Lands.  Malone Given Parsons Ltd. (MGP) has undertaken the 

L.B.A. and has prepared a draft report, dated October, 2017, that was endorsed in 

principle by Council.  The L.B.A. is to be finalized by the end of 2017. 

In conjunction with this study, the Town engaged Watson to provide a financial impact 

analysis of the Sustainable Halton lands, which directs future urban growth in these 

areas.   

The growth has been analyzed over a 20-year period (2017 to 2036).  The Town also 

recognizes that the current H.U.S.P. lands will continue to build out within this time 

period and that there is potential for additional growth in the H.U.S.P. lands, this 

additional growth has also been embraced in the analysis.   

Currently, the Town, in consultation with WSP Engineering Consultants, is also in the 

process of undertaking the Transportation Master Plan (T.M.P.) required to identify 

capital to service future growth, preliminary findings from the T.M.P. have been used to 

inform the fiscal impact analysis.  For other services, Town staff have worked with 

Watson to identify servicing needs for Fire, Transit, Parks & Recreation, Library, Public 

Works Fleet and Facilities, and growth studies.  Further, additional information related to 

non-growth-related works in the 10 years following the current capital forecast period 
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have been included based on known replacement needs and averages for other needs 

based on the current 10-year forecast.   It is noted that the results of the current Asset 

Management Plan (A.M.P.), including strategies to potentially address the existing 

infrastructure deficit, have not been reflected as the A.M.P. has not yet been finalized or 

endorsed by Council.   

A number of options have been included in the fiscal impact analysis based on the 

following studies: 

• Town of Milton Capital Budget and Forecast (2017 to 2026); 

• Draft Transportation Master Plan (WSP); and 

• Interviews with municipal staff on a service-by-service basis regarding capital 

and operating requirements associated with developing the growth options.  

The analysis provided herein is similar to previous fiscal impact studies undertaken for 

each of the H.U.S.P. Secondary Plans.  Some of the capital needs, however, are based 

on continuing with current service standards and discussions with staff, not specific 

master plans that will be undertaken in the future to confirm the detailed capital 

infrastructure requirements for each secondary plan.  As such, it is anticipated that 

updated fiscal impact assessments will occur based on more detailed input assumptions 

with each secondary plan for the new urban lands. 

 

 



Page 2-1 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

2. Forecast Population, Housing and 
Employment Growth Within the Town 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter summarizes forecast population, housing, employment and gross floor 

area (G.F.A.) for the Town of Milton by development area over the 2016 to 2036 

planning horizon.  Map 2-1 illustrates the geographic locations of the residential and 

non-residential development areas.  The residential and non-residential forecast herein 

was prepared by Watson in conjunction with Town staff, including options for the 

Agerton Employment Area located within the Sustainable Halton Lands.  The growth 

forecast has been informed by the following background information: 

• The Halton Region Official Plan (R.O.P.), with respect to population and housing 

growth to the year 2031, housing intensification and residential phasing;   

• Discussions with Town staff regarding active residential development in the 

planning process (i.e. approved/draft approved development agreements) based 

on discussions with the Town of Milton regarding the timing of residential 

development for Phase 1 (Bristol) and Phase 2 (Sherwood); 

• Identified residential and/or non-residential growth as per the Secondary Plans 

for Phase 3 (Boyne), Milton Education Village (M.E.V.), and Derry Green 

Corporate Business Park;  

• Population, housing, employment and non-residential gross floor area (G.F.A.) 

assumptions provided in the Town of Milton Development Charges Background 

Study, 2015;1 

• Employment growth by sector, vacant employment land supply assumptions and 

employment land policy direction set out in the 2016 Town of Milton Employment 

Land Needs Assessment Study;2 

• 2016 Census population and household data; and 

• Historical residential and non-residential building permit data from 2007 to 2017 

year-to-date (March 2017). 

Assumptions regarding the total yield of population, housing by structure type and 

employment by land-use category related to the Sustainable Halton Lands - Phase 4 

                                            
1 Town of Milton Development Charges Background Study, December 8, 2015. 
2 Town of Milton Employment Land Needs Assessment Study.  Phase 2 Analysis and 
Recommendations Report.  October 13, 2016. 
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were provided in the Town of Milton Land Base Analysis Report, prepared by Malone 

Given Parsons Ltd. (MGP), October 2017.1  Specific details regarding the timing of 

population, housing and employment growth related to the Phase 4 lands were 

developed by Watson. 

                                            
1 Town of Milton Land Base Analysis Report.  Background Review, Land Base 
Assumptions and Preliminary Findings.  Malone Given Parsons Ltd.  2017. 
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2.2 Population, Household and Employment Growth, 2016 to 2036 

Tables 2-1 summarizes the Town-wide population and household forecast for the Town 

of Milton over the 2016 to 2036 forecast period.  Between 2016 and 2036, Milton’s 

population base is forecast to increase by approximately 159,000 persons, from 

110,100 to 269,100.1  This represents an annual population growth rate of 4.6% 

annually.2  Over the next 20 years, the Town of Milton’s population is forecast to grow at 

a rate which is close to double that of Halton Region and almost five times the provincial 

average. 

To accommodate future population growth, the Town is forecast to require 

approximately 60,300 new households between 2016 and 2036.3  As the Town of Milton 

continues to grow and mature, the range of new housing products offered will continue 

to broaden.  As such, a greater share of new residential development is anticipated in 

more compact, high-density housing forms relative to historical trends.  While steady 

growth is anticipated in ground-oriented housing forms (i.e. single detached, semi-

detached and townhouses), these housing forms are anticipated to diversify, with an 

increasing share of more compact ground-oriented housing types offered on the market 

(i.e. small lot singles, stacked/back-to-back townhouses).  This trend is being driven by 

demographics, housing affordability and planning policy.  

                                            
1 Population forecast excludes the net Census population undercount which is 
estimated at approximately 4.4%. 
2 2036 represents the approximate timing of buildout of the Sustainable Halton Lands in 
the Town of Milton. 
3 Derived by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  2017. 
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Table 2-1 
Town of Milton 

Population and Households Growth Summary, 2016 to 2036 

 

Tables 2-2 and 2-3 summarize the Town-wide employment and non-residential gross 

floor area (G.F.A.) forecast by major sector from 2016 to 2036.  While local population 

growth will directly impact the need for local community services (i.e. retail, personal 

services and institutional), new development will also drive demand within the 

construction sector and influence location options in some industrial sectors such as 

wholesale trade and transportation/warehousing. 

The Town’s employment base is forecast to increase from 38,800 in 2016 to 116,700 in 

2036.  This represents approximately 77,900 employees, or 5.7% annually over the 20-

year forecast period.  Comparatively, the Town’s employment base is forecast to 

increase at more than double the rate of Halton Region over the next 20 years.  

Forecast employment growth within the Town of Milton is anticipated to be comprised of 

a range of retail/service, knowledge-based and goods-producing sectors.   

Regarding non-residential G.F.A., the Town of Milton is forecast to add approximately 

56.6 million sq.ft. (5.3 million sq.m) to its non-residential development base over the 

2016 to 2036 forecast period.  Forecast non-residential G.F.A. is anticipated to be 

concentrated in the industrial sector (approximately 65%).  Retail, office and institutional 

sectors are forecast to comprise the remaining 35% of the Town’s forecast non-

residential building space requirements. 

 Low-

Density
4

Medium-

Density5

High-

Density6
Total 

Households

2016 114,900 110,100 23,400 7,500 3,300 34,200 3.22
2021 158,600 152,000 28,300 14,000 7,500 49,800 3.05
2026 201,400 193,000 33,800 19,800 11,100 64,700 2.98

20313 238,000 228,100 38,800 24,300 13,900 77,000 2.96

Buildout (2036)1
280,700 269,100 39,900 35,300 19,300 94,500 2.85

2016 to 2036 165,800 159,000 16,500 27,800 16,000 60,300 -0.37

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

2 Net Census undercount is estimated at 4.4%.
3 2031 population forecast derived from Halton Region Best Planning Estimates (B.P.E.), 2011. 
4 Singles and semi-detached.
5 Townhouses and apartments in duplexes (including back-to-back and stacked townhouses).
6 Apartments.

1 Refers to the buildout (approximately 2036) of Phase 1 (Bristol), Phase 2 (Sherwood), Phase 3 (Boyne), Sustainable Halton Lands, 

plus corresponding population and household growth in the Pre-H.U.S.P. and rural area from 2016 to 2036.

Households

Year

Population 
(Including Net 

Census 

Undercount)2

Population 
(Excluding 
Net Census 
Undercount)

Persons 
Per Unit 
(P.P.U.)
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Table 2-2 
Town of Milton 

Employment Growth Summary, 2016 to 2036 

 

Table 2-3 
Town of Milton 

Non-Residential Gross Floor Area (G.F.A. in Sq.ft. in 000s) Growth Summary,  
2016 to 2036 

 

2.3 Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands  

2.3.1  Background 

The Sustainable Halton Lands - Phase 4 represent the Town’s largest remaining 

greenfield area to be planned under Regional Official Plan Amendment (R.O.P.A.) No. 

38.  As part of the approval of R.O.P.A. No. 38, additional lands were identified in the 

Town of Milton to accommodate population and employment growth from 2021 through 

to 2031.   

Primary Industrial Retail Office Institutional

Total 

Employment 

by Usual 

Place of 

Work

Work at 

Home

No Fixed 

Place of 

Work
4

2016
2

114,900 700 12,400 9,500 2,000 5,700 30,300 4,000 4,500 38,800 33.8%
2021 158,600 700 15,400 12,700 3,800 7,300 39,900 7,600 8,700 56,200 35.4%

2026 201,400 700 19,900 17,600 7,400 10,800 56,400 7,600 8,700 72,700 36.1%

20313
238,000 700 27,900 23,700 12,500 15,300 80,100 10,100 12,400 102,600 43.1%

Buildout (2036)1
280,700 700 33,500 24,100 15,500 16,600 90,400 11,600 14,700 116,700 41.6%

2016 to 2036 165,800 0 21,100 14,600 13,500 10,900 60,100 7,600 10,200 77,900 7.8%

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

2
 2016 employment base estimated by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

Total 

Employees

Employment 

Activity Rate

Population 

(Excluding Net 

Census 

Undercount)Year

4
 Statistics Canada defines no fixed place of work (N.F.P.O.W.) employees as "persons who do not go from home to the same work place location at the beginning 

of each shift."  Such persons include building and landscape contractors, travelling salespersons, independent truck drivers, etc.

1
 Refers to non-residential buildout (approximately 2036) of Highway 401 Industrial Park, Phase 1 (Bristol), Phase 2 (Sherwood), Phase 3 (Boyne), Derry Green 

Business Park, Milton Education Village (M.E.V.), Complementary M.E.V. Employment Lands, Industrial Secondary Plan Area, Phase 4 - Sustainable Halton 

Lands, as well as the corresponding employment within the remaining Pre-H.U.S.P. and rural area by 2036.

3
 Derived from Town of Milton Employment Land Needs Assessment Study, Phase 2 Analysis and Recommendations Report. October 2016.

Employment by Sector

Forecast Period Industrial Retail Office Institutional
Total Gross 
Floor Area 

2016 to Buildout (2036)1
36,900 6,900 4,100 8,700 56,600

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

Non-Residential  Sector

1 Refers to non-residential buildout (approximately 2036) of Highway 401 Industrial Park, Phase 1 (Bristol), 

Phase 2 (Sherwood), Phase 3 (Boyne), Derry Green Business Park, Milton Education Village (M.E.V.), 

Complementary M.E.V. Employment Lands, Industrial Secondary Plan Area, Phase 4 Sustainable Halton 

Lands, as well as the corresponding employment within the remaining Pre-H.U.S.P. and rural area by 

2036.
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Before commencing a Secondary Plan program, and in order to gain a better 

understanding of some of the key opportunities and constraints to developing this area, 

the Town of Milton initiated two key background studies:  a Subwatershed Study, and a 

Land Base Analysis (L.B.A.).  The L.B.A. undertaken by Malone Given Parsons 

identifies key opportunities and constraints to development; as well, it informs and 

provides direction to the planning process.  Specific assumptions related to total 

population, housing and employment growth with respect to the Sustainable Halton 

Lands were developed by Malone Given Parsons with input from Watson.  

2.3.2  Residential Growth 

Table 2-4 summarizes the population and household forecast for the Phase 4 

Sustainable Halton Lands.  At buildout (anticipated to occur by approximately 2036), the 

Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands are forecast to reach at total population of 77,000.1 

Key assumptions and observations regarding the Sustainable Halton population 

forecast include the following: 

• To accommodate the population forecast for the Phase 4 Sustainable Halton 

Lands, this area will require approximately 29,300 new households at full 

buildout;  

• The subject lands are anticipated to accommodate a range of ground-oriented 

and high-density housing forms;   
• Forecast average P.P.U. levels within the subject area are forecast to decline 

over the 20-year forecast period, driven by an increasing share of medium- and 

high-density households at relatively lower average housing occupancy; and  

• With respect to timing of development, the first residential phase of the 

Sustainable Halton Lands is anticipated to commence between 2021 and 2026. 

Forecast population allocated to the Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands is projected to 

account for approximately 48% of all population growth anticipated for the Town of 

Milton over the next 20 years. 

                                            
1 Including the net Census undercount, the population of the Sustainable Halton Lands 
is forecast to reach approximately 80,300. 
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Table 2-4 
  Town of Milton 

Population and Housing Forecast for Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands, 2036 

 

The Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands are expected to attract a broad range of 

demographic groups, including new homebuyers, families, empty-nesters and seniors.  

These broad demographic groups will be accommodated in a range of ground-oriented 

housing forms as well as high-density dwellings.  Relative to other stable residential 

neighbourhoods within the Town, the average age of the population within the Phase 4 

Sustainable Halton Lands is anticipated to be slightly younger.  This is important as it 

will have a direct impact on housing demand by structure type, average household size, 

as well as municipal and public service needs (i.e. indoor/outdoor recreation, schools) in 

this area.  

2.3.3 Non-Residential Growth 

Table 2-5 summarizes employment growth by major sector for the Phase 4 Sustainable 

Halton Lands.  The subject lands are anticipated to accommodate approximately 21,600 

jobs at full buildout, including work at home and no fixed place of work (N.F.P.O.W.) 

employment.  Full buildout of the subject lands is anticipated to be realized by 

approximately 2036, or shortly thereafter.  With respect to timing of development, the 

first non-residential phase of the Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands is expected to 

commence between 2021 and 2026. 

Employment growth within this area is anticipated to be well balanced amongst 

industrial, commercial and institutional sectors.  Within this area, industrial employment 

is forecast to account for 26% of total employment growth.  Key industrial sub-sectors 

include:  warehousing and distribution, wholesale trade, advanced manufacturing, 

construction, and utilities/energy.  The retail sector accounts for the second largest 

Persons Per Unit (P.P.U.)

Population 
(Including Net 

Census 
Undercount)

Population 
(Excluding 

Net Census 
Undercount)

Including Net 
Census 

Undercount

Excluding Net 
Census 

Undercount

2016

2021

2026 10,100 9,700 3,200 3.16 3.03

2031 40,600 38,900 13,300 3.05 2.92

Buildout (2036) 80,300 77,000 29,300 2.74 2.63

HouseholdsYear

Population

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2017.
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share in employment growth at buildout, comprising approximately 22% of total 

employment growth, followed by the institutional sector at 21%.  Collectively, work at 

home and N.F.P.O.W. employment account for approximately 22% of total employment 

growth in Phase 4. 

Table 2-5 
  Town of Milton 

Employment Forecast for Phase 4 Sustainable Halton Lands, 2036 

 

As identified in the 2016 Employment Land Needs Assessment Study, the Trafalgar/

Derry Lands have the potential to create opportunities similar to those that have been 

planned for in the M.E.V. Secondary Plan.1  In accordance with the recommendations of 

the 2016 Employment Land Needs Assessment Study, the Trafalgar/Derry Lands 

should be considered a prime opportunity to create a mixed-use node that is inclusive of 

employment uses.  The locational attributes of the Trafalgar/Derry Lands (i.e. proximity 

to 401/407) and their connection to a potential GO Station can support the development 

of such a concept.  When combined, the existing and planned assets that characterize 

this area can be used to foster economic advantages and attract a range of knowledge-

based employment sectors, including a growing office market.  

2.4 Summary of Residential and Non-Residential Development 

Table 2-6 summarizes the Town of Milton’s population forecast by residential 

development area from 2016 to buildout (approximately 2036).   Between 2016 and 

2036, just under half the forecast population growth in the Town of Milton has been 

allocated to the Sustainable Halton Lands (Phase 4).  The Boyne Secondary Plan Area 

accounts for approximately one-third of forecast population growth during this time 

period.  The remaining 19% of forecast population growth has been allocated to the 

Town’s remaining greenfield areas and the Pre-H.U.S.P. Urban Area.  However, this 

rate of growth is contingent, in part, on meeting the Region-wide required minimum 

                                            
1 Town of Milton Employment Land Needs Assessment Study.  Phase 2 Analysis and 
Recommendations Report.  2016. 

Year Primary Industrial Retail Office Institutional

Total 
Employment 

by Usual 
Place of 

Work
Work at 
Home

No Fixed 
Place of 

Work Total

2016 0 0 0 0 0 0

2021 0 0 0 0 0 0

2026 0 400 1,600 500 2,000 4,500 1,400 1,600 7,500

2031 0 2,100 4,600 1,200 4,500 12,400 1,800 2,300 16,500

Buildout (2036) 0 5,600 4,700 1,900 4,600 16,800 2,100 2,700 21,600

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2017
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annual intensification target, as established in the Growth Plan.  In this regard, the 

Growth Plan prescribes that a minimum of 40% of all new housing in Halton must be 

within the delineated built-up area and that target will increase to 50% between the 

completion of the next MCR and 2031. 

 

Table 2-6 
  Town of Milton 

Summary of Population Growth by Development Areas, 2016 to Buildout (2036) 
(Base Scenario) 

 

Table 2-7 summarizes the Town of Milton employment forecast by non-residential 

development area from 2016 to buildout (approximately 2036).   Between 2016 and 

2036, approximately 15% of forecast employment growth in the Town of Milton has 

been allocated to the Sustainable Halton Lands (Phase 4).  The remaining 85% of 

employment growth has been allocated to the Town’s designated/planned Employment 

Areas and remaining community lands. 

 

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount1
 Percentage 

Population

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount1
 Percentage 

Population

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount1
Percentage 

Population

Established Urban Area 21,244 22,170 19% 35,000          36,500        13% 13,800        14,300        9%

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 48,781 50,900 44% 52,500          54,700        19% 3,700          3,800          2%

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 30,579 31,910 28% 37,000          38,600        14% 6,400          6,700          4%

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 1,388 1,450 1% 53,100          55,500        20% 51,700        54,100        33%

0 0 0% 6,500 6,700 2% 6,500          6,700          4%

0 0 0% 77,000 80,300 29% 77,000        80,300        48%

Rural 8,136 8,490 7% 8,100 8,400 3% -                 (100)            0%

Total 110,128 114,920 100% 269,200        280,700      100% 159,100      165,800      100%

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
1 Net Census population undercount is estimated at approximately 4.4%.

Residential Development 

Area 

Sustainable Halton Lands 
(Phase 4)

Milton Education Village 
(M.E.V.)

Population Growth, 2016 to 20362016 Population (Census) Buildout Population (2036)
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Table 2-7 
  Town of Milton 

Summary of Employment Growth by Development Areas 
2016 to Buildout (2036) 

(Base Scenario) 

 

Table 2-8 summarizes the 2017 Town of Milton population forecast by residential 

development area from 2016 to buildout (approximately 2036) against the Town of 

Milton 2015 D.C. Background Study.  Comparatively, the Town-wide 2017 population 

 

Employment

Percentage 

Employment Employment

Percentage 

Employment

Established Urban Area 7,340 19% 9,700            8%

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 2,750 7% 4,100            4%

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 1,720 4% 5,200            4%

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 210 1% 3,200            3%

401 Business Park - Industria 14,800 38% 19,900          17%

Derry Green Business Park - 100 0% 14,700          13%

0 0% 7,000            6%

50 0% 3,000            3%

0 0% 3,000            3%

0 0% 17,200          15%

Rural 3,273 8% 3,300            3%

30,243 78% 90,300          77%

Work at Home 4,000 10% 11,600          10%

No Fixed Place of Work 4,480 12% 14,700          13%

Total 38,723 100% 116,600 100%

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 2017
1 2016 employment estimated by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

Non-Residential 

Development Area 

Milton Education Village 

(M.E.V.)

Sustainable Halton Lands 

(Phase 4)

Total Usual Place of Work

Complementary M.E.V. 

Employment Lands

Industrial Secondary Plan 

Area 

Buildout Employment (2036)2016 Employment1
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forecast is approximately 26,500 persons (excluding the census undercount) higher 

than the buildout population assumed in the Milton 2015 D.C. Background Study. 

Table 2-8 
  Town of Milton 

Comparison of Population Growth by Development Areas,  
2017 F.I.A. (Base Scenario) vs. 2015 Town-wide D.C. Background Study 

 

Table 2-9 summarizes the 2017 Town of Milton population forecast by non-residential 

development area from 2016 to buildout (approximately 2036) against the Town of 

Milton 2015 D.C. Background Study.  Comparatively, the Town-wide 2017 employment 

forecast is approximately 41,400 higher than the buildout population assumed in the 

Milton 2015 D.C. Background Study. 

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

Excluding 

Census 

Undercount

Including 

Census 

Undercount

2016 to D.C. 

Buildout

2016 to 

Buildout 

(2036) 2017 

Established Urban Area 21,244 22,170 21,050 22,000 35,000          36,500         -190 13,950

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 48,781 50,900 47,760 49,800 52,500          54,700         -1,020 4,700

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 30,579 31,910 34,090 35,600 37,000          38,600         3,510 2,900

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 1,388 1,450 48,200 50,300 53,100          55,500         46,810 4,900

0 0 0 0 6,500 6,700 0 6,500

0 0 0 0 77,000 80,300 0 77,000

Rural 8,136 8,490 8,140 8,500 8,100 8,400 0 0

Total 110,128 114,920 159,240 166,200 269,200        280,700       49,110 109,950

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 2017

Residential Development 

Area 

Sustainable Halton Lands 

(Phase 4)

Milton Education Village 

(M.E.V.)

Buildout (2015 D.C.)2016 (Census)

Buildout (2036) 

to 2017 F.I.A.

Forecast Growth 

(Excluding Undercount)
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Table 2-9 
  Town of Milton 

Comparison of Employment Growth by Development Areas,  
2017 F.I.A. (Base Scenario) vs. 2015 Town-wide D.C. Background Study 

 

2.5 Phase 4 Employment Lands (Agerton Employment Secondary 

Plan Area) 

The northerly portion of the Trafalgar Corridor Lands is identified to be developed as an 

Employment Area.  This area, referred to as the Agerton Employment Secondary Plan 

Area (“Agerton Employment S.P.A.”) is comprised of two discrete land areas totally 

approximately 741 gross acres (300 ha). 

2016 

Employment

Buildout to 

2015 D.C.

Buildout (2036) 

to 2017 F.I.A.

2016 to D.C. 

Buildout

2016 to 2036 

(2017 F.I.A.)

Established Urban Area 7,340 9,400          9,700              2,100            2,400            

Bristol Survey (Phase 1) 2,750 4,100          4,100              1,400            1,400            

Sherwood Survey (Phase 2) 1,720 5,100          5,200              3,400            3,500            

Boyne Survey (Phase 3) 210 3,200          3,200              3,000            3,000            

14,800 19,900         19,900            5,100            5,100            

100 14,200         14,700            14,100           14,600          

0 -              7,000              -                7,000            

50 100             3,000              100               3,000            

0 -              3,000              -                3,000            

0 -              17,200            -                17,200          

Rural 3,273 3,300          3,300              -                -               

Total Usual Place of Work 30,243 59,300         90,300            29,100           60,100          

Work at Home 4,000 6,800          11,600            2,800            7,600            

No Fixed Place of Work 4,480 9,100          14,700            4,600            10,200          

Total Employment 38,723 75,200 116,600 36,500 77,900

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 2017

Sustainable Halton Lands 
(Phase 4)

Non-Residential 

Development Area

Milton Education Village 
(M.E.V.)

401 Business Park - 
Industrial/Commercial
Derry Green Business Park - 
Industrial/Commercial
Complementary M.E.V. 
Employment Lands

Industrial Secondary Plan 
Area 

Forecast Growth
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The Agerton Employment S.P.A. is generally bound by Highway 401 to the north, Eighth 

Line to the east, Derry Road to the south and the Greenbelt Plan Area along Sixth Line 

to the west. Trafalgar Road runs north-south through the centre of the Agerton 

Employment S.P.A., and the Highway 401/Trafalgar Road interchange and a potential 

GO Station is located at its centre.  

2.5.1 Milton L.B.A. Forecast for the Agerton Employment S.P.A. 

The Milton L.B.A. identifies that these lands are planned to achieve an average 

employment density of 11 jobs per acre (26 jobs per ha), totalling approximately 8,000 

jobs at buildout. 

2.5.2 Alternative Growth Scenarios – Agerton Employment S.P.A. 

As part of the 2017 Milton F.I.A., two alternative growth scenarios were explored for the 

Agerton Employment S.P.A.  These scenarios are discussed further below. 

Scenario 1 – Exclusions of the Agerton Employment S.P.A.  

Scenario 1 removes the Agerton Employment S.P.A. from the fiscal analysis.  As 

previously mentioned, a total of 8,000 jobs have been identified for the Agerton 

Employment S.P.A. 

Scenario 2 – Agerton Employment S.P.A. Developed as a High-Density Mixed-Use 

Commercial Node 

Scenario 2 assumes that the lands surrounding the potential GO Station within the 

Agerton Employment Area are developed as a high-density mixed-use commercial 

node.  Key growth assumptions include: 

• 18,200 persons and 42,800 jobs at buildout; 

• Residential development is accommodated in medium-density (33%) and high-

density (67%) housing forms; and 

• Non-residential development is largely accommodated in the office sector and, to 

a lesser extent, in retail and other population-related employment sectors. 

2.6 Growth Observations 

The Town of Milton is anticipated to experience strong urban residential and non-

residential growth between 2016 and 2036, largely driven by continued growth in the 

Town’s designated and planned greenfield areas.  The Town is also anticipated to 
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experience steady population and employment growth over the next 20 years within the 

Pre-H.U.S.P. Urban Area.  

Between 2016 and 2036, Milton’s population and employment base is forecast to 

increase by approximately 159,000 persons and 77,900 jobs, respectively.  To 

accommodate future population growth, the Town is forecast to require approximately 

60,300 new households across a broad range of ground-oriented and high-density 

housing forms. 

A large share of future employment growth within the Town will be focused on retail and 

personal service uses to support local population growth.  Steady employment growth in 

the industrial sector, primarily prestige industrial, is also anticipated within the Town’s 

designated and planned Employment Areas.  

The Sustainable Halton Lands (Phase 4) will accommodate a significant share of 

identified future population, housing and employment growth within the Town of Milton. 

A range of office and retail employment growth is preferred for the Agerton Employment 

S.P.A. 
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3. Fiscal Impact Model Overview 

3.1 Overview of Financial Evaluation 

The approach to this financial evaluation is similar to that undertaken in prior studies for 

the Town.  Figure 3-1 provides a schematic overview of the analysis to be undertaken 

herein, which is described as follows: 

• Pink Boxes – denote the anticipated development within the Town of Milton to 

the year 2036 as detailed in Chapter 2. 

• Fuchsia Boxes – denote the capital infrastructure needs to service the 

anticipated development.  The capital requirements to support the servicing 

needs (roads, fire, parks and recreation, etc.) were developed and validated with 

input from various departmental staff.  These needs were derived from numerous 

preliminary findings of the Transportation Master Plan (Scenario 2A), being 

undertaken by WSP as well as the Town’s 2017 Capital Budget & Forecast, 

extrapolating growth needs for Parks & Recreation, Fire, Library, Operations 

Fleet and Facilities, Parking, and growth-related studies, based on past studies 

for the H.U.S.P. lands.  As well, non-growth related (asset replacement) needs 

have been based on the Town’s capital forecast to 2026 and then extrapolated 

out to 2036.  The resultant capital needs are detailed in Appendix A and are 

summarized in latter sections of this chapter.  Financing methods for funding the 

infrastructure are discussed in Chapter 4.  For the purpose of this analysis, any 

unfunded capital infrastructure is generally assumed to be funded from property 

taxes (either by direct contributions or by debenturing). 

• Orange Boxes – denote the additional operating expenditures anticipated over 

time.  These costs have been assessed on two different bases: operating costs 

related to infrastructure and operating costs related to population/employment.  

The former identifies the specific operating costs anticipated to be incurred as 

additional infrastructure (i.e. roads, facilities, etc.) is constructed.  The latter 

identifies program expenditures which are linked to population and employment 

growth. 

• Blue Boxes – denote anticipated operating revenues commensurate with growth.  

The upper box identifies the additional assessment anticipated as residential, 

commercial and industrial building activity occurs over the forecast period.  This 

new assessment gives rise to additional property tax revenue.  The lower box 

identifies non-tax revenues such as user fees, permits, licences, etc., which are 

anticipated to grow in concert with population and employment growth.  
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Figure 3-1 

Overview of the Financial Impact Model 
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• Yellow Box – denotes the overall financial impact on property taxes over the 

forecast period.  It is this impact that Council will have to consider in the future as 

secondary plans are approved and development approvals come forward, which 

is discussed further in Chapter 5. 

3.2 Capital Requirements 

As part of the process for this financial evaluation, detailed discussions were 

undertaken with Town staff to identify future infrastructure to service new growth.  

Regard was given to the location, timing, and amount of growth commensurate with 

each of the growth areas.  Evolving from this process was a comprehensive list of 

capital requirements which is provided in Appendix A.  For the needs pertaining to 

services related to a highway (roads), the draft findings for the Transportation Master 

Plan, currently underway by WSP, was used.  As the financial evaluation extends out 

over a twenty-year forecast period, consideration was also given to existing 

infrastructure which requires replacement, maintenance or upgrades.  Discussions with 

staff on the lifecycle costs of Town assets were also undertaken.  However, not all 

lifecycle costs have been included as the Town is in the process of updating and 

compiling the A.M.P. 

A summary of the growth-related capital needs is provided in Table 3-1 for the forecast 

period along with a provision for non-growth-related capital works for the forecast 

period. A discussion on each service is provided below.   

It is noted that for the Phase 4 lands, the analysis contained herein, assumes that both 

the Britannia East/West Secondary Plan Area (B.E.W.S.P.A.) and Trafalgar Corridor 

Secondary Plan Area (T.C.S.P.A.) as well as the Agerton Employment Secondary Plan 

Area (A.E.S.P.A.), are able to develop concurrently.  The spreading of the development 

activity over this broad area results in accelerated capital to ensure all areas are 

serviced, which then results in higher tax and debt impacts earlier in the forecast. 
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Table 3-1 
Town of Milton 

Capital Expenditure Forecast 
2017-2036 

 

Executive Services – Executive Services capital requirements relate to the general 

administration operations and corporate initiatives (i.e. strategic plans for the Town, 

ward boundary reviews, records management, needs related to future elections and 

economic development initiatives).  The total growth-related capital cost for Executive 

Services is estimated at $2.9 million for the forecast period 2017-2036.   

Corporate Services – Corporate Services capital requirements relate to specific 

initiatives and studies to support the Corporate Services Department (i.e. Finance, 

Human Resources, Purchasing, etc.) and include needs to service future growth, growth 

related financial analysis including future D.C. studies, human resources initiatives, and 

information technology updates, and expansion needs.  The projected total capital cost 

for Corporate Services is estimated at $90.7 million for the forecast period 2017-2036. 

Community Services 

Civic Facilities – Community Services Department oversees the future needs for civic 

facilities, including the general administrative facility of the Town.  In regard to 

Service Description

Capital Cost 

2017-2036 

(2017$)

Executive Services Executive Services $2,902,106
Corporate Services Corporate Services 90,689,175
Communtiy Services Civic Facilities 43,739,290
Community Services Parks and Recreation 614,684,635
Community Services Parks & Recreation Studies 2,520,231
Engineering Services Studies & Misc. 870,614
Engineering Services Services Related to a Highway 561,091,940
Engineering Services Transportation (Facilities, Fleet & Equipment) 34,416,202
Engineering Services Parking 26,549,526
Engineering Services Transit 77,397,360
Engineering Services Transit Studies 356,126
Engineering Services Storm Water Management Works 4,345,548
Fire Facilities, Vehicles & Equipment 22,811,072
Library Facilities, Furnishings & Collection Materials 61,171,860
Planning & Development Studies 16,637,088
Hospital Facilities 75,114,975
Various Services Non-Growth Related Capital 416,046,157
TOTAL $2,051,343,904
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administrative facility needs, a study was completed by EDA Collaborative Inc., dated 

July 2003 which presented the location and phasing needs for this service based upon 

the approved population forecast in 2003.  The first expansion of Town Hall, as 

identified in the study has been complete with future expansions still anticipated.  With 

the revisions to the growth forecast, the phasing and cost estimates of future 

expansions have been updated based on the costs of the recently completed expansion 

to Town Hall.  The forecasted needs identify two additional expansions required to 

Town Hall, the first related to the growth in the H.U.S.P. lands and the second related to 

growth in the Sustainable Halton Lands.  The total of these two expansions projects is 

estimated at a total cost of $43.7 million.   

Parks and Recreation – The capital forecast provides for the growth-related parks and 

recreation works that are outstanding in Phases 1, 2 and 3 of the urban area along with 

non-growth parks and recreation requirements (i.e. replacement of amenities, continued 

implementation of the Town’s parks and recreation master plan, trails master plan, and 

improvements/redevelopment to existing assets) related to other areas within the Town.  

These projects were identified through discussions with Town staff and were based on 

the standards development by Monteith Brown Planning Consultants.   

Further, the capital needs for Phase 3 (Boyne) and Derry Green parkland development 

were previously costed by Cosburn Giberson Landscape Architects.  The costs for 

future capital have been updated to reflect inflation as well as actual tender costing 

experienced over the past few years.  The total growth-related parks and recreation 

capital needs for the forecast period is $614.7 million.  The identified growth-related 

needs, includes all outstanding infrastructure for Boyne, Sherwood and Bristol, and 

adds in estimated additional needs for active and passive parkland, trails, and indoor 

and outdoor recreation facilities.   

Additionally, due to changes in the Planning Act, due to Bill 73, the fiscal impact 

analysis has assumed that the Town will not receive the same level of parkland 

dedication from future growth as they have from previous growth.  Therefore, costing 

has been included in the fiscal analysis to purchase 4.5 acres of land per 1,000 

population, for passive parkland purposes and 1.33 acres per 1,000 population, of land 

for active recreation lands.  Lastly, for D.C. financing purposes, we have included the 

total amount of existing outstanding debt (discounted) for the Milton Sports Centre in the 

capital costs.   

Parks and Recreation Studies – Capital requirements relating to parks and recreation 

studies have been identified for future growth, implementation strategies, master plans/

updates to master plans, and various other areas of concern such as needs for youth.  
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The total growth-related cost of studies identified for the forecast period is 

approximately $2.52 million. 

Engineering Services: 

Studies and Miscellaneous Works – Future capital requirements have been identified 

by Town staff in the amount of $870,600 over the forecast period.  Capital needs 

include studies required for future growth and updates to the Town’s engineering 

standards. 

Services Related to a Highway – The total cost of the growth-related needs of $561.1 

million has been included over the forecast period.  These capital needs include the 

new and expanded roads, bridges/structures, sidewalks/multi-use pathways, and traffic 

services.  The capital needs identified for growth in the H.U.S.P. lands were contained 

in the transportation background report previously undertaken by (ENTRA Consultants 

Inc. dated December, 2010).  In addition, the transportation report provided insights into 

future needs to be considered when the Sustainable Halton Lands were developed.  

Currently, the Town, in consultation with WSP, is also in the process of undertaking the 

Transportation Master Plan (T.M.P.) required to identify capital to service future growth.  

Preliminary findings from the T.M.P. have been used to inform the fiscal impact 

analysis.  The T.M.P. has provided four (4) scenarios.  Scenario 2A includes the 

construction of 5 1/2 Line and a new interchange on Highway 401, in addition to the 

extension of Main Street to Trafalgar Road and the extension of Louis St. Laurent to 

Sixth Line.  Further, Scenario 2A is based on a 7% transit modal split.  All roads listed 

are forecast to be over theoretical capacity and therefore, require improvements and/or 

expansions.   

Transportation (Facilities & Vehicles/Equipment) – Discussions with staff identified 

the need for additional facility space for the forecast period.  The need for facility space 

include expansions of the civic operations centre as well as an animal shelter.  The 

capital needs for operations vehicles include additional vehicles & equipment to service 

growth over the forecast period.  The operations department services roads, parks and 

recreation.  The total growth-related capital needs are $34.42 million over the forecast 

period. 

Parking – With the growth over the forecast period staff have recognized that there is a 

need to expand the amount of parking available throughout the Town, but primarily in 

the downtown core.  Discussions with staff identified that both additional surface spaces 

along with two additional multi-level parking facilities will be required to accommodate 
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future needs.  In addition, additional vehicles will be required for parking enforcement.  

The estimated cost identified for the capital works is $26.55 million. 

Transit – Growth-related transit capital needs were recently confirmed as part of the 

2015 D.C. background study, as amended October 12, 2016, which included a review of 

the transit needs required to service the growth anticipated over the 10-year forecast.  

Dillon Consulting undertook a review of the service standard as required under the 

amended D.C. Act as a result of Bill 73 and confirm the growth-related needs to be 

included in the D.C. calculations.  The forecast used in the D.C. study included only the 

growth in the H.U.S.P. lands.  To estimate the additional transit needs required to 

service the Sustainable Halton lands as well as additional growth in the H.U.S.P. and 

Pre-H.U.S.P. lands, Town staff provided capital infrastructure costs to ensure that all the 

identified growth areas would be serviced with the same level that is provided for the 

current population.  These capital needs identified, include those for vehicles, shelters & 

pads, automatic vehicle location equipment and facility space.  The total growth-related 

capital costs identified for inclusion in this analysis is $77.4 million.  In additional there is 

approximately $356,000 included in the forecast related to future growth-related transit 

studies. 

Stormwater Management – In accordance with the Town’s Local Service Policy, 

stormwater quality and quantity management works are considered a direct developer 

responsibility.  The Town however, is responsible for stormwater management 

monitoring programs.  As with the prior secondary plans, these monitoring programs 

have been included in this assessment and are assumed to be fully funded from area 

specific development charges within each of the secondary planning areas. The cost 

estimated for the capital needs provided herein are based on monitoring programs that 

have taken place to date.  The monitoring programs that have been included in the 

fiscal analysis included the completion of the programs for the Sherwood, Boyne and 

Derry Green secondary plan areas as well as new programs for the M.E.V. and Phase 4 

lands.  The total amount of stormwater monitoring included in the capital forecast is 

$4.35 million.   

Planning and Development – Planning capital requirements consist of various study 

costs associated with development within the Town over the forecast period.  These 

include masterplan updates, secondary plans, reviews & updates to the Town’s official 

plan and zoning by-law, etc.  Total costs projected over the forecast period associated 

with growth are $16.64 million.   

Fire – The capital needs for fire services arise from the recommendations of the Town’s 

Fire Masterplan and discussions with staff.  To accommodate growth within the 
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H.U.S.P. lands, an additional fire station (No. 5) has been identified for the forecast 

period.  As well, two additional stations have been identified as required to service 

growth in the phase 4 lands (one in the Trafalgar East corridor and one in the Britannia 

West corridor).  Further, Station No. 1 will be renovated to provide upgrades as well as 

to provided for a training facility.  Growth-related costs of works related to the facilities, 

totals $14.51 million.  Provision of $2.13 million has also been made to recognize the 

outstanding debt payments for Stations No. 3 and No. 4. 

New vehicles, equipment and gear have been identified for the additional fire stations 

along with the outstanding debt on vehicles for Station No. 4, all totalling $6.17 million 

over the forecast period.   

In total, $22.81 million has been included for fire services. 

Library – Future capital requirements for Library to service the growth in the H.U.S.P. 

lands were identified through discussions with staff along with the needs outlined in the 

Monteith Brown report, “Analysis of Parkland & Recreational Facility Needs within the 

Boyne Secondary Plan,” dated November 2010.  Library capital needs to service the 

Sustainable Halton Lands and additional growth anticipated in the H.U.S.P & Pre-

H.U.S.P. lands were derived by continuing the average service standards for the 

forecast period to 2036.  The total estimated costs for growth-related facilities is $47.9 

million.  Of this amount, the construction of the branch libraries for Sherwood and Boyne 

are included as well as an expansion of the main library, two branches in the Phase 4 

lands and 3 other branches to service additional growth anticipated in the H.U.S.P. & 

Pre-H.U.S.P. land as well as all other growth identified in the Sustainable Halton lands.   

Expansions to library furnishings, equipment and technology have also been identified 

based on the 10-year capital forecast.  These costs have been extrapolated out to 

include similar costs over the full 20-year forecast period.  Finally, the library collection 

will require expansion over the forecast period to service growth, these costs have been 

based on continuing the average service standard over the forecast period.  The total 

costs for furnishings, technological equipment and the library collection total $13.3 

million. 

In total, $61.17 million has been included for library services over the forecast period. 

Non-Growth-Related Capital – As the fiscal impact report extends to 2036, the 

analysis incorporates both new needs to accommodate growth as well as needs for the 

existing residents and businesses.  These non-growth-related capital requirements were 

identified by town staff and provides for studies as well as rehabilitation and 
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replacement needs of existing infrastructure for all services.  The forecast provides for a 

total of $416.05 million of non-growth-related capital. 

Hospital – The Town has recently assisted Halton Healthcare Services in the funding of 

a portion of the expansion to the Milton District Hospital facility.  The Town passed a 

resolution in June of 2010 that provided that the Town of Milton was committed to 

providing a municipal contribution to Halton Healthcare Services for the expansion to 

Milton District Hospital.  The resolution also required that consideration be given in the 

2011 budget to the establishment of a new Reserve Fund and revenue generation 

options to initiate the financing of the Town of Milton’s contribution towards the Local 

Share of the redevelopment of the Milton District Hospital.  The cost of $35.12 million is 

included in the forecast. 

It is anticipated, with the amount of additional growth anticipated over the forecast 

period to 2036, contained within this fiscal analysis, that a second expansion to the 

hospital will be required in the future to service growth.  As such, an additional $40 

million has been included in the forecast. 

Mixed Use Phase 4 Agerton Employment Secondary Plan Area 

As part of the fiscal analysis, Town staff requested that the anticipated employment 

growth in the Phase 4 Agerton Employment Secondary Plan Area be reviewed and 

assessed with a higher mixed-use density.  As such, under a mixed-use growth 

scenario (as discussed in Section 2.5.2), this area would require additional capital 

infrastructure to service both the additional residential and non-residential development.  

The main areas that would require additional capital relate to parks & recreation and 

transit services.  As well, in addition to the road improvements and/or expansions 

identified by WSP in Scenario 2A, the extension of Main Street from Trafalgar to the 

Mississauga boarder, to connect with Argentia Road, including a bridge over Hwy. 407 

has been included.  This is to ensure connectivity and promote the GO Transit Hub 

anticipated to be located in the A.E.S.P.A. associated with a more intense land use of 

the lands.  The additional capital associated with this scenario is further discussed in 

Chapter 6. 
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4. Financing Capital Costs 

4.1 Summary of Capital Cost Financing Alternatives 

Historically, the powers which municipalities have had to raise alternative revenues to 

taxation to fund capital services have been restrictive.  Over recent years, legislative 

reforms have been introduced.  Some of these have expanded municipal powers (e.g. 

Bill 26 introduced in 1996 to provide for expanded powers for imposing fees and 

charges), while others restrict them (Bill 98 in 1997 providing amendments to the 

Development Charges Act).  Most recently, the Development Charges Act has been 

further amended as a result of Bill 73, which came into effect on January 1, 2016.   

The Province passed a new Municipal Act – the Municipal Act, 2001 - which came into 

force on January 1, 2003.  Part XII of the Act and O.Reg. 584/06, govern a 

municipality’s ability to impose fees and charges.  In contrast to the previous Municipal 

Act, this Act provides municipalities with broadly defined powers and does not 

differentiate between fees for operating and capital purposes.   

Under s.484 of the Municipal Act, 2001, the Local Improvement Act was repealed 

effective January 1, 2003.  The municipal powers granted under the Local Improvement 

Act are now contained in O.Reg. 390/02.  

The methods of capital cost recovery available to municipalities are provided as follows: 

RECOVERY METHODS                Section Reference 

• Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended  4.2 

• Municipal Act 4.3 

o Fees and Charges 

o Sewer and Water Area Charges  

o Connection Fees 

o Local Improvements 

4.2 Development Charges Act, 1997, as Amended 

4.2.1 Development Charges Act, 1997 

In November, 1996, the Ontario Government introduced Bill 98, a new Development 

Charges Act.  The Province’s stated intentions were to “create new construction jobs 

and make home ownership more affordable” by reducing the charges and to “make 
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municipal Council decisions more accountable and more cost effective.”  The basis for 

the 1997 Act was to allow municipalities to recover the growth-related capital cost of 

infrastructure necessary to accommodate new growth within the municipality.  

Generally, the 1997 Act provided the following changes to the former Act. 

• Limit services which can be financed from development charges, specifically 

excluding parkland acquisition, administration buildings, and cultural, 

entertainment, tourism, solid waste management and hospital facilities. 

• Ensure that the level of service used in the calculation of capital costs will not 

exceed the average level of service over the previous decade.  Level of service is 

to be measured from both a quality and quantity perspective. 

• Provide that uncommitted excess capacity available in existing municipal facilities 

and benefits to existing residents are removed from the calculation of the charge. 

• Ensure that the development charge revenues collected by municipalities are 

spent only on those capital costs identified in the calculation of the development 

charge. 

• Require municipalities to contribute funds (e.g. taxes, user charges or other non-

development charge revenues) to the financing of certain projects primarily 

funded from development charges.  The municipal contribution is 10 percent for 

services such as recreation, parkland development, libraries, etc. 

• Permit (but apparently not require) municipalities to grant developers credits for 

the direct provision of services identified in the development charge calculation 

and, when credits are granted, require the municipality to reimburse the 

developer for the costs the municipality would have incurred if the project had 

been financed from the development charge reserve fund. 

• Set out provisions for front-end financing capital projects (limited to essential 

services) required to service new development. 

• Set out provisions for appeals and complaints. 

4.2.2 Bill 73, Amendment to the Development Charges Act, 1997 

An amendment of the D.C.A. was implemented as of January 1, 2016 as a result of Bill 

73 and O.Reg. 428/15.  The following provides an explanation of the changes to the Act 

that affect the calculation of the Development Charges. 

4.2.2.1  Area Rating 

Bill 73 has introduced two new sections where Council must consider the use of area 

specific charges: 



Page 4-3 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

1) Section 2(9) of the Act now requires a municipality to implement area-specific 

D.C.s for either specific services which are prescribed and/or for specific 

municipalities which are to be regulated.  (Note that at this time, no municipalities 

or services are prescribed by the Regulations.) 

2) Section 10(2)c.1 of the D.C.A. requires that, “the development charges 

background study shall include consideration of the use of more than one 

development charge by-law to reflect different needs for services in different 

areas.” 

In regard to the first item, there are no services or specific municipalities identified in the 

regulations which must be area rated.  The second item requires Council to consider the 

use of area rating.   

Currently the Town imposes Development Charges are a municipal-wide basis except 

for stormwater monitoring costs which are provided on an area rating basis.  For this 

fiscal impact analysis, it is assumed that the Town will continue with the same practice 

as is currently in use. 

4.2.2.2  Asset Management Plan for New Infrastructure 

The new legislation now requires that a D.C. background study must include an Asset 

Management Plan (s.10 (2) c.2) (A.M.P.).  The A.M.P. must deal with all assets that are 

proposed to be funded, in whole or in part, by D.C.s.  The current regulations provide 

very extensive and specific requirements for the A.M.P. related to transit services; 

however, they are silent with respect to how the A.M.P. is to be provided for all other 

services.  As part of any A.M.P., the examination should be consistent with the 

municipality’s existing assumptions, approaches and policies on asset management 

planning.  This examination may include both qualitative and quantitative measures 

such as examining the annual future lifecycle contributions needs. 

For this fiscal impact analysis, the asset management requirements due to the growth 

program has been factored in to the analysis and is discussed further in section 5.4 of 

this report. 

4.2.2.3  Timing of Collection of Development Charges 

The D.C.A. has been refined by Bill 73 to require that D.C.s are collected at the time of 

the first building permit.  For the majority of development, this will not impact the Town’s 

present process.  However, there may be instances where several building permits are 

to be issued and either the size of the development or the uses will not be definable at 
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the time of the first building permit.  In these instances, the Town may enter into a 

delayed payment agreement in order to capture the full development.   

The analysis contained herein, assumes that collection of the development charges 

occurs at the time of the first building permit issuance. 

4.2.2.4  Transit  

One of the most significant changes to the Act relate to the transit service.  These 

changes relate to four areas of the calculations, as follows: 

A. Transit no longer requires the statutory 10% mandatory deduction from the net 

capital cost (section 5.2.(i) of the D.C.A.). 

B. The Background Study requires the following in regard to transit costs (as per 

section 8(2) of the Regulations): 

1. The calculations that were used to prepare the estimate for the planned 

level of service for the transit services, as mentioned in subsection 5.2 (3) 

of the Act. 

2. An identification of the portion of the total estimated capital cost relating to 

the transit services that would benefit, 

i. the anticipated development over the 10-year period immediately 

following the preparation of the background study, or 

ii. the anticipated development after the 10-year period immediately 

following the preparation of the background study. 

3. An identification of the anticipated excess capacity that would exist at the 

end of the 10-year period immediately following the preparation of the 

background study. 

4. An assessment of ridership forecasts for all modes of transit services 

proposed to be funded by the development charge over the 10-year period 

immediately following the preparation of the background study, 

categorized by development types, and whether the forecasted ridership 

will be from existing or planned development. 
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5. An assessment of the ridership capacity for all modes of transit services 

proposed to be funded by the development charge over the 10-year period 

immediately following the preparation of the background study. 

C. A new forward-looking service standard (as per 6.1(2) of the Regulations): 

1. The service is a discrete service. 

2. No portion of the service that is intended to benefit anticipated 

development after the 10-year period immediately following the 

preparation of the background study may be included in the estimate. 

3. No portion of the service that is anticipated to exist as excess capacity at 

the end of the 10-year period immediately following the preparation of the 

background study may be included in the estimate. 

D. A very detailed asset management strategy and reporting requirements (section 

6.1(3) of the Regulation) that includes lifecycle costs, action plans that will enable 

the assets to be sustainable, summary of how to achieve the proposed level of 

service, discussion on procurement measures and risk.  

As presented above, these are numerous new requirements which need to be 

considered in order to develop a new charge for transit service.   

For this fiscal analysis, additional transit needs have been identified and are discussed 

further in section 3.2 of this report. 

4.2.2.5  No Mandatory Additional Levies 

A new section has been added to the Act, Section 59.1(1) & (2), which prohibits 

municipalities from imposing additional payments or requiring construction of a service 

not authorized by the D.C.A.  Exceptions to this may be provided for a class of service 

or development, by regulation however, there has been no provision made at this time.  

The legislation also provides that the Minister may investigate a municipality at any time 

and provides extensive powers to the Minister.  Further, the legislation provides for any 

existing agreements to be grandfathered. 

In Milton, past agreements for additional levies have been used to 1) assist in 

accelerating the timing of projects at the request of developers, 2) to assist in providing 

the infrastructure required while staying within debt capacity limits, and 3) maintaining 

tax/rate increases at acceptable levels.  This new section may result in a loss of 
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potential funding opportunities in the future and may also result in future pace of 

developments either being considerably restricted and/or delayed until such time as the 

municipality can financially provide for the infrastructure required to service growth.   

In regard to the financial agreements for Bristol, Sherwood and Boyne, these 

agreements are grandfathered under the Act and will continue. 

For this fiscal analysis, no additional levies have been assumed however, further 

information on this topic is provided in section 4.7.2. 

4.3 Municipal Act, 2001 

4.3.1 Part XII of the Municipal Act, 2001 

Part XII of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides municipalities with broad powers to impose 

fees and charges via passage of a by-law.  These powers, as presented in s.391(1), 

include imposing fees or charges: 

• “for services or activities provided or done by or on behalf of it; 

• for costs payable by it for services or activities provided or done by or on behalf 

of any other municipality or local board; and 

• for the use of its property including property under its control” 

Restrictions are provided to ensure that the form of the charge is not akin to a poll tax.  

Any charges not paid under this authority may be added to the tax roll and collected in a 

like manner.  The fees and charges imposed under this part are not appealable to the 

O.M.B. 

4.3.2 s.221 of the Previous Municipal Act 

s.221 of the previous Municipal Act, permitted municipalities to impose charges, by by-

law, on owners or occupants of land who would or might derive benefit from the 

construction of sewage (storm and sanitary) or water works being authorized (in a 

Specific Benefit Area).  For a by-law imposed under this section of the previous Act: 

• A variety of different means could be used to establish the rate and recovery of 

the costs that could be imposed by a number of methods at the discretion of 

Council (i.e. lot size, frontage, number of benefiting properties, etc.);  

• Rates could be imposed in respect to costs of major capital works, even though 

an immediate benefit was not enjoyed;  

• Non-abutting owners could be charged; 
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• Recovery was authorized against existing works, where a new water or sewer 

main was added to such works, "notwithstanding that the capital costs of existing 

works has in whole or in part been paid;"  

• Charges on individual parcels could be deferred; 

• Exemptions could be established; 

• Repayment was secured; and 

• OMB approval was not required.  

The Municipal Act, 2001 contains no specific provisions similar to the previous s.221, 

however capital cost recovery through fees and charges is embraced within s.391.  The 

Municipal Act, 2001 also maintains the ability of municipalities to impose capital charges 

for water and sewer services on landowners not receiving an immediate benefit from the 

works.  Under s.391(2) of the Act, “a fee or charge imposed under subsection (1) for 

capital costs related to sewage or water services or activities may be imposed on 

persons not receiving an immediate benefit from the services or activities but who will 

receive a benefit at some later point in time.”  Also, capital charges imposed under 

s.391 are not appealable to the O.M.B. on the grounds that the charges are “unfair or 

unjust.” 

4.3.3 s.222 of the Previous Municipal Act 

S..222 of the previous Municipal Act permitted municipalities to pass a by-law requiring 

buildings to connect to the municipality's sewer (including storm water management) 

and water systems, charging the owner for the cost of constructing services from the 

mains to the property line.  Under the Municipal Act, 2001 this power still exists under 

Part II, General Municipal Powers (s.9(3)b).  Enforcement and penalties are contained 

in s.427(1) of the Municipal Act.  

4.3.4 Under the Previous Local Improvement Act 

Under the previous Local Improvement Act: 

• A variety of different types of works could be undertaken, such as watermain, 

storm and sanitary sewer projects, supply of electrical light, bridge construction, 

sidewalks, road widening and paving. 

• Council could pass a by-law for undertaking such work on petition of a majority of 

benefiting taxpayers, on a 2/3 vote of Council and on sanitary grounds, based on 

the recommendation of the Minister of Health.  The by-law was required to go to 

the O.M.B., which might hold hearings and alter the by-law, particularly if there 

were objections. 
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• The entire cost of a work was assessed only upon the lots abutting directly on the 

work, according to the extent of their respective frontages, using an equal special 

rate per metre of frontage. 

• This Act was repealed as of April 1, 2003; however, O.Reg. 119/03, made under 

the Municipal Act, 2001, was enacted on April 19, 2003 which restored many of 

the previous Local Improvement Act provisions.  

4.4 Grant Funding Availability 

4.4.1 Federal Infrastructure Funding 

4.4.1.1 Phase 1 

Phase 1 (April 1, 2016 – March 31, 2018) funding was provided by the Government of 

Canada to expressly help municipalities with repair and rehabilitation projects. Funding 

was mainly provided through the Clean Water and Wastewater Fund (CWWF) and 

Public Transit Infrastructure Fund (PTIF) in Federal Phase 1 projects. 

 

Clean Water and Wastewater Fund (CWWF) 

The CWWF was announced in Ontario on September 15, 2016. The Fund is $1.1 billion 

for water, wastewater and storm water systems in Ontario. The federal government 

provided $569 million and Ontario and municipal governments provided $275 million 

each.  Over 1,300 water, wastewater and stormwater projects have been approved in 

Ontario through the CWWF. 

 

Public Transit Infrastructure Fund (PTIF) 

In Ontario, PTIF accounted for nearly $1.5 billion of the national total of $3.4 billion. The 

program was allocated by ridership numbers from the Canadian Urban Transit 

Association. AMO understands that $1 billion of Ontario’s share has been approved. 

4.4.1.2 Phase 2: Next Steps 

The federal government announced Phase 2 of its infrastructure funding plan with a 

total of $180 billion spent over 11 years. In addition to the balance of funding for 

previous Green, Social and Public Transit Infrastructure Funds ($20 billion each, 

including Phase 1), the government has added $10.1 billion for Trade and 

Transportation Infrastructure and $2 billion for Rural and Northern. This funding must be 

implemented by agreements with each province and territory. Negotiations are ongoing 

and funding is designed to start flowing after the 2018 Budget, ramping up in the out 

years. 
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In Phase 2, Ontario will be eligible for $11.8 billion including $8.3 billion for transit, $2.8 

billion for green infrastructure, $407 million for community, culture and recreation and 

$250 million for rural and northern communities. 

 

4.4.1.3 Federal Gas Tax 

The Federal Gas Tax is a permanent source of funding provided up front, twice-a-year, 

to provinces and territories, who in turn flow this funding to their municipalities to 

support local infrastructure priorities.  Municipalities can pool, bank and borrow against 

this funding, providing significant financial flexibility.  Every year, the Federal Gas Tax 

provides over $2 billion and supports approximately 2,500 projects in communities 

across Canada.  Each municipality selects how best to direct the funds with the 

flexibility provided to make strategic investments across the following 18 different 

project categories: 

• public transit 

• wastewater infrastructure 

• drinking water 

• solid waste management 

• community energy systems 

• local roads and bridges 

• capacity building 

• highways 

• local and regional airports 

• short-line rail 

• short-sea shipping 

• disaster mitigation 

• broadband and connectivity 

• brownfield redevelopment 

• culture 

• tourism 

• sport 

• recreation 

The Town used Federal Gas Tax funding towards capital infrastructure.  The analysis 

provided herein, assumes that approximately $2.86 million of Federal Gas Tax is 

available to fund capital infrastructure. 
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4.4.1.4 Ontario Government 

The Province has taken steps to increase municipal infrastructure funding. The Ontario 

Community Infrastructure Fund (OCIF) was increased in 2016 with formula-based 

support growing to $200 million, and application funding growing to $100 million 

annually by 2018-19. As well, $15 million annually will go to the new Connecting Links 

program to help pay for the construction and repair costs of municipal roads that 

connect communities to provincial highways. This is on top of the Building Ontario Up 

investment of $130 billion in public infrastructure over 10 years starting in 2015.  It is 

noted that as of 2019, the Province will no longer provide Milton OCIF funding as the 

Town now exceeds a population of 100,000.  Funding received to date has been used 

to fund capital infrastructure over the first four years of the capital forecast provided 

within this analysis. 

 

Budget 2015 also included an increase of $2.6 billion in dedicated funds for Moving 

Ontario Forward, for a total of $31.5 billion over 10 years. This includes $16 billion for 

transit projects in the Greater Toronto & Hamilton Area (GTHA), and $15 billion for 

transportation and priority infrastructure projects outside the GTHA. 

 

The Province has also increased provincial Gas Tax Funding for Transit Projects 

beginning in 2019. Currently, 99 Ontario municipalities receive funding from this 

program. OCIF funding is set to triple, while the provincial gas tax will double over the 

period. These increases, providing more than $900 million per year for municipal transit, 

roads and bridges, water and wastewater services helps to improve the balance 

between the need and available funding. 

 

The Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act passed by the legislature in spring 2015, 

made asset management planning mandatory for broader public-sector organizations 

such as municipal governments. In 2012, the province provided funding and published a 

guide to help municipalities complete those plans. Small municipalities were given $12 

million to undertake planning over the intervening years. 

4.4.1.5 Summary of Future Grant Funding 

Aside from the Federal and Provincial Gas Tax programs, funding from other grant 

programs generally require matching contributions, time constraints and are generally 

one-time and therefore, hard to predict.  As such, the capital forecast included herein, 

does not anticipate additional grant funding over what is known to date to continue.   
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4.5 Debenture Financing 

Although it increases the overall cost to the taxpayer, debentures are used by 

municipalities to assist in cash flowing large capital expenditures.   

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs regulates the level of debt incurred by Ontario 

municipalities, through its powers established under the Municipal Act.  Ontario 

Regulations 403/02 provides the current rules respecting municipal debt and financial 

obligations.  Through the rules established under these regulations, a municipality’s 

debt capacity is capped at a level where no more than 25% of the municipality’s own 

purpose revenue may be allotted for servicing the debt (i.e. debt charges).  Hence, 

proper management of capital spending and the level of debt issued annually must be 

monitored and evaluated over the longer-term period. 

4.6 Capital Financing for Milton 

The options available to Milton for financing capital infrastructure are somewhat limited.  

The primary basis for recovery for future capital expenditures would be the 

Development Charges Act; however, the Act does place limitations on Milton’s ability to 

recoup all of the growth-related capital costs.  In the past, to assist the Town in the 

funding of the non-recoverable growth-related capital expenditures, the Town 

negotiated developer funding assistance agreements with the Phase 1 (Bristol), Phase 

2 (Sherwood), and Phase 3 (Boyne) landowners.  These agreements resulted in the 

developers making a capital provision on a per unit basis, over and above those 

contained in the Town’s D.C. by-law.  The D.C.A. as amended, potentially places 

limitations on Milton’s ability to recoup all the growth-related capital costs. 

The following subsections summarize the magnitude of the potential long-term 

development charges and capital provisions to be paid by future development. 

4.6.1 Development Charges 

As noted above, the D.C.A. does place some limitations on the Town of Milton’s ability 

to recoup all of the growth-related capital costs resulting from mandatory deductions for: 

• ineligible services and capital items including parkland acquisition, cultural or 

entertainment facilities (except library), facility space for the general 

administration of the municipality, computer equipment and rolling stock with an 

average life of six years or less; 
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• mandatory 10% reduction for certain services, such as parks and recreation 

development, parking, and libraries; 

• imposed ceiling based upon 10-year average level of service standards (quality 

and quantity); 

• statutory exemptions related to housing intensification, local government and 

industrial expansions. 

Table 4-1 organizes the capital costs into services and allocates the costs between 

those recoverable and non-recoverable under the D.C.A.  Of the total $2.05 billion in 

forecast capital expenditures approximately $1.43 billion (70%), including stormwater 

monitoring, is growth related where at least a portion of the cost is potentially 

recoverable from development charges.  The remaining $622.3 million (30%) is entirely 

recoverable by other means namely fees and charges or tax based funding. 
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Table 4-1 
Town of Milton 

Potential Recovery of Capital Needs 
2017-2036 

 

Service Description

Gross Capital 

Forecast 

(2017$)

Town-wide D.C. Recoverable Services:

Parks and Recreation

Parkland Development, Indoor 
and Outdoor Recreation, 
Trails 614,684,635     

Fire
Facilities, Vehicles, 
Equipment & Gear 22,811,072       

Library
Facilities, Furnishings and 
Collection Materials 60,777,595       

Services Related to a Highway

Roads, Sidewalks, Traffic 
Services, Bridges/Culverts, 
Asphalt Overlay Program 561,091,940     

Transportation
Operations Facilities, 
Vehicles & Equipment 34,416,202       

Transit
Transit Facilities, Vehicles & 
Equipment, Shelters & Pads 77,397,360       

Parking Facilities and Spaces 26,435,526       
Executive Services Growth-Related Studies 2,902,106          
Engineering Services Growth-Related Studies 870,614             
Community Services Growth-Related Studies 2,520,231          
Transit Services Growth-Related Studies 356,126             
Corporate Services Growth-Related Studies 3,755,033          
Planning and Development Growth-Related Studies 16,637,088       
Total Town-wide D.C. Recoverable Services 1,424,655,527  

Area Specific D.C. Recoverable:

Engineering Services
Stormwater Management 
Monitoring 4,345,548          

Total Area Specific D.C. Recoverable 4,345,548          

Total D.C. Recoverable Services 1,429,001,075  

Non-D.C. Recoverable Services:
Community Services Civic Facilities (Town Hall) 43,739,290       
Various Services Computer Equipment 87,328,407       
Engineering Services Parking Vehicles 114,000             
Various Services Non-Growth-Related Capital 416,046,157     
Total Non-D.C. Recoverable Services 547,227,854     

Hospital Hospital Facility 75,114,975       
Grand Total 2,051,343,904  
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Table 4-2 narrows the potential D.C. recovery capital expenditures by accounting for the 

various deductions mandatory under the Development Charges Act.  These deductions 

include historical level of service, existing benefit, post-period benefit and the mandatory 

10% reduction for certain services.  These further reductions under the D.C.A. provide 

for an additional $336.5 million in non-recoverable costs during the forecast period, 

including $20.5 million in other recoveries.  The total recoverable amount under the 

D.C.A. during the forecast period is $1.09 billion, of which $7 million is presently in the 

Town’s D.C. reserve funds (as of December 31, 2016). 

Based upon the net recoverable costs presented in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, a development 

charge was calculated for the growth as summarized in Table 4-3. The total amount of 

the charge (excluding area specific stormwater charge) is $19,678 for a single detached 

unit and $3.64 per square foot (blended) for non-residential development.  With respect 

to residential development, this represents an increase over the present charge 

($19,051) of $627 for a single detached dwelling.   It is noted in the prior 2010 Fiscal 

Impact Study that an increase in the development charge was anticipated over time.  

Further, with the changes to the D.C.A., the D.C. related to Transit was updated in 2016 

and the Town-wide calculated D.C. was approved at $17,974.  This amount has since 

been indexed to the current rate. 

It is further noted that the D.C. calculation provided in Table 4-3, does not include 

additional financing costs that may be required to be included in future D.C. updates 

based on cash flow, which would further increase the D.C. 
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Table 4-2 
Town of Milton 

Calculation of Recoverable and Non-Recoverable Costs Under the D.C.A. 
2017-2036 

(2017$) 

 

Description

Capital Forecast 

(2017-2036)

Development 

Charge 

Reserve 

Fund Balance 

Adjustment1

Existing 

Benefit

Other 

Recoveries

Post Period 

Benefit Sub-Total 

Reduction 

as per 

Exceedance 

of Service 

Standard Sub-Total 

10% for 90% 

Services Net DC Amount

Net Cost to 

be Paid by 

Town

Amount Allowed 

per 10 Year DC 

Standard4

D.C. Recoverable

Parkland Development 204,412,733        12,944,700     -                 452,087             191,015,947     -                191,015,947     20,396,065    170,619,882       20,396,065   241,893,778         

Recreation Facilities3 410,271,902        15,126,814     -                 890,765             394,254,323     44,200,144   350,054,180     36,056,854    313,997,326       80,256,998   299,176,349         

Parks & Recreation Studies 2,520,231            (312,066)        92,212           2,740,084         -                2,740,084         242,802         2,497,282           335,014        2,740,084             

Fire Facilities3 16,645,484          (1,325,268)     1,969,529      -                     16,001,223       -                16,001,223       16,001,223         1,969,529     33,725,957           

Fire Vehicles3 5,201,425            (414,123)        -                 5,615,548         -                5,615,548         5,615,548           -                14,637,188           

Firefighter Equipment 964,163               (76,764)          -                 1,040,927         -                1,040,927         1,040,927           -                4,726,193             

Library Facilities 47,901,898          7,681,126       -                 -                     40,220,772       5,211,924     35,008,848       4,790,190      30,218,658         10,002,113   33,985,164           

Library Collection Materials 12,110,491          -                 12,110,491       -                12,110,491       1,211,049      10,899,442         1,211,049     13,073,337           

Library Furnishings 765,206               -                 765,206            -                765,206            76,521           688,685              76,521          826,044                

Rural Roads 590,090               (23,204)          531,100         82,194              -                82,194              82,194                531,100        82,194                  

Major Roads 333,612,745        (13,118,745)   25,452,620    717,006             -                 320,561,864     -                320,561,864     320,561,864       25,452,620   320,561,864         

Sidew alks 4,776,129            (187,813)        -                 8,400                 -                 4,955,542         -                4,955,542         4,955,542           -                4,955,542             

Bridges & Structures 65,974,932          (2,594,350)     673,504         12,008,160        -                 55,887,618       -                55,887,618       55,887,618         673,504        55,887,618           

Asphalt Overlay Program 148,667,286        (5,846,084)     133,801,200  -                     20,712,170       -                20,712,170       20,712,170         133,801,200 20,712,170           

Traff ic Services 7,470,758            (293,775)        747,010         7,017,523         -                7,017,523         7,017,523           747,010        7,017,523             

Engineering Studies & Misc. 870,614               (107,803)        -                 978,417            -                978,417            978,417              -                978,417                

Transportation (Facilities, Fleet & Equipment) 34,416,202          (2,489,678)     1,019,290      35,886,590       -                35,886,590       561,310         35,325,280         1,580,600     57,005,004           

Parking 26,435,526          2,063,216       -                 24,372,310       5,767,902     18,604,408       3,220,343      15,384,065         8,988,245     18,604,408           

Transit 77,397,360          (721,864)        26,545,390    6,441,908          45,131,926       -                45,131,926       45,131,926         26,545,390   45,131,926           

Transit Studies 356,126               (44,097)          -                 400,223            -                400,223            400,223              -                400,223                

Executive Services - Grow th-Related Studies 2,902,106            (359,351)        1,435,791      1,825,667         -                1,825,667         146,632         1,679,035           1,582,422     1,825,667             

Corporate Serivces - Grow th-Related Studies 3,755,033            (442,877)        178,378         4,019,532         -                4,019,532         357,666         3,661,866           536,044        4,019,532             

Planning and Development - Grow th-Related Studies* 16,637,088          (2,060,075)     575,329         18,121,834       -                18,121,834       762,520         17,359,314         1,337,849     18,121,834           

Storm Water Monitoring2 4,345,548            (402,127)        -                 4,747,675         -                4,747,675         4,747,675           -                4,747,675             

D.C. Recoverable Sub-total 1,429,001,075     6,995,791       193,021,353  20,518,326        -                 1,208,465,605  55,179,970   1,153,285,635  67,821,949    1,085,463,686    316,023,272 1,204,835,688      

Non-D.C. Recoverable

Civic Facilities 43,739,290          -                 43,739,290       43,739,290   -                   -                     43,739,290   

Grow th Related Computer Equipment 87,328,407          11,741,461    75,586,946       75,586,946   -                   -                     87,328,407   

Grow th Related Parking Vehicles 114,000               -                 114,000            114,000        -                   -                     114,000        

Hospital 75,114,975          17,557,488    57,557,488       57,557,488   -                   -                     75,114,975   

Non-Grow th Related Capital 416,046,157        62,314               415,983,843     415,983,843 -                   -                     415,983,843 

Non-D.C. Recoverable Sub-total 622,342,829        -                 29,298,949    62,314               -                 592,981,566     592,981,566 -                   -                -                     622,280,515 -                        

Total 2,051,343,904     6,995,791       222,320,302  20,580,640        -                 1,801,447,171  648,161,536 1,153,285,635  67,821,949    1,085,463,686    938,303,787 1,204,835,688      

Note:  Reserve Fund Balance based on Estimated 2016 Year end Balance adjusted for Commitments

* Grow th-Related Studies - mandatory deduction for non-engineering related studies
1 Amounts in brackets represent negative D.C. Reserve Fund balances
2 To be collected through Area Specif ic D.C.s
3 Includes exisitng grow th related debt (outstanding principal and discounted interest)
4 Includes discounted interest on existing debt
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Table 4-3 
Town of Milton 

Development Charge Calculation based on all Growth 
(2017  

   

Residential Non-Residential SDU per sq.ft.

$ $ $ $

1. Services Related to a Highway & Public Works Operation

1.1 Services Related to a Highway 245,530,147     163,686,764       5,723         2.52            

1.2 Public Works Operations 25,434,202       9,891,078           593            0.15            

270,964,349     173,577,843       6,316         2.67            

2. Fire Protection Services

2.1 Fire stations 8,480,648         7,520,575           198            0.12            

2.2 Fire vehicles 2,976,240         2,639,308           69              0.04            

2.3 Small equipment and gear 551,691           489,236             13              0.01            

12,008,580       10,649,118         280            0.17            

3. Transit Services

3.1 Facilities, Vehicles & Shelters/Pads 31,592,348       13,539,578         737            0.21            

31,592,348       13,539,578         737            0.21            

4. Parks Services

4.1 Parkland development, amenities & trails 162,088,888     8,530,994           3,779         0.13            

162,088,888     8,530,994           3,779         0.13            

5. Recreation Services

5.1 Indoor Facilities 298,297,459     15,699,866         6,955         0.24            

298,297,459     15,699,866         6,955         0.24            

6. Library Services

6.1 Public library facilities 28,707,725       1,510,933           669            0.02            

6.2 Library materials & furnishings 11,008,721       579,406             257            0.01            

39,716,446       2,090,339           926            0.03            

7. Administration

7.1 Studies 18,603,297       7,972,841           434            0.12            

8. Parking Services

8.1 Facilities/spaces & Vehicles 10,768,845       4,615,219           251            0.07            

10,768,845       4,615,219           251            0.07            

TOTAL 844,040,211     236,675,799       19,678       3.64            

DC ELIGIBLE CAPITAL COST 844,040,211     236,675,799       

10 Year Gross Population / GFA Growth (sq.ft.) 157,915           64,959,876         

Cost Per Capita / Non-Residential GFA Growth (sq.ft.) 5,345               3.64                   

By Residential Unit Type p.p.u

Single and Semi-Detached 3.68                              19,678             

Apartments (Blended) 1.52                              8,116               

Other Multiples 2.63                              14,039             

Special Care/Special Need Dwelling 1.10                              5,879               

2017 $ DC Eligible Cost2017 $ DC Eligible Cost

SERVICE
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4.6.2 Capital Provision 

Between 1999 and 2012, the Town of Milton negotiated with the landowners to provide 

a capital provision payment over and above the D.C. payable.  These payments were 

made to assist the Town in financing capital projects in order to mitigate the impact of 

growth on tax rates and to minimize the impact on the Town’s debt capacity limits.  The 

capital provision was made in recognition of the following: 

• The D.C.A., 1997 replaced the D.C.A., 1989 and eliminated a number of services 

which would have growth-related expenditures (i.e. parkland acquisition, 

corporate administrative space, arts and entertainment facilities, computer 

equipment, vehicles and equipment with a useful life of six years or less, and 

hospitals). 

• The D.C.A., 1997 also required a mandatory 10% deduction for all services 

except roads, sanitary, water, storm, fire and police services. 

• The D.C.A, 1997 also required an averaged 10-year historical service standard 

calculation to be undertaken to provide a ceiling on D.C. recoveries (this item has 

substantial implications for high growth municipalities). 

In recognition of the above, the Phase 1A (Bristol) landowners contributed $1,330 (in 

1999$) per unit to assist the Town in financing its capital program.  Phase 1B (Bristol) 

and 2 (Sherwood) Landowners provided for $1,750 in 2004$.  Phase 3 (Boyne) 

Landowners provided for $2,250 (in 2012$).  The current charges, in index 2017$ is 

presented as follows: 

 

Component 

Capital Provision (per unit) 

Phase 1A 

(Bristol) 

Phase1B & 2 

(Bristol & 

Sherwood) 

Phase 3 

(Boyne)* 

Original Charge $1,330 $1,750 $2,250 

Current 2017 Charge (indexed) $2,112 $2,678 $2,451 

*Note that Phase 3 Capital Provision rate provided are based on the rate per single/semi-detached 

dwelling.  Rates vary by unit type for Phase 3 vs. Phases 1A, 1B & 2 which are the same amount 

regardless of unit Type. 



Page 4-18 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

If a similar calculation was undertaken for the additional residential growth anticipated in 

the Phase 4 and M.E.V. lands as well as the residential intensification growth 

anticipated in the Established Urban Area (Pre-H.U.S.P.), the charge would be in the 

range of approximately $2,200 to $2,800 per unit (see Table 4-4), based upon the 

capital information presented on Table 4-2, as follows: 

Table 4-4 
Town of Milton 

Estimate of Capital Provision for New Growth 
(based on Past Practice in H.U.S.P. Lands) 

(2017$) 

 

 

Parkland Dedication:  

In addition to the capital provision, the developing landowners in Phase 1 (Bristol), 

Phase 2 (Sherwood), and Phase 3 (Boyne) dedicated parkland in accordance with the 

Towns’ standard of 10 acres per 1,000 persons.  While the Planning Act does provide 

for parkland contributions equal to 5% of the residential development and 2% for 

commercial/industrial lands, these contributions historically provided for approximately 3 

acres per 1,000 persons in total (note that with higher density development, this amount 

of land per 1,000 persons would reduce).  To address the Town’s standard, developing 

landowners in Phases 1, 2 & 3 have dedicated lands in addition to the amount required 

by the Town under the provisions of the Planning Act.  Due to Bill 73, the Town is 

constrained in continuing with this practice for future development lands, therefore, as 

mentioned in Section 3.2, a provision for purchasing 4.5 acres per 1,000 population for 

passive parkland has been included in the fiscal analysis at a cost of $75,000/acre and 

Capital Provision Estimate

Option 1 

(excluding 

Hospital)

Option 2 

(including 

Hospital)

Reduction as per Exceedance of Service Std. 55,179,970         55,179,970     

10% for 90% Services 50,532,253         50,532,253     

Non-DC Recoverable - Computers 46,023,559         46,023,559     

Non-DC Recoverable - Parking Vehicles 114,000              114,000          

Hospital 40,000,000     

Non-DC Recoverable - Tow n Hall 18,010,296         18,010,296     

Sub-total 169,860,077       209,860,077   

50% Cost Share w ith Developers 84,930,039         104,930,039   

Capital Provision Reserve Adjustment -                     -                 

Net Cost 84,930,039         104,930,039   

Total Units (2017-2036) 37,988                37,988            

Capital Provision 2,236                  2,762              



Page 4-19 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

1.33 acres per 1,000 population for active recreation lands has been included at a cost 

of $1 million per acre.   

Cash Flow Assistance: 

It is noted that, based on the need identified in past Fiscal Impact reports, that the 

developing landowners would need to assist the Town in cash flowing its road program 

in order to offset the need to debenture the post period benefit associated with roads 

along with any shortfalls arising from the timing of road revenue collection verses road 

expenditures.  The landowners (Phase 1B - Bristol and Phase 2 - Sherwood) agreed to 

assist the Town in this regard.  As part of the financial agreement, they provided letters 

of credit equal to $2,500 per unit (this represented the calculated shortfall of $2,300 per 

unit plus a $200 contingency) within each plan.  The indexed rate per unit in 2017$ is 

$3,830. 

If the Town were to receive future cash flow assistance from developing landowners 

within the Sustainable Halton Lands, it would assist in keeping the Town’s debt capacity 

at lower levels. 

4.6.3. Other 

In addition to the capital financing sources presented in the previous subsections, the 

Town of Milton has also identified policies for the funding of non-growth related and 

non-D.C.-eligible capital expenditures incurred during the forecast period.  The following 

table (Table 4-5) summarizes the various sources of funding for the non-growth related 

and non-D.C.-eligible capital projects.  These revenue sources total $446.36 million 

over the 2017-2036 period (note that this amount is in inflated values vs. constant 2017 

values that are presented in Tables 4-1 through 4-4).  It is noted that the funding plan to 

support the $443.36 million contained herein for non-growth, does not incorporate 

recommendations that may result from the A.M.P. which has not yet been finalized.  

Further, non-growth-related debenture funding of $919.7 million is included in the 

analysis.  
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Table 4-5 
Town of Milton 

Funding Sources for Non-Growth-Related and Non-D.C. Eligible Capital 
Expenditures 
(2017-2036) 

 

 

Funding Source

Amount 

(Inflated $)

Transfer from Operating 30,920,386       

Capital Levy & Lifecycle Costing 56,485,839       

Hospital Expansion Reserve Fund & Capital Provision 17,784,975       

Phase 1B & 2 & 3 Capital Provision & Cash-in-Lieu 37,596,077       

Recoveries from Others 15,011,989       

Town Reserves:

  Replacement Equipment Reserve 55,749,771       

  Municipal Building Components Reserve 13,815,667       

  Library Capital Works Reserve 11,267,208       

  Property Transactions Reserve 8,482,832         

  Capital Works Reserve 9,010,611         

  Computer Reserve 5,169,880         

  Other 4,834,871         

Sub-Total Reserves 108,330,840     

Funding Programs & Grants:

  Slot Reserve Contribution 107,000,000     

  Gas Tax Reserve - Federal 57,105,672       

  Other 16,124,205       

Sub-Total Funding Programs & Grants 180,229,877     

Total (Excluding Debenture Financing) 446,359,983     

Debenture Financing (Non-Growth Related) 919,715,156     

Total (Including Debenture Financing) 1,366,075,138 

Note:  This table is in inflated values
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5. Financial Impact on Expenditures, 
Revenues, Tax Rates and Debt Capacity 

5.1 Introduction 

This section provides a detailed review of the operating expenditures and revenues 

arising from the new growth.  The product of the analysis is to assess the tax rate and 

debt capacity impacts associated with the overall growth forecast presented in Chapter 

2.  The approach to forecasting the expenditures and revenues was summarized in 

section 3.1. 

5.2 Forecast Operating Expenditures and Revenues 

The operating cost analysis was undertaken using the Town’s 2017 Operating Budget 

and based upon detailed discussions with Town staff.  Detailed listings of the 

expenditures and revenues have been summarized in Appendix B of this report1.  

These summary tables are based upon service categories and include operational 

expenditures net of debt charges and transfers to other funds (i.e. capital fund and 

reserve fund), as well as non-tax revenues net of contributions from reserves.   

The cash flow analysis distinguishes operating costs between costs associated with 

facilities and those associated with programming or general service provision.  

Generally, municipal program expenditures will increase with the increase in population; 

however, the cost associated with a new facility would be delayed until the time the 

additional infrastructure is provided.  As provided in Table 5-1, facilities have been 

categorized as eight different components, as follows: 

• Expenditures per sq.ft. – for buildings 

• Expenditures per linear km – for new lane kilometres of roads (arterial, collector 

and local) 

• Expenditures per Acre – for parkland 

• Expenditures per Station – for Fire Stations 

• Expenditures per Space – for parking 

• Expenditures per Permit – for building inspections, permit processing & zoning 

• Expenditures per Guard – for Crossing Guards 

                                            
1 It is noted that the expenditures and revenues have been summarized based on 
service categories for use in the F.I.A. and therefore, does not necessary line up exactly 
with the Town’s Budget. 
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• Expenditures per Vehicle – for various vehicles 

Table 5-1 also summarizes the operating expenditures for each program, provided by 

each service, based on population/employment-related benefit.  Annual operating 

expenditures are provided at $306.99 per capita and $319.67 per employee.  In addition 

to the per capita/employee expenditure estimates, a provision was made for the 

inclusion of the following: 

• The estimated annual operating expenditures of $1,655 per parking space within 

a parking facility.  With the assumption that each new facility would include 400 

spaces. 

• Annual operating expenditures related to additional acres of parkland to be 

developed to service growth has been included at $5,530 per acre. 

• For services related to a highway, an annual operating cost of $12,849 per lane 

km. of roads has been included. 

• Varying costs per sq.ft. of facility space has been included based on the type of 

facility, including: 

o The expenditures relating to Library facilities is included based on $3.62 

per sq.ft. of facility space. 

o The expenditure budget for fire have been included at $6.47 per sq.ft. of 

facility space and $2.67 million per station for firefighting. 

o For Community Centres, the annual expenditures are estimated at a 

blended rate of $11.85 per sq.ft. of facility space. 

o Estimated annual expenditures for the Civic Facility is based on $8.88 per 

sq.ft. of facility space. 

o Expenditures related to the Operations Centre are included based on 

$5.25 per sq.ft. of facility space. 

• For vehicles, a cost per vehicle, which varies between $12,000 and $365,100, 

based on the type of vehicle, has been included. 

• The expenditures relating to building permits have been included at an average 

cost of $2,758 per permit.  Based on the growth forecast, additional revenues 

and expenditures have been included when the annual number of permits are in 

excess of the amount assumed in the Town’s base budget.   

• With the amount of residential growth anticipated over the forecast period in the 

H.U.S.P. and Sustainable Halton Lands, an estimate of additional elementary 

school has been made.  The F.I.A. has assumed that there would be a need for 

two to three additional crossing guards at each of the elementary schools, 

therefore, an annual operating cost of $13,000 per crossing guard has been 

included in the analysis. 
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A similar format is used for presenting the operating revenues, as summarized in Table 

5-2.  Some revenues are less sensitive to growth and will not change significantly with 

the growth of the municipality, whereas other are related to activity within the Town and 

will change with growth. The assumptions regarding sources of non-tax revenue are 

based upon 2017 levels and have been allocated between residential and non-

residential, based upon employment and population levels.  Annual operating revenues 

are provided at $263.35 per capita and $275.05 per employee.  In addition to these 

revenues, other reviews were provided based upon the following: 

• Estimated annual operating revenues for Community Services facilities is based 

on a $110 per sq.ft. of facility space.  This is based on a blend of various existing 

Community Services facilities, including the Milton Sports Centre, Milton Leisure 

Centre, Seniors Centre, Arts & Entertainment Facilities, etc. 

• Revenues per vehicle vary depending on the type of vehicle, however, the 

majority of revenue raised from vehicles is through transit fares.  It is estimated 

that the annual transit fare revenue is approximately $116,000 per vehicle. 

• The revenues relating to building permits have been calculated separately based 

on the growth projections identified in Chapter 2 of this report.  In addition, a 

calculation has been undertaken to increase revenues for permits in addition to 

the average permits assumed in the 2017 capital forecast (2,446), based on the 

growth projections identified in Chapter 2 of this report. 

• The Town is planning two additional multi-level parking structures in the forecast 

and estimates annual operating revenues of $3,849 per parking space.  The 

facilities are estimated to have 400 spaces each.  

The other basis for revenue recovery is property taxation.  Assessment values have 

been provided based upon research on individual forms of development.  Residential 

and non-residential assessment assumptions are based upon a detailed sample of 

recently developed properties from within the Town. 

Figure 5-1 illustrates the total operating expenditures for the base analysis and 

compares it to the total operating expenditures anticipated as per the growth identified 

in the 2015 D.C. study and then layers on the growth in the M.E.V. lands, 

Complementary M.E.V. employment lands, and additional growth in the H.U.S.P. and 

Pre-H.U.S.P. lands. 
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Table 5-1 
Town of Milton 

Operating Expenditures Forecast Assumptions 

 

Facility Related Expenditures

Exp. Per 
Sq.Ft.

Exp. Per 
Lane km

Exp. Per 
Acre

Exp. Per 
Station

Exp. Per 
Space

Exp. Per 
Permit

Exp. Per 
Guard

Exp. Per 
Vehicle

Mayor and Council 611,903           -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                -                

Executive Services 3,142,533        629,201           -             -                 -                -                    -                -                13,000        -                

Corporate Services 12,661,015      -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                -                

General Government* 9,363,087        -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                -                

Engineering Services** 6,666,368        662,189           -             -                 -                -                    1,655         -                -                -                

Operations Services 17,655,463      17,023,206      5.25           12,849         5,530         -                    -                -                -                12,040        

Community Services 27,006,577      19,363,832      191.98        -                 -                -                    -                -                -                365,115      

Planning and Development 9,002,780        6,745,361        -                -                 -                -                    -                2,758         -                -                

Fire 9,931,382        8,494,867        6.47           -                 -                2,673,116       -                -                -                28,114        

Library 4,932,448        147,977           3.62           -                 -                -                    -                -                -                -                

Hospital 332,499           -                     -                -                 -                -                    -                -                -                -                

Total 101,306,055     53,066,632      207.32        12,849         5,530         2,673,116       1,655         2,758         13,000        405,268      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $
Mayor and Council 611,903           611,903           99% 606,903       70% 424,832          3.66           30% 182,071      4.94           

Executive Services 3,142,533        2,513,332        66% 1,662,398    73% 1,221,521       15.80         27% 440,877      17.94         

Corporate Services 12,661,015      12,661,015      84% 10,670,240  70% 7,467,771       75.81         30% 3,202,470   102.30        

General Government * 9,363,087        8,213,530        25% 2,085,003    70% 1,459,231       49.18         30% 625,772      66.39         

Engineering Services 6,666,368        6,666,368        89% 5,931,621    62% 3,691,041       35.49         38% 2,240,580   67.89         

Operations Services 17,655,463      632,258           33% 211,270       79% 167,165          4.28           21% 44,105        3.56           

Community Services 27,006,577      7,642,746        81% 6,161,907    94% 5,762,633       61.15         6% 399,274      13.33         

Planning and Development 9,002,780        2,257,420        71% 1,594,489    70% 1,116,207       13.52         30% 478,282      18.24         

Fire 9,931,382        1,436,515        53% 764,918       53% 405,177          6.51           47% 359,741      18.19         

Library 4,932,448        4,784,471        100% 4,784,471    95% 4,545,658       38.89         5% 238,813      6.44           

Hospital 332,499           332,499           125% 415,624       95% 394,487          2.70           5% 21,137        0.45           

Total 101,306,055     47,752,056      34,888,843  26,655,723     306.99       8,233,121   319.67        

** Adjustments to 2017 Operating Base for  Engineering Services have been made to include estimated facility related costs for new parking structures

* Adjustments to the 2017 Operating Base for General Government include the removal of the Transfer to Capital as this is dealt with separately in the FIA, as well as Expenditures 

related to Workers Compensation as it is netted out of revenues as well

Non-Residential 
Share

Cost per 
Employee

Facility Related Expenditures (2017$)
Service Categories

2017 
Operating 

Expenditures

Total Facility 
Related 

Expenditures 
(Adjusted)

2017 
Operating 

Expenditures
Service Categories

Total 
Pop./Emp. 

Expenditures 
(Adjusted)

Growth-Related 
Adjustment to 2017 
Base Expenditures

Residential Share Cost per 
Capita



Page 5-5 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

Table 5-2 
Town of Milton 

Operating Revenues Forecast Assumptions 

 

Facility Related Revenues

Rev. Per 

Sq.Ft.

Rev. Per 

Space

Rev. Per 

Vehicle

Mayor and Council 22,319             -                     -             -                  -                

Executive Services 441,867           -                     -             -                  -                

Corporate Services 4,256,907        -                     -             -                  -                

General Government** 11,147,239      -                     -             -                  -                

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        1,539,459        -             3,849           -                

Operations Services 7,324,319        3,191,465        -             -                  14,059       

Community Services**** 17,134,205      8,592,458        110            -                  115,976      

Planning and Development* 8,561,108        -                     -                -                  -                

Fire 269,978           -                     -             -                  -                

Library 337,779           -                     -             -                  -                

Hospital 962,686           -                     -             -                  -                

Total 54,095,186      13,323,382      110            3,849           130,035      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $

Mayor and Council 22,319             22,319             0% -              70% -              0.13           30% -             0.18           

Executive Services 441,867           441,867           45% 200,662       65% 131,108       2.47           35% 69,554        4.16           

Corporate Services 4,256,907        4,256,907        57% 2,437,549    70% 1,706,035    25.49         30% 731,515      34.41         

General Government** 11,147,239      10,838,239      17% 1,901,217    71% 1,354,678    66.07         29% 546,539      83.94         

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        3,636,780        68% 2,468,701    63% 1,551,162    19.55         37% 917,540      36.39         

Operations Services 7,324,319        4,132,854        5% 334,028       72% 240,897       25.50         28% 93,131        31.03         

Community Services**** 17,134,205      7,528,562        30% 5,197,033    95% 4,926,733    61.06         5% 270,300      10.60         

Planning and Development 8,561,108        8,561,108        13% 1,092,235    70% 764,703       51.28         30% 327,532      69.18         

Fire 269,978           269,978           53% 144,284       53% 76,834         1.23           47% 67,450        3.41           

Library 337,779           337,779           100% 337,779       95% 321,434       2.75           5% 16,345        0.45           

Hospital 962,686           962,686           0% -              95% -              7.82           5% -             1.30           

Total 54,095,186      40,989,078      14,113,487   11,073,583   263.35       3,039,904   275.05       

** Adjustments to General Government include netting out revenues related to Workers Compensation as the expenditures are also netted out

*** Adjustments to Engineering Services reflect the anticipate revenues to be generated from the multi-level parking structures

**** Adjustments made to Community Services to remove the transit gas tax revenue as it is dealt with spearately in the FIA

Non-Residential 

Share Cost per 

Employee

Facility Related Revenues 

(2017$)

Service Categories

2017 
Operating 

Revenues

Total Facility 

Related 

Revenues 

(Adjusted)

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Revenues

Total 

Pop./Emp. 
Revenue 

(Adjusted)

Growth-Related 

Adjustment to 2017 

Base Revenue Residential Share Cost per 

Capita

* Building Permit Revenue has also been addressed in a separate calculation for revenues anticipated over the 

forecast in excess of the current annual building permit activity



Page 5-6 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

Figure 5-1 
Town of Milton 

Total Operating Expenditures 
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5.4 Forecast Impact of Development 

The following section summarizes the tax rate impacts of growth.  The analysis provided 

in the prior chapters has been combined to provide the overall impact of development 

onto the Town’s financial position.  Table 5-3 provides for the overall summary of 

operating expenditures, revenues, capital/reserve transfers, the net tax levy and the 

corresponding tax rates for the years 2017, 2026 and 2036.  This table also provides 

that all operating expenditures are in inflated dollars assuming a 2% annual rate of 

inflation. For capital, inflation assumptions have been 2% per annum also which 

generally reflects the level of increases since the last fiscal impact study (2010). Based 

upon this table: 

• Increase in operating expenditures by 211% (from $91.7 million in 2017 to 

$285.7 million in 2036), 

• Net operating expenditures increasing by 294% (from $38.3 million to $150.6 

million), 

• Total capital funded from the tax base increasing by 863% (from $13.82 million to 

$133.14 million), 

• An increase of 445% in the general tax levy requirement (from $52.01 to $283.73 

million), and 

• The weighted average assessment increasing by 172% ($21.53 billion to $58.64 

billion). 

As presented in Figure 5-2, the tax implications of the future growth provide for an 

average annual tax rate increase in the 5.26% range.  Figure 5-3 presents the impact of 

these tax rate increase on the tax bill as per $100,000 of assessment value in 2036 and 

compares it to the same amount for the existing 2017 tax bill and the existing tax bill 

when inflated to 2036. 

The tax rate increases provided herein are a function of several key items which should 

be acknowledged as having implications on the Town: 

• Community Services Facilities and Library service continue to expand with the 

completion of the Sherwood Community Centre and Library anticipated in 2018 

and the Boyne Community Centre and Library anticipated shortly thereafter.  The 

level of service envisaged over time is expected to continue to increase at similar 

levels to service the growth anticipated in the Sustainable Halton lands and 

additional growth anticipated in the H.U.S.P. lands. 



Page 5-8 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

• Fire Services is anticipated to continue to grow with two additional stations 

required to service the Sustainable Halton – Phase 4 lands and one additional 

station in the H.U.S.P. lands.  These stations are assumed to be staffed with full-

time firefighters.  

• Transit service within the Town is expanding to assume a higher modal split for 

transit usage.  With the change in the D.C. legislation as a result of Bill 73, any 

increase in transit modal split attributed to existing development requires the 

capital infrastructure to be paid for through the tax base.  Increases in the need 

for capital transit infrastructure related to growth, is anticipated to be funded by 

growth through development charges.  However, for operating budgeting 

purposes, a large portion of transit services expenditures are subsidized by the 

tax base, therefore, the cost of service for both growth and existing has 

significant implications on tax rates. 

• Given the uncertainty around the timing for the development in the 

complementary M.E.V. lands, the forecast growth in the residential sector is 

expected to outpace growth in the non-residential tax base in the early part of the 

forecast.  Hence, a larger tax burden is expected to be born by the residential 

sector during this period.  By the end of the forecast period the growth analysis 

provides for a return to the current residential/non-residential assessment mix 

(see Appendix D); however, this is dependent upon 100% buildout of all non-

residential lands by the end of the forecast period.  Should the non-residential 

growth not take place at forecasted levels, a further upward pressure on tax rates 

is expected. 

• With the changes to the D.C.A. through Bill 73, related to “no additional levies”, 

the non-D.C. eligible costs that have previously been partially funded through the 

capital provision, is not assumed to be continued for growth related infrastructure 

needs in the Sustainable Halton Lands.  This loss of capital funding has a direct 

impact on both tax rate increases and debt capacity. 

• The Town continues to have to ensure that existing assets are maintained and 

replaced.  The analysis provides a need to increase transfers to capital 

replacement reserves for both existing assets and new assets required for 

growth (once they are in place).  As such, lifecycle needs for growth-related 

assets have been calculated based on average life spans of similar existing 

assets.  Transfers to reserves are then anticipated to be included as a tax levy 

supported requirements in the year after the new assets are in service.  For 

existing asset replacement, the Town is currently experiencing a significant 

funding gap that needs to be addressed and is currently undertaking an asset 

management plan to assess the full needs for addressing aging infrastructure.  
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As such, this analysis has assumed that a transfer to lifecycle reserve, related to 

existing assets, is required.  This analysis includes a transfer at a level equal to 

2% of the previous year’s tax levy requirement.  The A.M.P. currently underway, 

may further consider the amount required and provide a more refined 

recommendation to include in future fiscal impact analysis.  Any such 

recommendation that identifies a further contribution to address the existing 

infrastructure deficit will put pressure on the annual tax impacts presented herein.
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Table 5-3 
Town of Milton 

Summary and Tax Rate Calculations 

 

Source 2017 2026 2036

Net Operating Expenditure Forecast

Gross Operating Expenditures 91,724,141         165,183,014       285,663,534       

Less: Non-Tax Revenues 40,133,461         74,237,826         126,521,878       

Interfund Transfers 10,192,592         3,612,604           5,411,251           

PIL, Right of Way & Supplementary Taxes 3,143,373           3,143,373           3,143,373           

Net Operating Expenditures 38,254,715         84,189,210         150,587,033       

Capital Funded from Tax Base

Transfers to Capital 840,557             1,420,103           2,543,189           

Transfers to Reserves 21,691,847         21,691,847         21,691,847         

Transfers from Reserves (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        

Lifecycle Costing (Growth) -                        20,362,771         38,336,643         

Lifecycle Costing (Previous Growth (2010-2016) -                        2,601,351           5,387,427           

Annual Debt Payments (new Non-growth related) -                        23,387,526         80,015,613         

Existing Debt Payments (Excluding User Fee and Hospital 

Debt) 6,132,784           378,283             -                        

Adjustment to base -                        -                        -                        

Total Capital Funded from Tax Base 13,828,832         55,005,525         133,138,362       

General Tax Levy Requirement 52,083,547         139,194,735       283,725,395       

Total Weighted Assessment 21,528,117,153   40,236,899,140   58,643,448,153   

Cumulative Tax Rates

Residential 0.24193% 0.34594% 0.48381%

Multi-Residential 0.48387% 0.69188% 0.96763%

Commercial Occupied 0.35237% 0.50386% 0.70468%

Commercial Vacant 0.24666% 0.35270% 0.49327%

Industrial Occupied 0.57094% 0.81638% 1.14175%

Industrial Vacant 0.37111% 0.53065% 0.74214%

Other1 0.08846% 0.12649% 0.17690%
1 Includes: Farmlands I (residential, commercial and industrial), Pipeline, Farmlands and Managed Forests.
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Figure 5-2 
Town of Milton 

Residential Tax Rates 
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Figure 5-3 
Town of Milton 

Tax Bill per $100,000 Assessment Value 
(inflated) 
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A further area to be addressed is the overall impact of the capital spending program and 

the associated revenue cash flow, onto the Town’s debt capacity.  Municipalities in 

Ontario are limited by the Province as to the amount of debt they can incur.  Ontario 

Regulation 403/02 which accompanies the Municipal Act limits the amount of debt a 

municipality can issue to the level where the annual debt charge payments equal 25% 

of the municipality’s total own revenue (generally defined as total revenues less grants, 

subsidies and transfers from reserves/reserve funds).  Should a municipality exceed this 

limit; the Province can require the municipality to discontinue capital spending until it 

can fall within the debt limits. 

Figure 5-4 presents the overall debt capacity level associated with the capital spending 

program and with the developer financing assistance.  It is noted that the financial 

assistance provided by developing landowners in the H.U.S.P. lands has allowed the 

Town the ability to keep its debt capacity below the 25% limit through the capital 

provision contributions and the cash flow assistance.  However, it is a policy of the 

Town to try and stay at a level no greater than 20% to ensure that unforeseen events 

can be addressed.  As previously noted, this analysis does not include additional capital 

provision or cash flow assistance in excess of that agreed upon in existing financial 

agreements.   

As can be seen, the Town will experience pressures over the forecast without additional 

assistance to keep the Town’s debt capacity below Council approved policy to not to 

exceed the 20% limit in order to preserve capacity for unforeseen events. 

As provided, the debt capacity is forecast to reach 19% by 2036.  This level of debt is 

quite high given several risk factors the Town may need to address: 

• Non-residential growth may not occur at the levels anticipated.  As much of the 

capital spending will be initiated by residential growth, the capital expenditures 

are expected to be as forecasted.  The delay of non-residential assessment will 

reduce transfers to capital and operating expenditures thus placing upward 

pressure on the debt capacity. 

• The forecasted capital plan has provided for a limited amount towards the Towns 

A.M.P.  As per the Infrastructure for Jobs & Prosperity Act, the Town will be 

mandated to implement an A.M.P.  It is expected that debt financing will 

represent a significant amount of funding for the replacement of assets thus, as 

additional capital expenditures are identified for inclusion in the forecast, further 

pressure on the debt capacity is anticipated. 
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• The Town is dependant upon the Region for supplying water and wastewater 

allocations in order to allow development to proceed.  Should there be a slow 

down in development occurring, the loss of tax revenue to support debt will put 

further pressure on the Town’s debt capacity. 

For the above reasons, the Town may wish to consider a phasing strategy to help 

mitigate risk.  This may be by allowing blocks of development to proceed and then 

assessing the impacts of that development or requiring residential development to be 

linked to non-residential development to minimize lost taxation revenue.  Alternatively, 

further coordinated initiatives with the private sector could be undertaken.
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Figure 5-4 
Town of Milton 

Debt Capacity Limit 
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6. Fiscal Impact Assessment – Scenarios 1 
and 2 

In reviewing the outcomes of the fiscal analysis as provided in Chapters 3 to 5 (the base 

scenario), Town staff wished to isolate the growth in the Agerton Employment 

Secondary Plan Area (A.E.S.P.A.) as described in Section 2.5. and to assess the 

impacts of altering the growth.  To isolate this area for further review, the growth 

forecast was updated to: 

• Remove the growth anticipated in this area (Scenario 1); and  

• Provide for mixed use growth in this area (Scenario 2) 

Similar to the base analysis, for the Phase 4 lands, the analysis contained herein, 

assumes that the secondary plan areas will development concurrently. 

6.1 Capital Infrastructure Needs Overview for Scenario 1 and 2 

6.1.1 Capital Program – 2017-2036 

As noted in section 3.2, under Services Related to a Highway, Town staff provided for 

an additional road and bridge works to be included in the forecast which extended Main 

St. from Trafalgar to Hwy 407 (to connect with Argentia Road in Mississauga), and a 

bridge over the highway.  For the Base Scenario along with Scenario 1, this project is 

not deemed to be required.  One other minor change to the parks and recreation capital 

forecast has been made with the removal of these lands for Scenario 1.  It is noted that 

for Scenario 2, the Main St. extension and bridge is required in the forecast. 

For Scenario 2, with additional residential growth anticipated and a higher density of 

non-residential growth, additional capital requirements were identified for inclusion in 

the analysis, these pertain mainly to transit, parks and recreation, information 

technology, and as mentioned above, Services Related to a Highway. 

Table 6-1 Provides a summary of the capital expenditure program for the base scenario 

to the updated capital expenditure programs for scenarios 1 & 2. 
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Table 6-1 
Town of Milton 

Summary of Capital Expenditure Programs for Scenarios 

 

6.2 Capital Funding  

6.2.1 Growth-Related Capital Funding 

For Scenario 1, the removal of growth in the A.E.S.P.A. lands, reduces the amount of 

development charge revenue anticipated over the forecast however, as there is little 

change in the capital infrastructure needs, this results in additional cash flow pressures 

for the Town over the forecast period.   

With the mixed-use growth provided in Scenario 2, although there are additional capital 

expenditure needs, the higher density non-residential development and additional 

residential development, results in additional revenues from development charges.  This 

scenario represents the best-case scenario for the Town as it improves cash flow and 

reduces debt capacity. 

Table 6-2 provides a comparison of the potential recovery of capital needs through 

D.C.s for Scenarios 1 & 2 with that provided for the base analysis in Table 4-1. 

Service Description

Based Case 

Gross Capital 

Cost

 2017-2036 

(2017$)

Scenario 1

Gross Capital 

Cost 

2017-2036 

(2017$)

Scenario 2

Gross Capital 

Cost

2017-2036 

(2017$)

Executive Services Executive Services $2,902,106 $2,902,106 $2,902,106
Corporate Services Corporate Services 90,689,175 90,689,175 90,689,175
Communtiy Services Civic Facilities 43,739,290 43,739,290 43,739,290
Community Services Parks and Recreation 614,684,635 613,404,235 644,223,759
Community Services Parks & Recreation Studies 2,520,231 2,520,231 2,520,231
Engineering Services Studies & Misc. 870,614 870,614 870,614
Engineering Services Services Related to a Highway 561,091,940 561,091,940 611,744,575
Engineering Services Transportation (Facilities, Fleet & Equipment) 34,416,202 34,416,202 34,416,202
Engineering Services Parking 26,549,526 26,549,526 26,549,526
Engineering Services Transit 77,397,360 77,397,360 82,630,570
Engineering Services Transit Studies 356,126 356,126 356,126
Engineering Services Storm Water Management Works 4,345,548 4,345,548 4,345,548
Fire Facilities, Vehicles & Equipment 22,811,072 22,811,072 22,811,072
Library Facilities, Furnishings & Collection Materials 61,171,860 61,171,860 61,171,860
Planning & Development Studies 16,637,088 16,637,088 16,637,088
Hospital Facilities 75,114,975 75,114,975 75,114,975
Various Services Non-Growth Related Capital 416,046,157 416,046,157 421,435,357
TOTAL $2,051,343,904 $2,052,965,610 $2,142,158,074
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Table 6-2 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Potential Recovery of Capital Needs 
2017-2036 

 

6.2.2 Revised Development Charge Calculations 

With the changes to the anticipated growth and associated capital infrastructure, as 

described above, the development charge calculations would adjust slightly for each of 

the scenarios.  As noted in section 4.6.1, the calculated D.C., excluding new financing 

Service Description

Base Case 

Gross Capital 

Forecast 

(2017$)

Scenario 1 

Gross Capital 

Forecast 

(2017$)

Scenario 2 

Gross Capital 

Forecast 

(2017$)

Town-wide D.C. Recoverable Services:

Parks and Recreation

Parkland Development, Indoor 
and Outdoor Recreation, 
Trails 614,684,635     613,404,235     644,223,759     

Fire
Facilities, Vehicles, 
Equipment & Gear 22,811,072       22,811,072       22,811,072       

Library
Facilities, Furnishings and 
Collection Materials 60,777,595       60,777,595       60,777,595       

Services Related to a Highway

Roads, Sidewalks, Traffic 
Services, Bridges/Culverts, 
Asphalt Overlay Program 561,091,940     561,091,940     611,744,575     

Transportation
Operations Facilities, 
Vehicles & Equipment 34,416,202       34,416,202       34,416,202       

Transit
Transit Facilities, Vehicles & 
Equipment, Shelters & Pads 77,397,360       77,397,360       82,630,570       

Parking Facilities and Spaces 26,435,526       26,435,526       26,435,526       
Executive Services Growth-Related Studies 2,902,106          2,902,106          2,902,106          
Engineering Services Growth-Related Studies 870,614             870,614             870,614             
Community Services Growth-Related Studies 2,520,231          2,520,231          2,520,231          
Transit Services Growth-Related Studies 356,126             356,126             356,126             
Corporate Services Growth-Related Studies 3,755,033          3,755,033          3,755,033          
Planning and Development Growth-Related Studies 16,637,088       16,637,088       16,637,088       
Total Town-wide D.C. Recoverable Services 1,424,655,527  1,423,375,127  1,510,080,497  

Area Specific D.C. Recoverable:

Engineering Services
Stormwater Management 
Monitoring 4,345,548          4,345,548          4,345,548          

Total Area Specific D.C. Recoverable 4,345,548          4,345,548          4,345,548          

Total D.C. Recoverable Services 1,429,001,075  1,427,720,675  1,514,426,045  

Non-D.C. Recoverable Services:
Community Services Civic Facilities (Town Hall) 43,739,290       43,739,290       43,739,290       
Various Services Computer Equipment 87,328,407       87,328,407       87,328,407       
Engineering Services Parking Vehicles 114,000             114,000             114,000             
Various Services Non-Growth-Related Capital 416,046,157     416,046,157     421,435,357     
Total Non-D.C. Recoverable Services 547,227,854     547,227,854     552,617,054     

Hospital Hospital Facility 75,114,975       75,114,975       75,114,975       

Grand Total 2,051,343,904  2,050,063,504  2,142,158,074  
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costs and stormwater, was $19,678 for single/semi-detached homes and $3.64/sq.ft. for 

non-residential development (blended rate). 

The revised D.C. for the Scenarios are as follows: 

Scenario 1: 

• $19,716 for single/semi-detached homes; and 

• a blended rate of $4.10/sq.ft. for non-residential development. 

Scenario 2: 

• $19,476 for single/semi-detached homes; and 

• a blended rate of $3.63/sq.ft. for non-residential development. 

6.2.3 Revised Estimate of Capital Funding for Non-Growth-Related and Non-D.C. 
Eligible Capital Expenditures 

In addition to the growth-related capital financing sources noted in section 6.2.2, the 

funding of non-growth related and non-D.C.-eligible capital expenditures incurred during 

the forecast period has been revised for the two alternative growth scenarios.   

Table 6-3 below, provides for a comparison of the funding sources for non-growth-

related and non-D.C. eligible capital expenditures for scenario 1 & 2 vs. the base 

analysis as presented in Table 4-5.   
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Table 6-3 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Funding Sources for Non-Growth-Related and Non-D.C. Eligible 
Capital Expenditures 

(2017-2036) 

 

  

Funding Source

Base Case 

Amount 

(Inflated $)

Scenario 1

Amount 

(Inflated $)

Scenario 2

Amount 

(Inflated $)

Transfer from Operating 30,920,386       30,920,386       30,920,386       

Capital Levy & Lifecycle Costing 56,485,839       56,497,714       57,355,905       

Hospital Expansion Reserve Fund & Capital Provision 17,784,975       17,784,975       17,784,975       

Phase 1B & 2 & 3 Capital Provision & Cash-in-Lieu 37,596,077       37,596,077       37,596,077       

Recoveries from Others 15,011,989       15,011,989       30,137,989       

Town Reserves:

  Replacement Equipment Reserve 55,749,771       55,749,771       55,749,771       

  Municipal Building Components Reserve 13,815,667       13,815,667       13,815,667       
  Library Capital Works Reserve 11,267,208       11,267,208       11,267,208       
  Property Transactions Reserve 8,482,832         8,482,832         8,482,832         
  Capital Works Reserve 9,010,611         9,010,611         9,010,611         
  Computer Reserve 5,169,880         5,169,880         5,169,880         
  Other 4,834,871         4,834,871         4,834,871         
Sub-Total Reserves 108,330,840     108,330,840     108,330,840     
Funding Programs & Grants:
  Slot Reserve Contribution 107,000,000     107,000,000     107,000,000     
  Gas Tax Reserve - Federal 57,105,672       57,105,672       57,105,672       
  Other 16,124,205       16,124,205       16,124,205       
Sub-Total Funding Programs & Grants 180,229,877     180,229,877     180,229,877     
Total (Excluding Debenture Financing) 446,359,983     446,371,858     462,356,049     

Debenture Financing (Non-Growth Related) 919,715,156     919,096,450     944,894,108     

Total (Including Debenture Financing) 1,366,075,138 1,365,468,307 1,407,250,158 

Note:  This table is in inflated values
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6.4 Operating Budget Impacts 

6.4.1 Forecast Operating Expenditures and Revenues 

With the revisions anticipated in the growth for Scenarios 1 & 2, changes to the amount 

of new operating expenditures and non-tax revenues would result.  Further, with these 

changes to the growth forecast, the amount of operating funding available to contribute 

to the non-growth-related capital works and non-D.C. eligible capital expenditures would 

change.  As well, the required lifecycle needs fund future growth-related asset 

management would adjust as this is linked to the growth-related capital being 

constructed to service growth.  Therefore, the corresponding transfer to lifecycle 

reserves would be updated.  Finally, the estimated contribution to lifecycle reserves for 

existing assets would change as this amount is based on 2% of the previous years tax 

levy requirement. 

Tables 6-4 and 6-5 provide the updated analysis for operating expenditures for 

Scenarios 1 and 2, respectfully (updating Table 5-1), and Table 6-6 and 6-7 provide the 

updated analysis for operating revenues (updating Table 5-2) for the alternative 

scenarios. 

Figure 6-1 provides a graphical illustration of the anticipated gross operating 

expenditures, including the results from the two scenarios.
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Figure 6-1 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Total Operating Expenditures 
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Table 6-4 
Town of Milton 

Operating Expenditures Forecast Assumptions – Scenario 1 

 

Facility Related Expenditures

Exp. Per 

Sq.Ft.

Exp. Per 

Linear km

Exp. Per 

Acre

Exp. Per 

Station

Exp. Per 

Space

Exp. Per 

Permit

Exp. Per 

Vehicle
Mayor and Council 611,903           -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Executive Services 3,142,533        629,201           -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Corporate Services 12,661,015      -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

General Government* 9,363,087        -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Engineering Services** 6,666,368        662,189           -             -                 -                -                    1,655         -                -                

Operations Services 17,655,463      17,023,206      5.25           12,849         5,530         -                    -                -                12,040        

Community Services 27,006,577      19,363,832      191.98        -                 -                -                    -                -                365,115      

Planning and Development 9,002,780        6,745,361        -                -                 -                -                    -                2,758         -                

Fire 9,931,382        8,494,867        6.47           -                 -                2,673,116       -                -                28,114        

Library 4,932,448        147,977           3.62           -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Hospital 332,499           -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Total 101,306,055     53,066,632      207.32        12,849         5,530         2,673,116       1,655         2,758         405,268      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $

Mayor and Council 611,903           611,903           99% 606,903       71% 430,901          3.72           29% 176,002      4.78           

Executive Services 3,142,533        2,513,332        66% 1,662,398    74% 1,236,984       16.00         26% 425,414      17.35         

Corporate Services 12,661,015      12,661,015      84% 10,670,240  71% 7,576,128       76.91         29% 3,094,113   98.90         

General Government * 9,363,087        8,213,530        25% 2,085,003    71% 1,480,594       49.90         29% 604,408      64.17         

Engineering Services 6,666,368        6,666,368        89% 5,931,621    62% 3,703,521       35.61         38% 2,228,100   67.49         

Operations Services 17,655,463      632,258           33% 211,270       79% 167,165          4.28           21% 44,105        3.56           

Community Services 27,006,577      7,642,746        81% 6,161,907    94% 5,762,633       61.15         6% 399,274      13.33         

Planning and Development 9,002,780        2,257,420        71% 1,594,489    71% 1,131,068       13.70         29% 463,421      17.62         

Fire 9,931,382        1,436,515        53% 764,918       54% 412,645          6.63           46% 352,273      17.80         

Library 4,932,448        4,784,471        100% 4,784,471    95% 4,545,658       38.89         5% 238,813      6.44           

Hospital 332,499           332,499           125% 415,624       95% 394,487          2.70           5% 21,137        0.45           

Total 101,306,055     47,752,056      34,888,843  26,841,784     309.49       8,047,059   311.89        

** Adjustments to 2017 Operating Base for  Engineering Services have been made to include estimated facility related costs for new parking structures

* Adjustments to the 2017 Operating Base for General Government include the removal of the Transfer to Capital as this is dealt with separately in the FIA, as well as Expenditures 

related to Workers Compensation as it is netted out of revenues as well

Non-Residential 
Share

Cost per 
Employee

Facility Related Expenditures (2017$)

Service Categories
2017 

Operating 

Expenditures

Total Facility 
Related 

Expenditures 

(Adjusted)

2017 

Operating 
Expenditures

Service Categories

Total 
Pop./Emp. 

Expenditures 

(Adjusted)

Growth-Related 
Adjustment to 2017 

Base Expenditures

Residential Share Cost per 
Capita
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Table 6-5 
Town of Milton 

Operating Expenditures Forecast Assumptions – Scenario 2 

 

Facility Related Expenditures

Exp. Per 
Sq.Ft.

Exp. Per 
Linear km

Exp. Per 
Acre

Exp. Per 
Station

Exp. Per 
Space

Exp. Per 
Permit

Exp. Per 

Vehicle

Mayor and Council 611,903           -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Executive Services 3,142,533        629,201           -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Corporate Services 12,661,015      -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

General Government* 9,363,087        -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Engineering Services** 6,666,368        662,189           -             -                 -                -                    1,655         -                -                

Operations Services 17,655,463      17,023,206      5.25           12,849         5,530         -                    -                -                12,040        

Community Services 27,006,577      19,363,832      191.98        -                 -                -                    -                -                365,115      

Planning and Development 9,002,780        6,745,361        -                -                 -                -                    -                2,758         -                

Fire 9,931,382        8,494,867        6.47           -                 -                2,673,116       -                -                28,114        

Library 4,932,448        147,977           3.62           -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Hospital 332,499           -                     -             -                 -                -                    -                -                -                

Total 101,306,055     53,066,632      207.32        12,849         5,530         2,673,116       1,655         2,758         405,268      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $

Mayor and Council 611,903           611,903           99% 606,903       61% 370,211          3.17           39% 236,692      6.43           

Executive Services 3,142,533        2,513,332        66% 1,662,398    66% 1,089,494       13.97         34% 572,904      23.31         

Corporate Services 12,661,015      12,661,015      84% 10,670,240  61% 6,507,646       65.49         39% 4,162,594   133.00        

General Government * 9,363,087        8,213,530        25% 2,085,003    61% 1,272,064       42.50         39% 812,939      86.28         

Engineering Services 6,666,368        6,666,368        89% 5,931,621    60% 3,571,222       34.04         40% 2,360,398   71.43         

Operations Services 17,655,463      632,258           33% 211,270       79% 167,052          4.24           21% 44,217        3.56           

Community Services 27,006,577      7,642,746        81% 6,161,907    94% 5,763,636       60.63         6% 398,271      13.33         

Planning and Development 9,002,780        2,257,420        71% 1,594,489    61% 971,904          11.67         39% 622,585      23.72         

Fire 9,931,382        1,436,515        53% 764,918       48% 366,658          5.84           52% 398,260      20.11         

Library 4,932,448        4,784,471        100% 4,784,471    95% 4,545,353       38.55         5% 239,117      6.44           

Hospital 332,499           332,499           125% 415,624       95% 394,992          2.68           5% 20,632        0.45           

Total 101,306,055     47,752,056      34,888,843  25,020,233     282.78       9,868,610   388.06        

** Adjustments to 2017 Operating Base for  Engineering Services have been made to include estimated facility related costs for new parking structures

* Adjustments to the 2017 Operating Base for General Government include the removal of the Transfer to Capital as this is dealt with separately in the FIA, as well as Expenditures 

related to Workers Compensation as it is netted out of revenues as well

Non-Residential 

Share
Cost per 

Employee

Facility Related Expenditures (2017$)

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Expenditures

Total Facility 

Related 

Expenditures 

(Adjusted)

2017 

Operating 

Expenditures

Service Categories

Total 

Pop./Emp. 
Expenditures 

(Adjusted)

Growth-Related 

Adjustment to 2017 
Base Expenditures

Residential Share Cost per 
Capita
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Table 6-6 
Town of Milton 

Operating Revenues Forecast Assumptions – Scenario 1 

 

Facility Related Revenues

Rev. Per 

Sq.Ft.

Rev. Per 

Space

Rev. Per 

Vehicle

Mayor and Council 22,319             -                     -             -                  -                

Executive Services 441,867           -                     -             -                  -                

Corporate Services 4,256,907        -                     -             -                  -                

General Government** 11,147,239      -                     -             -                  -                

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        1,539,459        -             3,849           -                

Operations Services 7,324,319        3,191,465        -             -                  14,059       

Community Services**** 17,134,205      8,592,458        110.24       -                  115,976      

Planning and Development* 8,561,108        -                     -                -                  -                

Fire 269,978           -                     -             -                  -                

Library 337,779           -                     -             -                  -                

Hospital 962,686           -                     -             -                  -                

Total 54,095,186      13,323,382      110.24       3,849           130,035      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $

Mayor and Council 22,319             22,319             0% -              71% -              0.14           29% -             0.17           

Executive Services 441,867           441,867           45% 200,662       66% 132,169       2.49           34% 68,492        4.09           

Corporate Services 4,256,907        4,256,907        57% 2,437,549    71% 1,731,468    25.87         29% 706,081      33.25         

General Government** 11,147,239      10,838,239      17% 1,901,217    72% 1,372,516    66.94         28% 528,701      81.19         

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        3,636,780        68% 2,468,701    63% 1,558,303    19.64         37% 910,399      36.11         

Operations Services 7,324,319        4,132,854        5% 334,028       72% 240,897       25.50         28% 93,131        31.03         

Community Services**** 17,134,205      7,528,562        30% 5,197,033    95% 4,926,733    61.06         5% 270,300      10.60         

Planning and Development 8,561,108        8,561,108        13% 1,092,235    71% 775,440       52.00         29% 316,795      66.88         

Fire 269,978           269,978           53% 144,284       54% 77,459         1.24           46% 66,825        3.35           

Library 337,779           337,779           100% 337,779       95% 321,434       2.75           5% 16,345        0.45           

Hospital 962,686           962,686           0% -              95% -              7.82           5% -             1.30           

Total 54,095,186      40,989,078      14,113,487   11,136,419   265.45       2,977,069   268.42       

** Adjustments to General Government include netting out revenues related to Workers Compensation as the expenditures are also netted out

*** Adjustments to Engineering Services reflect the anticipate revenues to be generated from the multi-level parking structures

**** Adjustments made to Community Services to remove the transit gas tax revenue as it is dealt with spearately in the FIA

Non-Residential 

Share Cost per 

Employee

Facility Related Revenues 

(2017$)

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Revenues

Total Facility 

Related 

Revenues 

(Adjusted)

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Revenues

Total 

Pop./Emp. 

Revenue 

(Adjusted)

Growth-Related 

Adjustment to 2017 

Base Revenue Residential Share Cost per 

Capita

* Building Permit Revenue has also been addressed in a separate calculation for revenues anticipated over the 

forecast in excess of the current annual building permit activity
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Table 6-7 
Town of Milton 

Operating Revenues Forecast Assumptions – Scenario 2 

 

Facility Related Revenues

Rev. Per 

Sq.Ft.

Rev. Per 

Space

Rev. Per 

Vehicle

Mayor and Council 22,319             -                     -             -                  -                

Executive Services 441,867           -                     -             -                  -                

Corporate Services 4,256,907        -                     -             -                  -                

General Government** 11,147,239      -                     -             -                  -                

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        1,539,459        -             3,849           -                

Operations Services 7,324,319        3,191,465        -             -                  14,059       

Community Services**** 17,134,205      8,592,458        110.24       -                  115,976      

Planning and Development* 8,561,108        -                     -                -                  -                

Fire 269,978           -                     -             -                  -                

Library 337,779           -                     -             -                  -                

Hospital 962,686           -                     -             -                  -                

Total 54,095,186      13,323,382      110.24       3,849           130,035      

Per Capita/Employee Related Expenditures

Recast % $ % $ % $

Mayor and Council 22,319             22,319             0% -              61% -              0.12           39% -             0.23           

Executive Services 441,867           441,867           45% 200,662       59% 117,798       2.20           41% 82,863        4.91           

Corporate Services 4,256,907        4,256,907        57% 2,437,549    61% 1,486,688    22.02         39% 950,861      44.72         

General Government** 11,147,239      10,838,239      17% 1,901,217    63% 1,194,037    57.73         37% 707,180      108.58       

Engineering Services*** 3,636,780        3,636,780        68% 2,468,701    60% 1,487,101    18.58         40% 981,600      38.90         

Operations Services 7,324,319        4,132,854        5% 334,028       72% 240,909       25.28         28% 93,119        31.03         

Community Services**** 17,134,205      7,528,562        30% 5,197,033    95% 4,925,087    60.51         5% 271,946      10.60         

Planning and Development 8,561,108        8,561,108        13% 1,092,235    61% 666,247       44.29         39% 425,988      89.93         

Fire 269,978           269,978           53% 144,284       48% 69,315         1.10           52% 74,969        3.78           

Library 337,779           337,779           100% 337,779       95% 320,710       2.72           5% 17,069        0.45           

Hospital 962,686           962,686           0% -              95% -              7.76           5% -             1.30           

Total 54,095,186      40,989,078      14,113,487   10,507,891   242.31       3,605,596   334.43       

** Adjustments to General Government include netting out revenues related to Workers Compensation as the expenditures are also netted out

*** Adjustments to Engineering Services reflect the anticipate revenues to be generated from the multi-level parking structures

**** Adjustments made to Community Services to remove the transit gas tax revenue as it is dealt with spearately in the FIA

Non-Residential 

Share Cost per 

Employee

Facility Related Revenues 

(2017$)

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Revenues

Total Facility 

Related 

Revenues

Service Categories

2017 

Operating 

Revenues

Total 

Pop./Emp. 

Revenue

Growth-Related 

Adjustment to 2017 

Base Revenue Residential Share Cost per 

Capita

* Building Permit Revenue has also been addressed in a separate calculation for revenues anticipated over the 

forecast in excess of the current annual building permit activity
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6.4.2 Tax Rate Impacts 

The estimated growth in the assessment is tied to the growth forecast hence, with the 

refinements to the anticipated growth in the alternative scenarios, the amount of 

assessment has been updated over the forecast.  This result in changes to the tax rate 

impacts and the amount of the tax bill per $100,000 of assessed value.  Tables 6-8 and 

6-9 provided the updated analysis (updating Table 5-3). 

Further, Figure 6-2 and 6-3 provide an updated summary of the tax rate and tax bill per 

$100,000 of assessment value, which includes both alternative scenarios as compared 

to the original base data as presented in Figures 5-2 and 5-3. 

Scenario 1 provides for an average annual tax increase of 5.55% where Scenario 2 

provides for an average annual tax increase of 5.20% over the 20-year forecast period, 

compared to the 5.26% increase anticipated in the base analysis (presented in Chapter 

5).



Page 6-13 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

Table 6-8 
Town of Milton 

Summary and Tax Rate Calculations – Scenario 1 

 

Source 2017 2026 2036

Net Operating Expenditure Forecast

Gross Operating Expenditures 91,724,141         165,063,510       284,049,545       

Less: Non-Tax Revenues 40,133,461         74,141,540         125,534,983       

Interfund Transfers 10,192,592         3,617,396           5,405,851           

PIL, Right of Way & Supplementary Taxes 3,143,373           3,143,373           3,143,373           

Net Operating Expenditures 38,254,715         84,161,201         149,965,339       

Capital Funded from Tax Base

Transfers to Capital 840,557             1,420,103           2,543,189           

Transfers to Reserves $21,691,847 21,691,847         21,691,847         

Transfers from Reserves (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        

Lifecycle Costing (Growth) -                        20,437,198         38,582,668         

Lifecycle Costing (Previous Growth (2010-2016) -                        2,602,883           5,381,801           

Annual Debt Payments (new Non-growth related) -                        23,392,796         79,948,165         

Existing Debt Payments (Excluding User Fee and Hospital 

Debt) 6,132,784           378,283             -                        

Adjustment to base -                        -                        -                        

Total Capital Funded from Tax Base 13,828,832         55,086,755         133,311,314       

General Tax Levy Requirement 52,083,547         139,247,956       283,276,653       

Total Weighted Assessment 21,528,117,153   40,110,590,784   57,008,537,037   

Cumulative Tax Rates

Residential 0.24193% 0.34716% 0.49690%

Multi-Residential 0.48387% 0.69432% 0.99380%

Commercial Occupied 0.35237% 0.50564% 0.72374%

Commercial Vacant 0.24666% 0.35395% 0.50662%

Industrial Occupied 0.57094% 0.81926% 1.17264%

Industrial Vacant 0.37111% 0.53252% 0.76222%

Other1 0.08846% 0.12694% 0.18169%
1 Includes: Farmlands I (residential, commercial and industrial), Pipeline, Farmlands and Managed Forests.
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Table 6-9 
Town of Milton 

Summary and Tax Rate Calculations – Scenario 2 

 

Source 2017 2026 2036

Net Operating Expenditure Forecast

Gross Operating Expenditures 91,724,141         165,156,994       314,993,474       

Less: Non-Tax Revenues 40,133,461         74,257,730         141,582,151       

Interfund Transfers 10,192,592         3,612,814           5,580,913           

PIL, Right of Way & Supplementary Taxes 3,143,373           3,143,373           3,143,373           

Net Operating Expenditures 38,254,715         84,143,077         164,687,037       

Capital Funded from Tax Base

Transfers to Capital 840,557             1,420,103           2,543,189           

Transfers to Reserves $21,691,847 21,691,847         21,691,847         

Transfers from Reserves (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        (14,836,356)        

Lifecycle Costing (Growth) -                        20,430,097         39,465,790         

Lifecycle Costing (Previous Growth (2010-2016) -                        2,604,385           5,671,619           

Annual Debt Payments (new Non-growth related) -                        23,255,210         82,723,866         

Existing Debt Payments (Excluding User Fee and Hospital 

Debt) 6,132,784           378,283             -                        

Adjustment to base -                        -                        -                        

Total Capital Funded from Tax Base 13,828,832         54,943,570         137,259,955       

General Tax Levy Requirement 52,083,547         139,086,646       301,946,992       

Total Weighted Assessment 21,528,117,153   40,244,901,506   62,765,871,644   

Cumulative Tax Rates

Residential 0.24193% 0.34560% 0.48107%

Multi-Residential 0.48387% 0.69120% 0.96214%

Commercial Occupied 0.35237% 0.50337% 0.70068%

Commercial Vacant 0.24666% 0.35236% 0.49047%

Industrial Occupied 0.57094% 0.81558% 1.13527%

Industrial Vacant 0.37111% 0.53013% 0.73793%

Other
1

0.08846% 0.12637% 0.17590%
1 Includes: Farmlands I (residential, commercial and industrial), Pipeline, Farmlands and Managed Forests.
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Figure 6-2 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Residential Tax Rates 
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Figure 6-3 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Tax Bill per $100,000 Assessment Value 
(inflated) 
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6.4.4 Debt Capacity Impacts 

The growth anticipated in the Scenarios along with the resulting capital and operating 

impacts, provide for updated debt capacity calculations.  Figure 6-4 provides a 

comparison of the debt capacity for the scenarios as compared to the base data 

provided in Figure 5-4.  It is noted that the debt capacity peaks at 19% in both Scenario 

1 and 2. 
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Figure 6-4 
Town of Milton 

Comparison of Debt Capacity Limit 
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7. Conclusions and Observations 

The analysis provided herein has considered the Town’s 2017 to 2036 capital program 

which addresses the infrastructure needed to maintain service levels for all residents 

and businesses.  The basis for these capital services arise from considerable review 

and study by staff and their consultants based on the information available at this stage 

of the planning process.   

Consideration was also given to the overall taxation impacts of growth. While most 

services were expected to be maintained at current levels, some services (e.g. parking 

and transit) were forecast to be enhanced over the forecast period; however, these 

enhancements recognise future size of the Town along with the continuing change in 

Milton from a rural/urban based municipality to a predominantly urban based 

municipality.  As well, given the Town’s existing large non-residential tax base, the 

forecast growth in the residential sector is expected to outpace growth in the non-

residential tax base in the early to mid part of the forecast.  Hence, a larger tax burden 

is expected to be born by the residential sector during this period.  By the end of the 

forecast period the growth analysis provides for a return to the current residential/non-

residential assessment mix; however, this is dependent upon 100% buildout of all non-

residential lands in the 401 Industrial Park, 401 Extension, Derry Green, as well as the 

growth identified in the Sustainable Halton lands (including Phase 4, M.E.V. and the 

Complementary M.E.V. lands) by the end of the forecast period.  Should the non-

residential growth in these areas not occur as forecasted, this would place an upward 

pressure on the tax rates and debt capacity. 

Consideration was given to the Town’s debt capacity limits (as imposed by the Province 

of Ontario).  Based on the review provided herein, the capital spending program will 

increase the Town’s rates to very high levels.  To offset this risk, the Town may consider 

staging or phasing growth.  Alternatively, it may require innovated capital funding 

approaches to reduce the reliance on debt financing which may include continued 

partnerships with other levels of government and the private sector. 

Due to the updated provisions of the D.C.A. and Planning Act (as amended by Bill 73), 

the amount of parkland dedication in the past is expected to reduce significantly.  

Therefore, to maintain existing standards, the Town will likely be required to purchase 

additional lands.  As well, closer consideration of what needs are for parkland vs. 

recreation land should be reviewed in more detail.  As well, a review of the levels of 

services may be required to ensure the anticipated growth is serviced in a fiscally 

responsible manner. 

nneale
Typewritten Text
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As observed trends provide smaller residential units and higher P.P.U.s are resulting in 

lower per capita assessment for the Town. Further, the pending regulation to exempt 

second units from paying D.C.s for newly built units will also have a significant impact 

on capital funding, placing further pressure on future tax levies and debt capacity. 

The pressures on the tax levy and debt capacity presented herein may also be increase 

from further funding needs that may be required to address the existing infrastructure 

deficit.  The Town continues to work through its most recent A.M.P. update which may 

result in further upward tax pressures or service level changes. 

Other potential areas for further review in the future include consideration of moving 

transit service to the Region and continuing to refine the detailed fiscal impacts as 

master plans as they are undertaken as each new secondary plan process takes place. 

As has been mentioned, the Town may wish to consider staging the development in a 

manner which would assist in reducing the financial risks.  In addition to staging of the 

development, the Town may wish to slow the rate of development to assist in further 

reducing financial risk.  This will assist in reducing debt capacity and potentially lowering 

property tax increases.  Further, a focus on employment growth will assist to ensure that 

the development charge and tax revenues assumed within the fiscal analysis are 

realized and reduce the risk for the need to issue additional debt and/or increase taxes 

at a rate higher than that outlined herein.  Finally, it is recommended that the Town 

continue to promote partnerships with other levels of government and the private sector 

to assist in meeting the growth projections. 

Lastly, the Town’s continued support of the mixed-use scenario 2, provided in Chapter 6, 

for the non-residential lands in the Agerton Employment Secondary Plan Area will assist 

with reducing the financial risks over the forecast.  This type of mixed-use development 

will also assist in promoting the transportation corridor with the proximity to Highways 401 

and 407 and their connection to a potential GO Station.
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Appendix A – 2017-2036 Capital Budget 

Summary – Base Scenario
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

  

 

Executive Services

Strategic Plan 1,596,600                

Sundry Land Acquisitions 8,523,999                

Strategic Plan Implementation 766,230                  

Community Plan Update (Destiny Milton) 376,475                  

BRANDING - TOWN OF MILTON 127,188                  

TAXI, UBER, RIDE STRATEGY 28,490                    

Impact on Regulatory Framework Study 30,525                    

COUNCIL ORIENTATION PROGRAM 109,892                  

Records Management/MFIPPA Compliance 56,980                    

Compliance/Enforcement Lean Six Sigma 22,385                    

Town Clerk's Policy/Procedure Manual 23,403                    

Ward Boundary Review 132,276                  

Executive Services - Subtotal 11,794,443              

Corporate Services

Application Software Upgrade 1,250,332                

Asset Management Plan 1,271,565                

LEGISLATED DC EXEMPTIONS 37,393,489              

Benchmarking & Performance Measures Study 75,938                    

Compensation Plan 432,440                  

Department Specific Technology Initiatives 14,767,298              

Technology Replacement/Upgrade 2,998,038                

Development Charges Study 1,017,500                

Employee Strategic Development 203,500                  

Facility Audit Update 878,700                  

GIS Implementation 1,324,310                

Photocopiers 457,875                  

Special Financial Studies 2,380,777                

Tech Infrastructure - Network Hardware 11,972,943              

Tech Infrastructure - Network Hardware 5,698,000                

Tech Infrastructure - Server Hardware 11,509,979              

Tech Infrastructure - Network Licencing 2,100,996                

e-services 2,776,327                

Phone Systems Changes/Upgrades 1,658,984                

TECHNOLOGY STRATEGIC PLAN 388,280                  

Legacy Systems 6,318,602                

User Fee Update 966,628                  

Pavement Management System 274,734                  

Radio Communications Backup Upgrades 179,853                  

MILTON AIR PHOTO MAPPING 356,756                  

Enterprise Content Management 284,909                  

EMERGENCY OPERATIONS CENTRE 119,146                  

MOBILE PARKING ENFORCEMENT 524,789                  

DEPT SPECIFIC - INFRASTRUCTURE/ASSET MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 51,770                    

PC WORKSTATION COMPLEMENT CHANGES 278,724                  

Additional IT Needs - HUSP & Pre-HUSP 20,199,279              

Additional IT Needs - Phase 4 12,948,778              

Additional IT Needs - MEV 2,222,284                

Additional IT Needs - Additional Boyne 1,501,056                

Additional IT Needs - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 8,082,864                

Corporate Services - Subtotal 155,318,197            

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

 

Community Services

Cemetery

PIONEER CEMETERY 83,740                    

Cemetery 301,355                  

Cemetery - Subtotal 385,095                  

Civic Facilities

Corporate Office Furniture & Equipment 1,319,019                

Brookville Works Yard Depot Building 98,506                    

Civic Operations Centre Facility Improvements 1,412,848                

Heritage Property Restoration 112,105                  

Town Hall Construction/Expansion 25,728,994              

Town Hall Construction/Expansion 18,010,296              

Civic Facilities 46,681,768              

Parkland Development

Moffat Park Redevelopment 547,567                  

Omagh Park Redevelopment 969,458                  

Kingsleigh Park Redevelopment 508,541                  

Centre Park Redevelopment 420,289                  

Court Park Redevelopment 420,289                  

Coulson Park Redevelopment 451,331                  

Coxe Park Redevelopment 538,770                  

Moorelands Park Redevelopment 303,132                  

Sam Sherratt Park Redevelopment 666,569                  

Baldwin Park Redevelopment 402,696                  

Chris Hadfield Park Redevelopment 635,525                  

Trudeau Park Redevelopment 404,765                  

Beaty Trail Park Redevelopment 404,765                  

PARK SHELTERS 111,282                  

PORTABLE WASHROOM ENCLOSURES 245,292                  

Watson Park Redevelopment 42,385                    

McDuffe Park Redevelopment 42,385                    

New Campbellville Park Redevelopment 785,464                  

Provision for Future Parkland Redevelopment 7,900,505                

Parkland Development - Subtotal 15,801,010              

Parkland Acquisition

Parkland Acquisition 920,838                  

Parkland Acquisition - PH 4 25,982,438              

Parkland Acquisition - MEV 2,181,938                

Parkland Acquisition - Additional Boyne 1,653,750                

Parkland Acquisition - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 7,332,188                

Parkland Acquisition - Subtotal 38,071,151              

Parkland Amenities

Playground Upgrades 141,622                  

Tennis Court Upgrades 984,485                  

PARK IMPROVEMENTS 1,512,527                

Tennis Court Upgrades 213,675                  

Sports Field and Park Lighting 20,350                    

MILL POND MAINTENANCE RAMP 46,805                    

Sports Field and Park Lighting 247,575                  

Parkland Amenities - Subtotal 3,167,039                

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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New Parkland Development

1  Phase 1 Bristol Survey

1  Village Squares Phase 1B:

1       Clarke:

1            VS #6 (13) 291,013                  

1  District Park 385,044                  

1  District Park 347,563                  

1  

1  Willmott Neighbourhood: (2E):

1  Village Square/Neighbourhood Park - North #19

1  Community Park 1,740,842                

1  

1  Harrison Neighbourhood: (2D):

1  Village Squares:

1            Southwest 270,375                  

1  

1  Milton Heights Neighbourhood: (2A):

1  Village Squares:

1            North 325,063                  

1            South 325,063                  

1  

1  District Park (Jannock) - Passive 1,112,130                

1  District Park (Jannock) - Active 1,067,276                

1  .

1  BPII:

1    Community Park 1,580,672                

1  

1  Boyne:

1    Community Park 1 3,164,667                

1    Community Park 2 2,388,446                

1    Community Park Outside Plan Area - Formerly CMHL Property 5,825,084                

1    District Park - West (1) 1,856,285                

1    District Park - East (1) 1,856,285                

1    Neighbourhood Park 4 - Bowes 1,232,692                

1    Village Squares (14) 2,246,188                

1    District Park (Jannock) - Passive 625,320                  

1    District Park (Jannock) - Active 982,973                  

1  

1  PH4

1  Village Squares 3,054,811                

1  Neighbourhood Parks 14,560,909              

1  District Parks 13,855,177              

1  Community Parks 29,160,083              

1  Passive Open Space 2,806,103                

1  

1  MEV:

1  Village Squares 1,305,324                

1  Neighbourhood Parks 175,375                  

1  District Parks 1,112,678                

1  Community Parks 2,776,128                

1  Passive Open Space 235,649                  

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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1  Additional Boyne

1  Village Squares 999,900                  

1  Neighbourhood Parks 133,285                  

1  District Parks 843,542                  

1  Community Parks 2,103,404                

1  Passive Open Space 178,605                  

1  

1  Additional Pre-HUSP, Bristol, Sherwood, Rural

1  Village Squares 4,319,568                

1  Neighbourhood Parks 585,051                  

1  District Parks 3,709,342                

1  Community Parks 9,256,804                

1  Passive Open Space 791,876                  

1  

New Parkland Amenities

1  Phase 1- Bristol Survey 

1  Village Squares

1            1 Playground Equipment - Village Square 115,600                  

1            1 Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

1  

1  Phase 2 Sherwood Survey

1  Scott Neighbourhood: (2C):

1  District Park

1            5 Tennis 520,500                  

1  

1  Willmott Neighbourhood: (2E):

1  Community Park

1            1 Multipurpose Court 37,800                    

1            1 Major Skate Park 708,500                  

1            1 Multiuse Field (2 minor soccer) 222,800                  

1  

1  Harrison Neighbourhood: (2D):

1  Village Squares

1             1 Playground Equipment - Village Square 115,600                  

1             1 Shelter - Minor 74,900                    

1  

1  Milton Heights Neighbourhood: (2A):

1  Village Squares

1            2 Playground Equipment - Village Square 231,200                  

1            2 Shelter - Minor 149,800                  

1            2 Minor Spray Pads 336,400                  

1  

1  BPII:

1    Community Park

1            4 Major Soccer (lit) 2,136,000                

1            Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Jr) 226,000                  

1            Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Sr) 334,300                  

1            Park Shelter 97,800                    

1            Park Building 1,074,400                

1            Artifical Turf Field (lit) 1,274,000                

1            Cover & Beams for field 726,100                  

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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1  Boyne:

1    Community Park 1

1            4 Softball (Lit) 1,577,012                

1            2 Multipurpose Court 67,282                    

1            1 Major Spray Pad 350,499                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Jr & 1 Sr) 276,375                  

1            1 Park Shelter - Major 113,186                  

1            Park Building & Pavilion 1,345,646                

1  

1    Community Park 2

1            3 Major Soccer (Lit) 1,426,800                

1            5 Tennis (Lit) 454,500                  

1            1 Major Skate Park 1,085,200                

1            1 Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Jr & 1 Sr) 318,900                  

1            1 Park Shelter - Major 117,100                  

1  

1    Community Park Outside Plan Area - Formerly CMHL Property

1            4 Major Baseball (Lit) 1,862,400                

1            1 Major Softball (Lit) 300,600                  

1            1 Minor Skatepark 614,900                  

1            1 Park Building & Pavilion 1,221,400                

1            1 Park Shelter - Major 146,100                  

1            1 Major Spray Pad 404,700                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Jr) 226,000                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Sr) 334,300                  

1            3 Major Soccer (Lit) (4 would be required if indoor soccer facility is not built) 1,602,000                

1  

1    District Parks - East and West (1)

1            2 Major Soccer (Lit) 1,068,000                

1            1 Major Spray Pad 404,700                  

1            1 Minor Skate Park 614,900                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - District Park (Jr. & Sr.) 352,200                  

1            1 Park Pavillion 540,800                  

1  

1    Neighbourhood Parks (4)

1    Neighbourhood Park 1 - Walker

1            2 Minor Soccer (Unlit) 222,800                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 226,000                  

1            1 Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

1    Neighbourhood Park 2 - Ford

1            1 Major Soccer (Unlit) 255,400                  

1            1 Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 226,000                  

1            1 Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

1            1 Multipurpose Court 37,800                    

1    Neighbourhood Park 3 - Cobban

1            1 Major Soccer (Unlit) 255,400                  

1            1 Minor Soccer (Unlit) 111,400                  

1            1 Multipurpose Court 37,800                    

1            1 Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 226,000                  

1            1 Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

1    Neighbourhood Park 4 - Bowes

1            1 Major Soccer (Unlit) 255,400                  

1            1 Multipurpose Court 37,800                    

1            1 Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 226,000                  

1            1 Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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1    Village Squares (14)

1          Playground Equipment - Village Square 1,156,000                

1          Minor Shelters 978,000                  

1  

1  Playgrounds Growth - Boyne Schools 879,938                  

1  

1  Phase 4:

1  Village Squares

1             Playground Equipment - Village Square 1,965,200                

1             Shelters - Minor 1,662,600                

1            Minor Spray Pads 1,177,400                

1  Neighbourhood Parks

1            Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 1,808,000                

1            Shelter - Minor 782,400                  

1            Multipurpose 1/2 Court 176,400                  

1  Districk Parks

1            Major Soccer (Unlit) 2,554,000                

1            Major Baseball (Unlit) 210,200                  

1            Major Softball (Unlit) 1,640,800                

1            Major Spray Pad 1,214,100                

1            Minor Skate Park 1,844,700                

1            Playground Equipment - District Park (Sr.) 1,047,000                

1            Off Leash Areas 35,700                    

1            Multipurpose Court Full (unlit) 113,400                  

1  Community Parks

1            Major Baseball (Unlit) 210,200                  

1            Major Softball (Unlit) 2,344,000                

1            Major Skatepark 2,125,500                

1            Major Spray Pad 1,214,100                

1            Playground Equipment - Community Park (1 Sr) 1,002,900                

1            Major Soccer (Unlit) 8,903,400                

1            Multipurpose Court Full (Lit) 132,300                  

1            Cricket Harball (Lit) 1,241,200                

1            Tennis Courts (Unlit) 563,200                  

1            Beach Volleyball (Lit) 202,000                  

1  

1  MEV:

1  Village Squares

1             Playground Equipment - Village Square 809,200                  

1             Shelters - Minor 684,600                  

1  Neighbourhood Parks

1            Major Soccer (Unlit)

1            Playground Equipment - Neighbourhood Park 226,000                  

1            Shelter - Minor 97,800                    

New Parkland Development & Amenities - Subtotal 186,402,836            

Parks & Recreation Studies

1  Parks/Recreation/Trails Master Plan - Phase 4 145,138                  

1  Parks/Recreation/Trails Master Plan - BP#3 145,138                  

1  Intensification Study - Parks 68,101                    

1  Intensification Study - Recreation 55,700                    

1  Community Centre Implementation Strategy 112,844                  

1  EAB IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY 1,361,561                

1  Parks Master Plan Update 127,189                  

1  Recreation Master Plan (DC) 152,626                  

1  Urban Forestry Management Strategy 125,750                  

1  Service Strategy 226,184                  

Parkland Dedication Bench Mark Update 156,480                  

Parks & Recreation Studies - Subtotal 2,676,711                

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Trails System

1  New Trail Development - Bristol - Union Gas Pipeline 1,175,886                

1  Linear Park Multi Use Trail - Coates South (4b) 547,399                  

1  Tributary Buffer Trails - Sherwood - Wilmott Pipeline Easement 622,517                  

1  Tributary Buffer Trails - Sherwood - Milton Heights Trib. 1,027,900                

1  Derry Green Union Gas Pipeline Easement 1,676,227                

1  Derry Green Pedestrian Bridge - Minor Crossing 580,200                  

1  Boyne Multi-Use (Asphalt Trails in Greenlands System) lit 1,635,308                

1  Boyne Limestone Trails in Greenlands System 886,311                  

1  Boyne Pedestrian Bridge - Minor Crossing 307,200                  

1  Boyne Limestone Trails in Greenlands System (East, 16 Mile Creek to JSP) 728,320                  

1  Boyne Multiuse (Asphalt Trails in Greenlands System Lit - East side 16 Mile Creek 1,848,912                

1  Phase 4 - West - Britannia

1    Union Gas Pipeline 419,620                  

1    Multi-Use (Asphalt Trails in Greenlands System) lit 1,244,058                

1    Limestone Trails in Greenlands System 1,315,850                

1    Linear Park 531,946                  

1  Phase 4 - East - Trafalgar

1    Union Gas Pipeline 341,623                  

1    Multi-Use (Asphalt Trails in Greenlands System) lit 1,010,797                

1    Limestone Trails in Greenlands System 1,069,686                

1    Linear Park 433,184                  

1  MEV

1    Union Gas Pipeline 72,536                    

1    Multi-Use (Asphalt Trails in Greenlands System) lit 215,063                  

1    Limestone Trails in Greenlands System 227,435                  

1    Linear Park 91,917                    

Implementation Trails Master Plan - Jaycee Trail 272,408                  

Trails System - Subtotal 18,282,305              

Recreation Services

Facilities

Accessibility Improvements 949,938                  

Civic Facilities Improvements 6,337,290                

Community Halls Facilities Improvements 412,706                  

Leisure Centre Cardio/Weight Room Equipment 196,612                  

Leisure Centre Upgrades 2,235,452                

Memorial Arena Facility Improvements 3,056,341                

Milton Sports Centre Facility Improvements 3,955,318                

Milton Tennis Club 193,797                  

Nassagaweya Tennis Club/Community Ctr 127,101                  

Rotary Park Community Centre & Outdoor Pool 326,998                  

Seniors Centre Asset Restorations 554,291                  

Mattamy National Cycling Centre Improvements 1,290,125                

Sherwood Community Centre Facility Improvements 305,250                  

MILTON CENTRE FOR THE ARTS FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS 376,715                  

Tonelli Sports Centre Improvements 840,482                  

Facility Improvements 20,734,245              

Facilities - Subtotal 41,892,661              

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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New Recreation Facilities

Sherwood:

Arena 27,165,731              

Indoor Pool 12,887,159              

Multi-purpose Spaces 1,924,062                

Boyne:

Arena 25,936,650              

Indoor Pool 16,268,773              

Gymnasium 4,933,555                

Multi-purpose Spaces 2,400,006                

Indoor Soccer - Air Supported 4,330,157                

Seniors Centre Expansion 2,055,053                

PH4A - West:

Arena 38,904,900              

Indoor Pool 16,268,800              

Gymnasium 9,867,200                

Multi-purpose Spaces 2,400,000                

PH4 - East:

Arena 25,936,600              

Indoor Pool 16,268,800              

Gymnasium 4,933,600                

Multi-purpose Spaces 2,400,000                

Land for Additional Recreation Facilities (acres) (East + West) 102,390,000            

MEV:

Land for Additional Recreation Facilities (acres) 3,439,500                

Additional Boyne: -                             

Arena 12,968,325              

Land for Additional Recreation Facilities (acres) 6,515,670                

Additional Pre-HUSP, Bristol, Sherwood: -                             

Arena 12,968,325              

Indoor Pool 16,268,773              

Gymnasium 4,933,555                

Multi-purpose Spaces 2,400,006                

Land for Additional Recreation Facilities (acres) 28,894,250              

Existing Debt (PV @ 2%) 4,612,453                

New Recreation Facilities - Subtotal 410,271,902            

Community Services - Total 763,632,477            

Engineering Services

Engineering Studies & Misc.

Development Engineering Standards (DC) 427,350                  

Intensification Study - Roads 44,500                    

Intensification Study - SWM 44,500                    

Active Transportation Plan 354,264                  

Engineering Studies & Misc. - Subtotal 870,614                  

Local Roads

WHEELABRATOR WAY - INCLUDING CULVERT REPLACEMENT 1,698,327                

YATES DR. (BENNETT TO THOMPSON) 646,857                  

Local Roads - Subtotal 2,345,184                

Rural Roads

Appleby Line (Derry Rd to 14SR) 590,090                  

Campbell Ave (Glenda Jane Dr.-Campbellville Rd.) 528,852                  

EXPANDED ASPHALT PROGRAM 68,599,794              

Steeles Ave (Guelph Line to Millburough Line) 3,662,700                

15 Side Road (Moffat) Shoulder Widening 157,625                  

Fifth Line (15 SR Southerly) 260,000                  

Rural Roads - Subtotal 73,799,061              

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Major Roads

1  Gateway Features 221,044                  

1  Main Street (Bronte to James) 2,770,000                

1  Thompson Rd. (Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to Derry Rd.) 392,112                  

Major Roads - Subtotal 3,383,156                

New Roads

1  Bronte St. (Main St. to Steeles Ave.) 8,350,649                

1  Main Street (Scott Blvd. to Bronte St.) 534,744                  

1  Lower Base Line (5th Line to 4th Line) 976,275                  

Derry Green Business Park (BPII):

1  Main Street (James Snow Parkway to 5th Line) (2 lane) 11,844,765              

1  Main Street (5th Line to 258m E of 5th Line) (2 lane) 1,000,899                

1  Main Street (258m E of 5th Line to 6th Line) (2 lane) 8,462,000                

1  5th Line (Hwy 401 to Main Street) (2 lane) 568,608                  

1  5th Line (Main Street to Trudeau Drive Extension) (4 lane) 6,735,038                

1  5th Line (Derry Road to Louis St. Laurent Blvd.) (2 lane) 5,344,000                

1  5th Line (Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to Britannia Road) (2 lane) 7,332,931                

1  6th Line (Hwy 401 to Derry Road) (2 lane) 15,601,685              

1  6th Line (Derry Road to Britannia Road ) (2 lane) 6,526,000                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (James Snow Parkway to 5th Line) (2 lane) 3,269,000                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (5th Line to 6th Line) (2 lane) 7,883,000                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (6th Line to Trafalgar) (2 lane) 6,648,000                

1  Main Street (James Snow Parkway to 5th Line) (4 lane) 11,844,765              

1  Boyne Secondary Plan:

1  Thompson Road (Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to Britannia Road) 10,352,593              

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (Bronte St. S. to Reginal Road 25) 444,298                  

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (Reginal Road 25 to Yates Drive) 6,758,925                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (Yates Drive to Thompson Road) 4,785,160                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (Thompson Road to 4th Line) 8,755,504                

1  Louis St. Laurent Extension (4th Line to James Snow Parkway) 4,641,150                

1   Green Connectors (Collector Rd 2 to Collector Rd 3 & RR 25 to Collector Rd 8) Land only 4,898,000                

1   Pedestrian/Cycling Railway Overpass 4,575,813                

1   Phase 4: 

1   Thompson Road (Main Street to Derry Road) Expand from 4 to 6 lanes 12,435,470              

1   Lower Base Line (500 meters west of Fourth Line) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 2,530,653                

1   4th Line (Lower Base Line West to Lower Base Line) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 3,289,848                

1   8th Line (Britannia Road to Derry Road) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 15,690,046              

1   Bronte Street South (Main Street to Derry Road) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 9,363,415                

1   Campbellville Road (Appleby Line to Tremaine Road) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 13,210,006              

1   Bronte Street North (Steeles Avenue to Main Street East) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 6,579,697                

1   Esquesing Line (5th Side Road to James Snow Parkway) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 9,970,771                

1   Louis St. Laurent Avenue (4th Line to James Snow Parkway) Expand from 4 to 6 lanes 4,570,875                

1   Louis St. Laurent Extension (JSP to 6th Line) (4 lane) 12,340,077              

1   Campbellville Road (Tremaine Road to Dublin Line) Expand from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 4,251,496                

1   Louis St. Laurent Avenue (4th Line to 5th Line) Expand from 4 to 6 lanes 8,599,650                

1   5th Line (Main Street to Derry Road) Expand from 4 to 6 lanes 12,435,470              

1   5 Side Road (Peddie Road to Boston Church Road) Expand from 2 to 4 lanes 5,364,983                

1   Market Drive (Industrial Drive to Martin Street) Expand from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 5,213,144                

1   5th Sideroad (Peddie Road to Boston Church Road) Expand from 2 lanes to 4 lanes 5,364,983                

1   Scott Boulevard (Landsborough Ave. to Fennamore Terrace) Restripe 95,000                    

1   Scott Boulevard (Main Street West to Pringle Ave.) Restripe 86,000                    

1   Industrial Drive (Market Drive to Steeles Ave) Restripe 70,000                    

1   High Point Drive (Regional Road 25 to Parkhill Drive) Restripe 26,000                    

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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1   Additional Other Areas: 

5th Line (Derry Road to Louis St. Laurent Blvd.) (4 lane) 4,171,906                

5th Line (Louis St. Laurent Blvd. to Britannia Road) (4 lane) 4,418,920                

5th Line (Britannia Road to Lower Base Line) (2 lane) 3,419,986                

5th Line (Britannia Road to Lower Base Line) (4 lane) 8,232,619                

5th Line (Hwy 401 to Main Street) (4 lane) 1,953,512                

6th Line (Derry Road to 1928m S of Derry Road) (4 lane) 5,591,448                

6th Line (1928m S of Derry Road to Britannia Road) (4 lane) 2,470,664                

6th Line (Britannia Road to Lower Base Line) (2 lane) 3,116,924                

Nipissing Road (Main Street to Thompson Road) (3 lane) 4,250,000                

New Roads - Subtotal 330,229,589            

Sidewalks

DOWNTOWN PEDESTRIAN WALKWAYS 67,120                    

HOLGATE CRESCENT SIDEWALK 115,960                  

Bronte St. (Derry to Main St. ) Sidewalks on West Side 200,316                  

Boyne Pedestrian Railway Crossing 4,575,813                

Sidewalks - Subtotal 4,959,209                

Bridges/Culverts

Provision of Bridge/Culvert Rehabilitation Needs 15,567,109              

Esquesing Line Bridge (Structure No. 7) 429,660                  

FIFTH LINE BRIDGE-1.9 KM SOUTH OF BRITANNIA (STR NO. 26) 213,297                  

Campbellville Road Bridge (Structure No. 72) 382,346                  

FOURTH LINE BRIDGE-2.9 KM SOUTH OF DERRY RD (STR NO. 64) 249,751                  

FIRST LINE NASSAGAWEYA BRIDGE - N25 SR (STRUCTURE NO. 61) 250,769                  

Second Line Nassagaweya Bridge - 1.5 km North of 10 SR (Structure No. 63) 317,735                  

25 SR Bridge - 0.1 km W of Guelph Line (Structure No. 62) 251,278                  

CARRIAGE SQUARE PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 204,611                  

Main Street (CN Underpass west of Bronte St.) 2,517,756                

Thompson Road (CP Crossing) 8,516,618                

Main Street (258m E of 5th Line to 6th Line) 3,378,000                

5th Line (Main Street to Trudeau Drive Extension) 6,735,038                

Louis St. Laurent Blvd (6th Line to Trafalgar) (2 lane) 3,378,000                

Louis St. Laurent Blvd (5th Line to 6th Line) (2 lane) 1,865,520                

6th Line (Britannia to Lower Base Line) 3,378,000                

Ph4:

Main Street Structures - South Alignment - Minor 2,690,000                

Main Street Structures - South Alignment - Major 13,460,000              

Main Street (6th Line to Trafalgar) (4 lane) - Structure 3,378,000                

Additional Other Areas:

16 Mile Creek Crossing 16,678,000              

Bridges/Culverts - Subtotal 83,841,488              

Asphalt Overlay Program

Asphalt Overlay Program 148,667,286            

Surface Treatment Program 22,125,173              

Asphalt Overlay Program - Subtotal 170,792,460            

Traffic Services

New Traffic Signals 5,707,458                

Preemption Traffic Control System 701,200                  

Traffic Infrastructure 3,002,304                

TRAFFIC SAFETY SERVICES REVIEW 1,077,500                

Railway crossing upgrades 1,058,160                

Signal Interconnect Program 1,062,100                

Rural Street Lighting 1,129,260                

STREET LIGHT LED REPLACEMENT 5,133,677                

Street Light/Pole/Underground Power Renewal 1,658,000                

Traffic Services - Subtotal 20,529,659              

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 
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New Engineering Services Facilities

1  Civic Operations Centre - Boyne 8,381,105                

1  Civic Operations Centre - PH4 10,028,124              

1  Animal Shelter 2,038,580                

New Engineering Services Facilities - Subtotal 20,447,809              

Parking Services

1  New Facility - HUSP & Pre-HUSP 12,750,363              

1  New Facility - Phase 4 12,750,363              

1  New Surface Spaces 934,800                  

1  New Vehicles - HUSP & Pre-HUSP 85,500                    

1  New Vehicles - PH 4 28,500                    

Parking Services Facilities - Subtotal 26,549,526              

Vehicles

Replacement:

1 Ton Crew Dump 2,401,710                

1/2 Ton Pick Ups Replacement 407,407                  

3/4 Ton Pick Up Replacement 2,136,750                

Backhoe/Gradall 978,937                  

Ball Diamond Groomer 166,873                  

Bobcat with Attachments 97,070                    

Enforcement Vehicles - Replacement 755,107                  

Facility Maintenance Van 203,500                  

Farm Tractors 556,575                  

Farm Tractor / Loader 1,599,512                

Haul All/Packer 700,111                  

Ice Resurfacer 766,970                  

Landscape Trailer 284,044                  

Mower Replacement 204,559                  

Multifunction Tractor with Attachments 1,587,300                

Road Grader 370,370                  

Sign Truck 838,420                  

Sweepers/Flushers 1,972,525                

Tandem Axle Dump Trucks 9,295,880                

Trackless Front Mower Deck 252,365                  

Tractor Attachments 489,620                  

Tri-Edge Poly Plow 19,332                    

Gator Utility Vehicle 122,100                  

DIESEL EMISSION FLUID SYSTEM 44,114                    

Brush Chipper -  Replacement 105,820                  

Zero Turning Radius Mowers - Replacement 1,263,837                

Vehicles Engineering Services - Subtotal 27,620,808              

New Engineering Services Vehicles

1  Enforcement Vehicles - By-law - Growth - Derry Green 28,490                    

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - Other HUSP & Pre-HUSP Areas 2,622,000                

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - Boyne 1,518,000                

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - BPII 552,000                  

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - Ph4 2,760,000                

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - MEV 276,000                  

1  Provision of Operations Equipment - Complementary MEV Employment Lands 138,000                  

1  1 TON DUMP TRUCKS - GROWTH 161,030                  

1  TRACTORS, LOADERS & BACK HOES - GROWTH 6,105                      

1  TRAILERS/WATER TANKS - GROWTH 77,330                    

1  GATOR UTILITY VEHICLE - GROWTH 32,051                    

1  3/4 TON PICK-UP - GROWTH 60,516                    

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

 

 

1  TRACKLESS ATTACHMENTS - WINTER 9,158                      

1  TRACKLESS ATTACHMENTS - OTHER 15,263                    

1  GENERAL MOWERS AND ATTACHMENTS-GROWTH 61,050                    

1  Animal Vehicles 38,300                    

1  Ice Resurfacers - Sherwood 81,500                    

1  Ice Resurfacers - Boyne 81,500                    

1  Provision of Parks and Recreation Equipment - Boyne 1,718,500                

1  Provision of Parks and Recreation Equipment - BPII 245,500                  

1  Provision of Parks and Recreation Equipment - Ph 4 2,749,600                

1  Provision of Parks and Recreation Equipment - MEV 245,500                  

1  Provision of Parks and Recreation Equipment - Other HSUP & Pre-HUSP Areas 491,000                  

New Engineering Vehicles - Subtotal 13,968,393              

Transit Services

1  Transit Study 356,126                  

1  Automatic Vehicle Location 109,819                  

1  Transit Shelters & Bus Pads 248,400                  

1  Transit Shelters & Bus Pads - Phase 4 690,000                  

1  Transit Shelters & Bus Pads - MEV 13,800                    

Transit Bus Stop-Retrofit 99,011                    

Transit Bus Refurbishment 1,373,627                

Transit Bus -Future Refurbishment of New Vehicles 305,252                  

Transit Bus -Future Refurbishment of New Vehicles - Boyne 763,129                  

Transit Bus Replacement 16,999,782              

Transit Bus -Future Replacement of New Vehicles 2,241,200                

Transit Bus -Future Replacement of New Vehicles - Boyne 5,042,664                

1  Transit Support Vehicles - Boyne 63,193                    

Transit Support Vehicles - Future Replacement of New Vehicles - Boyne 126,386                  

Transit Support Vehicles - Replacement 172,569                  

Transit Services - Subtotal 28,604,958              

New Transit Services

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 2,241,200                

BPII:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 560,300                  

Boyne:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 5,602,960                

Phase 4:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 12,886,900              

MEV:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 560,296                  

Additional Boyne:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 560,300                  

Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP:

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 3,361,800                

Other Additional (Modal):

1  Community Transit - Accesible Transit - 40 ft. Bus 19,610,500              

Complementary MEV Employment Lands:

1  New Facility - HUSP and Pre-HUSP 11,430,640              

1  New Facility - Phase 4 13,669,140              

1  New Facility - MEV 1,120,600                

1  New Facility - Additonal Boyne 857,298                  

1  New Facility - Additonal HUSP & Pre-HUSP 3,810,213                

New Transit Services - Subtotal 76,272,148              

Transit Services - Subtotal 104,877,106            

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

 

Stormwater Management

Stormwater Pond Maintenance 19,244,260              

STORM SEWER NETWORK STUDY 465,434                  

1  Stormwater Management Monitoring Program - BP#2 1,031,184                

1  Stormwater Management Monitoring Program - Sherwood 207,100                  

1  Stormwater Management Monitoring Program - Boyne 1,031,184                

1  Stormwater Mgt - Milton Education Village 1,038,040                

1  Stormwater Management Monitoring Program - Phase 4 1,038,040                

Stormwater Management - Subtotal 24,055,242              

Engineering Services - Total 897,831,303            

Planning & Development Services

1  Business Park #3 - Secondary Plan 412,918                  

1  Business Park #3 - Water & Wastewater Servicing 114,613                  

1  Community Improvement Area Study 180,750                  

1  Functional Servicing Plan - BP #3 160,909                  

1  CIP Campbellville Plan 305,250                  

1  Non-Residential Fisheries Compensation Plan - BP#3 89,175                    

1  Non-Residential Transportation Plan BP#3 348,638                  

1  Official Plan Review 1,034,127                

1  Whitebelt Land Base Analysis 244,273                  

1  Urban Growth Centre Area Specific Plan 379,092                  

1  UR SP PH4 - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  BP3 SP - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  WhiteBelt Subwatershed Study 2,139,615                

1  BP4 SP - Water & Wastewater Servicing 114,613                  

1  BP4 SP - Functional Servicing Plan 145,138                  

1  BP4 SP - Transportation Plan 343,550                  

1  BP4 SP - Fisheries Compensation Plan 89,175                    

1  BP4 SP - Secondary Plan 423,093                  

1  BP4 SP - Parks & Open Space Study 145,138                  

1  BP4 SP - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Water & Wastewater Servicing 104,438                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Functional Servicing Plan 160,909                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Transportation Plan 348,638                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Fisheries Compensation Plan 89,175                    

1  UR SP PH5 - Secondary Plan 423,093                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Parks & Open Space Study 145,138                  

1  UR SP PH5 - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  Library Services Master Plan 90,990                    

1  BP5 SP - Water & Wastewater Servicing 114,613                  

1  BP5 SP - Functional Servicing Plan 160,909                  

1  BP5 SP - Transportation Plan 348,638                  

1  BP5 SP - Fisheries Compensation Plan 80,258                    

1  BP5 SP - Secondary Plan 425,128                  

1  BP5 SP - Parks & Open Space Study 145,138                  

1  BP5 SP - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Water & Wastewater Servicing 114,613                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Functional Servicing Plan 160,909                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Transportation Plan 348,638                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Fisheries Compensation Plan 89,175                    

1  MU SP PH1 - Secondary Plan 425,128                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Parks & Open Space Study 145,138                  

1  MU SP PH1 - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Water & Wastewater Servicing 114,613                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Functional Servicing Plan 160,909                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Transportation Plan 348,638                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Fisheries Compensation Plan 89,175                    

1  MU SP PH2 - Secondary Plan 425,128                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Parks & Open Space Study 145,138                  

1  MU SP PH2 - Urban Design Guidelines 104,438                  

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

 

1  LIBRARY SERVICE DELIVERY STRATEGY 40,440                    

1  Res/Non-Res Take Up / Land Needs Study 549,834                  

1  Residential Infill/Intensification Study 180,851                  

1  Residential Transportation & Transit Master Plan - Ph4 348,638                  

1  Comprehensive ICI Study 279,886                  

1  Water & Wastewater Servicing - Phase 4 114,613                  

1  Functional Servicing Plan - Phase 4 160,909                  

1  Urban Residential Fisheries Compensation Plan - Ph4 89,175                    

1  Secondary Plan - Phase 4 412,918                  

1  Planning Studies - White Belt 800,000                  

1  Zoning By-Law Review 1,054,424                

Planning & Development Services - Subtotal 16,637,088              

Fire Services

Facilities

1  Station 1 Renovations/Training Facility 3,939,058                

Station 1 Renovations/Training Facility 277,358                  

Fire Hall Facilities Improvements 5,162,594                

Facilities - Subtotal 9,379,010                

New Fire Facilities

1  Station #5 - Boyne 3,524,900                

1  Station #6 - Ph4 - W 3,524,900                

1  Station #7 - Ph4 - E 3,524,900                

1  Existing Debt - Station 3 (PV @ 2%) 1,930,012                

1  Existing Debt - Station 4 (PV @ 2%) 201,715                  

New Facilities - Subtotal 12,706,426              

Vehicles & Equpment Refurbishment/Replacement

Replace/Refurbish Tanker Trucks 3,899,426                

Pumper/Rescue Units Refurbishment 264,550                  

Replace Fire Prevention Vehicles 326,715                  

Utility Vehicle Replacement 175,946                  

Pumper/Rescue Units Replacement 4,650,056                

Replace Pick-Up Trucks & Support Units 922,331                  

Ariel Replacement 2,739,582                

Water Supply Unit 337,128                  

Trailer Replacement 59,839                    

Replace Fire Chief s Vehicle 383,226                  

Rescue Truck Refurbishment/Replacement 1,406,416                

Training Vehicle Replacement 109,493                  

Off Road Vehicle Replacement 149,573                  

Special Operations Radio Vehicle 296,333                  

Vans - Replacement 258,852                  

Vehicles & Equipment Refurbishment/Replacement - Subtotal 15,979,467              

New Fire Vehicles

1  Existing Debt - Station 4 Vehicles (PV @ 2%) 98,492                    

1  New Capital

1  Station #5:

1  Pumper Rescue 771,713                  

1  Ariel (100ft.) 1,308,697                

1  Utility Pickup 56,800                    

1  

1  Station #6: - West (Britannia)

1  Pumper Rescue 771,713                  

1  Utility Pickup 56,800                    

1  

1  Station #7: - East (Trafalgar)

1  Pumper Rescue 771,713                  

1  Ariel (100ft.) 1,308,697                

1  Utility Pickup 56,800                    

Vehicles - Subtotal 5,201,425                

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

  

Equipment

Air Monitoring 99,715                    

Breathing Apparatus - Replacement 1,490,373                

Firefighting Replacement Equipment 24,420                    

Special Operations Equipment Replacement 212,865                  

Rapid Intervention Equipment 59,016                    

Bunker Gear & Recruit Package (Non-Growth) 457,880                  

Hazardous Material Equipment Replacement 178,066                  

BATTERY & RADIO PARTS REPLACEMENT 106,841                  

Electronic Accountability System 61,793                    

Dry Hydrant Systems 20,350                    

Thermal Image Camera Replacement 85,470                    

Defibrillators-Replacement 152,626                  

Firefighting Hose - Replacement 76,313                    

Vehicle Extrication Equipment Replacement 244,200                  

Emergency Medical Equipment Replacement 73,260                    

Firefighter Pager Replacement 56,980                    

Replacement Generators & Lighting Equipment 30,525                    

Replacement Portable Pumps 24,597                    

Air Filling System - Replacement 94,628                    

Helmet Replacement 12,210                    

Personal Protective Clothing - Replacement 398,794                  

Equipment - Subtotal 3,960,922                

-                             

New Fire Equipment -                             

1  Bunker Gear - Firefighters - Full time 112,200                  

1  Hazardous Material Equipment 37,037                    

1  Defibrillators 5,596                      

1  Vehicle Extrication Equipment 79,000                    

1  Thermal Image Camera 25,438                    

1  Special Operations Equipment for Rescue Van 18,824                    

1  Emergency Medical Equipment 20,757                    

1  Fitness Equipment - Station 5 14,245                    

1  Station 6

1  Vehicle Extrication Equipment 134,640                  

1  Thermal Image Camera 37,037                    

1  Special Operations Equipment for Rescue Van 5,596                      

1  Emergency Medical Equipment 79,000                    

1  Fitness Equipment - Station 6 25,438                    

1  Station 7

1  Bunker Gear - Firefighters - Full time 20,757                    

1  Hazardous Material Equipment 14,245                    

1  Thermal Image Camera 67,320                    

1  Special Operations Equipment for Rescue Van 224,400                  

1  Emergency Medical Equipment 37,037                    

1  Fitness Equipment - Station 7 5,596                      

New Equipment - Subtotal 964,163                  

Fire Services - Subtotal 48,191,413              

Library Services

New Library Facilities

Beaty Branch Improvements 288,674                  

1  Bookmobile 346,000                  

1  Branch #2 - Sherwood 6,900,498                

1  Main Library Expansion 4,068,000                

1  Branch #3 - Boyne 7,317,480                

1  Branch #6 - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 7,317,480                

1  Branch #7 - MEV & Additional Boyne 7,317,480                

1  Branch #4 - PH4 - West Britannia 7,317,480                

1  Branch #5 - PH4 - East (Trafalgar) 7,317,480                

New Library Facilities - Subtotal 48,190,572              

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 
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Appendix A 
Town of Milton 

2017-2036 Capital Budget Summary – Base Scenario 

  

 

Collection Material

Collection Replacement 9,365,904                

Collection Material - Subtotal 9,365,904                

New Library Collections

New Collection Volumes - Sherwood 1,863,155                

New Collection Volumes - Expansion to Central 931,593                  

New Collection Volumes - Boyne 1,863,155                

New Collection Volumes - Branch #6 - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 1,863,147                

New Collection Volumes - Branch #7 - MEV & Additional Boyne 1,863,147                

New Collection Volumes - Phase 4 - West Britannia 1,863,147                

New Collection Volumes - Phase 4 - Trafalgar Corridor 1,863,147                

New Library Collections - Subtotal 12,110,491              

Furnishings

Automation Replacement 1,534,295                

Expansion to Main - Computer Equipment 30,305                    

Branch 2 - Computer Equipment - Sherwood 60,660                    

Branch 3 - Computer Equipment - Boyne 60,660                    

Branch 6 - Computer Equipment - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 60,660                    

Branch 7 - MEV & Additional Boyne 60,660                    

Branch #4 - Computer Equipment - Phase 4 - West Britannia 60,660                    

Branch #5 - Computer Equipment - Phase 4 - Trafalgar Corridor 60,660                    

FURNITURE REPLACEMENT 25,275                    

Vending Machices - Rural Area 20,000                    

Shelving - Central Expansion 114,647                  

Shelving - Sherwood 57,324                    

Shelving - Boyne 114,647                  

Shelving - Branch #6 - Additional HUSP & Pre-HUSP 114,647                  

Shelving - Branch #7 - MEV & Additional Boyne 114,647                  

Shelving - Phase 4 - West Britannia 114,647                  

Shelving - Phase 4 - Traflagar Corridor 114,647                  

Furnishings - Subtotal 2,719,041                

Library Services - Subtotal 72,386,008              

Hospital

Hospital Expansion (Municipal Share) 35,114,975              

Hospital Expansion (Municipal Share) 40,000,000              

Hospital - Subtotal 75,114,975              

Post 2026 Non-Growth Related Capital -                             

TOTAL CAPITAL EXPENDITURES 2,051,343,904         

2017 - 2036

Total Capital 

Expenditures

(2017$)Project Description

*Capital forecast is sorted based on previous Fiscal breakdown 



Page B-1 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

Appendix B – Operating Expenditures 

Forecast Assumptions - Base Scenario



Page B-2 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  H:\Milton 01\2017 FIA Sustainable Halton Lands\Report\FI Report.docx 

Appendix B-1 
Town of Milton 

Operating Expenditures Forecast Assumptions - Base Scenario 

 

  

2017 Total Total

Service Operating Facility Related Pop./Emp.

Categories Expenditures Expenditures

(Adjusted)

Expenditures

(Adjusted)

Mayor and Council 611,903         -                     611,903        

Executive Services 3,142,533      629,201          2,513,332     

Corporate Services 12,661,015     -                     12,661,015   

General Government * 9,363,087      -                     8,213,530     

Engineering Services ** 6,666,368      662,189          6,666,368     

Operations Services 17,655,463     17,023,206      632,258        

Community Services 27,006,577     19,363,832      7,642,746     

Planning and Development 9,002,780      6,745,361        2,257,420     

Fire 9,931,382      8,494,867        1,436,515     

Hospital 332,499         -                     332,499        

Library 4,932,448      147,977          4,784,471     

Total Expenditures 101,306,055   53,066,632      47,752,056   

* Adjustments to the 2017 Operating Base for General Government 

** Adjustments to 2017 Operating Base for  Engineering Services have been made to 

include estimated facility related costs for new parking structures
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Appendix B-2 
Town of Milton 

Operating Revenues Forecast Assumptions - Base Scenario 

2017 Population/

Service Operating Employment

Categories Revenues Revenues

(Adjusted)

Mayor and Council 22,319          -                    22,319          

Executive Services 441,867        -                    441,867        

Corporate Services 4,256,907     -                    4,256,907     

General Government ** 11,147,239   -                    10,838,239   

Engineering Services *** 3,636,780     1,539,459      3,636,780     

Operations Services 7,324,319     3,191,465      4,132,854     

Community Services **** 17,134,205   8,592,458      7,528,562     

Planning and Development* 8,561,108     -                    8,561,108     

Fire 269,978        -                    269,978        

Hospital 962,686        -                    962,686        

Library 337,779        -                    337,779        

Total Revenues 54,095,186   13,323,382     40,989,078   

* Building Permit Revenue has also been addressed in a separate calculation for 

revenues anticipated over the forecast in excess of the current annual building 

permit activity

** Adjustments to General Government include netting out revenues related to Workers 

Compensation as the expenditures are also netted out

*** Adjustments to Engineering Services reflect the anticipate revenues to be generated from 

the multi-level parking structures

**** Adjustments made to Community Services to remove the transit gas tax revenue as it is 

dealt with spearately in the FIA

Total Facility 

Related 

Revenues 

(Adjusted)
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Appendix C 
Town of Milton 

 Tax Rate and Debt Capacity Summary – Base Scenario 

Source 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036

Net Operating Expenditure Forecast

Gross Operating Expenditures 91,724,141                 99,155,109           107,753,405         116,257,409         121,889,621         132,971,179         142,462,514         151,088,783         158,897,362         165,183,014         174,991,455         185,320,287         197,377,678         210,069,501         220,094,811         234,811,212         247,299,595         258,863,486         271,877,630         285,663,534         

Less: Non-Tax Revenues 40,133,461                 44,659,116           50,635,657           53,960,197           55,140,843           59,635,578           65,678,118           69,728,661           73,361,135           74,237,826           77,850,540           85,365,276           89,687,532           95,253,670           99,254,890           105,152,300         111,332,317         115,805,165         120,864,970         126,521,878         

Interfund Transfers - Sub-Total 10,192,592                 6,821,175             6,821,175             6,821,175             4,121,938             4,351,001             3,975,688             4,378,648             3,990,684             3,612,604             5,073,215             5,418,156             6,532,370             5,035,164             5,967,882             5,803,930             4,769,168             5,344,779             4,854,174             5,411,251             

PIL, Right of Way & Supplementary Taxes 3,143,373                   3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             3,143,373             

Net Operating Expenditures 38,254,715                 44,531,446           47,153,201           52,332,664           59,483,467           65,841,226           69,665,335           73,838,101           78,402,170           84,189,210           88,924,327           91,393,481           98,014,403           106,637,294         111,728,666         120,711,608         128,054,737         134,570,169         143,015,113         150,587,033         

Capital Funded from Tax Base

Transfers to Capital 840,557                      890,990                944,450                1,001,117             1,061,184             1,124,855             1,192,346             1,263,887             1,339,720             1,420,103             1,505,310             1,595,628             1,691,366             1,792,848             1,900,419             2,014,444             2,135,310             2,263,429             2,399,235             2,543,189             

Transfers to Reserves $21,691,847 21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           21,691,847           

Transfer from Reserves (14,836,356)                (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          (14,836,356)          

Lifecycle Costing (Growth) -                                5,031,192             7,808,706             10,200,030           12,724,274           15,229,861           16,746,913           17,708,314           19,617,743           20,362,771           20,814,189           22,134,336           24,551,688           28,052,975           29,425,969           32,278,543           34,462,040           35,507,759           37,232,708           38,336,643           

Lifecycle Costing (Previous Growth (2010-2016) 1,041,671             1,308,070             1,422,545             1,633,678             1,894,749             2,133,593             2,273,368             2,410,913             2,601,351             2,783,895             2,933,154             3,017,146             3,479,374             3,844,349             4,066,038             4,437,085             4,780,504             5,036,929             5,387,427             

Annual Debt Payments (new Non-growth related) -                                3,157,546             4,117,521             7,482,686             11,266,216           14,088,529           15,476,494           17,737,641           20,685,316           23,387,526           25,400,596           25,945,212           39,838,618           45,399,490           49,547,026           55,928,108           63,080,557           67,869,082           74,831,853           80,015,613           

Existing Debt Payments (Excluding User Fee and 

Hospital Debt) 6,132,784                   3,895,169             2,939,796             2,389,353             1,713,134             1,644,948             1,598,227             868,866                756,172                378,283                373,897                -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          

Total Capital Funded from Tax Base 13,828,832                 20,872,060           23,974,035           29,351,222           35,253,977           40,838,433           44,003,065           46,707,567           51,665,355           55,005,525           57,733,376           59,463,821           75,954,309           85,580,178           91,573,254           101,142,624         110,970,483         117,276,266         126,356,216         133,138,362         

General Tax Levy Requirement 52,083,547                 65,403,506           71,127,236           81,683,886           94,737,444           106,679,659         113,668,400         120,545,669         130,067,525         139,194,735         146,657,703         150,857,302         173,968,712         192,217,471         203,301,920         221,854,232         239,025,220         251,846,434         269,371,330         283,725,395         

Total Weighted Assessment 21,528,117,153           22,852,332,409     24,264,361,720     26,730,545,297     28,872,613,404     30,900,641,884     33,382,434,898     35,845,992,530     38,344,949,200     40,236,899,140     41,625,578,496     43,273,877,585     45,080,761,755     46,887,645,928     48,694,452,574     50,501,259,221     52,576,202,309     54,598,617,589     56,621,032,872     58,643,448,153     

Cumulative Tax Rates

Residential 0.24193% 0.28620% 0.29313% 0.30558% 0.32812% 0.34523% 0.34050% 0.33629% 0.33920% 0.34594% 0.35233% 0.34861% 0.38590% 0.40995% 0.41751% 0.43930% 0.45463% 0.46127% 0.47574% 0.48381%

Multi-Residential 0.48387% 0.57240% 0.58627% 0.61117% 0.65624% 0.69047% 0.68101% 0.67258% 0.67841% 0.69188% 0.70465% 0.69722% 0.77181% 0.81991% 0.83501% 0.87861% 0.90925% 0.92254% 0.95149% 0.96763%

Commercial Occupied 0.35237% 0.41685% 0.42695% 0.44508% 0.47791% 0.50283% 0.49594% 0.48980% 0.49405% 0.50386% 0.51316% 0.50775% 0.56207% 0.59710% 0.60810% 0.63985% 0.66216% 0.67184% 0.69292% 0.70468%

Commercial Vacant 0.24666% 0.29180% 0.29887% 0.31156% 0.33454% 0.35198% 0.34716% 0.34286% 0.34584% 0.35270% 0.35921% 0.35543% 0.39345% 0.41797% 0.42567% 0.44789% 0.46351% 0.47029% 0.48505% 0.49327%

Industrial Occupied 0.57094% 0.67540% 0.69177% 0.72114% 0.77434% 0.81472% 0.80355% 0.79361% 0.80049% 0.81638% 0.83145% 0.82269% 0.91070% 0.96745% 0.98527% 1.03671% 1.07287% 1.08855% 1.12271% 1.14175%

Industrial Vacant 0.37111% 0.43901% 0.44965% 0.46874% 0.50332% 0.52957% 0.52231% 0.51584% 0.52032% 0.53065% 0.54045% 0.53475% 0.59195% 0.62884% 0.64043% 0.67386% 0.69737% 0.70756% 0.72976% 0.74214%

Other
1

0.08846% 0.10465% 0.10718% 0.11173% 0.11998% 0.12623% 0.12450% 0.12296% 0.12403% 0.12649% 0.12883% 0.12747% 0.14110% 0.14990% 0.15266% 0.16063% 0.16623% 0.16866% 0.17395% 0.17690%
1 Includes: Farmlands I (residential, commercial and industrial), Pipeline, Farmlands and Managed Forests.

Debt Capacity Calculation

Gross Operating Expenditures 91,724,141                 99,155,109           107,753,405         116,257,409         121,889,621         132,971,179         142,462,514         151,088,783         158,897,362         165,183,014         174,991,455         185,320,287         197,377,678         210,069,501         220,094,811         234,811,212         247,299,595         258,863,486         271,877,630         285,663,534         

Total Capital Funded from Tax Base 13,828,832                 20,872,060           23,974,035           29,351,222           35,253,977           40,838,433           44,003,065           46,707,567           51,665,355           55,005,525           57,733,376           59,463,821           75,954,309           85,580,178           91,573,254           101,142,624         110,970,483         117,276,266         126,356,216         133,138,362         

Total Operating Expenditures 105,552,973               120,027,169         131,727,441         145,608,631         157,143,598         173,809,611         186,465,579         197,796,350         210,562,717         220,188,538         232,724,832         244,784,108         273,331,987         295,649,678         311,668,065         335,953,836         358,270,078         376,139,751         398,233,846         418,801,897         

Interfund Transfers - Sub-Total 10,192,592                 6,821,175             6,821,175             6,821,175             4,121,938             4,351,001             3,975,688             4,378,648             3,990,684             3,612,604             5,073,215             5,418,156             6,532,370             5,035,164             5,967,882             5,803,930             4,769,168             5,344,779             4,854,174             5,411,251             

Deduction for interfund transfers 10,192,592                 6,821,175             6,821,175             6,821,175             4,121,938             4,351,001             3,975,688             4,378,648             3,990,684             3,612,604             5,073,215             5,418,156             6,532,370             5,035,164             5,967,882             5,803,930             4,769,168             5,344,779             4,854,174             5,411,251             

Total Net Operating Expenditures 95,360,381                 113,205,995         124,906,266         138,787,456         153,021,660         169,458,610         182,489,891         193,417,702         206,572,034         216,575,934         227,651,616         239,365,951         266,799,617         290,614,514         305,700,183         330,149,905         353,500,910         370,794,972         393,379,672         413,390,646         

Existing Debt Payments - Tax Supported 6,132,784                   3,895,169             2,939,796             2,389,353             1,713,134             1,644,948             1,598,227             868,866                756,172                378,283                373,897                -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          -                          

Annual Debt Payments - New Tax Supported -                                3,157,546             4,117,521             7,482,686             11,266,216           14,088,529           15,476,494           17,737,641           20,685,316           23,387,526           25,400,596           25,945,212           39,838,618           45,399,490           49,547,026           55,928,108           63,080,557           67,869,082           74,831,853           80,015,613           

Annual DC Debt Payments New & Existing 1,463,785                   1,462,170             1,458,546             3,106,554             4,665,993             4,045,278             6,795,074             6,795,074             6,795,074             6,795,074             6,795,074             6,795,074             6,795,074             5,141,641             2,949,046             2,949,046             -                          -                          -                          -                          

Total Annual Debt Payments 7,596,569                   8,514,886             8,515,864             12,978,593           17,645,343           19,778,755           23,869,796           25,401,581           28,236,562           30,560,883           32,569,567           32,740,287           46,633,693           50,541,131           52,496,071           58,877,154           63,080,557           67,869,082           74,831,853           80,015,613           

Debt Capacity - with capital provision 8% 8% 7% 9% 12% 12% 13% 13% 14% 14% 14% 14% 17% 17% 17% 18% 18% 18% 19% 19%
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Appendix D 
Town of Milton 

Residential and Non-Residential Weighted Assessment Forecast – Base Scenario  

 

Assessment

Property Class Increment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

2017-2031 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036

Residential

2017 Base 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066 16,287,548,066

2017-2036 (Cumulative) 22,613,955,776 1,069,027,287 2,553,386,359 4,146,301,562 5,355,352,992 6,450,364,794 7,999,141,131 9,342,098,208 10,720,454,324 11,491,803,710 12,263,153,095 13,294,122,213 14,325,091,331 15,356,060,449 16,386,952,043 17,417,843,637 18,716,871,671 20,015,899,706 21,314,927,741 22,613,955,776

Sub-total (Cumulative) 38,901,503,842 16,287,548,066 17,356,575,353 18,840,934,425 20,433,849,628 21,642,901,058 22,737,912,860 24,286,689,197 25,629,646,274 27,008,002,390 27,779,351,776 28,550,701,161 29,581,670,279 30,612,639,397 31,643,608,515 32,674,500,109 33,705,391,703 35,004,419,737 36,303,447,772 37,602,475,807 38,901,503,842

Weighted Assessment 1.0000 38,901,503,842 16,287,548,066 17,356,575,353 18,840,934,425 20,433,849,628 21,642,901,058 22,737,912,860 24,286,689,197 25,629,646,274 27,008,002,390 27,779,351,776 28,550,701,161 29,581,670,279 30,612,639,397 31,643,608,515 32,674,500,109 33,705,391,703 35,004,419,737 36,303,447,772 37,602,475,807 38,901,503,842

Multi-Residential

2017 Base 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775

2017-2036 (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub-total (Cumulative) 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775 150,688,775

Weighted Assessment 2.0000 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550 301,377,550

Commercial (Retail & Non-Retail)

2017 Occupied Base 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896 2,297,494,896

2017-2036 Occupied (Cumulative) 8,725,965,602 80,101,529 89,512,770                 647,831,161 1,235,761,155 1,823,691,149 2,411,621,144 3,111,498,009 3,811,374,874 4,511,251,739 4,888,845,683 5,266,439,626 5,731,394,906 6,196,350,187 6,661,305,467 7,126,260,747 7,591,216,027 7,969,465,886 8,347,715,744 8,725,965,602

Sub-total (Cumulative) 11,023,460,498 2,297,494,896 2,377,596,425 2,387,007,666 2,945,326,057 3,533,256,051 4,121,186,045 4,709,116,040 5,408,992,905 6,108,869,770 6,808,746,635 7,186,340,579 7,563,934,522 8,028,889,802 8,493,845,083 8,958,800,363 9,423,755,643 9,888,710,923 10,266,960,782 10,645,210,640 11,023,460,498

2017 Vacant Base 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129 82,052,129

2017-2036 Vacant (Cumulative) 455,738,342 658,221 1,188,193 30,573,371 61,517,055 92,460,739 123,404,423 160,240,047 197,075,672 233,911,296 253,784,662 273,658,027 298,129,358 322,600,688 347,072,019 371,543,349 396,014,680 415,922,567 435,830,454 455,738,342

Sub-total (Cumulative) 537,790,471 82,052,129 82,710,350 83,240,322 112,625,500 143,569,184 174,512,868 205,456,552 242,292,176 279,127,801 315,963,425 335,836,791 355,710,156 380,181,487 404,652,817 429,124,148 453,595,478 478,066,809 497,974,696 517,882,583 537,790,471

Occupied 1.4565 16,055,670,216 3,346,301,316 3,462,969,193 3,476,676,665 4,289,867,402 5,146,187,438 6,002,507,475 6,858,827,512 7,878,198,166 8,897,568,820 9,916,939,474 10,466,905,053 11,016,870,632 11,694,077,997 12,371,285,363 13,048,492,728 13,725,700,094 14,402,907,460 14,953,828,378 15,504,749,297 16,055,670,216

Vacant 1.0196 548,304,274 83,656,248 84,327,337 84,867,670 114,827,329 146,375,962 177,924,595 209,473,227 247,028,988 284,584,749 322,140,510 342,402,400 362,664,290 387,614,035 412,563,780 437,513,525 462,463,270 487,413,015 507,710,101 528,007,188 548,304,274

Weighted Assessment 16,603,974,490 3,429,957,564 3,547,296,530 3,561,544,335 4,404,694,731 5,292,563,400 6,180,432,070 7,068,300,739 8,125,227,154 9,182,153,569 10,239,079,984 10,809,307,453 11,379,534,922 12,081,692,032 12,783,849,143 13,486,006,253 14,188,163,364 14,890,320,475 15,461,538,479 16,032,756,485 16,603,974,490

Industrial

2017 Occupied Base 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067 456,350,067

2017-2036 Occupied (Cumulative) 520,730,267 34,566,543 (2,120,421) 10,219,809 28,718,289 47,216,769 65,715,249 91,804,435 117,893,621 143,982,807 163,282,101 182,581,395 212,802,215 243,023,034 273,243,854 303,464,674 333,685,493 396,033,751 458,382,009 520,730,267

Sub-total (Cumulative) 977,080,334 456,350,067 490,916,610 454,229,646 466,569,876 485,068,356 503,566,836 522,065,316 548,154,502 574,243,688 600,332,874 619,632,168 638,931,462 669,152,282 699,373,101 729,593,921 759,814,741 790,035,560 852,383,818 914,732,076 977,080,334

2017 Vacant Base 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208 164,838,208

2017-2036 Vacant (Cumulative) 64,205,421 36,686,964 36,686,964 37,336,450 38,310,054 39,283,658 40,257,262 41,630,377 43,003,493 44,376,608 45,392,360 46,408,112 47,998,682 49,589,251 51,179,821 52,770,390 54,360,959 57,642,447 60,923,934 64,205,421

Sub-total (Cumulative) 229,043,629 164,838,208 201,525,172 201,525,172 202,174,658 203,148,262 204,121,866 205,095,470 206,468,585 207,841,701 209,214,816 210,230,568 211,246,320 212,836,890 214,427,459 216,018,029 217,608,598 219,199,167 222,480,655 225,762,142 229,043,629

Occupied 2.3599 2,305,811,879 1,076,940,523 1,158,514,108 1,071,936,542 1,101,058,251 1,144,712,814 1,188,367,376 1,232,021,939 1,293,589,809 1,355,157,679 1,416,725,549 1,462,269,953 1,507,814,357 1,579,132,469 1,650,450,582 1,721,768,694 1,793,086,806 1,864,404,919 2,011,540,572 2,158,676,226 2,305,811,879

Vacant 1.5339 351,338,039 252,851,097 309,126,515 309,126,515 310,122,784 311,616,229 313,109,675 314,603,120 316,709,390 318,815,659 320,921,928 322,480,026 324,038,124 326,477,954 328,917,785 331,357,615 333,797,445 336,237,275 341,270,863 346,304,451 351,338,039

Weighted Assessment 2,657,149,918 1,329,791,620 1,467,640,623 1,381,063,057 1,411,181,035 1,456,329,043 1,501,477,051 1,546,625,059 1,610,299,199 1,673,973,338 1,737,647,477 1,784,749,979 1,831,852,481 1,905,610,423 1,979,368,367 2,053,126,309 2,126,884,251 2,200,642,194 2,352,811,435 2,504,980,677 2,657,149,918

Other2

2017 Base 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775

2017-2036 (Cumulative) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sub-total (Cumulative) 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775 490,757,775

Weighted Assessment 0.3656 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353 179,442,353

Total Weighted Assessment 58,643,448,153 21,528,117,153 22,852,332,409 24,264,361,720 26,730,545,297 28,872,613,404 30,900,641,884 33,382,434,898 35,845,992,530 38,344,949,200 40,236,899,140 41,625,578,496 43,273,877,585 45,080,761,755 46,887,645,928 48,694,452,574 50,501,259,221 52,576,202,309 54,598,617,589 56,621,032,872 58,643,448,153

% Weighted Assessment Growth Year over Year 6% 6% 10% 8% 7% 8% 7% 7% 5% 3% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%

% Population Grow th Year over Year 8% 8% 6% 5% 7% 5% 5% 3% 3% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3%

Total Population 116,885 126,639 137,361 145,190 152,148 162,102 170,650 179,356 184,324 189,292 196,017 202,742 209,467 216,190 222,913 231,062 239,211 247,360 255,509 263,658

Weighted Assessment Per Capita 184,182 180,453 176,647 184,107 189,767 190,625 195,619 199,859 208,030 212,565 212,357 213,443 215,217 216,882 218,446 218,562 219,790 220,725 221,601 222,422

1 Note: assessment projections do not include capping provisions, changes to transition ratios or base-year reassessment.
2 Includes: Farmlands I (residential, commercial and industrial), Pipeline, Farmlands and Managed Forests.

Annual Assessment Estimate (2017$)
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Report To: Chair and Members of the Inter-Municipal Liaison Committee 

From: J. E. MacCaskill, Commissioner, Corporate Services and Regional 

Treasurer 

 

Date: October 15, 2009 

Report No. - Re: IMLC12-09 - Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis 

  

 
RECOMMENDATION 

 

THAT the “Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis”, under separate cover, be 

received and forwarded to Council for release for public consultation. 

 

REPORT 

 

The purpose of this report is to present to the Inter-Municipal Liaison Committee (IMLC) the 

“Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis” and recommend that the report be released to 

the public for consultation. 

 

It is important to note that IMLC, and subsequently Planning and Public Works Committee and 

Council are not being asked to endorse the contents, conclusions and recommendations of the 

report but rather, to endorse them for release to the public. The Fiscal Affordability Analysis is an 

input to the Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) 38 decisions in December. 

 

Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis 

 

The “Sustainable Halton Fiscal Affordability Analysis” provides a high level analysis of the 

anticipated fiscal impact of the “Preferred Growth Option” for Sustainable Halton on the Region 

and the Local Municipalities. The purpose of the report is to determine whether there are any 

significant fiscal issues associated with the growth. The focus of the report is on tax rates, capital 

expenditures and development charges for the period 2021-2031.  

 

The study highlights only a few areas of potential concern including: 

• the projected fiscal impacts for the Town of Milton 2021-2031 are higher than the impacts 

projected for the Region and  the other Local Municipalities however are consistent with 

previous growth studies in Milton, 

• the costs associated with the Enhanced Transit  model and the assumption in the study that 

the operating and capital costs associated with Enhanced Transit will be funded by the 

Province, GO Transit and/or Metrolinx, 
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• the potential financial implications associated with intensification beginning in 2015 and 

the implications if growth targets are not met. 

 

The foundation of the fiscal analysis for the Region is the Region’s 2009 Budget and Forecast and 

the Development Financial Plan Framework (Report No. CS-73-08/PWE31-08). The fiscal 

analysis therefore assumes that the current development financing policies, which ensure that 

existing taxpayers are not impacted by the cost of growth related capital, will continue through the 

2021-2031 period. The ROPA 38 policies include the requirement for a Council approved 

Financial Plan prior to development proceeding. 

 

FINANCIAL/PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS 

 

There are no financial implications to this report. 

 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE STRATEGIC PLAN 

 

This report supports the goals of the Strategic Plan to “preserve and enhance Halton Region’s 

strong fiscal foundation and administrative excellence”. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Mark Scinocca 

Director, Financial Planning and Budgets 

 
J. E. MacCaskill 

Commissioner, Corporate Services and 

Regional Treasurer 

 

Approved by 

 
Pat Moyle 

Chief Administrative Officer 

 
If you have any questions on the content of this report, please contact: Mark Scinocca Tel. #  7043 

 

<Original signed by>
<Original signed by>

<Original signed by>
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(i)

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. This report presents a high level analysis of the anticipated fiscal impact of the
"Preferred Growth Option" for Sustainable Halton on the Regional Municipality and the
four Local Municipalities. The purpose of the report is to determine whether there are
any significant fiscal issues with the Option. The focus of the analysis is on tax rates
and capital spending/development charge impacts for the growth increment. 2021-2031
is the primary focus of the analysis, as it represents the planning period increment to the
Region's existing Official Plan. 2015-2021 is given limited consideration in terms of the
implications of the shift toward additional intensification and density. 2009-2015 is only
considered as context.

2. The analysis is in 2009 $, based on per capita and per employee operating expenditure
estimates, the best available estimates of capital spending requirements, assessment
estimates by land use and the growth forecasts for low, medium and high density
housing and for industrial, commercial and institutional employment. All municipal
services will be impacted to some degree by the amount, type, timing and location of
growth; however, those services which are the most directly affected, beyond basic per
capita growth requirements, are water/wastewater and transportation (roads, structures
and transit).

3. The results of the analysis are summarized in Table ES-1. Only three aspects of these
results is considered to be of potential concern:

a) First, the magnitude of the tax increase that may be required in Milton 2021-31,
together with increasing levels of long term debt, development charges and related
contributions that are required. The potentially mitigating circumstance is that the
Town's residential tax rate is currently low by comparison with Halton and other GTA
municipalities and previous fiscal impact studies conducted by the Town have
indicated the need for sustained "real" tax rate increases in the order of 2.5%/year.
Also, full provision has been made for the Town's asset replacement reserves,
generally beyond the level presently incorporated elsewhere.

b) Second, an unallocated "Enhanced Transit" capital and operating expenditure
requirement has been identified, amounting to approximately $266 million in capital
and $43 million in annual operating costs by 2031. This is required under
Sustainable Halton as part of attaining the 20% transit modal split objective.

c) Third, relates to the point made in Sustainable Halton Report 3.07 that the scale of
intensification envisaged by the plan involves major shifts in the housing market and
will need to be considered carefully as part of the implementation process.
Otherwise capital funding difficulties may arise.
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TABLE ES·1
SUMMARY OF BROAD ESTIMATE OF HALTON INCREMENTAL FISCAL IMPACTS RE 2021·2031 GROWTH

(ii)

MuniciDalitv Tax Rate Im acts CaDital/DeveloDment Charqe ImDacts
Ha/ton Region

2021-31 Tax A negligible tax impact is anticipated Capital Expenditures
(average increase of 0.02%/year)' - Roads capital expenditures of $104 million/yr. 2021-31 vs. $119 million 2009-16.

2015-21 Tax Negligible tax impact
- Average water and wastewater capital expenditures of $44 million/yr. 2021-31 vs. $133 million 2009-16.
- SH is expected to have a lower capital cost than the 2009-21 Masterplan ($11.81 liD vs. $15.47/LiD)

2021-31 Water SH is expected to have a lower annual and lower operating costs as well (by $0.07/LiD).

Rate operating cost ($0.30/L1D vs. $0.37/L1D) Development Charges

than the 2009-21 Masterplan - Res. Roads DC expected to decrease by approx. $1,700/SDU 2021-31.
- No significant change in the DC for General Services is envisaged.
- WaterlWW DC oast 2021 eXDected to increase bv $400/SDU.

City ofBurfington

2021-31 Average annual tax dl'crease expected to Res. DC expected to increase marginally re Transit and Parks & Recreation, partially offset by possible
be approx. 0.1 %/year reductions re Roads.

2015-21' Neolioible tax imDact
Town ofHa/ton Hills

2021-31 A negligible tax impact is anticipated' Res. DC to increase somewhat re Parks & Recreation increased service levels and three major road
widening projects.

2015-21' Nealiaible tax imDact
Town of Milton

2021-31 An annual operating deficit by 2031 of - Res. DC to increase significantly from $1 0,696/SDU to approx. $16,800/SDU. Additional SWM costs
approx. $31.4 million would require a tax may be significant. Supplementary developer contributions continue to be required.
increase of 19.8%, based on a 2031 tax - Growth-related capital spending peak of $80-90 million/yr. in early/mid 2020's. Lifecycle reserve
levy of $159 million. This amounts to 1.8% contribution requirement bUilding to $45 million/year by 2031.
average tax increase/year, 2021-31, plus
infiation (and any further increases 2009-
21 ).

2015-21' Less than 0.5%/vear tax increase
Town of Oakville

2021-31 A negligible tax impact is anticipated' - Res. DC to increase somewhat re increased Transit fleet, subject to DCA restrictions.
- 2021-2031 road requirements were already incorporated in Oakville's 2009 DC calculation.

2015-21' Neqliqible tax impact

Enhanced Transit

2021-31 390 additional buses at approx. $110,000/ 390 additional buses X $487,000/bus X 1.4 (depots & terminals) = $266 million capital to be funded, currently
bus/year net operating cost = $43 million with limited DC potential (re DCA past level of service restriction).
additional annual tax cost

'In 2009 $, excluding the impact of infiation and any 2009-21 tax rate changes.
, Impact of 2007 BPE growth vs. S.H., based on the change in the growth forecast X average tax impact by development type.
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(iii)

4. The range of assessment values and fiscal impacts by development type, is broad,
particularly in the case of commercial/industrial development. The analysis herein
represents a high level indication of tax levy outlooks and is not intended to definitively
establish fiscal impact by type of development in each case.

5. It is noted that the detailed fiscal implications of intensification have not been addressed
herein and can only be covered as part of the associated Masterplans and detailed
financial planning which is to be carried out subsequently.

6. The enhanced Transit capital and operating component of Table ES-1 is assumed to be

funded via non-municipal sources (i.e. the Province, Metrolinx and/or GO Transit). Thus,
the study represents a high level assessment of municipal funding requirements and

does not address the important Provincial funding role in the Plan.

7. A foundation of the ten year (2021-2031) forecast is based on ensuring that the Region's
Development Financial Plan Framework is fully implemented throughout the period to

2031.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 The Sustainable Halton Process

1.1.1 In response to the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe ("The Growth Plan')

the Region of Halton is undertaking Sustainable Halton, a process to plan for long term growth

in the Region.

This report is one of a series that is being prepared and as part of this process. It is based on

the Preferred Growth Option (population, employment and land needs) contained in Phase 3

Sustainable Halton Report 3.07, April 13, 2009, as refined and adopted by Regional Council on

June 27, 2009 and detailed by Regional staff in recent months.

1.2 The Objectives of this Fiscal Analysis

1.2.1 The purpose of this analysis is to broadly estimate the fiscal implications of the amount,

type, location and timing of growth on which Sustainable Halton is based, in order to establish

whether there are financial affordability issues relating to the Plan.

1.2.2 The financial measures that are considered in the analysis include:

• tax and user rates;

• capital funding requirements with respect to development charge outlook;

all in the general context of the service levels being provided.

1.2.3 This analysis starts with estimates of anticipated average annual tax surpluses or deficits

by type of development at both the Area Municipal and Regional level. It then applies these to

the Sustainable Halton growth increment by type 2021-2031. The focus is therefore on

economies/diseconomies of scale and service level changes that are expected to be required

per capita (and per employee) for the 2021-2031 growth increment. When totalled, this

represents the estimated overall tax surplus/deficit increment for each municipality involved.

1.2.4 This tax surplus or deficit increment is then ratioed against an estimate of the total 2031

tax levy in each case, in order to broadly estimate the tax rate impact. Consideration is also
given to the outlook for water and wastewater user rates.

1.2.5 Available information is considered with respect to capital funding requirements and

future development charges but was insufficient to enable an analysis of future debenture

requirements to be made at this time.
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1.2.6 The primary focus of the analysis is on the cost of servicing the 2021-2031 growth

increment, as that is the period being added to the coverage of the existing Official Plan.

General consideration has been given to the 2015-2021 period because of the intensification

requirements introduced by Sustainable Halton, but detailed masterplanning inputs are not

currently available.

1.2.7 The revenue, expenditure, assessment and related estimates are based on the

information currently available, which is variable in detail, between the municipalities involved.

1.2.8 The estimates are order of magnitude and must be distinguished from the more

comprehensive annualized financial planning work to be undertaken in future. The estimates

are in 2009 dollars without escalation for inflation.

1.2.9 The focus of the analysis is the fiscal implications of future incremental growth in Halton.

Three different time periods are involved in this analysis (overlapping in some cases, based on

the information available), as follows:

2009-2015

This fiscal impact assessment only makes general reference to this period as part of

establishing a generalized Halton Baseline, in terms of tax rates, debt levels,

development charges and related matters. This Baseline is used as context as part of
evaluating the affordability of the 2021-31 forecasts. The factors involved are only

indirectly affected by Sustainable Halton during the short term, and therefore no attempt
is made in the analysis to forecast municipal revenues and expenditures for the 2009-15

period, beyond what has previously been done.

2015-2021

The 2015-21 period is of interest primarily to the extent that the Sustainable Halton

forecasts requiring a higher level of Built Boundary intensification, result in a different

unit mix and non-residential employment expectation, than was the case under 2007

Best Planning Estimates (BPE). Changes of this nature introduce different annual tax

surplus/deficit expectations, based on the operating budget averages which are being

established by unit type for the Region and each of the four area municipalities. For
example, at the Regional level between 2015 and 2021, as a result of Sustainable

Halton, there is an expected decline in the amount of growth in low density residential
units, offset by an increase in medium density unit growth and a much larger increase in

high density units. At the same time, an increase is forecast in the growth in

employment, particUlarly commercial employment.
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2021-2031

The primary time period of interest for this analysis is 2021-31, because that is the

period that principally reflects the new land designations and growth forecasts

introduced by Sustainable Halton.

Based on the financial information available at this time, the 2021-31 analysis:

a) Broadly estimates the impact of the Sustainable Halton growth forecast on

Regional and Area Municipal tax rates, based on adjusted per capita/employee
averages and an assessment forecast.

b) Provides an indication of the capital funding requirements to be faced as they

relate to development charge and other capital funding needs.

c) Comments on any significant service level implications and emerging trends that

are of relevance (e.g. transit).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\sustainable hafton dc outlook.doe





2. GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Haftonlsustainable ha/ton dc outlook. doe





2-1

2. GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS

2.1 On June 24, 2009 Regional Council endorsed the Preferred Growth Option as shown on
Attachment #1 to Report No. LPS69-09 (subject to confirmation by Milton Council with respect
to their staff recommendations on June 22, 2009) and the allocation of population and
employment targets by local municipality as shown on Attachment #2, as the basis for
amending the Regional Official Plan to the planning period 2031.

2.2 The above-referenced allocations were further disaggregated by area municipality,
development type and five year time interval by the Regional Legislative and Planning Services
Department during the summer. On September 17, 2009, the forecasts set out in Tables 2-1,2
2 and 2-3 were released and made available to Local Municipal representatives as part of their
review of the draft fiscal impact stUdy results.

2.3 Table 2-1 sets out the population forecast organized by dwelling type. The numbers
shown are Census population numbers, which when increased by approximately 4%
correspond with the 2031 distribution in Attachment #2.

2.4 Population growth during the 2011-2021 decade is expected to amount to approximately
130,000 persons and growth of 26.6%. During the 2021-31 decade, population growth is
expected to be almost identical (approximately 129,000 persons), with the growth percentage
declining to 20.8%.

2.5 Population growth over the 2021-31 period, which is the primary focus of this analysis, is
as follows:

Local Municipality 2021-31 Population Growth % of 2021
Burlington 6,800 3.8
Halton Hills 25,500 39.4
Milton 71,700 45.6
Oakville 25,300 11.5
Total 129,300 20.8
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• Preferred Growth Oplion
refers primarily to the two
designations of wProposed
Residential & Mixed Use
Area~ and "Proposed
Employmeot Lands· as
other elements of this map
will be subject 10 further
detailing through Regional
Official Plan Amendment
No. 38.

Preferred Growth Option"

2-2

Attachment #1 (Amended)
To Report LPS69.()9

@ GOStatlon

@ Polenli8l GO Station

...•_•... Ra~ Corridor

r=i Pnm8ly Study Area

Provnaal Greenbelt

_ Natural Henlage System

o NEC Pl.8nArea

_ lHtlan Growth centres

Mnel1l1 Re5OUrc:e Eldredlon Area

_ Wasle Management Site

C RumlArea

E::J Municipal Booooary

Existing Urban Area

_ Proposed Residential &
Mixed Use Area

Existing Local OffICial
Plan Designated
Employment landa_
Proposed Employment
lands

Date: 19.06.09
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Attachment #2
to LPS69-09

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION FOR 2031
.._-_._~~-.,----:--:---:---..,.....-:--c--.,--_.--
__ Mnnicipality Popnlation*_.. Employmcnt

I-"B-"n,-,rl-"in:.t~',;:t(~)I,-l .__.__. [93,000 106,000
I-,"O.=:alc:-,v:..:.ilc:-lc,,-' I -:c2c-:55)2.09 --f-----. 127,000
I...:cM"-'i"-'lto"'I::.1_,--__-f .::2::.3"'8,"'0::.00"--___ 114,000 ...

Halton Hills 94,000 43,009 _
Hal~()'.l.Begiol::.l__L ..-!-78"-"OCi'0"'0"_'0'____..L.__~39c.:0C1''''00''_'0'___ __'

*T/1e popula/ion numbers represent Tola/ Population, as used in/he Growth Plan. They are no!
comparable to Census Population numhers that are used in Tables J and 2 q/the Regional qflicial Plan.
The d{fference between To/al Population and Cel/sus Population is cal/ed the Census undercoUnl and is
about 4%jhr flalto!'l Region. 1() calculale Activity (Employment 10 Population) Ra!ios, Census Population
numbers should be used.

2-3
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2.6 Table 2-2 sets out the household forecast by dwelling type. Occupied dwelling growth
during the 2011-21 decade is expected to amount to approximately 55,000 units or growth of
31.1 %. During the 2021-31 decade, dwelling growth is expected to be almost identical
(approximately 54,000), with the growth percentage declining to 23.3%.

2.7 Dwelling unit growth over the 2021-31 period, which is the primary focus of this analysis,
is as follows:

Local Municipalitv 2021-31 Unit Growth % of 2021
Burlington 2,919 4.0
Halton Hills 9,359 39.5
Milton 28,862 53.3
Oakville 12,645 15.8
Total 53,785 23.3

2.8 The distribution of housing by type in the Region is expected to be as follows:

Dwelling Type 2006 2011 2021 2031
Low Density 68.0 67.2 63.6 57.2
Medium Density 15.5 16.2 17.5 20.1
Hiah Densitv 16.5 16.6 18.9 22.7
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Medium and high density housing is expected to represent the majority of the housing growth

and a significantly increasing share of total.

2.9 In this regard, it is important to note that:

"To meet the 40% Growth Plan requirement, a significant shift in people's
housing preferences from ground-related to apartment units is required, including
for family-oriented units. While required for Growth Plan conformity, it is not yet
clear how these major cultural, social and economic shifts in the housing market
can be made to occur. Planning for this scale of intensification has major
implications, including to municipal services. These will need to be considered
carefully as the Growth Plan is implemented locally." 1

2.10 Table 2-3 sets out the employment forecast by broad industry class. The 390,000 2031

total corresponds with the total in Attachment #2.

2.11 Employment growth during the 2011-2021 decade is expected to be approximately

84,000 jobs, or growth of 33.2%. During the 2021-31 decade, job growth is expected to decline

to approximately 54,000, or growth of 16.2%.

1 "Phase 3 Sustainable Halton Report 3.07" Executive Summary
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2.12 Job growth over the 2021-31 decade, which is the primary focus of this analysis, is as

follows:

Local Municipality 2021·31 Job Growth % of 2021
Burlington 2,300 2.2
Halton Hills 10,100 31.2
Milton 33,700 41.8
Oakville 8,200 6.9
Total 54,300 16.2

These percentage growth rates indicate that Milton will absorb 62% of the employment increase

during the 2021-31 period.

2.13 The distribution of employment by type in the Region is expected to be as follows:

Industry Cateqorv 2006 2011 2021 2031
Industrial 43.2 42.1 41.4 42.1
Commercial 45.4 46.4 47.0 45.8
Institutional 11.4 11.5 11.6 12.1
Total 100 100 100 100

These percentages indicate that industrial employment as a percentage of total in the Region is

expected to decline 2006-21 and increase 2021-31. The reverse is the case for commercial

employment. Institutional employment is expected to gradually increase as a percentage of

total throughout the period.

2.14 Earlier in the Sustainable Halton process, it was concluded that:

"To accommodate the employment forecast, the Region will require
approximately 1,100 gross hectares of new employment land, beyond the areas
already designated within the current approved urban boundary. The
employment land requirement is based on future development taking place at
currently observed densities and takes into account the increasing proportion of
development in the logistics and distribution sectors along the Highway 401
corridor, which are characterized by highly-automated operations with very low
employment densities." 1

2.15 The employment forecasts have been converted in this report into land area

assumptions for assessment and tax purposes as follows:

• Industrial within the Built Boundary - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.3 coverage .;. 850

sq.ft./employee = 15.37 epna

' lbid
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• Industrial in the Milton PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.3 coverage;. 1,297 sq.ft./employee

= 10.1 epna

• Industrial in the Halton Hills PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.3 coverage ;. 1,065

sq.ft./employee = 12.3 epna

• Commercial within the Built Boundary - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.35 ;. 400 sq.ft./employee

= 38.1 epna

• Commercial in the Milton PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.35 ;. 572 sq.ft./employee = 26.6

epna

• Commercial in the Halton Hills PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.30 ;. 534 sq.ft./employee =

24.5 epna

• Institutional within the Built Boundary - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.30 ;. 400 sq.ft./employee =

32.7 epna

• Institutional in the Milton PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.30 ;. 570 sq.ft./employee = 22.9

epna

• Institutional in the Halton Hills PSA - 43,560 sq.ft./acre X 0.35 ;. 532 sq.ft./employee =

28.6 epna
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TABLE 2-1
2006-2031 POPULATION FORECAST BY DWELLING TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Population- Low Density
Burlington 112,526 117,538 116,473 117,179 114,865 107,625
Halton Hills 46,971 48,665 50,487 51,328 51,121 61,450
Milton 43,530 64,219 85,313 90,539 114,551 145,456
Oakville 125,325 132,412 143,181 144,769 153,742 155,346

Population- Low Density ITotal 328,352 362,834 403,815 434,280
Population- Medium Density

Burlington 28,928 30,089 29,650 29,804 29,450 28,956
Halton Hills 4,014 4,527 5,008 5,153 6,226 16,578
Milton 7,114 12,287 18,144 19,933 28,324 55,545
Oakville 20,665 24,078 29,236 29,991 33,853 37,259

Population- Medium Density ITotal 60,72~ 70,981 "',0""
Population- High Density

Burlington 20,761 23,634 24,887 25,851 31,079 45,134
Halton Hills 3,316 3,662 4,006 4,104 6,183 10,699
Milton 2,523 4,177 7,281 8,423 12,543 25,384
Oakville 17,750 18,435 20,280 20,702 30,331 50,347

Population- High Density llotal ~ 411,lIU, 131.564
Population- Institutional

Burlington 2,185 2,740 2,935 2,966 3,206 3,684
Halton Hills 999 1,046 1,095 1,115 1,169 1,473
Milton 733 1,017 1,309 1,405 1,782 2,515
Oakville 1,873 1,991 2,173 2,204 2,438 2,713

Population- Institutional rotal I 7,511 I

Population- Total
Burlington 164,400 174,000 173,945 175,800 178,600 185,400
Halton Hills 55,300 57,900 60,595 61,700 64,700 90,200
Milton 53,900 81,700 112,047 120,300 157,200 228,900
Oakville 165,613 176,916 194,869 197,666 220,364 245,664
Total I 13 555,466 620,864

!'V,
"""
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TABLE 2-2
2006-2031 UNIT FORECAST BY DWELLING TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Units- Low Density
Burlington 37,546 40,153 41,099 41,348 41,740 40,668
Halton Hills 15,209 16,123 17,274 17,561 18,013 21,903
Milton 14,219 20,368 26,778 28,418 36,338 47,256
Oakville 38,870 41,787 45,955 46,709 50,675 53,150, Total 105,844 11R~4~' 131,106 134,037 1, 162,91

Units- Medium Density
Burlington 11,861 12,588 12,684 12,750 12,859 12,999
Halton Hills 1,541 1,774 2,006 2,064 2,546 6,029
Milton 2,696 4,707 7,082 7,780 11,265 22,629
Oakville 7,975 9,468 11,681 11,991 13,760 15,516

Units- Medium Density I~
Units- High Density

Burlington 12,812 14,756 15,763 16,373 18,526 22,377
Halton Hills 1,709 1,909 2,119 2,171 3,152 5,138
Milton 1,373 2,299 4,065 4,703 6,531 13,111
Oakville 9,735 10,229 11,418 11,660 15,526 23,940

-High Total 29.194 I 34.906
Units- Total

Burlington 62,220 67,498 69,545 70,470 73,125 76,044
Halton Hills 18,459 19,806 21,399 21,797 23,711 33,070
Milton 18,288 27,374 37,925 40,901 54,134 82,996
Oakville 56,580 61,484 69,054 70,359 79,961 92,606

lotal 'v,,,, I I 176,1 1 l' 203,527 284.716

~,
(Xl
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TABLE 2-3
2006-2031 EMPLOYMENT FORECAST BY DEVELOPMENT TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Employment - Industrial
Burlington 36,270 38,711 39,603 39,827 40,767 41,493
Halton Hills 7,579 9,366 11,176 11,628 13,189 19,678
Milton 15,005 19,094 24,861 26,303 32,555 46,888
Oakville 35,165 38,927 44,204 45,523 52,518 56,137

El'Ijpltlymlliltflilci(i$trlal FrOtal??/n? > ne;? »> /?94;019 >11 '/'/ 1?:ii?!lQ ?gUU IU ;;>
Employment - Commercial

Burlington 47,704 52,496 54,570 55,088 57,380 58,888
Halton Hills 8,105 10,183 12,385 12,935 14,745 17,670
Milton 8,653 16,022 24,397 26,491 36,229 49,574
Oakville 34,293 38,172 42,639 43,755 49,229 52,621

EmpltlymeilrE«)tlmmllr(jill.1 I9tal/;;;»U ;(y,/, > ??/ <?/< /(/1; J:i3;~~Q t:i!l;?6~ /'/1i ('/1'.

Employment - Institutional
Burlington 4,426 4,992 5,227 5,285 5,453 5,519
Halton Hills 3,916 4,151 4,380 4,437 4,466 5,153
Milton 3,942 6,084 9,142 9,906 11,916 17,938
Oakville 12,641 13,901 15,198 15,522 17,253 18,442

I2l'1jpl9ymlltltfilrll;titllti9ilal TotaL< </ <?Y / nuu 1/ UU: n/c/, ;("?35;151 <AY :'7/c
Employment - Total

Burlington 88,400 96,200 99,400 100,200 103,600 105,900
Halton Hills 19,600 23,700 27,940 29,000 32,400 42,500
Milton 27,600 41,200 58,400 62,700 80,700 114,400
Oakville 82,100 91,000 102,040 104,800 119,000 127,200

tHTOtaL</c< « « « « <,«<217;700 1<. ««252;100 ?~§;?QQ ':i.~QiQPQ

N,
<D
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3. TAX AND WATER RATE OUTLOOK

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1 The fiscal forecasts in this report are directed primarily toward the 2021-2031 decade,
which extends beyond the coverage of the Region's current Official Plan. This analysis is based

on the Sustainable Halton growth assumptions outlined in Chapter 2 and Appendix A, the

assessment assumptions set out in Appendix B and the operating budget forecasts in Appendix

C (Halton Region), Appendix D (City of Burlington), Appendix E (Town of Halton Hills), Appendix

F (Town of Milton) and Appendix G (Town of Oakville).

3.1.2 The tax impact calculations for the Region and the four individual area municipalities

estimate the net impact, in 2009 dollars, of the Sustainable Halton population and employment

growth on incremental operating and capital from current expenditures, less incremental tax and
non-tax revenues.

3.1.3 The expenditure forecast starts with 2009 average per capita and per employee

expenditures by service. These averages are then adjusted up or down, for application to the
2021-2031 period, in order to reflect:

• economies of scale for services such as General Government, where the basic
organization is already in place;

• diseconomies of scale, for example, in the case of the need to improve fire protection
service levels by moving from a largely volunteer force to a permanent force;

• increases in service level, for example, in the case of transit and, in some cases, parks

and recreation;

• the possible need in some cases, to allocate a larger share of operating expenditures to

capital spending from the operating budget.

3.1.4 The revenue forecast is based on the increment in residential development (Iow density,
medium density or high density) or in non-residential development (industrial, commercial or

institutional employment converted to net occupied land area based on density factors),

multiplied by anticipated assessment amounts by type for 2009 tax purposes, and then by the
applicable 2009 tax rate in each case. Non-tax revenues are also included, on a net

expenditure basis, in the case of user charges and subsidies and on a per capita/employee

basis, in the case of general revenues such as tax penalties, interest earnings, etc.

3.1.5 The difference between the forecast incrernent in expenditures and the increment in

revenues, represents a broad estimate of the extent to which grow1h 2021-2031 is expected to
be revenue-neutral, in terms of 2009 tax rates. Alternatively, an overall operating deficit
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indicates that this growth is expected to piace upward pressure on tax rates, whereas an overali

operating surplus indicates potential for an easing in tax rate increases.

3.1.6 In each case, the surplus or deficit has been compared against the municipality's

estimated 2031 tax levy (in 2009 $). Surpluses or deficits which involve only a few percentage

points of the levy are considered to be of limited impact, given their magnitude and the broad

nature of the analysis being conducted. Tax impacts which are much higher (for example, in the

20% range) may reflect the need for more intensive review of the underlying assumptions, as

weli as the acceptability of the trends involved.

3.2 Summary of the 2021-31 Tax Impact

3.2.1 Table 3-1 provides a summary of the input assumptions and the results of the analysis.

Line 11 indicates that the Burlington analysis results in a smali operating surplus, whereas the

analysis for the Region, Halton Hilis and Oakvilie indicates smali operating deficits - amounting

to tax increases of less than 1% over the 2021-2031 period.

3.2.2 The exception to these findings is the Town of Milton, which wili be absorbing the

majority of the 2021-31 population and employment growth. The expected deficit of $31.4

million represents 19.8% of the Town's estimated 2031 tax levy (in 2009 $). This would involve

an average annual tax increase of 1.8% during that period.

3.3 Summary of 2015-21 Tax Impacts

3.3.1 Appendix H presents a comparison of the difference in the amount and type of

development for the 2015-21 period under BPE 2007 as compared with Sustainable Halton.

The average tax surplus/deficit factors from Appendices C-G have been applied to these

differences, in order to provide a high level estimate of annual fiscal impact.
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TABLE 3-1

SUMMARY OF INPUTS AND RESULTS RE THE SUSTAINABLE HALTON TAX IMPACT ANALYSIS

Halton
Region Burlinaton Halton Hills Milton Oakville

1. Net Operating Expenditures/Capita
1.1 2009 Actual 396 418 353 675 549
1.2 2031 (in 2009 $) 419 413 356 604 522

2. Net Operating Expenditures/Employee
2.1 2009 Actual 223 315 269 767 399
2.2 2031 (in 2009 $\ 230 302 253 583 376

3. Non-Tax Revenues Per Capita
3.1 2009 Actual 286 256 60 393 288
3.2 2031 (in 2009 $) 0 29 26 173 124

4. Non-Tax Revenues Per Employee
4.1 2009 Actual 297 288 109 455 315
4.2 2031 (in 2009 $) 0 29 26 156 124

5. Low Density Residential
5.1 PPU 3.51 3.35 3.10 3.48 3.39
5.2 AssessmenUUnit $ 360,000 $ 360,000 $ 344,000 $ 348,000 $ 440,000
5.3 Annual Surolus/(Deficit\/Unit (443' (78 (125' (1,146 (181

6. Medium Density Residentiai
6.1 PPU 2.57 2.35 2.60 2.55 2.59
6.2 AssessmenUUnit $ 273,000 $ 288,000 $ 285,000 $ 264,000 $ 310,000
6.3 Annual Surolus/lDeficit\/Unit (286' 92 (117 1817 (233

7. High Density Residential
7.1 PPU 1.80 1.54 1.50 1.83 1.70
7.2 AssessmenUUnit $ 216,000 $ 230,000 $ 220,000 $ 190,000 $ 230,000
7.3 Annual Surolus/(Deficit\/Unit (99' 233 131 (585 (54

8. Industrial
8.1 Employees/Net Acre 11.7 15.3 12.3 10.7 153
8.2 AssessmenUAcre $ 1,016,000 $ 800,000 $ 882,000 $ 1,057,000 $ 1,127,000
8.3 Annual Surolus/lDeficit)/Acre 6,283 2,686 3,699 240 4,431

9. Commercial
9.1 Employees/Net Acre 29.9 38.1 24.5 29 381
9.2 AssessmenUAcre $ 1,587,000 $ 1,754,000 $ 1,546,000 $ 1,518,000 $ 1,922,000
9.3 Annual Surolus/(Deflcit\/Acre 494 (2,155 602 (11,036' (2,947

10. % Capital Financinq 30% 20% 30% 26% 25%

2031 Annual Surplus/(Deflcit)/(Millions)
11. Attributable to 2021-31 Growth (0.9) 0.9 (0.0) (31.4) (0.4)

12. Est. 2031 Tax Levy (2009$) 490.7 116.4 42.8 158.9 164.4

13. Surplus/Deficit as a % of Levy -0.2% 0.8% 0.0% -19.8% -0.2%

14. Annual Tax Rate Change +0.02% -0.08% 0.00% +1.8% +0.02%

In addition, there is also an anticipated 2031 requirement of 390 buses for inter-municipal, enhanced transit purposes (Table 3·
2), as part of meeting the SH 20% transit modal split objective. This need is net of approximately 107 buses which are
assumed to be provided for this function, and are included in the Area Municipal forecasts.
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TABLE 3-2

TRANSIT REQUIRED (AS OF 2031)

3-4

NUMBER OF BUSES (NET OF HANDIVANS)

PROVISION IN INDEPENDENT ESTIMATE

APPENDICES D-G OF REQUIREMENT (GHD)

Burlington 101 ' 162

Halton Hills - -
Milton 106 20

Oakville 225 225

Sub Total 432 407

Intermunicipal (i.e. higher - 3952

order service)

Grand Total 432 802"

'.31 buses/1 ,000 capita in 2008 (54 buses) X 185.4 thousand 2031 X 1.75 =101 buses
2 Reduced from 497 to 395 based on 407'" 4 = 102 municipal buses providing "higher order" transit
service
3 Costed at $487,000/bus plus 40% for depots and terminals and approximately $110,000/year net
operating cost/bus
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4. CAPITAL FUNDING OUTLOOK

4.1 Introduction

4.1.1 This chapter consists of two related sections. The first section reviews the outlook for

capital expenditures at the Region and Local Municipal level, with a focus on those capital

expenditures which primarily represent the requirement of growth. In this regard, the 2021-2031

period is the primary concern, but available pre 2021 data is provided as relevant context.

The second section of the chapter considers this information in the context of the outlook for

development charges throughout Halton, relative to the servicing needs of the Sustainable
Halton 2021-2031 growth forecast. Development charges are expected to finance the vast

majority of the capital expenditures involved (apart from repair and replacement requirement).

4.2 Capital Expenditures

Halton Region

4.2.1 Table 4-1A sets out the Region's forecast of total capital expenditures (both tax and rate

financed) 2009-2018. The annual level of capital expenditures is expected to decline from $516

million in 2009, to an average of $383 million 2010-2014 and further into the $139 million-$215

million range 2015-2018.

4.2.2 90% of the Region's capital 2009-18 program is for water, wastewater and transportation

services. The other services, each of which comprises 1-2% of total capital spending, include

(in order of expenditure size):

• Facilities Management;

• Police;

• Housing;

• Waste Management;

• Information Technology;

• Planning;

• Other.

4.2.3 Anticipated funding for these expenditures is expected to come largely (43%) from

development charges, as well as Tax/Rate Reserves (32%), the Infrastructure Investment
Revolving Fund (13%), Debentures (8%) and External Recoveries (4%).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Haltonlsustainable halton de outlook.doe



TABLE 4-1A

Approved 2009 Budaet & Business Plan

2009 Capital Budget & Forecast

Summary of Total Capital Budget & Financing ($OOO's)

Gross
Proqrams Cost 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Program Expenditures;

Water S 850,558 $ 203,298 $ 85,475 S 34,834 S 55,584 $ 65,353 $ 270,657 S 36,438 $ 34,041 $ 37,455 S 27,423
Waslewaler 832,857 168,755 188,827 55,438 77,342 108,968 60,355 35,915 67,329 33,913 36,015
TransportaHon 1,168,276 115.343 113,405 137,807 171,382 216,413 95,Q63 103.672 81.879 86,905 46,407

Vllasle Mgmt 46,200 3,650 9,320 9,405 7,715 420 370 1,840 12,600 880
FacililyMgml 69,650 6,595 34,629 1,795 2,500 1,950 2.020 2.105 2,190 3,280 12,586
Information Technology 43,929 3,572 3,463 4.399 3.854 4,210 4,005 4.437 6,012 5,125 4,852

Planning 28,195 4,044 5,057 4.443 2,443 3,293 2,293 1,793 1,543 1,643 1,643
Housing 46,329 3,449 4,295 4,399 4,582 4.617 4,730 4,921 4,964 5;086 5,286
OlherTax 24,218 2,775 5,735 2,280 2,174 1,524 2,033 2,732 1,827 1,559 1,569
Police 48,923 4,228 11.570 12,210 ' 7,035 2,535 1,585 2,435 2,875 2,250 2,200

Tolal $ 3,159,136 $- 515,709 $- 461,776 $ 267,010 $ 334,610 $ 409,283 $443,111 $ 196,288 $ 215,259 $177,226 $ 138,861
Flnanclng;

External Rcvry S 82,054 $ 17,240 S 62,795 $ 955 $ 730 , 80 , 30 $ 80 S 30 S 82 $ 32
Tax ReseNes 483,242 46,629 58,513 69,126 70,315 72,284 33,423 38,742 41,447 28,990 23.772
Rate Reserves 529,055 41.789 41,229 42,353 42.337 54,164 57,742 60,292 62,002 63,671 £3,474
Dev't Charges. Resid. 1,151,817 230,490 123,897 75,941 122,578 181,067 202,504 63,470 68,696 56,706 26,468
Dev't Charges - Non-Res. 219,643 20.986 18.321 22,892 27.581 28,863 24,295 24,180 20,093 19,772 12,659

lnfrslrctr Invslml Revolving Fnd 426,948 108,758 58,191 11,559 28,519 59.051 117,370 9,524 22,991 8,005 2,970

Debentures 266,377 49,807 98.830 44,184 42,550 13,774 7,746 - 9,486

Total $ 3,159,136 $ 515,709 $ 461,776 $ 257,010 $ 334,610 $ 409,283 $ 443,111 $ 196,288 S 215,259 $177,226 $ 138,861

Nota: Inclt.:cle~ FiMncing Cost. Schedule may not ad:i dllo 10 round;~_g.
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4.2.4 During the 1O-year forecast period, the amount provided by tax revenues is expected to

decline somewhat, as is the case with the Revolving Fund and Debentures and, to a greater

extent, with Residential Development Charges and Extemal Recoveries; however, Rate

Reserves are expected to fund a larger amount of capital funding, stabilizing in the $60-64

miliion/year range 2015-2018.

4.2.5 Most of the Region's debt is directed toward non-growth-related costs, i.e. the

replacement/rehabilitation of existing infrastructure. The non-growth share of projects included

in the development program is to be debt financed, along with growth-related employment land

project costs. In the latter case, these debt charges are to be interim-financed from the

Revolving Fund. The Fund wili subsequently be repaid, including carrying costs, from

development charges, as benefiting development occurs.

4.2.6 Figure 4-1 sets out the Region's forecast debt charges relative to total operating
expenditures (1996-2018). The percentage involved Is expected to increase from 4-5% (1999

2006) to 6.9%-7.4% (2011-2014), declining thereafter to 4.4% in 2018.

4.2.7 The Province has established a debt capacity upper limit guideline for municipalities of

25% of own revenues. The Region's own guideline of 10% of total operating expenditures,

translates to approximately 14% of own revenues. As a result, the Region's forecast ratios

during this period, are expected to remain weli below both the Provincial and the Halton

guidelines.

4.2.8 Figure 4-2 sets out the Region's forecast debt charges relative to the number of

households resident in Halton. This schedule iliustrates the increasing reliance on debt

financing in Halton generaliy since 2000, which is expected to continue for several more years,

but sharply diminish post 2013.

4.2.9 The Region considers it important that appropriate reserve levels are maintained, such

that it can finance the forecast capital program with manageable debt levels and maintenance of

funding flexibility as new chalienges arise. This includes provision for sufficient reserves funded

from operating contributions to cover the life cycle cost of its buildings and equipment assets.

4.2.10 Figure 4-3 graphs average annual spending for Regional Roads and Structures for the

2009-15, 2016-21 and 2022-31 periods. The average annual level of spending post 2016 is well

below 2009-16 levels.

4.2.11 Figure 4-4 presents similar information for Regional water and wastewater capital
expenditures. The spending pattem involves a pronounced step-down from 2009-15, to 2016

21 to 2022-31.
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FIGURE 4-1

Debt Charges to Total Operating Expenditures (1996.2018}
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FIGURE 4-2

Debt Per Household
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Excerpted from Halton Region 2009 Budget and Business Plan,

p. 60 & p, 64.
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FIGURE 4·3

HALTON REGION ROADS AND STRUCTURES PROJECTS
CAPITAL SPENDING ESTIMATE

(ANNUALAVERAGE FOR THREE PERIODS 2009-2031)'
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FIGURE 4·4
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HALTON REGION WATER AND WASTEWATER PROJECTS
CAPITAL SPENDING ESTIMATE
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City of Burlington

4.2.12 Burlington's 2009-18 capital expenditure forecast is summarized as Figure 0-1 (p. 0-4)

and its capital funding forecast as Figure 0-2 (p. 0-5).

4.2.13 Table 0-4A (p. 0-11) compares roads and related requirements for the three time

periods involved. None of the expenditure forecasts for the eight asset categories involved
would indicate that the capital spending outlook for the 2021-31 period is disproportionately

high.

4.2.14 The City is anticipating a significant increase in transit capital spending. Based on

$682,000/bus (inclusive of depots and terminals), this 2021-31 spending requirement is

expected to be in the order of $13.6 million (20 buses X $682,000).

Town of Ha/ton Hills

4.2.15 Figure E-1 (p. E-4) summarizes the Town's Preliminary Capital Forecast by service

2009-18 and Figure E-2 addresses the anticipated funding sources for these expenditures.

4.2.16 The most specific 2021-31 major capital forecast information available is for the $50.8

million roads program on p. E-13. If this were spread evenly over the 2021-31 decade, it would

involve approximately $5 million in annual roads capital expenditures and is, by itself, somewhat

below the anticipated 2009-18 spending level for this service.

Town of Milton

4.2.17 Milton's 22-year growth capital program is graphed in Figure F-1 B and its Iifecycle

(asset replacement) capital contribution forecast as Figure F-1 C.

4.2.18 A number of growth-related spending peaks are anticipated prior to 2021, but the

heaviest concentration in spending is expected in the first half of the 2021-31 decade. The

Town's Iifecycle reserve requirements increase significantly during that period as well.

Town of Oakville

4.2.19 Figure G-1 (p. G-5) summarizes the Town of Oakville's development charge capital

forecast for the 2009-18 period. Figure G-2 (p. G-6) illustrates that most of this program is

expected to be development charge funded. Figure G-3 (p. G-7) summarizes the Town's roads

and related development charge capital program for the entire 2009-31 period. From this

Figure, it is apparent that the 2022-2031 program includes three annual spending peaks at
magnitudes similar to those anticipated during the 2009-2021 period. More specifically, the

2009-21 capital program totals $312.2 million ($24 million/year on average, as compared with

the 2022-31 program of $312.3 million and $31 million/year on average.

Watson & Associates Economists Ud. H:\Halton\sustainable ha/ton de outlook. doe
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4.3 Development Charge Outlook

4.3.1 Development charges have been updated over the past year or more by the Region and

the four Area Municipalities for the period extending to 2021 in most cases (several years earlier

for the "soft services" and to 2031 in the case of Town of Oakville roads).

4.3.2 Development charges are paid directly by builders and subdividers and indirectly by the

purchasers and renters of homes and business premises. High development charges may

serve to some degree, to restrict development and to make home ownership less affordable.

Halton's development charges are presently among the highest in Ontario and the prospect of a
significant OP-related increase over the long term, could represent a concern.

4.3.3 The objective of this analysis is to estimate the direction that DCs are expected to take

2021-31 as a result of the amount, location, type and timing of growth anticipated under

Sustainable Halton. Tables 4-1, 4-2 and 4-3 set out the Regional and Area Municipal

development charges applicable in Halton as of August 31, 2009 for residential (single

detached), retail and non-retail/non-residential development.

Region of Ha/ton

4.3.4 Calculations supporting the findings of this report are to be found in Appendix C.

The anticipation for the residential roads charge for the 2021-2031 period, is potentially for a

decrease in the charge of approximately $1,700 per SOU, assuming that the required level of

transit investment across the Region has been made.

The Region's residential water and wastewater charge applicable to the 2021-2031 period is

expected to increase by approximately $400.

Overall, a significant change in the 2021-2031 development charge for the remaining "General

Services" as a whole, is not envisaged.

City of Burlington

4.3.5 The City of Burlington imposes a comparatively low residential development charge for
its own purposes ($7,538/SDU). Most of its charge (54%) is for Roads and Related purposes.

Capital expenditures for this service post-2021 are potentially expected to decline modestly and

significant upward pressure on this component of the DC is not anticipated.
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TABLE 4-1

HALTON REGION

SUMMARY OF CURRENT DEVELOPMENT CHARGES (as at August 31, 2009)

($ per Single Detached Unit)

Non-HUSP HUSP

Service Burlington Halton Hills Oakville Milton

Region Services
EMS $ 80.83 $ 80.83 $ 80.83 $ 80.83

Facilities $ 155.93 $ 155.93 $ 155.93 $ 155.93

GO Transit $ 1,011.63 $ 1,011.63 $ 1,011.63 $ 1,011.63

Growth Studies $ 242.24 $ 242.24 $ 242.24 $ 242.24

Police $ 312.03 $ 312.03 $ 312.03 $ 312.03

Social Housing $ 308.51 $ 308.51 $ 308.51 $ 308.51

Roads $ 12,801.35 $ 12,801.35 $ 12,801.35 $ 12,801.35

Services for Seniors $ 181.60 $ 181.60 $ 181.60 $ 181.60

Water $ 5,782.48 $ 5,782.48 $ 9,200.37 $ 9,200.37

Wastewater $ 4,550.49 $ 4,550.49 $ 6,607.28 $ 6,607.28

Region Total $ 25,427.09 $ 25,427.09 $ 30,901.77 $ 30,901.77

lower Tier Services

Fire $ 200.00 $ 774.17 $ 773.00 $ 283.00

Library $ 362.00 $ 1,290.29 $ 946.00 $ 579.00

Parks & Recreation $ 2,019.00 $ 5,845.06 $ 7,539.00 $ 5,396.00

Parking $ 320.55 $ 420.00

Transit $ 107.00 $ - $ 1,139.00 $ 51.00

Public Works $ 857.49 $ 888.00

General Government $ 42.00 $ 489.50 $ 339.00 $ 215.00

Storm $ 700.00 $ 123.82

Roads & Related $ 4,108.00 $ 4,259.68 $ 9,638.00 $ 4,172.00

Lower Tier Tota I $ 7,538.00 $ 13,960.56 $ 21,682.00 $ 10,696.00

Overall Total $ 32,965.09 $ 39,387.65 $ 52,583.77 $ 41,597.77
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TABLE 4-2

HALTON REGION

SUMMARY OF CURRENT DEVELOPMENT CHARGES las at August 31, 2009)

($ per sq. m. of RETAIL GFA)

Non-HU5P HU5P

Service Burlington Halton Hills Oakville Milton

Region Services

EM5 $ 0,24 $ 0,24 $ 0.24 $ 0.24

Facilities $ 0,12 $ 0.12 $ 0.12 $ 0.12

Growth 5tudies $ 1.51 $ 1.51 $ 1.51 $ 1.51

Police $ 2.31 $ 2.31 $ 2.31 $ 2.31

Social Housing $ - $ - $ -

Roads $ 84.82 $ 84,82 $ 84,82 $ 84,82

Services for Seniors $ - $ - $ -

Water $ 17,91 $ 17,91 $ 43.56 $ 43.56

Wastewater $ 22,88 $ 22.88 $ 38.37 $ 38.37

Region Total $ 129.79 $ 129.79 $ 170.93 $ 170.93

lower Tier Services

Fire $ 2,14 $ 3.70 $ 0.92 $ 3.40

Library $ 0.13 $ - $ - $ 0.49

Parks & Recreation $ 0.73 $ - $ - $ 2.67

Parking $ 1.68 $ 2.06

Transit $ 1.15 $ - $ 5.53 $ 0.13

Public Works $ 4.56 $ 1.64

General Government $ 0.46 $ 2,34 $ 0.66 $ 1.58

5torm $ 3.02 $ 0,66

Roads & Related $ 77.43 $ 53.16 $ 79.66 $ 26,71

Lower Tier Total $ 85.06 $ 66.10 $ 90.47 $ 34.98 1

Overall Total $ 214.85 $ 195.89 $ 261.40 $ 205.91

1
Milton Retail charge is phased in, and the charge currently in place is the charge from the former by-law.

The charge increases to $57.26 per sq. m. on April 1,2010.
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TABLE 4-3

HALTON REGION

SUMMARY OF CURRENT DEVELOPMENT CHARGES (as at August 31, 2009)

($ per sq. m. of NON-RETAIL GFA)

Non-HUSP HUSP

Service Burlington Halton Hills Oakville Milton

Region Services
EMS $ 0.24 $ 0.24 $ 0.24 $ 0.24

Facilities $ 0.12 $ 0.12 $ 0.12 $ 0.12

Growth Studies $ 1.51 $ 1.51 $ 1.51 $ 1.51

Police $ 2.31 $ 2.31 $ 2.31 $ 2.31

Social Housing $ - $ - $ -
Roads (Until March 31, 2010) 1 $ 68.70 $ 68.70 $ 68.70 $ 68.70

Services for Seniors $ - $ - $ -

Water $ 17.91 $ 17.91 $ 43.56 $ 43.56

Wastewater $ 22.88 $ 22.88 $ 38.37 $ 38.37
Region Total $ 113.67 $ 113.67 $ 154.81 $ 154.81

Lower Tier Services
Fire $ 2.14 $ 3.70 $ 0.92 $ 2.05

library $ 0.13 $ - $ - $ 0.32

Parks & Recreation $ 0.73 $ - $ - $ 2.79

Parking $ 1.68 $ 2.06

Transit $ 1.15 $ - $ 5.53 $ 0.22
Public Works $ 4.56 $ 1.64

General Government $ 0.46 $ 2.34 $ 0.66 $ 0.97

Storm $ 3.02 $ 0.66

Roads & Related $ 28.32 $ 13.75 $ 79.66 $ 26.81

Lower Tier Total $ 35.95 $ 26.69 $ 90,47 $ 33.16
Overall Total $ 149.62 $ 140.36 $ 245.28 $ 187.97

1 Halton Region Roads charge is phased in and is currently 81% of the Retail Roads charge until March 31,

2010.
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The City's second largest residential DC component is for Parks and Recreation (27%). It is

anticipated that Burlington will increase its service level in this area during the coming decade,

therefore potentially increasing its 2021-31 DC for this purpose.

Transit is currently a very small DC component (1 %) but is expected to grow in size. None of

the other services are inherently expected to involve significantly different DCs 2021-2031.

As a result, it is concluded that the City's residential DC can be expected to increase somewhat

2021-31 but the quantum is expected to continue to be at comparatively low levels, assuming

no fundamental change is made in DC calculation methodology.

Town of Ha/ton Hills

4.3.6 The Town of Halton Hills imposes a residential development charge for its own purposes

that is mid-way in size between that of Burlington and Oakville. Most of the residential charge is

for Parks and Recreation (42%) and Roads (31%). The Parks and Recreation service level is

expected to continue to increase and the DC can be expected to increase commensurately, but

on a gradual basis.

8th Line from 15 Sideroad to Steeles

10th Line from 10 Sideroad to Steeles

5 Sideroad from Townline to WCB
•
•

•

The Town's primary road widening requirements 2021-31 are expected to include:

Millions $ 2009

$18.4

12.4

30.0

$60.8

If this cost is broadly assumed to be 80% growth-related and DC recoverable, then the single

detached DC for these projects (assuming 100% coverage of the eligible cost by population and

employment growth 2021-31, would be:

$60,800,000 X 0.8 DC recoverable X 72% Residential Share X 3.1 ppu/SDU

25,500 net population increase 2021-31

= $4,257/SDU

This amount is almost identical to the Town's current roads DC of $4,260/SDU. Accordingly, it

is assumed that the post 2021 benefits of roads projects constructed earlier in time, plus some

additional smaller 2021-2031 projects, may serve to increase the Town's 2021-31 Roads DC

beyond current levels.

The other services are generally anticipated to be funded by a DC similar in size to the present

charge (in 2009 $).
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As a result, it is concluded that the Town's post 2021 residential DC can be expected to

increase somewhat, but the quantum is unlikely to be significantly higher as a result of

Sustainable Halton.

Town of Oakville

4.3.7 The Town of Oakville has the highest lower-tier residential development charge in the

Region by a significant margin. Most of this charge is for Roads and Related purposes (44%)

and Parks and Recreation (35%). Since the Roads charge has already been calculated on the
basis of the Town's 2009-2031 capital program, it is not expected to increase significantly over

time (beyond provision for inflation and any project cost modifications).

The charge for Transit is expected to increase, as part of moving toward a higher transit modal

split. Similarly, other DC components such as Parks and Recreation may gradually augment

service levels, but overall there is no apparent outlook for a tangibly higher charge as a result of

the Sustainable Halton growth plan.

Town of Milton

4.3.8 The Town of Milton presently imposes a residential DC of $10,696/SDU which is a

relatively low charge in comparison with Oakville and Halton Hills.

In Milton's case, a more detailed assessment of the potential future development charge has

been carried out and this work reveals the need for a significant increase in the residential DC,

to approximately $17,000/SDU.

In addition, funding of the Town's capital program will continue to require an additional Municipal

Act "capital contribution" from developers of approximately $2,400/residential unit. This is

required to assist the Town in funding a portion of non-DC-recoverable costs which are, in fact,

growth-related. Milton also requires landowner cash flow assistance in front-end financing the

large capital program that is involved. This is required in order to moderate the Town's

requirement to issue long term debt, which would otherwise be beyond Town and even

Provincial guidelines.

Finally, although storm water management is not part of the development charge calculation,

the Town anticipates that subdividers will be subject to significant costs for this purpose.
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TABLE A-1
2006-2031 POPULATION FORECAST BY DWELLING TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Population- Low Density
Burlington 112,526 117,538 116,473 117,179 114,865 107,625
Halton Hills 46,971 48,665 50,487 51,328 51,121 61,450
Milton 43,530 64,219 85,313 90,539 114,551 145,456
Oakville 125,325 132,412 143,181 144,769 153,742 155,346

Population- Low Density ITotal 328,352 362,834 395,454 403,815 434,280
Population- Medium Density

Burlington 28,928 30,089 29,650 29,804 29,450 28,956
Halton Hills 4,014 4,527 5,008 5,153 6,226 16,578
Milton 7,114 12,287 18,144 19,933 28,324 55,545
Oakville 20,665 24,078 29,236 29,991 33,853 37,259

Population- Medium Density ITotal 70.981
Population- High Density

Burlington 20,761 23,634 24,887 25,851 31,079 45,134
Halton Hills 3,316 3,662 4,006 4,104 6,183 10,699
Milton 2,523 4,177 7,281 8,423 12,543 25,384
Oakville 17,750 18,435 20,280 20,702 30,331 50,347

Population- High Density Total I 1,
Population- Institutional

Burlington 2,185 2,740 2,935 2,966 3,206 3,684
Halton Hills 999 1,046 1,095 1,115 1,169 1,473
Milton 733 1,017 1,309 1,405 1,782 2,515
Oakville 1,873 1,991 2,173 2,204 2,438 2,713

Population- Institutional Total Pi 7Qn I 6,794 7,511 I
Population- Total

Burlington 164,400 174,000 173,945 175,800 178,600 185,400
Halton Hills 55,300 57,900 60,595 61,700 64,700 90,200
Milton 53,900 81,700 112,047 120,300 157,200 228,900
Oakville 165,613 176,916 194,869 197,666 220,364 245,664

Total Total 439,213 490,516 541,456 555,466 620,864

:;-
~
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TABLE A-2
2006-2031 UNIT FORECAST BY DWELLING TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Units- Low Density
Burlington 37,546 40,153 41,099 41,348 41,740 40,668
Halton Hills 15,209 16,123 17,274 17,561 18,013 21,903
Milton 14,219 20,368 26,778 28,418 36,338 47,256
Oakville 38,870 41,787 45,955 46,709 50,675 53,150
Total 105,844 118,431 131,1061

Units- Medium Density
Burlington 11,861 12,588 12,684 12,750 12,859 12,999
Halton Hills 1,541 1,774 2,006 2,064 2,546 6,029
Milton 2,696 4,707 7,082 7,780 11,265 22,629
Oakville 7,975 9,468 11,681 11,991 13,760 15,516

Units- Medium Density Total 57,173
Units- High Density

Burlington 12,812 14,756 15,763 16,373 18,526 22,377
Halton Hills 1,709 1,909 2,119 2,171 3,152 5,138
Milton 1,373 2,299 4,065 4,703 6,531 13,111
Oakville 9,735 10,229 11,418 11,660 15,526 23,940

Units- High Density Total I
Units- Total

Burlington 62,220 67,498 69,545 70,470 73,125 76,044
Halton Hills 18,459 19,806 21,399 21,797 23,711 33,070
Milton 18,288 27,374 37,925 40,901 54,134 82,996
Oakville 56,580 61,484 69,054 70,359 79,961 92,606
ITotal 176,162 197,923 203,527 I 284,716

:p-
N
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TABLE A-3
2006-2031 EMPLOYMENT FORECAST BY DEVELOPMENT TYPE

Development Area
2006 2011 2015 2016 2021 2031

Employment - Industrial
Burlington 36,270 38,711 39,603 39,827 40,767 41,493
Halton Hills 7,579 9,366 11,176 11,628 13,189 19,678
Milton 15,005 19,094 24,861 26,303 32,555 46,888
Oakville 35,165 38,927 44,204 45,523 52,518 56,137

E:l'l'Iplc)Yml:ihtelhqU$t~ial TOtal,) ) ", 11«f./< l()!>i()!111 fj 12:fi211() S1;l~i()gll /,
Employment - Commercial

Burlington 47,704 52,496 54,570 55,088 57,380 58,888
Halton Hills 8,105 10,183 12,385 12,935 14,745 17,670
Milton 8,653 16,022 24,397 26,491 36,229 49,574
Oakville 34,293 38,172 42,639 43,755 49,229 52,621

EI'l'IPlc)YI'l'I~hteicpmml:it!,iill Tptal ff flj"i "«/ ;i'< ''If ,7[1 l;l;l;~~() .1;lIl;g!>~ <;6<//1i fiit
Employment - Institutional

Burlington 4,426 4,992 5,227 5,285 5,453 5,519
Halton Hills 3,916 4,151 4,380 4,437 4,466 5,153
Milton 3,942 6,084 9,142 9,906 11,916 17,938
Oakville 12,641 13,901 15,198 15,522 17,253 18,442

E:mplpYl'l'IemSlh$titl.ltipriill TPtal /cl/ if 11// l'fil;l;lf ;1;< 1< //~1;'11;' ';I).~ ff 7//47:01;'

Employment - Total
Burlington 88,400 96,200 99,400 100,200 103,600 105,900
Halton Hills 19,600 23,700 27,940 29,000 32,400 42,500
Milton 27,600 41,200 58,400 62,700 80,700 114,400
Oakville 82,100 91,000 102,040 104,800 119,000 127,200

fl"p!alfil '.XXf ITOtal'/ ff' i)f f' ff77217;700 2!)g;1()() 2117i711() 2~6i7()0 :f~();()()()

:po
w
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TABLE A-4
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE REGION OF HALTON

2006-2015 2015-2021 2021-2031
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference 2007 aPE Sustainable Difference Sustainable

Hallon Hallon Halton

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 26,570 25,262 (1,308) 14,619 15,661 1,041 16,211

Medium Density 10,370 9,379 (991) 7,208 6,977 (231) 16,743

High Density 7,820 7,735 (85) 7,383 10,371 2,987 20,831

Total 44,759 42,376 (2,383) 29,211 33,008 3,797 53,785

Net Pooulation 114,500 102,243 112,257 75,200 79,408 4,208 129,301

Within Built
Outside

Non-Residential Employment
Boundary

Built Total
Boundary

Industrial 23,709 25,825 2,115 17,860 19,184 1,325 6,938 18,229 25,167

Commercial 35,803 35,234 (569) 17,896 23,593 5,697 8,562 12,607 21,170

Institutional 9,191 9,021 (170) 4,845 5,142 297 2,300 5,664 7,964

Total 68,703 70,080 1,377 40,601 47,920 7,319 17,800 36,500 54,300

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha) 1 Net Ha

Industrial n/a 680 n/a 35 182 686 868

Commercial n/a 374 n/a 60 91 195 286

Institutional n/a 112 n/a 4 29 98 127

Total n/a 1,166 n/a 99 302 979 1,281

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial n/a 21,950,935 n/a 1,125,906 5,897,349 22,140,835 28,038,184

Commercial n/a 14,093,694 n/a 2,278,822 3,424,867 7,105,330 10,530,197

Institutional n/a 3,608,580 n/a 118,839 919,909 3,200,976 4,120,885

Total n/a 39,653,209 n/a 3,523,566 10,242,125 32,447,141 42,689,266

Note: Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows (Outside the Built Boundary is the sum of the local municipalities):
Industrial 850 sq.ft. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.fl. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage
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TABLE A-S
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE CITY OF BURLlNGTON

A-5

2006-2015 2015-2021 2021-2031
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Sustainable

Hallon Hallon Hallon

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 2,690 3,552 863 479 641 162 (1,072)

Medium Density 2,482 823 (1,659) 446 175 (271) 140

High Density 2,588 2,950 362 1,715 2,763 1,048 3,851

Total 7,759 7,325 (434) 2,641 3,580 939 2,919

Net Po ulation 14,900 9,545 (5,355 2,700 4,655 1,955 6,800

Non-Residential Employment Total

Industrial 4,376 3,334 (1,043) 2,940 1,163 (1,777) 726

Commercial 9,369 6,865 (2,504) 1,427 2,810 1,383 1,508

Institutional 1,855 801 (1,054) 1,032 227 (806) 66

Total 15,600 11,000 (4,600) 5,400 4,200 (1,200) 2,300

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha> 1 Net Ha

Industrial nla 88 nla (47) 19

Commercial o/a 73 nla 15 16

Institutional nla 10 nla (10) 1

Total nla 171 nla (42) 36

Non~ResidentjalFloor Area 1

Industrial nla 2,833,507 nla (1,510,765) 617,229

Commercial nla 2,746,070 nla 553,349 603,145

Institutional nla 320,385 nla (322,362) 26,394

Total nla 5,899,962 nla (1,279,778) 1,246,768

Note: Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.fl. per employee & 30"/0 coverage
Commercial 400 sq.lt. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sqJt. per employee & 30% coverage
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TABLE A-6
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE TOWN OF OAKVILLE

A-6

2006·2015 2015-2021 2021-2031
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Sustainable

Hallon Halton Hallon

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 7,456 7,085 (371) 3,749 4,720 971 2,475

Medium Density 4,161 3,706 (455) 4,337 2,079 (2,258) 1,756

High Density 3,654 1,683 (1,971) 4,493 4,108 (385) 8,415

Total 15,272 12,474 (2,798) 12,578 10,907 (1,671) 12,645

Net Population 34,400 29,256 5,144 29,500 25,495 4,005 25,300

Non~Residential Employment Total

Industrial 10,045 9,039 (1,007) 9,202 8,314 (887) 3,619

Commercial 9,296 8,345 (951) 7,312 6,590 (722) 3,392

Institutional 2,859 2,556 (303) 2,285 2,056 (230) 1,189

Total 22,200 19,940 (2,260) 18,800 16,960 (1,840) 8,200

Non-Residential Land ArealNet Ha) 1 Net Ha

Industrial "la 238 "la (23) 95

Commercial "la 69 "la (8) 36

Institutional "la 32 nla (3) 15

Total nla 359 nla (34) 146

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial nla 7,682,744 nla (754,283) 3,076,053

Commercial nla 3,338,151 nla (288,965) 1,356,892

Institutional nla 1,022,489 nla (91,892) 475,554

Total nla 12,043,384 nla (1,135,139) 4,908,499

Note: Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.fl. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage
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TABLE Aw7
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE TOWN OF MILTON

A-7

2006-2015 2015-2021 2021-2031
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Sustainable

Halton Hallon Hallon

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 13,854 12,559 (1,295) 9,851 9,560 (291) 10,918

Medium Density 2,597 4,386 1,789 1,866 4,183 2,317 11,364

High Density 998 2,692 1,694 585 2,466 1,881 6,580

Total 17,448 19,637 2,189 12,302 16,209 3,908 28,862

Net Pooulation 54,000 58,147 4,147 39,500 45,153 5,653 71,700

Within Built
Outside

Non-Residential Emplovment BoundaN Built Total
Boundary

Industrial 6,546 9,856 3,310 4,087 7,694 3,607 2,593 11,740 14,333

Commercial 13,755 15,744 1,990 7,109 11,832 4,724 3,662 9,683 13,345

Institutional 4,302 5,200 898 1,406 2,774 1,368 1,045 4,977 6,022

Total 24,603 30,800 6,197 12,601 22,300 9,699 7,300 26,400 33,700

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha) 1 Net Ha

Industrial nla 259 nla 95 68 472 540

Commercial nla 167 nla 50 39 147 186

Institutional nla 64 nla 17 13 88 101

Total nla 490 nla 162 120 707 827

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial nla 8,377,362 nla 3,066,060 2,204,067 15,230,451 17,434,518

Commercial nla 6,297,747 nla 1,889,453 1,464,830 5,542,482 7,007,312

Institutional nla 2,080,118 nla 547,107 417,961 2,835,896 3,253,857

Total nla 16,755,227 nla 5,502,620 4,086,858 23,608,829 27,695,687

Note: Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows (Outside Built Boundary in brackets):
Industrial 850 sq.ft. per employee & 30% coverage (1,297 sq.ft. 30% coverage)
Commercial 400 sq.!\. per employee & 35% coverage (572 sq.f\. 35% coverage)

Institutional 400 sq.ft. per employee & 30% coverage (570 sq.f!. 30% coverage)
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TABLE A-a
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re;

THE TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

A-8

2006-2015 2015-2021 2021-2031
Development Type 2007 aPE Sustainable Difference 2007 aPE Sustainable Difference Sustainable

Hallon Halton Halton

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 2,570 2,065 (505) 540 739 199 3,890

Medium Density 1,130 465 (665) 560 540 (20) 3,483

High Density 580 410 (170) 590 1,033 443 1,986

Total 4,280 2,940 (1,340) 1,690 2,312 622 9,359

Net Po ulation 11,200 5,295 5,905 3,500 4,105 605 25,500

Within Built
Outside

Non-Residential Employment
Boundary

Built Total
Boundary

Industrial 2,742 3,597 855 1,631 2,013 382 6,489 6,489

Commercial 3,383 4,279 896 2,048 2,361 312 2,924 2,924

Institutional 175 464 288 121 86 (35) 687 687

Total 6,300 8,340 2,040 3,800 4,460 660 10,100 10,100

Non~ResjdentialLand Area(Net Ha) 1 Net Ha

Industrial nla 95 nla 10 214 214

Commercial nla 45 nla 3 48 48

Institutional nla 6 nla 0 10 10

Total nla 146 nla 13 272 272

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial nla 3,057,322 nla 324,894 6,910,384 6,910,384

Commercial nla 1,711,726 nla 124,984 1,562,848 1,562,848

Institutional nla 185,588 nla (14,014) 365,080 365,080

Total nla 4,954,636 nla 435,864 8,838,312 8,838,312

Note: Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows (Outside Built Boundary in brackets):
Industrial 850 sq.!!. per employee & 30% coverage (1,065 sq.!!. 30% coverage)
Commercial 400 sq.f!. per employee & 35% coverage (534sq.f!. 30% coverage)
Institutional 400 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage (532 sq.f!. 35% coverage)
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APPENDIX B- ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS

B-1

1. The majority of the municipal revenues available to finance operating expenditures (net

of user and related fees) will be derived from property taxation.

The forecast of future property tax revenues is based on:

• the 2009 base year tax rates by assessment class;

• multiplied by the forecast growth in households by type and employment by

industry category;

• multiplied by assessment for 2009 tax purposes for each type of development.

2. In order to ensure that the assessment assumptions that are used are realistic, two

different approaches were used in arriving at them, as follows:

2.1 A small assessment sample (for 2009 tax purposes) was taken for four different

residential development types and four different types of non-residential

development, for each of the four area municipalities. This sample covered a

representative range of development sub-types and locations and revealed the

breadth of the differences involved even on a per acre or per square foot of floor

area basis. Median values were used in order to eliminate "outliers."

2.2 The BMA 2008-purpose comparison of relative taxes and tax rates was

consulted as part of establishing appropriate inter-municipal assessment
relationships and cross-checking values.

3. The assessment assumptions that were adopted have regard for the results produced by

these two approaches. The resulting assumptions and associated methodology are

summarized in Table R-2 (Residential Assessment)' and Table NR-2 (Industrial!

Commercial Assessment).

4. Table B-1 also addresses the employment classes which do not directly result in

assessment growth. This is important, as these classes of employment represent a

significant portion of total anticipated employment growth 2009-31.

, Condo and rental apartment revenue per dollar of assessment is assumed to be similar, as a result of
tax ratio adjustments.
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TABLE B-1

SUSTAINABLE HALTON ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS BY INDUSTRY SECTOR

B-2

Industry Employment Category Assessment Assumption Basis

• Industrial A blend of manufacturing and warehouse

assessment. An employee forecast

adjustment has been made to account for

the fact that approx. 30% of Industrial

employees are expected to be based in

premises assessed as commercial.

• Commercial A blend of retail and office assessment.

• Institutional No assessment increase applicable.

Broad provision was made for payments

in lieu of taxes.

• No Fixed Place of Work Direct and indirect assessment increase

applicable (at lower level). See Table NR-

• Work at Home 2.
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RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS
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B-3

TABLE R·1
HALTON REGION

RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT SAMPLE (INCLUDING MEDIAN VALUE)
(VALUES FOR 2009 TAXATION PURPOSES PHASED IN)

OOO'S $

Burlington Halton Hills Milton Oakville

Single Family Detached 285 - 452lJ? 236 - 449lJ? 299 - 386~ 306 - 484
12

30-32 foot frontage 340 325 346 386

Single Family Detached 356 - 423lJ? 337 - 400~ 314 - 446lJ? 409 - 650
12

40-41 foot frontage 397 362 384 440

Single Family Detached 390 - 613lJ? 332 - 501lJ? 279 - 487lJ? 393 - 714
12

50-51 foot frontage 469 370 432 613

l2 l2
298

12
340

12
Semi-Detached 261 - 371 247 - 284 224 - 278 -

271 259 269 324

Townhouse 211 319~ 216 345
12

209 333lJ? 210
12

- - - - 444
284 283 264 312

I
# sampled

/
Range

Median

Residential Condos
l2 L3:

249
12

224[2.183 - 215 187 - 215 142 - 164 -
1 BR 187 215 146 188

Residential Condos 227 - 297lJ? 197 - 248lJ? 182 - 249
12

215 - 403
12

2 BR 277 225 236 239

Residential Condos
l2

223 237~ 312~ 391
12

237 _ - 261 11\ - 275 - 236 -
I' 2(51

I
3 BR I 232 304 305

1"\
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TABLE R-2
HALTON REGION

RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT SAMPLE PROPOSED TO BE USED FOR SUSTAINABLE
HALTON FISCAL IMPACT PURPOSES RE GROWTH 2009-2031

(OOO'S $ FOR 2009 TAXATION PURPOSES)

Area Municipality
Unit Tvpe BurlinQton Halton Hills Milton Oakville

A. Sample Results

Single Detached 40-41 ft. 397 362 384 440
% 90% 82% 87% 100%

30-32 ft. 340 325 346 386
% 88% 84% 90% 100%

Adjusted 354 334 356 400

Semi Detached 271 259 269 324
% 84% 80% 83% 100%

Townhouse 284 283 264 312
% 91% 91% 85% 100%

Condo Apartment 232 220 191 214
1 & 2 BR Averaae) % 108% 103% 89% 100%

B. BMA Low Density Average 376 371 345 399
% 94% 93% 86% 100%

Value Average (2008 Purposes)
BunQalow/Sr. Executive AveraQe

C Assessment Values to be Used

used 440
Singles and Semis Adjusted' 360 344 348 400

% 90% 86% 87% 100%

Townhouses 288 285 264 310
% 93% 92% 85% 100%

Apartments (1 & 2 BR Average) 230 220 190 230
% 100% 96% 83% 100%

, Except in the case of Oakville, where a 40 foot frontage average was considered appropriate, the
estimates were based on the assessment sample, (median values) (30-32 foot singles + 25% of the
assessment increment to 40-41 feet) together with consideration of the inter-municipal relationship for
2008 tax purpose BMA data, with associated inter municipal adjustments.
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SAMPLE RESULTS

TABLE A..J
Single Family Detached - 30 Ft. Frontage

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 2008 Property
Ta)! Purposes Assessment for 2009

• Full Assessed Value Ta)! Purposes

Municipality Address Frontage Depth ($) • Phased In ($) Year BuJlt

Burlington 4184 SAUNDERS CRES 30.05 114.83 396,000 339,750 2007

BurJington 1238 TYRRElL RD 30.72 96.21 445,000 379,750 2002
Bur!ington 5855 BLUE SPRUCE AVE 31.00 98.43 333,000 285,000 2004

BurJington 2264 5PENCE LANE 31.00 82.94 389,000 335,000 2006

Burlington 2032 CUTTERS PLACE 31.93 128.74 550,000 452,500 2003

Average 422,600 358,400

Median 339,750

Halton Hills 119 BALLANTINE OR 30.02 108.27 329,000 283,250 2005

Halton Hills 27 MORNINGSIDE OR 30.02 108.27 375,000 324,750 2006

Halton Hiffs 24 ORCHID AVE 31.46 113.19 511,000 448,750 2005

Halton Hills 33 RACHLlN OR 30.18 114.83 299,000 236,000 2005

Halton Hills 150 MEAOOWLARK OR 30.45 117.03 420,000 376,500 2007
Average 386,800 333,850

Median 324,750

Milton 1016 COOPER AVE 31.14 115.68 345,000 298,500 2002

Milton 1171 TUPPER OR 30.22 115.58 415,000 367,750 2005
Milton 894 MCDUFFE (RES 31.23 109.74 371,000 323,000 2004

Milton 730 WALSH AVE 30,83 104.11 441,000 385,500 2001

Milton 1135 LAURIER OR 31.82 95.31 391,000 346,000 2006

Average 392,600 344,150

Median 346,000

Oakville 2252 WQODCREST OR 30.18 109.58 404,000 350,750 2001

Oakville 1266 PARKHURST OR 30.43 119.86 446,000 386,000 2000

OakviUe 3061 PORTREE (RES 30.28 126.67 571,000 484,000 200.
Oakville 2609 LONGRIDGE (RES 30.58 112.40 379,000 306,250 2001
Oakville 2400 HILOA OR 31.10 120.14 494,000 417,500 2003

Average 458,800 388,900

Median 386,000

Region Average 415,200 356,325

TABlER-4

Single Family Detached· 40 Ft. Frontage

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 2008 Property

Ta)! Purposes Assessment for 2009

• Full Assessed Value Ta)! Purposes

Municipality Address Frontage Depth ($) - Phased In ($) Year Built

Burlington 1293 BURKHOLOER OR 40.03 109.58 433,000 369,250 2002
Burlington 610 PHOEBE (RES 40.03 131.40 499,000 423,250 2002

Burlington 2451 AUCKLAND OR 40.51 90.89 462,000 396,750 2004

Burlington 5392 GREER OR 40.88 85.30 414,000 355,500 2005
BurJlnlrton 1290 RENFIELO OR 41.01 112,04 467,000 408,500 2005
Average 455,000 390.650

Median 396,750

Halton Hills 100 RUSSEll ST 40.03 115.26 390,000 336,750 2000
Halton Hills 63 ATWOOD AVE 40.03 104.99 383,000 343,250 2002
Halton Hills 43 BERTON BLVD 40.03 104.99 403,000 361,750 2002

Halton Hills 15078 DANDY RD 40.03 108.27 422,000 371,000 2006

Halton HIlls 66 ROBINSON RD 40.03 105.97 454,000 400,000 2005

Average 410,400 362,550

Median 361,750

Milton 1085 HOLDSWORTH (RES 40.03 100.07 398,000 355,250 2006
Milton 223 ElLfS (RES 40.22 102.43 368,000 314,000 2002
Milton 1088 WOODWARD AVE 40.03 104.99 433,000 383,500 2005
Milton 1011 FREEMAN TRAIL 40.03 110.24 453,000 400,500 2003

Milton 94 ROBARTS OR 40.03 114.83 510,000 446,250 2001
Average 432,400 379,900

Median 383,500
Oakvllle 2208 (HICKADEE CRES 40.03 109.91 472,000 409,000 2000
Oakvlfle 2160 PINE GLEN RD 40.03 135.99 502,000 426,250 200'
Oakvllle 2423 HIGH MOUNT (RES 40.03 109.91 514,000 439,750 2004
Oakville 2393 WOODCREST OR 40.03 114.50 525,000 456,000 2003

OakviUe 2369 THRUXTON OR 40.91 742,000 650,250 2007
Average 551,000 476,250

Median 439,750
Region Average 462,200 402,338

8-5
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SAMPLE RESULTS

TABLE R 5

Single Farol Detached· 50 Ft. Frontage

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 2008 Property
Tax Purposes Assessment for 2009

• Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes

Municipality Address Frontal1e Depth (SI - Phased In ($) Year Built

Burlington 2405 BAXTER (RES 50.00 99.86 459,000 390,000 2002

Burlington 2184 TURNBERRY RD 50.00 108.27 549,000 468,750 2003

Burfington 2578 ARMOUR (RES 50.03 118.11 597,000 520,500 2001

Burlington 503 GENISTA OR 50.16 111.81 510,000 429,000 2002
Burlinl!ton 2207 BERWICK OR 50.03 134.74 702,000 612,750 2005

Average 563,400 484,200

Median 468,750

Halton Hills 16 SALMON WAY 50.00 104.99 396,000 332,250 200'
Halton Hills 179 TANNERS OR 50,00 114.83 406,000 344,500 2004

Halton Hills 22 ROB1NSON RD 50.00 115.78 434,000 369,500 2001

Halton Hills 18 NELLES ST 50.00 178.94 462,000 396,750 2003

Halton Hilfs 4 ARBORGLEN OR 50.00 158.10 613,000 501,250 2005

Average 462,200 388,850

Median 369,500

Milton 406 WOODWARD AVE 50.00 132.00 325,000 279,250 2002
Milton 1219 CHRISTIE CIR 50.03 98.43 503,000 448,250 2005

Milton 1284 EllENTON (RES 50.03 98.67 533,000 486,500 2005

Milton 483 HARTlEY BLVD 51.13 100.07 424,000 376,000 2004

Milton 1147 WOODWARD AVE 50.49 93.50 490,000 432,250 2003

Average 455,000 404,450

Median 432,250

Oakville 2288 NENA (RES 50.00 117.33 734,000 612,500 2003

Oakville 2391 YQ/ANDA OR 50.01 139.44 786,000 714,000 2008

Oakviffe 2321 EIGHTH LINE 50.03 137.24 776,000 635,750 2005

Oakville 89 STEVEN5QN RD 50,20 134.78 485,000 392,750 2002

Oakvilfe 2174 ALDERBROOK OR 50.20 114.83 660,000 570,000 2003

Average 688,200 585,000

Median 612,500

Region Average 542,200 465,625
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SAMPLE RESULTS

8-7
TABLE R 6-

Semi-Detached

2D08 Property
Assessment for 2009 2008 Property

Tax Purposes Assessment for 2009
• Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes

MuniciDalitv Address Frontaae Depth ($1 - Phased In ($1 Year Built
BurJington 569 SANDCHERRY OR 32.81 109.12 409,000 370,750 2001
Burlington 1432 TREELAND ST 22.44 106.14 276,000 243,000 2003
BurJington 2193 SUTION OR 31.33 85.30 299,000 260,750 2004
Burlington 5426 ROBJEN RD 30.05 95.73 356,000 311,750 2006
Burlinolon 5179 DES JARDINES OR 22.31 109.91 307,000 271,000 2000
Averaae 329,400 291,450

Median 271000
Hallon Hills 6 SNOWBERRY CRES 22.47 108.27 302,000 266,750 2005
Hallon Hms 17 WOODCOTE CRES 22.47 108.27 283,000 247,000 2005
Hallon Hills 115 MOWAT CRES 28.38 104.99 313,000 283,750 2002
Hallon Hills 33 LILY LANE 22.47 108.27 291,000 254,250 2005
Hallon Hilfs 7 MC CLURE CRT 24.80 113.19 302,000 259,250 2000
Average 298,200 262,200

Median 259250
Milton 1106 BOWRING CRES 32.94 80.45 303,000 268,500 2004
Milton 1222 NEWELL ST 22.51 95.14 282,000 247,500 2003
Milton 201 FITZGERALD CRES 30.43 89.98 322,000 298,000 2003
Milton 311 ANDREWS TRAIL 30.02 85.30 326,000 289,250 2005
Milton 262 PETIIGREW TRAIL 27.07 93.50 261,000 224250 2002
Averaae 298,800 265,500

Median 268500
OakvHfe 230 GEORGIAN OR 25.25 92.55 365,000 311,750 2002
Oakville 2368 STONE GLEN CRES 29.53 108.27 379,000 340,000 2007
Oakville 2100 REDSTONE CRES 27.89 112.76 371,000 323,750 2004
Oakville 2045 WESTREE OR 22.28 122.41 325,000 277,750 2000
Oakville 2135 GLENHAMPTON RD 29.53 111.55 373,000 323,500 2002
Average 362,600 315,350
Median 323,500
Reaion Averaae 322,250 283,625

TABLE R-7
Townhouse

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 2008 Property
Tax Purposes Assessment for 2009

• Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes
MuniciDslitv Address Frontaae Depth ($1 - Phased In 1$1 Year Built
Burlington 662 JULlA AVE 24.61 85.30 268,000 229,750 2003
Burlington 2187 WALKERS LINE 19.42 140.16 331,000 296,500 2001
Burlington 4065 MEDLAND OR 20.01 149.84 328,000 283,750 2004
Burlinglon 4020 ALEXAN CRES 24.43 92.13 363,000 318,750 2007
Burlinoton 4346 FAIRVIEW ST 21.98 117.88 243,000 210750 2002
Average 306,600 267,900
Median 283 750
Halton Hills 34 ATWOOD AVE 23.11 128.19 255,000 243,750 2000
Halton Hills 48 GARRISON SQ 13.71 26.13 406,000 344,500 2007
Halton Hills 68 MOWAT CRES 24.28 167.32 309,000 282,750 2006
Halton Hills 36 SNOWBERRY CRES 27.92 108.27 349,000 310,750 2005
Halton Hills 87 DOCTOR MOORE CRT 26.08 114.10 261 000 216000 2005
Averaae 316,000 279550

Median 282750
Milton 11 DAWSON CRES 26.41 85.60 295,000 253,750 2000
Milton 1221 MCDOWELL CRES 20.51 44.29 234,000 208,500 2003
Milton 266 VAN ALLEN GATE 24.58 93.50 283,000 264,250 2003
Millon 146 PANTON TRAIL 31.27 108.33 296,250 333,000 2004
Mitton 1312 CARTMER WAY 26.90 85.30 297000 266250 2004
Averaae 281,050 265,150

Median 264 250
Oakvllle 2305 WOODFIELD RD 25.69 113.06 444,000 444,000 2001
Oakville 2376 SEQUOIA WAY 31.35 90.58 364,000 312,250 2005
OakviJIe 3173 STORNOWAY CIR 20.18 44.29 234,000 210,000 2005
Oakville 356 ROSEGATE WAY 23.20 88.94 339,000 287,250 2002
Oakville 2295 ROCHESTER CIR TH 20 22.01 98.52 376000 330250 2004
AveraQe 351,400 316,750
Median 312,250
R ion Averaoe 313,763 282,338
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SAMPLE RESULTS

8-8
TABLE R·8

Residential Condos - 1 Bdrm

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 200S Property

TaM Purposes Assessment for 2009
No! • Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes

Municipalitv Address Bedrooms ($1 - Phased In ($1 Year Buill
Burlington 216 PLAINS RD W D104 1.00 212,000 186,500 2001

Burlington 2075 AMHERST HEIGHTS DR 211 1.00 206,000 187,250 2000

Burlington 399 ELIZABETH ST 606 1.00 270,000 213,750 2005

Burlington 100 BURLOAK DR 131B 1.00 215,000 215,000 2000
Burlinnton 1810 WALKERS LINE 311 1.00 219,000 183,000 2001
Aversae 224,400 197,100
Median 187250
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST SUITE 103 1.00 248,000 215,000 2000
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 303 1.00 248,000 215,000 2000
Hallon Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 403 1.00 248,000 215,000 2000
HaJton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST SUITE 408 1.00 212000 186500 2000
Averaae 239,000 207,875
Median 215000
Milton 1471 MAPLE AVE SUITE 109 1.00 164,000 146,000 2007
Milton 1471 MAPLE AVE SU ITE 304 1.00 168,000 141,750 2007
Milton 1471 MAPLE AVE SUITE 306 1.00 176,000 144,500 2007
Milton 443 CENTENNIAL FOREST 413 1.00 272,000 248,750 2005
Milton 1479 MAPLE AVE SUITE 103 1.00 164,000 146000 2007
Average 188,800 165,400
Median 146000
Oakvilfe 2365 CENTRAL PA DR SUITE 310 1.00 213,000 187,500 2007
OakvHle 1489 HERITAGE WAY 54 1.00 252,000 223,500 2003
Oakville 1440 BISHOPS GATE 308 1.00 181,000 163,750 2003
Oakville 40 OLD MILL RD 804 1.00 237,000 188,250 2004
Oakville 1499 NOTIINGHILL GATE 508 1.00 269,000 187250 2005
Averaae 230,400 190,050
Median 187500
Reaion Average 220,650 190,106

TABLE R 9-
Residential Condos - 2 Bdrm

2008 Property

Assessment for 2009 2008 Property
Tax Purposes Assessment for 2009

No! • Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes
Municioalitv Address Bedrooms ($1 - Phased In ($) Year Built
Burlington 216 PLAINS RD W 201 2.00 261,000 226,500 2000
Burlington 1185 STEPHENSON DR 9 2,00 334,000 297,250 2000
Burlington 442 MAPLE AVE 203 2.00 326,000 263,750 2000
Burlington 2075 AMHERST HEIGHTS DR 316 2.00 311,000 276,500 2000
BurlinQton 2166 HEADON RD 7 2.00 331 000 280000 2005
Averaqe 312,600 268,800
Median 276500
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 206 2.00 225,000 196,500 2000
Halton Hilts 24 CHAPEL ST 301 2.00 288,000 247,500 2000
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 305 2.00 260,000 224,750 2000
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 306 2.00 258,000 223,500 2000
Halton Hills 24 CHAPEL ST 309 2,00 288000 247500 2000
Averaae 263,800 227,950
Median 224750
Milton 443 CENTENNIAL FOREST 109 2,00 270,000 235,500 2005
Milton 443 CENTENNIAL FOREST 111 2.00 269,000 239,750 2005
Milton 443 CENTENNIAL FOREST 402 2,00 277,000 246,500 2005
Milton 1471 MAPLE AVE SUITE 211 2.00 221,000 182,000 2007
Milton 1479 MAPLE AVE SUITE 301 2.00 221000 182000 2007
Average 251,600 217550
Median 235500
Oakville 2365 CENTRAL PA DR SUITE 205 2.00 267,000 214,500 2007
Oakville 2590 CARBERRY RD 4 2.00 419,000 403,250 2005
Oakville 2300 PARKHAVEN BLVD 403 2.00 264,000 236,500 2000
Oakville 1450 BISHOPS GATE 114 2,00 243,000 224,250 2003
OakvJlle 1169 DORVAL DR 49 2.00 377 000 316250 2002
Average 314,000 279,350
Median 238 500
Region Average 285,500 248,413
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SAMPLE RESULTS

TABLE R·ID
Residential Condos - 3 Bdrm

2008 Property
Assessment for 2009 200S Property

Tax Purposes Assessment for 2009
#01 • Full Assessed Value Tax Purposes

MuniciDslitv Address Bedrooms ISI • Phased In ISI Year Built
BurJington 2229 WALKERS LINE UNIT 12 3.00 296,000 251,000 2002
Burtinglon 2169 ORCHARD RD UNIT 2 3.00 305,000 260,750 2002
BurJington 1765 CREEK WAY 4 3.00 268,000 236,500 2003
Burlington 5110 FAIRVIEW ST 23 3.00 295,000 256,750 2002
Burlinaton 1276 SILVAN FOREST OR 22 3.00 285000 243,000 2001
Average 289,800 249,600
Median 251000
Hallon Hills 18 PALOMINO TRAIL 3.00 261,000 237,000 2000
Halton Hills 28 PALOMINO TRAIL 3.00 247,000 224,500 2000
Hallon Hills 30 PALOMINO TRAIL 3.00 255,000 231,750 2000
Halton Hills 45 PALOMINO TRAIL 3.00 257,000 233,750 2000
Hallon Hills 39 PALOMINO TRAIL 3.00 245,000 223250 2000
AverBoe 253,000 230,050
Median 231750
Milton 130 ROBERT ST 9 3.00 376,000 312,250 2003
Milton 130 ROBERT ST 34 3.00 312,000 274,500 2003
Milton 130 ROBERT ST 35 3.00 365,000 304,250 2003
Milton 130 ROBERT ST UNIT 14 3.00 369,000 307,500 2003
Milton 130 ROBERT ST 17 3.00 312,000 274500 2003
AveraQe 346,800 294,600
Median 304 250
Oakville 300 RAVINEVIEW WAY 18 3.00 387,000 351,000 2002
Oakville 2321 PARKHAVEN BLVD 3 3.00 275,000 250,250 2003
OakviIJe 2320 PARKHAVEN BLVD 5 3.00 275,000 236,000 2003
Oakville 1290 HERITAGE WAY 14 3.00 368,000 305,000 2002
Oakville 50 OLD MILL RD 801 3.00 442,000 391,000 2000
Averaae 349,400 306,650
Median 305000
Region Average 309,750 270,225
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TABLE R-ll 8-10

Municipal Study 2008

2008 Total Properly Tax Rates (Municipal & Education-sorted alphabetically)
IMunicipality Multi Commercial Commercial I Commercial I Commercial I Industrial Industrial
I Residential Residential Residual iOfficc Building[ ParkIVac I Shopping; Residual Large
Aiax 1.431'% 2.4424% 3.1799% 3.1799% 3.1799% 3.1799% 4.5990% 4.5990%
Amherstbura 1.3579% 2.4031% 2.7035% 2.7035% 2.7035% 2.9454% 4.3766% 6.0519%
Aurora 1.1fi66°1i 1.1566°0 2.5703' 2.5703% 2.5703% 2.5703% 2.6631% 2.6831o/c
Bame 1.4072% 1.4972% 3.1966% 3.1966% 3.1966% 3.1966% 3.3680% 3.3680%
Bellevifle 1.7932% 4.1024% 5.0580% 5.0580% 5.0580% 5.0580% 6.6328% 6,6328%
Bracebridae 1.4629% 1.4629% 2.1098% 2.1096% 2.1098% 2.1098% 2.2903% 2.2903%
Bradford West Gwillimburv 1.2678% 1.8084% 2.8450% 2.8450% 2.8450% 2.8450% 3.9846% 3.9846%
BramDton 1.2441 0 1.9350~ 2.82520 2.8252% 2.82520/, 2.8252% 3.21R2° 3.21820

Brantford 1.6200% 3.15960 4.64030 4.6403% 4.6403% 4.6403% 6.7743% 6.7743%
Brockville 1.6244% 2.7126% 4.9292% 4.9292% 4.9292% 4.9292% 5.8470% 5.8470%

• Burlinaton 1.1080% 2.1730% 2.6039% 2.6039% 2.6039% 2.6039% 3.9147% 3.9147%
Caledon 1.0034% 1.5247% 2.5131% 2.513'% 2.5131% 2.5131% 2.8645% 2.8645%
Cambrid e 1.4162 2.74120 4.27940 4.2794% 4.2794% 4.2794% 5.2236% 5.2236%
Ir.Ant~1 Elnin 1.7147% .1.fiofio700 3.8100" 3.A1600 '.R1""'< '.Rl00% '.]Q"''''' 7.'7'7"-
Chatham·Kent 1.9316% 3.8474% 5.2224% 4.2148% 3.4999% 6.0279% 6.6847% 8.0340%
Clarinoton 1.4675% 2.5104% 3.2327% 3.2327% 3.2327% 3.2327% 4.68'3% 4.6813%
Cobourc 1.7117% 3.4721% 4.1541% 4.1541% 4.1541% 4.1541% 6.8075% 6.8075%

oUin wood 1.3353% 1.9122% 2.92950 2.929 2.9295 2.92 5% 4.0883 4.0883%
Cornwall 2.0003% 4.34290/, 5.81640 5.8164% 5.8164% 5.8164% 7.4885"" 7.4885%
East Gwillimburv 1.1437% 1.1437% 2.5547% 2.5547% 2.5547% 2.5547% 2.8654% 2.8654%
Fort Erie 1.5855% 2.9863% 3.9169% 3.9169% 3.9'69% 3.9169% 6.0423% 6.0423%
Georaina 1.3951% 1.3951% 2.8581% 2.8581% 2.8581% 2.8581% 3.2107% 3.2107%
Gravenh Irs! 1.3662% 1.36620 2.00340 2.00340 2.0034% 2_00340 2.1R39° 21R3Qo,
I~rimsbv 1.5003°/ft ?A1n7° 3.76700 '),.7h7000 '.7070'< '.7670% I;.A1 A?0/ft 5.8182%
Gueloh 1.3573% 3.2596% 3.9339% 3.9339% 3.9339% 3.9339% 5.4758% 5.4758%
Hallon Hills 1.0610% 2.0667% 2.5354% 2.5354% 2.5354% 2.5354% 3.8038% 3.8038%
Hamilton 1.6459% 4.0504% 4.5768% 4.5768% 4.5768% 4.5768% 6.4439% 7.2480%
HuntsvilJe 1.3623% 1.362300 1.9991% 1.9991% 1.9991% 1.9991% 2.1796% 2.1796%
Jnnisfil 1.21320 1.7244% 2.7767% 2.7767% 2.77670/.. 2.7767% 3.9006% 3.9006%
Kawartha Lakes '.4588% 2.6454% 3.0853% 3.0853% 3.0853% 3.0853% 3.5968% 3.5968%
(no 1.1081% 1.1081% 2.5117% 2.5117% 2.5117% 2.5117% 2.8164% 2.8164%
Kinaston 1.5791% 3.7356% 4.5427% 4.5427% 4.5427% 4.5427% 6.0679% 6.0679%
Kitchener 1.4067% 2.7209% 4.2610% 4.2610% 4.2610% 4.2610% 5.2020% 5.2020%
Leaminaton 1. 42 0 2. 6 • 3.27320/, 1.5803% 3.2771% 4.9294% 6.8165%
Lincoln 1.4534% 2.7142% 3.6846% 3.6846% 3.6846% 3.6846% 5.6949% 5.6949%
London 1.5822% 3.0923% 5.0326% 5.0326% 5.0326% 5.0326% 6.3209% 6.3209%
Markham 1.0499% 1.0499% 2.4415% 2.4415% 2.4415% 2.4415% 2.7365% 2.7365%
Middlesex Centre 1.1764% 1.8788% 2.6629% 2.6629% 2.6629% 2.6629% 3.8517% 3.8517%
MiJlon 0.9433% 1.R004° 2.36400/, 2.3640% 2.364O't. 2.36400 3.5260% 3.5260

IMississauoa 1.0348% 1 j:;':l,l;no 2.6406% 2.6406% 2.6406% 2.6406~ 29882% 2.0RR7%
Newmarket 1.1707% 1.1707% 2.5873% 2.5873% 2.5873% 2.5873% 2.9025% 2.9025%
Niaaara Falls 1.5505% 2.9142% 3.8554% 3.8554% 3.8554% 3.8554% 5.9503% 5.9503%
NiaQara-on-the-Lake 1.2080% 2.2056% 3.2530% 3.2530% 3.2530% 3.2530% 5.0494% 5.0494%
Norfolk 1.4 270 2.24260 3.9076% 3.9 760 3.9085% 3.90760 4.587800 4.587800
Nnrth Bav 1.815Ro 3.6R64°0 5.15800 5.1580% 5.1580% 5.15ROoo 4.0317% 4.03170

North Dumfries 1.0500% 1.9539% 3.5654% 3.5654% 3.5654% 3.5654% 4.3887% 4.3887%
Oakville 1.0457% 2.0322% 2.5132% 2.5132% 2.5132% 2.5132% 3.7678% 3.7678%
Oranaeville 1.4800% 3.5230% 2.8613% 2.8613% 2.8613% 2.8613% 4.9365% 4.9365%

In<howo 1.7R3?0 ?7753C! 3.flA05° ~FlA05° ~.fiQ05° ~.69n5° 5.~Qd7° 7'
"!tawa 1.2458% 1.9822~ 3.8250% 4.6210~ 2.5084% 3.1844' 4.9917% 4.?866%
Pelham 1.5273% 2.8667% 3.8146% 3.8146% 3.8146% 3.8146% 5.8894% 5.8894%
Peterboroooh 1.5053% 2.7780% 4.2392% 4.2392% 4.2392% 4.2392% 6.0877% 6.0877%
Pickerinq 1.4149% 2.4121% 3.1563% 3.1563% 3.1563% 3.1563% 4.5622% 4.5622%
Port Colbome 1.84

, 1800 4.37080 4.3569% 4.3569% 4.3569% 6.7211% 6.72'1%
Prinrp Edward Countv 1.2355% 1.fio631° ?016""" 2.01660 2.01AA% 2.01660 '."'99'10 3.38QQOL
Quinte West 1.5662% 3.0377% 3.8902% 3.8902% 3.8902% 3.8902% 5.6278% 6.0'59%
Richmond Hill 1.0561% 1.0561% 2.4489% 2.4489% 2.4489% 2.4489% 2.7450% 2.7450%

•

•

•
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TABLE R-12 B-11

Municipal Study 2008

Residential Comparisons· Detached Bungalow - by Location (cont'd)

Residential· Bungalow', By Location 2008 Relative Average
Municipality Property Tax by Location

."~' .:.'., '.0 Taxes Burden
Fort Erie Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2,469
Thorold Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2,497
Port Colborne Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2,581
Wainfleet Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2,631
Nia ara Falls Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2689
Pelham Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2864
West Lincoln Nia ara/Hamilton $ 2949
Lincoln Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3,046
Nia ara-on-the-Lake Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3,089
Grimsb Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3,143
Welland Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3,151
SI. Catharines Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3257
Hamilton Nia ara/Hamilton $ 3402

••

•

•

Residential - Bungalow By Location 2008 Relative Average I
Municipality"

0
Property Tax by Location ~

Toronto (East) GTA $ 2488 low
Milton GTA $ 2,543 low
Halton Hills GTA $ 2,744 mid
East Gwillimburv GTA $ 2,836 mid
Caledon GTA $ 2,865 mid
Clarinaton GTA $ 2891 mid
Burtinaton GTA $ 2928 mid
Uxbridae GTA $ 3,019 mid
Toronto (West) GTA $ 3,033 • il
Georllina GTA $ 3,053 •
Oakville GTA $ 3,053 •
Newmarket GTA $ 3059

I'Aurora GTA $ 3094
Whitchurch Stouffville GTA $ 3,109 • il
Richmond Hill GTA $ 3,155 • il
Toronto (North) GTA $ 3,270 • il
Brampton GTA $ 3,274

•Mississauoa GTA $ 3325 ·11
Whitbv GTA $ 3485 U ·Ill
Aiax GTA $ 3,566 liI ·1iJ
Vaullhan GTA $ 3,724 m.iilI
Oshawa GTA $ 3,727 ~iilI
Pickerinll GTA $ 3,917 lij.j)

Kino GTA $ 3939 .il.
Markham GTA $ 4231 .0. GTA
Toronto (South) GTA $ 4301 • il $ 3,255
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TABLE R-13 8-12

Municipal Study 2008

Residential Comparisons· Senior Executive -by Location (cont'dj

- .. -. - - ,.-' ., -.:.::I. -- -",'.. _. '.. ~- .. _. Avera!le
Residential - Senior Within 1

Executive Location Relative Tax 2008 Property Population)
Municipality ,_ . . Burden Taxes Range' ',.;j

Toronto (East) GTA low $ 3894
• Milton GTA low $ 3957

Caledon GTA low $ 4 117
Uxbridoe GTA low $ 4401
Clarin!lton GTA low $ 4 552
Mississauoa GTA low $ 4 741
Bramoton GTA low $ 4 792
Aurora GTA mid $ 4842
Newmarket GTA mid $ 4843
Richmond Hill GTA mid $ 5125

• Halton Hills GTA mid $ 5139
Vauahan GTA mid $ 5183

• Oakville GTA mid $ 5295
Whitbv GTA mid $ 5302
Pickerina GTA' ill $ 5 376

• Burtinaton GTA. iIi $ 5415
Aiax GTA' $ 5434
East Gwillimburv GTA • $ 5497
Georoina GTA' $ 5741
Markham GTA. $ 5 855
Oshawa GTA' $ 5881
Toronto (North) GTA rm:<i'I $ 5910
Whitchurch Stouffville GTA • iJ $ 5972
Toronto (West) GTA· i1 $ 6305
Kina GTA' ill $ 6 630

Burlington: 5,415 + 2,928 -i- 2 = 4,171.5
4,171.5 -i- 1.1080% = 376.489

Halton Hills: 5,139 + 2,744 -i- 2 = 3,941.5
3,941.5 -i- 1.061% = 371.489

Milton: 3,957 + 2,543 -i- 2 = 3,250
3.250 -i- .09433% = 344.535

Oakville: 5,295 + 3,053 -i- 2 = 4,174
4,174 -i-1.0457% = 399.158

BI\1A----------
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NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT ASSUMPTIONS
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TABLE NR-1
HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT SAMPLE
(VALUES FOR 2009 TAXATION PURPOSES)

ODD'S $ PER NET ACRE

BurlinQton Hallon Hills Milton Oakville

Retail 1,035.5
L..Q

1,044.8
L..Q

938.9
U

557.4
LZ

· 2,043.0 · 1,760.2 · 5,847.5 · 12,558.3
Median 1,690.0 1,311.1 1,459.9 1,414.4

Ottice 818.6
LZ

1,296.7
U

232.3
U

1,624.6
LZ

· 2,255.2 · 1,501.8 · 1,085.7 · 3,845.4
Median 1,308.3 1,399.3 915.1 2,005.5

458.1
U

296.0
U U U

Warehouse · 1,347.0 · 1,540.0 806.0 · 3,669.1 496.0 · 1,951.7
Median 850.5 828.1 1,092.2 1,454.6

Manufacturing 420.9
LZ

411.5
U

541.4
U

373.7
U

· 1,363.3 · 1,951.2 · 2,100.5 · 1,527.2
Median 758.2 1,170.4 1,072.6 920.5

InstitutionallWork at Home/No Fixed Variable Variable Variable Variable
Place of Work Emplovees

DJ,
~

'"
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (9/1012009) H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\residential assessment sampleUuly15)



TABLE NR-2
HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL ASSESSMENT SAMPLE
(VALUES FOR 2009 TAXATION PURPOSES)

OOO'S $ PER NET sa.FT.

Burlincton Halton Hills Milton Oakville

Retail 97.29 464.80 L-!! 99.76 · 372.24 L.....§ 101.70 · 320.7P 93.77
~

· 2,511.55
Median 172.54 276.69 221.58 206.94

Office 363.96 L-2 44.64
L...? L3

491.1P71.28 . · 111.16 102.48 · 192.18 107.98 ·
Median 134.75 93.90 155.21 211.28

Warehouse 9.41 117.55 L-!! 29.96 72.26 L-2 66.23
L..§

53.49 125.18 L...?· · 140.68 ·
Median 70.67 62.95 99.31 83.90

Manufacturing 50.41 94.15 L-? 82.23 119.84 L...i
L..§

129.00 L-2· 28.18 · 185.99 44.10
Median 72.36 90.57 61.75 94.68

Institulional/Work at Home/No Fixed Minimal Minimal Minimal Minimal
Place of Work Emolovees

ASSESSMENT PER Sa.FT. ESTIMATES MADE AFTER CONSIDERATION OF BMA DATA

Burlin ton Hallon Hills Milton Oakville

Commercial (Retail/Oflice) $ 135 Isq.ft. $ 115 Isq.ft. $ 130 Isq.fl. $ 140 /sq.ft.

Industrial (Warehouse/Manufacturing) $ 55 Isq.ft. $ 45 Isq.fl. $ 70 /sq.ft. $ 70 /sq.ft.

ASSESSMENT PER ACRE ESTIMATES MADE AFTER CONSIDERATION OF BMA DATA AND TABLE NR-1 '

Burlington Halton Hills Milton Oakville

BMA adiusted 2,264,000 1,929,000 2,180,000 2,348,000

Sample median 1,690,000 + 1,308,000 1,311,000 + 1,399,000 1,460,000 + 915,000 1,414,000 + 2,005,000
Commercial

Total 5,262,000 4,639,000 4,555,000 5,767,000

Average 1,754,000 1,546,000 1,518,000 ·------
BMA adiusted 791.000 647.000 1.006.000 ' ------

Industrial Sample median 850,000 758,000 828,000 + 1,170,000 1,092,000 + 1,073,000 1,455,000 + q?1 nnn

Total 2,399,000 2,645,000 3,171,000 0000-;;:;;

Average 800,000 882,000 1,057,000 1,12:7,000

1 The BMA data was converted as follows. For example, in the case of Burlington commercial:
$135/sq.ft. X 35% density X 43,560 sq.ft. X 1.1 mark-up to 2009 = $2,264,031, This was added to the two applicable sample values and divided by three, thereby weighting the sample result at two-thirds. The lower per
land area sample values were assigned somewhat greater weight, in order to recognize the special requirements of work at home and no fixed place of work employment and in order to be somewhat liscally conservative.
The same approach was used for industrial, based on a 30% density assumption. ~

~

+>

Walson & Associates Economists Ltd. (10/15/2009) H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\residential assessment sampleUuly15)



TABLE NR-3
HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL RETAil PROPERTIES

2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt
Ref. Address Municipality Floor Area land Area for 2009 Tax for 2009 rax for 2009 rax for 2009 rax

Purposes Purposes Purposes Purposes
MPAC' Full Assd Value Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph I)

No. (sq. ft.) (ac.) ($) ($) ($ per net acre) ($ per sq.ft.)
1 3050 Davidson Crt. (Home Depot) Burlington 133,051.0 12.1 19,400,000 12,944,000 1,069,752 97.29
2 895 - 901 Brant St (Emshih Hldgs) Burlington 5,967.0 1.5 3,844,000 2,932,750 1,929,441 491.49
4 3120 South Service Rd. (Boston Pizza) Burlington 6,093.0 2.1 3,540,000 3,009,000 1,460,680 493.85
5 4515 Dundas 5t. (Walmart) Burlington 129,681.0 17.3 37,410,000 30,123,000 1,745,249 232.29
7 1065 Plains Rd. East (Ikea) Burlington 225,688.0 12.6 34,453,000 24,443,500 1,933,821 108.31
8 1225 Brant St. (Costea) Burlington 140,010.0 15.3 24,213,000 15,791,250 1,035,492 112.79

10 1045 Plains Rd. East (Fortinos) Burlington 67,815.0 14.4 32,644,000 23,459,501 1,634,808 345.93
11 500 Guelph Line (TD Bank) Burlington 22,034.0 1.2 2,706,000 2A72,OOO 2,042,975 112.19

Average Burlington 19,776,250 14,396,875 1,606,527 249.27
Median 14,367,625 1,690,029 172.54

12 550 Bronte Rd. (Oakvllle Glass and Mirror Ltd.) Oakville 8,629.5 1.7 1,165,000 947,500 557,353 109.80
13 502 Dundas St. W. (Imperial Oil limited) Oakville 2,573.0 1.0 1,688,000 1,471,250 1,471,250 571.80
14 400 Dundas (Canadian Tire Corp) Oakville 108,741.0 9.0 14,642,000 10,366,250 1,153,087 95.33
15 175 Wyecroft Rd.(Lockwood Chrysler) Oakvllle 31,956.0 3.4 3,181,000 2,996,500 876,170 93.77
16 134 Lakeshore Rd. E.(Season's Restaurant) Oakville 2,478.0 0.1 980,000 753,500 12,558,333 304.08
17 201 Hays Blvd (Sllgold Developments Inc) Oakville 47.5 82,283,000 67,240,251 1,414,393 not avail

18 1011 Upper Middle Rd (Upper Oak Shping) Oakville 14,000.0 18.6 49,648,000 35,161,751 1,891,434 2,511.55
Average Oakville 21,941,000 16,991,000 2,846,003 614.39
Median 2,996,500 1,414,393 206.94

19 315 Guelph St. (Canadian nre Corp.) Halton Hills 46,534.0 9.9 14,374,000 10,291,750 1,044,848 221.17
20 372 Queen St. E.(Sobey's) Halton Hills 31,518.0 8.6 13,796,000 10,662,500 1,244,166 338.30
21 146 Guelph St. (Barber 5hop) Halton Hills 2,659.0 0.2 302,000 265,250 1,326,250 99.76
22 171 Guelph St (Loblaws) Halton Hills 135,565.0 10.5 18,703,000 17,521,000 1,676,651 129.24

23 256-304 Guelph St (ICI Shopping Centre) Halton Hills 117,600.0 24.9 56,848,000 43,775,501 1,760,173 372.24

24 320 Guelph St (Harvey's/Swiss Chalet) Halton Hills 4,096.0 1.1 1,462,000 1,360,750 1,295,952 332.21

Average Halton Hills 17,580,833 13,979,459 1,391,340 248.82

Median 10,477,125 1,311,101 276.69

25 327 Bronte St. S. (White Oaks Plaza) Milton 10,976.0 3.8 5,309,000 3,521,001 938,934 320.79

26 2695 Durante Way (Bronte Automoblle&Sales) Milton 5,420.0 0.8 902,000 749,750 973,701 138.33

27 20 Market Dr.(Sobey's) Milton 9,674.0 2.0 4,170,000 2,949,000 1,459,901 304.84

28 1200-1300 Steeles Ave. (Calloway Reit) Milton 16.7 33,389,000 25,732,250 1,540,853 not avail

29 244 Main St. (Bank of Nova Scotia) Milton 5,750.0 0.1 842,000 584,750 5,847,500 101.70

Average Milton 8,922,400 6,707,350 2,152,178 216.41

Median 2,949,000 1,459,901 221.58

Average Halton Region 17,765,154 13,520,212 1,995,506 I 334.96 1

71"%W8"area taken form MPAC unless not available, then used NRDC data Retail H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\Non~Res (to CN\~ rp ly15
~
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TABLE NR-4
HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL OFFICE PROPERTIES

2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt
Ref. Address Municipality Floor Area Land Area for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax

Purposes Purposes Purposes Purposes
MPAC' Full Assd Value Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1)

No. (sq. ft.) (ac.) ($) ($) ($ per net acre) ($ per sq.ft.)

1 5353 North Service Rd. Burlington 19,828.0 2.1 3,677,000 3,026,000 1,440,952 152.61
2 1375 Kerns Rd. (AIC Ltd.) Burlington 377,605.0 32.9 30,145,000 26,914,752 818,575 71.28
3 51805 Service Rd. (Boehringer Ingelheim) Burlington 10.1 11,673,000 10,713,000 1,061,744 not avail
4 2951 Walkers line Burlington 48,368.0 4.1 12,401,000 9,269,000 2,255,231 191.63
5 895 Brant 5t. (5hlh) Burlington 8,058.0 1.5 3,844,000 2,932,750 1,929,441 363.96
6 4480 Harvester Rd (Admin Assistants) Burlington 17,460.0 1.6 2,323,000 2,041,000 1,308,333 116.90
7 5096 50uth 5ervice Rd Burlington 15,872.0 1.2 1,681,000 1,453,750 1,201,446 91.59

Average Burlington 9,392,000 8,050,036 1,430,818 164.66
Median 3,026,000 1,308,333 134.75

8 1400 Cornwall Rd. Oakville 15,823.0 2.5 10,032,500 7,772,000 3,108,800 491.18
9 2655 Bristol Circle Oakville 59,247.0 6.8 13,425,000 11,096,251 1,624,634 187.29

10 2265-2275 Upper Middie Rd. Oakville 156,566.0 6.4 11,662,000 not avail not avail not avail
11 2020 Winston Park Dr. (AMEC) Oakville 137,950.0 8.4 38,775,000 32,455.501 3,845,439 235.27
12 874 5inclair Ave. {TDL Group) Oakville 3.3 9,212,000 6,293,001 1,889,790 not avail

13 2235 Sheridan Garden Dr. (First Cdn Ttl) Oakville 113,606.0 6.3 14,888,000 12,267,500 1,962.800 107.98

14 2845 Bristol Circle (Algonquin) Oakville 15,000.0 1.1 2,669,000 2,186,000 2,005,505 145.73

15 1660 North Service Rd, Oakville 29,020.0 1.2 801,000 not avail not avail not avail

16 333 Glenashton (medical bdg Oakville 4,028.0 0.3 1,275,000 1,134,750 3,546,094 281.72

Average Oakville 11,415,500 10,457,858 2,569,009 241.53

Median 7,772,000 2,005,505 211.28

17 151 Mill Street East (dental office) Halton Hills 2,042.0 not avail 224,000 191,750 not avail 93.90

18 483 Gueiph St.(medical offices) Halton Hills 2,683.0 0.2 458,000 298,250 1,296,739 111.16

19 90 Guelph St. (dentist office) Halton Hills 4,710.0 0.1 229,000 210,250 1,501,786 44.64

Average Halton Hills 303,667 233,417 1,399,262 83.23

Median 210,250 1,399,262 93.90

20 400 Bronte Rd. Milton 36,070.0 5.5 5,877,000 5,789,250 1,052,591 160.50

21 420 Bronte Rd. Milton 43,065.0 19.0 4,486,000 4,413,250 232,276 102.48

22 410 Bronte Rd.(daycarejoffice) Milton 28,524.0 5.5 4,371,000 4,276,500 777,545 149.93

23 311 Commercial St Milton 11,073.0 2.0 2,716,000 2,128,000 1,085,714 192.18

Average Milton 4,362,500 4,151,750 787,032 151.27

Median 4,344,875 915,068 155.21

0 Average I Ha/ton Region I , I 8,123,674 1 6,993,453 1 1,697,272 I 173.261

I 11 11 I
Commercial condominium units are individually assessed with each unit having it's own roll number.

*land area taken form MPAC unless not available, then used NRDC data
7/28/2009 Office

co,
~

(J)

H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\Non-Res (to CNW) (Ju!ylS;



TABLE NR-5

HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL WAREHOUSE PROPERTIES

2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt
Ref. Address Municipality Floor Area Land Area for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax

Purposes Purposes Purposes Purposes

MPAC' Full Assd Value Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1)
No. (sq. ft.) (ae.) ($) ($) ($ per net acre) ($ per sq.ft.)

1 4041 North Service Rd. Burlington 782,085.0 14.9 8,326,000 7,356,251 492,386 9.41
2 942 Brant St. Burlington 78,964.0 9.7 4,839,000 4,448,251 458,110 56.33
3 3250 Harvester Rd. Burlington 111,625.0 5.8 8,799,000 6,548,251 1,136,849 58.66
4 730 Darlene Crt. (Ultramatic Sleep Factory) Burlington 12,446.0 1.0 1,098,000 1,029,000 1,008,824 82.68
5 559 King Forest Crt. Burlington 10,011.0 1.7 1,416,000 1,176,751 692,206 117.55
6 4150 Mainway (UPS Supply Chain Sol) Burlington 574,310.0 40.2 62,805,000 54,188,250 1,346,961 94.35

Average Burlington 14,547,167 12,457,792 855,889 69.83

Median 5,498,251 850,515 70.67

7 1273 North Service Rd. (Hoop) Oakville 386,088.0 24.6 26,479,000 20,653,001 838,190 53.49

8 2931 Portland Dr. Oakville 9,506.0 0.7 1,439,000 1,190,000 1,630,137 125.18

9 2421 Royal Windsor Dr. Oakville 49,191.0 2.6 3,819,000 3,248,250 1,249,327 66.03

10 2851 Brighton Rd. Oakville 16,760.0 1.0 1,775,000 1,645,250 1,645,250 98.17

11 2390 Wyeeroft Rd. Oakville 29,598.0 5.1 3,309,000 2,529,750 496,029 85.47
12 2120 Bristol Circle Oakville 119,828.0 5.0 9,219,000 7,664,250 1,526,743 63.96

13 2275 Bristol Circle Oakville 45,500.0 2.7 4,281,000 3,746,250 1,382,380 82.34
14 2897 Brighton Rd. Oakville 15,533.0 0.7 1,616,000 1,424,750 1,951,712 91.72

Average Oakville 6,492,125 5,262,688 1,339,971 83.30

Median 2,889,000 1,454,562 83.90

15 88 Todd Rd. Halton Hills 87,593.0 4.1 7,054,000 6,329,500 1,540,024 72.26

16 36 VimySt. Halton Hills 98,256.0 6.6 3,334,000 2,944,000 448,780 29.96

17 60 Commerce Cres. Halton Hills 18,870.0 4.1 1,356,000 1,207,500 295,956 63.99

18 8039 Fifth Line Halton Hills 387,621.0 20.2 28,621,000 24,401,500 1,207,397 62.95

19 100 Armstrong Ave. (Fraser Distribtn) Halton Hills 2.5 3,704,000 3,402,500 1,350,198 not avail

20 279 Guelph 5t (Neilson Dairy warehouse) Halton Hills 280,310.0 46.4 20,130,000 17,072,250 368,254 60.90

Average Halton Hills 10,699,833 9,226,208 868,435 58.01

Median 4,866,000 828,089 62.95

21 575 Industrial Dr. Milton 9,005.0 0.7 1,057,000 894,250 1,259,507 99.31

22 2999 James Snow Parkway (Gordon Foods) Milton 191,997.0 20.8 21,997,000 21,540,250 1,033,601 112.19

23 290 Bronte St. S. Milton 22,434.0 2.0 2,219,000 1,883,000 923,039 83.94

24 8S74 Boston Chereh Rd. (Whirlpool) Milton 781,646.0 45.0 56,008,000 51,770,500 1,150,711 66.23

2S 8400 Lawson Rd. (Metro Canada Logi) Milton 141,359.0 5.4 22,926,000 19,886,250 3,669,050 140.68

26 274 Alliance Rd. (DIY Marketing) Milton 1.5 1,499,000 1,217,000 805,960 not avail

Average Milton 17,617,667 16,198,542 1,473,645 100.47

Median 10,B84,625 1,092,156 99.31

Average Halton Region 11,889A23 10,361,414 I 1,150,29211 78.24\

7/2ll(~R'II'areataken form MPAC unless not available, then used NRDC data
Ware H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\Non-Res (to eN\! r:p lyiS
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TABLE NR-6

HALTON REGION

NON-RESIDENTIAL MANUFAqURING PROPERTIES

2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt 2008 Prop Assmt
Ref. Address Municipality Floor Area Land Area for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax for 2009 Tax

Purposes Purposes Purposes Purposes
MPAC* Full Assd Value Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1) Phase In (Ph 1)

No. (sq. ft.) (ac.) ($) ($) ($ per net acre) ($ per sq.ft.)
1 1150 Walker's Line (GE Canada) Burlington 44,279.0 6.7 3,771,000 3,204,000 481,081 72.36
2 960 Gateway Dr.(Thermo Sealed Castings Ltd.) Burlington 50,721.0 3.7 2,793,000 2,556,750 689,151 50.41
3 5305 Harvester Rd. Burlington 47,249.0 2.3 3,249,000 2,923,500 1,299,333 61.87
4 1380 Artisans Crt. Burlington 82,691.0 4.7 6,990,000 6,380,250 1,363,301 77.16
5 1250 Appleby Line (5amual) Burlington 243,014.0 31.9 15,475,000 13,427,500 420,925 55.25
6 4081 Fairview St. (Apache Plastics) Burlington 26,000.0 3.2 2,593,000 2,388,250 758,175 91.86
7 4370 Harvester Rd (Robinhood) Burlington 79,385.0 6.3 8,264,000 7,474,251 1,182,635 94.15

Average Burlington 6,162,143 5,479,214 884,943 71.87
Median 3,204,000 758,175 72.36

8 2379 5peers Rd. (Fruition Fruits &Fills) Oakville 36,652.0 5.8 4,968,000 4,728,000 812,371 129.00
9 2335 Speers Rd. (auto parts assembly) Oakville 260,830.0 13.5 23,830,000 20,647,750 1,527,200 79.16

10 1140 Invieta Dr. Oakville 19,565.0 5.5 3,355,000 2,270,500 415,082 116.05
11 2440 Winston Park Dr. (Omron Dueltec) Oakville 95,003.0 9.3 13,442,000 10,469,750 1,125,780 110.20
12 2100 Wyecroft Rd.(Metrican Stamping) Oakville 63,500.0 3.4 3,854,000 3,497,000 1,037,685 55.07
13 1400 The Canadian Way (Ford) Oakville 1,129,487.0 367.8 139,487,000 137,452,021 373,724 121.69
14 1257 Speers Rd. (Allcolour paint) Oakville 63,757.0 3.9 3,240,000 3,056,251 785,669 47.94
15 1111 Speers Rd. (Haak Industries) Oakville 45,252.0 1.9 2,300,000 1,995,500 1,028,608 44.10

Average Oakville 24,309,500 23,014,597 888,265 87.90
Median 4,112,500 920,490 94.68

16 10 Brigden Gate (Fernbrook Springs water bottling) Halton Hills 84,179.0 4.7 7,592,000 6,922,250 1,475,959 82.23
17 8020 Fifth Line (Sensient) Halton Hills 111,042.0 6.8 14,941,000 13,307,500 1,951,246 119.84

18 267 Armstrong Ave. (Unilock Ltd) Halton Hills 24,478.0 5.9 3,475,000 2,411,500 411,519 98.52

19 8130 Fifth Line (Pation Aircraft & Industries Inc.) Halton Hills 38,000.0 3.6 3,999,000 3,139,500 864,876 82.62

Average Halton Hills 7,501,750 6,445,188 1,175,900 95.80

Median 5,030,875 1,170,418 90.57

20 8750 Holgate Cres.(Canadian Business machines) Milton 87,828.0 3.8 8,660,000 7,919,000 2,100,531 90.16

21 610 Industrial Dr.(eleetrical equipmt. assembly) Milton 106,200.0 10.0 7,512,000 6,558,375 655,838 61.75

22 551 Harrop Dr. (Roxullnc.) Milton 406,028.0 21.1 13,255,000 11,440,750 541,446 28.18

23 61 Garden Lane (food processing) Milton 14,867.0 0.6 737,000 665,000 1,072,581 44.73

24 360 Market St (Hendrick Tool&Die) Milton 8,788.0 1.4 1,966,000 1,634,500 1,167,500 185.99

Average Milton 6,426,000 5,643,525 1,107,579 82.16

Median 6,558,375 1,072,581 61.75

[:=J Average I Halton Region 1 I 12,489,500 I 11,519,5691 980,926 I 83.351

7/28f~ area taken form MPAC unless not available, then used NRDC data Manu

ro,
H:\Halton\General Services DC 2008\Non-Res {to eN 0; ufy15



TABLE NR-7 8-19

Municipal Study 2008

•
•

•
•

Commercial Comparisons· Office Buildings -by Location (cont'd)

2008 2008 ,
Municipal Education 2008 Total Relative Location:

Commercial - Office Taxes Per Taxes Per Taxes Per Tax ,
Municipality Location Sq.ft. Sq.ft. Sq.ft Burden Average

Milton GTA $ 0.63 $ 0.88 $ 1.51 low
Whitchurch-Stouffville GTA $ 0.74 $ 1.13 $ 1.87 low
Halton Hills GTA $ 0.93 $ 1.10 $ 2.03 low
Newmarket GTA $ 0.87 $ 1.18 $ 2.05 low
Georoina GTA $ 1.01 $ 1.11 $ 2.12 low
Uxbridoe GTA $ 1.07 $ 1.06 $ 2.13 low
Caledon GTA $ 1.00 $ 1.62 $ 2.62 mid
Oshawa GTA $ 1.72 $ 1.16 $ 2.89 mid
Mississauoa GTA $ 1.22 $ 1.74 $ 2.95 mid
Markham GTA $ 1.15 $ 1.81 $ 2.96 mid
Vauohan GTA $ 1.16 $ 1.84 $ 3.01 mid
Bramoton GTA $ 1.39 $ 1.69 $ 3.08 mid
Richmond Hill GTA $ 1.21 $ 1.88 $ 3.09 mid
Aurora GTA $ 1.34 $ 1.85 $ 3.19 .1'1
Clarinoton GTA $ 1.78 $ 1.52 $ 3.30 • ill
Oakville GTA $ 1.54 $ 1.86 $ 3.40 ·",
Aiax GTA $ 1.83 $ 1.60 $ 3.42 fiBurlinoton GTA $ 1.68 $ 1.78 $ 3.46
Whitbv GTA $ 1.91 $ 1.66 $ 3.57 • il
Kino GTA $ 1.69 $ 2.48 $ 4.17 • tl
Pickerino GTA $ 2.24 $ 2.00 $ 4.23 • 11
Toronto (West) GTA $ 2.40 $ 2.26 $ 4.66 • i'I
Toronto (East\ GTA $ 2.85 $ 2.68 $ 5.52 • tl

Milton .-S1d1
.02364 = $64/sq.ft.

Halton Hills ..illJ.
.025354 = $80/sq.ft.

Oakville ~
.025132 = $135/sq.ft.

Burlington $3.46
.026039 = $133/sq.ft.
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TABLE NR-8 8-20

Municipal Study 2008

Commercial Comparisons - Neighbourhood Shopping-by Location (cant'd)

low
low

low
low

low
mid

mid

mid
mid

mid

r 'n
x rid e

Whitch r h- t uffville

N wmarke

ram n

x

I rin t n

Mi is a

p' r"

T ron

Vau han

• r.:""""'=""'------r.:----~:+=_---:_7.:_r=_-___::7::'+---'-"m7id=:_-+_----__l
• f""''''''''--------t-'''-----'-'"''''-t-''----'"'-'-''T''-----'''-'''''+----'-''m'''id''---l-------/

mid

• akvill
Aur ra

.Brlintn
M rkh m

~

Hallon Hills $2.96
.025354 =$117/sq.ft. 82

Milton $3.05
.02364 =$129/sq.ft. 90

Burlington $3.56
.026039 =$137/sq.ft. 96

Oakville $3.60
.025132 =$143/sq.ft. 100
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TABLE NR-9 8-21

Municipal Study 2008

•

•

•
•

Standard Industrial Comparisons-by Location (cont'd)

2008 2008
1

Industrial· Standard Municipal Education 2008 Tolal Relative Location ~
Taxes per sq. Taxes per Taxes per

Average ~Municipality Location It . SQ. ft. SQ. ft. Tax Burden
Kino GTA $ 0.64 $ 0.91 $ 1.54 low
Richmond Hill GTA $ 0.71 $ 1.09 $ 1.80 mid
Uxbridae GTA $ 0.98 $ 0.64 $ 1.82 mid
Halton Hills GTA $ 0.91 $ 0.93 $ 1.84 mid
Vauahan GTA $ 0.73 $ 1.13 $ 1.87 mid
Whitchurch-StouftviUe GTA $ 0.75 $ 1.13 $ 1.87 mid
Clarinaton GTA $ 1.22 $ 0.88 $ 2.09 mid
Aurora GTA $ 0.91 $ 1.23 $ 2.13 mid
East Gwillimburv GTA $ 0.89 $ 1.25 $ 2.14 mid
Newmarket GTA $ 0.93 $ 1.23 $ 2.16 mid
Bramoton GTA $ 0.97 $ 1.20 $ 2.17 mid
Markham GTA $ 0.86 $ 1.32 $ 2.18 ·Whilbv GTA $ 1.27 $ 0.94 $ 2.21 ·Caledon GTA $ 0.85 $ 1.39 $ 2.25 ·Burlinoton GTA $ 1.14 $ 1.10 $ 2.25 ·Aiax GTA $ 1.30 $ 0.97 $ 2.26
Oshawa GTA $ 1.45 $ 0.83 $ 2.28 ·Mississauaa GTA $ 0.95 $ 1.39 $ 2.34 ·Pickerina GTA $ 1.34 $ 1.01 $ 2.36 ·Toranlo (South I GTA $ 1.26 $ 1.13 $ 2.39 ·Oakville GTA $ 1.20 $ 1.25 $ 2.45 ·Toronto (North GTA $ 1.30 $ 1.16 $ 2.46
Milton GTA $ 1.17 $ 1.40 $ 2.57 ·Georoina GTA $ 1.26 $ 1.34 $ 2.61 ·Toronlo (WesO GTA $ 1.53 $ 1.38 $ 2.91 ·Toronto (East)
~--$

1.74 $ 3.69 · $
2~

%
Hallon Hills ....$l,M

.038038 =$48/sq.ft. 74

Burlington ~
.039147 =$57/sq.ft. 88

Oakville $2.45
.037678 =$65/sq.ft. 100

Milton $2.57
.03526 =$73/sq-ft. 112
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TABLE NR-lO B-22

Municipal Study 2008

Large Industrial Comparisons -by Location (cont'd)

Clann ton T O. 4 low
Toronto South GTA $ 0.44 $ 0.40 $ 084 low
Oshawa GTA $ 0.68 $ 0.39 $ 1.07 low
East Gwillimbu GTA $ 0.49 $ 0.67 $ 1.15 low
Markham GTA $ 0.46 $ 0.70 $ 1.16 low
Toronto East GTA $ 0.65 $ 0.58 $ 1.23 mid
Whitchurch-Stouffville GTA $ 0.50 $ 075 $ 1.25 mid
Bram ton GTA $ 0.57 $ 0.71 $ 1.28 mid
Aurora GTA $ 0.56 $ 0.76 $ 1.32 mid

V h n TA 3 O. 1. mid
A'ax GTA 0.77 0.58 1.35 mid

Pickerin GTA $ 0.78 $ 0.59 1.37 mid

Richmond Hill GTA $ 0.55 0.83 1.38 mid

Toronto West GTA $ 0.73 $ 0.65 $ 1.38 mid

• Milton GTA $ 0.68 $ 0.83 1.51
Newmarket GTA $ 0.67 $ 0.90 1.57
Mississau a GTA $ 0.66 $ 0.98 $ 1.64
Whitb GTA $ 097 $ 0.71 1.68

• 4 7
1 7
1
1.99

2008 2008 . '
. . . 2008 Total Relative . 1

Municipality Location MUnicipal Education Taxes per Tax Location I

Taxes per Taxes per ft B d Average
ft ft

sq.. ur en
sq. . sq•.

Kawartha Lakes Eastern 0.64
Quinte West Eastern 0.91
Kin ston Eastern 0.94
Cornwall Eastern 1.26
Brockville Eastern 1.28
Cobour Eastern 1.38
Belleville Eastern $ 1.38
Peterborou h Eastern 1.64
Ottawa Eastern 1.98

2008 2008 .
. . . 2008 Total Relative .

Municipality Location TMumCIPal ETdUcatlOn Taxes per Tax LAocatlOn
axes per axes per ft B d verage

ft ft
sq. . ur en

sq.. sq..

North 0.89
North 1.52
North 1.71
North 2.43
North $ 3.16 1.94

Thunder Ba

North Ba

Sudbu

Sault Ste. Marie

Timm.in.s lllililiiiI•••llli11.iiiili•••••••i1iiii.
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APPENDIX C· HALTON REGION FINANCIAL

FORECASTING MATERIAL

C-1

PART 1 - Tax Rate Impact

1. Table C-1 A sets out the 1O-year projected Operating Budget forecast which forms part of

the approved 2009 Budget and Business Plan for the 2009-2018 period.

2. Table C-1 sets out the Region's 2009 gross operating budget expenditures, revenues

and tax levy, which represent the structure for the fiscal modelling which follows.

3. Given that Halton will be growing by 31% (148,900 people) between 2009 and 2021, a

significant component of the budget forecast in Table C-1A is the financing of growth
related infrastructure (i.e. water, wastewater and roads). In 2008, the Regional Council

approved a Development Financial Plan Framework (CS-73-08/PWE31-08). This set

out financing principles that enable the Region to interim finance non-residential growth

related capital costs, while ensuring that residential growth-related costs are fully

financed through development charges as growth proceeds. The Regional interim

financing for non-residential costs is fully recovered through future development charge

collections. Accordingly, the foundation of the 10 year forecast is based on ensuring that

the Development Financial Plan Framework is fully implemented throughout this period
(2009-2021 ).

4. Table C-2 starts with the gross expenditures in Table C-1, deducts capital-related

expenditure components as well as Subsidy and Other Activity Revenue, and allocates

the balance between residential and non-residential development responsibility. This is

done broadly based on analysis carried out for the Region in 2002, considering

individual service differences and the relationship between population and population

plus employment (with employment also embodying the demand for service from

customers, suppliers and other users). Capital-related costs are removed, in order that

they can be addressed separately.

5. Table C-3 addresses each of the components of the $239 million in the remaining net
expenditures and provides an estimate as to the anticipated level of operating budget

spending per capita/employee in 2009, as compared to what is expected to be

applicable to growth over the longer term (2021-2031). In some cases, the expectation

for present (2009) vs. future spending (2021-2031) per capita is for a 1:1 relationship

compared with 2009 spending levels and in other cases it is expected to be greater or
less than 1:1. The expected uninflated or "real" level of spending per capita in 2031 is

estimated in 2009 $, based on the ten year increment from a 2021 base, i.e. any real per
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C-2

capita spending increases between 2009 and 2021 are considered to be part of the base

(together with any associated tax rate changes) and are not addressed.

6. Overall, it is anticipated that spending per capita (in 2009 $) for the growth increment will

be somewhat above 2009 levels ($419/capita forecast vs. $396 in 2009) and that

spending per employee will be at 2009 levels ($230/employee forecast vs. $223 in

2009). However, the separate provision made for capital expenditures includes ODSP

and GTA pooling adjustments totalling $11.7 million over and above 2009 budgeted

capital expenditures to reflect additional capital funding required prior to 2021. The

resultant provision is therefore beyond 2009 levels.

7. Non-tax operating revenues have been fully netted out of Table C-2, thereby assuming

that they will generally increase in proportion with expenditures.

8. Table C-4 summarizes the results of the forecast for three types of residential

development (Iow, medium and high), on a per unit basis. This is done by multiplying

the average annual operating expenditure increase (Table C-3) by the average

occupancy of each type of new dwelling unit. This results in an operating expenditure

requirement, which is factored up by 30% to provide for capital spending from the

current budget (as at present, adjusted).

9. Table C-4 forecasts operating revenues by dwelling type based on the weighted average

for assessment assumptions which apply for 2009 tax purposes, which were
documented in Appendix B for each Area Municipality. The applicable 2009 tax rate

multiplied by these assessment estimates, yields an estimate of the property tax revenue

to be generated in each case.

10. The forecast revenue requirements of each dwelling type are then subtracted from the

expenditure forecast, resulting in an average annual operating surplus or deficit in 2009

dollars. In this case, the expectation is for an operating deficit on average in the case of

low density housing (based on the frontages envisaged), and a smaller deficit for
medium and high density development. The primary reason for this difference is that

high density development is expected to yield $120,000/capita in assessment, as

compared to $102,600/capita for low density development (also considering that

population is used in allocating expenditure requirements).

11. Table C-5 carries out the same type of calculation for non-residential development by

type (industrial, commercial and institutional). In this case, industrial is expected to

produce a significant annual operating surplus per net acre, whereas commercial

development is expected to produce a small surplus and institutional development a
significant deficit.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Haftonlsustainable ha/ton de outlook. doe
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12. This is the case for institutional development, as it doesn't result in tax revenue

increases and only produces relatively small payments in lieu of tax revenue on an
overall basis. Commercial development is expected to result in a low tax surplus,

despite having approximately 56% more per net acre in assessment than industrial

development, because it has approximately 156% more employees (and hence

operating expenditures) allocated per net acre than in the case of industrial. It also has
a much lower tax rate.

13. While it is apparent that municipalities set tax rates so as to match net expenditure

requirements on a "breakeven" basis, this analysis indicates that, on average in Halton's

case, all forms of development other than industrial/commercial are expected to produce
the need for small future tax increases.

14. Table C-6 calculates Halton's average weighted assessment by development type,
based on the anticipated geographic distribution of growth by type.

15. Table C-7 uses the surplus/deficit estimates from Tables C-4 and C-5 and applies them

against the forecast increase in residential units and non-residential net acres (imputed

from the employment forecasts) for the Region. This results in an estimate of total

impact for the period involved, in this case 2021-31. This impact is expected to be

negative by the end of the period, in the order of $0.9 million/year, which is equivalent to

a small increase in 2031 tax rates in the order of 0.2%.' Table C-7 includes a $6.5

million population adjustment factor required to synchronize the population arising from
the ppu's in Table C-4 with the growth forecast by unit type and the population growth

forecast.

16. The way in which this result is experienced and the extent to which it may be at higher or

lower levels earlier in the planning period, is a function of the timing of major capital

expenditures, significant changes in operating expenditures and assessment increases

by type and the long term adequacy of the capital contribution, from the remaining

current budget, based on consideration of the age and condition of the Region's existing

assets. In addition, the potential impact of inflation (including wage and fringe benefit

costs and potential OMERS changes) and other changes such as harmonized sales tax

have not been addressed. These more detailed considerations are beyond the scope of
this analysis.

1 1.58 X $310.6 million =$490.7 million 2031 tax levy based solely on the anticipated % population
growth 2009-2031 .
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\sustainable ha/ton de outlook. doe



200B I 200B
2010 2011

2012 I 2012
2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

($ OOIl's) APPROVED APPROVED FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST fORECAST FORECAST
BUDGET BUDGET

$ , $ , $ , $ $ $ $ $

Pub:i<: Hcalltl 8,147 10,087. 10,892 1 11,754 12,617 U,679 14,756 15.920 17.179 16,603 20,287
Emergency tl.edi~l SelVices 11.720 12,240 13.458 14.155 15,235 16.280 17.338 18,460 19.902 21.615 22.913
IntelVenl;D/1 & Business SelVi~es 5.140 5,808 6.280 I 6,769 7,300 7.876 8.500 S,17S 9.910 10,707 11,571

Children's SerW-"..es 7.506 9.509 11,597 12.670 13,ssa 14.504 15.535 16,642 17.667 18.782 19,793

Income & Err.pklymenl 15.67E- 15.73S 11.976 8.417 8.511 9.220 9.575 9,953 10,351 10.734 11.180
Housing 20,371 21,794 23,166 24,733 26,406 28.144 29,8>;4 31.353 32,885 34,246 35.693
Services 10r Senwis '16,251 ,5,997 17,375 18,710 17,344 18,582 20,031 21,602 23.3'19 25,160 27,149

He..llhll Ccmmun;ty Funding 453 703 720 738 7$7 776 7SS 815 83$ 8SS 878

LPS Commissioner 74 80 88 SS '0' 113 123 134 1<, lSB
PI..nn<'.g 4,666 5,815 6,316 6,771 7,195 7,644- 8,134 8,609 9,178 '3,778 10,423

Trnl'lsportalioll 34,820 37,073 38,072 38,897 42,900 44,929 44,197 43,935 45.213 4ti,350 47,278

Waste Ma.1agemC;)t Se."Vices 29,578 32,120 34,133 36,438 38.1"97 41,086 43,464 46.070 48,824 51,;75 53,967
Heritage Services 744 ,,. 943 1,005 1.074 1.146 1,224- 1,243 1,297 1.392 1,495
Business O<,::velopmcnl 1,217 i,515 1,620 1,732 1,003 1,992 2,130 2,277 2,435 2,605 2,786

Non·Proglam & Financial Transac;ions 3,105 5.104 13,401 22,753 27,,787 32.723 34.~5 36,755 38,057 40,182 42,668

GiAPool,ng 29,2.\4 23,396 17.547 11.595 5,849 0 0 0 0 O· 0

CorpQr.ale Adminisl13lioo 0 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Boards & Agencies 6,186 6.559 7,587 5,179 8.751 9,375 9,990 iD,731 11,357 11,893 .2,469
}la REGIONAL IMPACT EXPENDITURE 195,423 204,714 215,085 225,516 236,501 248,061 260,222 273,665 288,544 304,225 320,709

REGIONAL TAX IMPACT (after assessment) ·0,6% 1.7% 2.5% 2.5% 2.6% 2,6% 2,6% 2.6% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8%

Hallon Regional POllce Services 99,422 105,900 113,407 120,481 127,908 135,108

POUCETAX IMPACT after assessment 5,3% 3.4% 4.5% 3,9% 3,8% 3..3%

NET REGIONAL LEVY REQUIREMENT 294)345 310,614 328.492 34.5.996 354,409 383,169

NET AVERAGE TAX IMPACT 1.3% 2.2% 3.2% 3.0% 3.0%1 2.6%

ASSESSMENT GROWTH ASSUMPTION 2.38% 3.04% 2.50% 2.25% 2.25% 2.25% 2.25% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50% 2.50%---

TEN YEAR PROJECTED OPERATING BUDGET FORECAST
FOR TAX SUPPORTED SERVICES
Tax Impact by Program

TABLE C-1A
Approved 2009 Budaet &Business Plan

C-4

..J

Tax Budget Forecast as projected in tl.!...e 2008 BUdget

IREGIONAI. TAXIMPACT{aftaras:se:;:;m~nt)! ~O.6%! 2.3%1 1.7%1 1.7%1 1.8%1 1.8%1 3.1%1 3.4%1 3.2%1 :L2%1

157 A!Halton
~ $lEGION
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TABLE C-1
HALTON REGION

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1 Expenditures
1.01 Emergency Medical Services 21,845.5
1.02 Public Health 24,283.1
1.03 Children's Services 37,784.0
1.04 Income & Employment Services 28,789.0
1.05 Housing 30,222.5
1.06 Services for Seniors 48,876.1
1.07 Other Social & Community Services 7,343.8
1.08 Pianning 5,040.3
1.09 Transportation 35,650.4
1.10 Legal 3,403.4
1.11 Waste Management Services 36,436.0
1.12 Corporate Services 25,550.7

1.13 Office of CAO, Chair & Regional Council 12,799.5
1.14 Boards & Agencies 6,859.1

1.15 Non Program & Fiscal" 77,733.1
1.16 Halton Regional Police Services 111,991.6

Total 514,608.0

2 Revenue Fund Revenues
2.01 Transfer from Reserves - Operating 9,882.5
2.02 Subsidy Revenue 113,635.7
2.03 All Other Revenue 29,344.8
2.04 Supplementary Tax Revenue 8,300.0
2.05 Interest Earnings 38,483.0
2.06 Provincial Offences Act 750.0
2.07 Payments-in-lieu of Taxes 2,700.0
2.08 Right of Way Taxes 900.0

Total Non-Tax Revenues 203,995.9

3 Net Expenditures (General Levv) 310612.1

Total 514,60

"Non Program & Fiscal includes net recoveries from the rate budget of $7.5 M and GTA Pooling
Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\Region Fiscal Impact 2009-2



TABLE C-2
HALTON REGION

SUMMARY OF NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR 2009
$1000's1

% Capital From Current Budget
Total Capital Expel1diture S 71,245.5

... Net Operating Expenditure S 239.366.6
29.8%

operating Budg,

Based on "Hallon Fiscal Impact Evaluation", CN. Watson and Associates Lld. AprilS. 2002 Table 2

Adjustments NET

TOTAL OPERATING Residential Share 1 Non-residential Share '
EXPENDITURE Debt Charges Capital Transfers Adjustment For Total Capital SUBSIDY & OTHER EXPENDITURE

To (From) Reserves DDSP Upload & Expenditures REVENUE

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY GTA Pooling % $ ono's % $ OOO's
1,01 Emergency Medical Services 21,845.5 533.7 673.5 1,2072 12,053,7 8,584.7 690% 5.923.4 31.0% 2.661.3
1.02 Public Health 24283.1 328.8 328,8 202565 3,697.9 650% 2.403.6 35.0% 1.294.2
1.03 Children's Services 37,784.0 95,0 95.0 30.304,0 7,385,0 92.0% 6,794.2 80% 590.8
1.04 Income & Employment Services 28,789.0 8.3148 8.3148 14,4759 5,998,3 100.0% 5.998.3 00% 00
1.05 Housing 30.222,5 300,0 300,0 9,663.9 20,258.5 100.0% 20,258.5 00% 00
, .06 Services for Seniors 48,876.1 4,475,1 1,3199 5,795,0 37,182.4 5,898,7 100,0% 5.898.7 0.0% 00
1.07 Olher Social & Community Services 7,343.8 1,955.3 5,388,5 99.0% 5,334.6 1,0% 53,9
108 Planning 5,040.3 1,692,1 1,6921 888.0 2,460.2 76.0% 1,869,8 24.0% 590,5
1.09 Transportation 35,650.4 825.1 26,932.7 27,757,7 205,1 7,687,5 60.0% 4,612.5 40.0% 3,075.0
1,10 Legal 3.403,4 233,2 3,170,3 77.0% 2.441.1 23,0% 729,2
1.11 Waste Management Services 36.4360 5,077.0 5.077.0 7,278.5 24.080,5 98.0% 23,598.9 2,0% 481,6
1.12 Corporale Services 25,550,7 5,085.9 5,085.9 2,862,0 17,602.7 77,0% 13,554.1 23.0% 4,048.6
1.13 Office of CAO, Chair & Regional Coul1cil 12,799.5 200.0 200.0 2,129.5 10.470,0 77,0% 8,061.9 23.0% 2.408.1
1,14 Boards & Agel1cies 6,859.1 6,859,1 76.0% 5.212.9 24.0% 1,646.2
1,15 NOI1 Program & Fiscal 77.1331 7,871,2 3,383.4 11.254.7 58,416.4 8.062.0 76,0"/0 6,127.1 24.0% 1,934.9
1,16 Halton RegiMal Police Services 111,991.6 2,567.1 1.5702 4,137,3 6,091.6 101.762.7 69.0% 70,216.3 310% 31.546.4

Total 514608.0 6401.0 51146.3 11,696.2 11 245.5 203995.9 239366.6 186306.0 51 060.1
~n"r,..-",,,-' ?Ilrlq (" "

o
(J)
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TABLE C-3
HALTON REGION

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
DaD's $ Expenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non·Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Caoita Emolovee
1.01 Emergency Medica! Services 5,923.4 2,661.3 Considering the aging of the population and the average annual increase 15.19 14.18

2009-2018 in the Region's approved 2009 Business Plan, it is assumed that
spending per capita in 2031 will be 122% of 2021, in real terms (i.e.
2%/year real increase for 10 years)

1.02 Public Health 2,403.6 1,294.2 A small real increase in spending has been incorporated (110% of 2009 per 5.56 6.22
capita spending levels) in order to generally reflect the intent of the 2009
Business Plan

1.03 Children's Services 6,794.2 590.8 Despite the anticipated decline in the share of children in the population, a 15.71 2.84
small real increase in spending has been incorporated (110% of 2009 per
capita spending levels) in order to generally reflect the intent of the 2009
Business Plan

1.04 Income & Employment Services 5,998.3 - A small real increase in spending has been incorporated (110% of 2009 per 13.87 -
capita spending levels) in order to generally reflect the intent of the 2009
Business Plan

1.05 Housing 20,258.5 - Considering the aging of the population and the average annual increase 51.94 -
2009-2018 in the Region's approved 2009 Business Plan, it is assumed that
spending per capita in 2031 will be 122% of 2021, in real

terms (Le. 2%/year real increase for 10 years beyond 2021)

1.06 Services for Seniors 5,898.7 - Based on the clear aging demographic of the population, it is assumed that 15.12 -
per capita spending will increase by 2%/year 2021-2031 (122% increase in
real terms)

1.07 Other Social & Community Services 5,334.6 53.9 Based on the clear aging demographic of the population, it is assumed that 13.68 0.29
per capita spending will increase by 2%/year 2021-2031 (122% increase in
real terms)

1.08 Planning 1,869.8 590.5 The Region's Planning Department is sized to accommodate a high rate of 3.93 2.58
growth which is continuing

1.09 Transportation 4,612.5 3,075.0 No service level or related increase expected. These costs are assumed to 9.69 13.43
increase in future in direct proportion to growth. (assuming a significantly
higher transit modal split is attained)

1.10 Legal 2,441.1 729.2 No service level or related increase expected. These costs are assumed to 5.13 3.18
increase in future in direct proportion to growth.

1.11 Waste Management Services 23,598.9 481.6 A rea! increase in per capita spending levels is foreseen as a result of 54.55 2.31
potentially increasing disposal costs (Le. 110% of 2009 per capita amounts) o.....

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\Region Fiscal Impact 2009·2



TABLEC-3
HALTON REGION

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
ODD's $ Exoenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential Non·Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Ca ita Employee
1.12 Corporate Services 13,554.1 4,048.6 Subject to significant economies of scale estimated at 40% i.e. 60% of 17.09 10.61

2009 spending levels are required for the growth increment.

1.13 Office of CAO, Chair & Regional Council 8,061.9 2,408.1 Same as per 1.12. 10.17 6.31

1.14 Boards & Agencies 5,212.9 1,646.2 A continuing real increase in per capita spending levels of 1%/year 2021- 12.05 7.91
2031 is expected to result in per capita spending levels which are 110% of
those in the base year

1.15 Non Program & Fiscal 6,127.1 1,934.9 The net expenditure reflect GTA Pooling being completely phased out by 12.88 8,45
the Province 2009-2013. It is expected that the net spending level will
continue to be required by growth.

1.16 Halton Regional Police Services 70,216.3 31,546.4 Police expenditures are expected to increase at an average rate of 1% / 162.31 151.52
year 2021-31. (110% of 2009 spending levels). Service requirements will
be moderated by the aging of the population and reduction in the youth
share, but other factors are expected to generate continuing growth in
service needs.

Total Exnenditures 188306.0 51,060.7 418.85 229.82

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

396 223 2009 Population
2009 Employment

475,860
229,015

H:\Halton\Region Fiscal Impact 2009-2
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Table C-4
HALTON REGION

Fiscal Impact Summary for Residential Development

1 2 3
Low Medium High

Density Density Density
Financial Component Residential Residential Residential

Operating Expenditures

Occupancy (as per 2008 DC Study) 3.51 2.57 1.80

Occupancy X $ 418.85 Icapita $ 1,470.16 $ 1,076.44 $ 753.93

Sub-Total $ 1,470.16 $ 1,076.44 $ 753.93

Capitai Spending from Current Budget

30% of other operating expenditures $ 441.05 $ 322.93 $ 226.18

Total Annual Expenditure $ 1,911.21 $ 1,399.37 $ 980.11

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes $ 360,000 $ 273,000 $ 216,000

2009 Tax Rate 1 0.407832% 0.407832% 0.407832%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 1,468 $ 1,113 $ 881

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE $ 1,468.00 $ 1,113.00 $ 881.00

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ (443.21) $ (28637) $ (99.11)

Regional tax rate applicable to Milton.

o,
co
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Table C-5
HALTON REGION

Fiscal Impact Summary for Non-Residential Development

1 2 3

Industrial Commercial Institutional
Financial Component

Operating Expenditures

Employees per net acre 11.7 1 299 2 25.4 3

X $ 229.82 lemployee $ 2,688.84 $ 6,871.49 $ 5,837.32

Sub-Total $ 2,688.84 $ 6,871.49 $ 5,837.32

Capital Spending from Current Budget

30% of other operating expenditures $ 806.65 $ 2,061.45 $ 1,751.20

Total Annual Expenditures $ 3,495.49 $ 8,932.94 $ 7,588.52

Revenues
Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes (per net ac) $ 1,016,000 $ 1,587,000 nla

2009 Tax Rate 4 0.962443% 0.594009% 0.000000%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 9,778.42 $ 9,426.92 nla

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES $ 9,778.42 $ 9,426.92 $ -

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ 6,282.93 $ 493.98 $ (7,588.52)

1 Based on 2021-2031 growth. 25,167 employees & 2,143 net acres.

2 Based on 2021-2031 growth. 21,170 employees & 707 net acres.
3 Based on 2021-2031 growth. 7,964 employees & 314 net acres.
4 For Milton.

o,
~

o
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TABLE C-6
HALTON MUNICIPAL CUMULATIVE ASSESSMENT INCREASE ESTIMATES FOR

2021·2031 INCREMENT (2009 $)

C-11

Excludes Burhngton Low DenSity UOItS and Assessment for Region weighted Assessment calculatIOn.

__________ MUNICIPALITY OOO'S 2009

PROPERTY CLASS --- Holton Reaion Burlinaton Halton Hills Milton Oakville

A. Residenliollncrement
1.1 Number 01 Singles and Semis 17,283

,
(1.072) 3,890 10,918 2,475

1.2 Average AssessmentlUnil (OOO's) 360 360 344 348 440
1.3 Cumulative Assessment Increase (OOO's) 6,226,624 (385,920) 1,338,160 3,799,464 1,089,000

2.1 Number 01 TownhOuses 16.743 140 3,483 11,364 1,756
2.2 Average AssessmentlUnil (OOO's) 273 288 285 264 310
2.3 Cumulalive Assessment Increase (ooo's) 4,577,431 40.320 992,655 3.000,096 544,360

3.1 Number 01 Condo Apartments 20,832 3,851 1,986 6.580 8,415
3.2 Average AssessmentlUnil (OOO's) 216 230 220 190 230
3.3 Cumulative Assessment Increase (ooo's) 4,508,300 885,730 436,920 1,250,200 1,935,450

4.1 Tolal Number of Residential Units 54.858
,

2.919 9,359 28,862 12,646

4.2 Cumulative Assessmenllncrease (ooo's) 15,312,355 540.130 2,767,735 8,049,760 3.568,810

B. Employment-Related Increment

1.1 Industrial Employment 25,167 726 6,489 14,333 3,619
1.2 Employees per Net Acre 11.7 15.5 12,3 10.7 15.5
1.3 Total Net Industrial Acres 2,143 47 52. 1,334 233
1.4 Average Assessment/acre (ooo's) 1,016 900 882 1,057 1,127

1.5 Cumulative Assessmenllncrease (OOO's) 2,176,807 37,600 466,578 1,410,038 262,591

2.1 Commercial Employmenl 21,169 1,508 2,924 13,345 3,392
2.2 Employees per Net Acre 29.9 38.1 24.7 29.0 38.1
2.3 Total Net Commercial Acres 707 40 118 460 8.
2.4 Average Assessment/acre (OOO's) 1,587 1,754 1,546 1,518 1,922
2.5 Cumulative Assessmenllncrease (OOO's) 1,121,926 70,160 182,428 698,280 171,058

3.1 IndustriaVCommercial Employment 46,336 2,234 9,413 27,678 7,011

3.2 Total Net IndustriaVCommercial Acres 2,850 87 647 1,794 322

3.3 Cumulative Assessment Increase (ooo's) 3,298,733 107,760 649,006 2,108,318 433,649

,
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TABLE C-7
HALTON REGION

BROAD ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT OF GROWTH 2021-2031

Annual Surplus Number of Total
(Deficit) 2009$ Units/Net Acres Impact $

Surplus/
(Deficit)

1. Residential Development (per unit)

1.1 Low Density $ (443.21 ) 17,283 $ (7,659,998)

1.2 Medium Density $ (286.37) 16,743 $ (4,794,693)

1.3 High Density $ (99.11) 20,831 $ (2,064,560)

1.4 Total Residential 54,857 (14,519,252)

2. Non-Residential Development (per net acre)

2.1 Industrial $ 6,282.93 1,434.0 $ 9,009,722

2.2 Commercial $ 493.98 999.1 $ 493,535

2.3 Institutional $ (7,588.52) 313.5 $ (2,379,001 )

2.4 Total Non-Residential 2,746.6 $ 7,124,256

3. Population Adjustment Factor 1
$ 6,473,625

4. Grand Total Impact $ (921,371 )

Notes:

1.

2.

2021-2031
Residential Development Type Units

Low Density 17,283
Medium Density 16,743
High Density 20,831
Total 54,858

2021-2031
Non-Residential Development 2021-2031 Assessment 2021-2031

Type Employees Adjustment 2 Net Ac3

Industrial 25,167 16,778 1,434
Commercial 21,170 29,558 999.1
Institutional 7,964 7964 313.5
Total 54,300 54,300 2,746.6

1 Reduction in expenditures atlribable to the difference between gross and net 2021-31 population increase. i.e.
141,190 gross vs. 129,300 net = 92%.

2 Approximately one third of industrial employees are assessed as commercial.

3 Equals sum of local municipalities in Appendix D-G.
4 Excludes Burlington low density demolitions.
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PART 2 - Water Rate and Development Charge Impact

Development Charge Impact

Roads and Structures

1. Total Growth-related Capital Expenditures (Millions $)'

$768.1 S.H. Total

- 86.0 11.2% est. non-growth share

$682.1 Growth-related

+ 37.9 Other projects and studies - growth-related'

$720.0 Total growth-related Roads capital

2. Estimated Residential Development Charge (per Single-detached Unit)

$720.0 million X 62% residential share =

$446.4 million;. 141,190 gross3 increase in

population 2021-31 =

$3, 162/capita X 3.511 ppu (per SDU) =

$446.4 million

$3, 162/capita

$11,102 per SDU as compared

with $12,801/SDU, which is the

current Region-wide charge

Note:

• the estimated charge may increase somewhat if front-end financing costs are included;

• no growth-related grants, subsidies or subdivider contributions have been assumed;

• this estimate represents a Region-wide charge, as at present;

• this calculation assumes that residential development 2021-31 fully funds 2021-31

residential growth-related expenditures - no pre-2021 oversizing is involved or post

2031 costs to be funded by 2021-31 development.

1 Based on September 9,2009 cost and related estimates made by GHD.
2 $79.9 million in total - $42 million non-growth-related = $37.9 million growth-related
3 estimated as net (129,300) ;. 10%
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\sustainable haJton de outlook. doe
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Water and Wastewater

3. Capital Expenditures Related to Sustainable Halton Growth (Millions $)

Category Water Wastewater Total

Total Cost (inc!. pre-2021 $409.5 $282.9 $692.4

expenditures)

Less Benefit to Existing $5.5 $4.7 $10.2

Development1

Less Oversizing to Accommodate 0.0 0.0 0.0

Development Beyond 2031 2

Sub Total $404.0 $278.2 $682.2

Plus 2008 MP Oversizing for Post $45.9 $61.2 $107.1

2021 Benefit3

Grand Total Growth-Related $449.9 $339.4 $789.3

Source: AECOM July 10, 2009.

Notes:

1. Benefit to existing deveiopment is applicable only to intensification projects and new

Zone 5 Pumping Station and Watermain to Halton Hills 401 Corridor. All other projects

are 100% growth-related.

2. The capital program has no oversizing component. The servicing requirements are

based on the needs to 2031 only.

3. The 2008 Masterplan provided for oversizing beyond 2021. The magnitude of the

oversizing is identified in the 2008 DC study.

4. Estimated Residential Development Charge (per Single-detached Unit)

Water Wastewater Total

Residential Share $449.9 X 71.4% = $339.4 X 68.6% =
$321.2 $232.8 $554.0

$554.0 million'" 141,190 gross increase in

population 2021-31 =

$3,924/capita X 3.511 ppu (per SOU) =

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

$3,924/capita

$13,777 per SOU, as compared with the

2008 calculated Region-wide charge of

$13,334

H:\Haltonlsustainabfe hafton de outlook. doe
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Note:

• the estimated charge would increase somewhat if financing costs are included to reflect

the 2016-2026 capital front-ending requirement;

• no growth-related grants, subsidies or subdivider contributions have been assumed;

• this estimate represents a Region-wide charge and couid be geographically

differentiated, as with the HUSP vs. non-HUSP charges at present;

• this calculation assumes that residential development 2021-31 fully funds 9l! Sustainable

Halton residential growth-related expenditures - plus prior oversizing.

5. Estimated Non-Residential Development Charge

Water Wastewater Total

Non-Residential 449.9 X 28.6% = 339.4 X 31.4% -

Share 128.7 106.6 $235.3

$235.3 million -;- 42,689,266 sq.ft. = $5.51/sq.ft. ($59.31/s.m.), as compared with

the 2008 calculated Region-wide non

residential charge of $63.94/s.m.

Note:

• the charge may increase somewhat if financing costs were included;

• assumptions similar to those noted above under Residential also apply in this case.

General Services

6. Region-wide Development Charges

The following Region-wide development charges are currently in place:

Service DC per Single DC per s.m. of

Detached Unit Retail GFA

EMS 80.83 0.24

Facilities 155.93 0.12

Growth Studies 242.24 1.51

Police 312.03 2.31

Social Housing 308.51 -
Services for Seniors 181.60 -
Sub Total 1,281.14 4.18

GO Transit 1,011.63 -
Total 2,292.77 4.18

Total DC (including hard services) 25,427-30,902 130-171

Soft Services % of Total 7.4-9.0% 2.4-3.2%

Watson & AssocIates Economists Ltd. H:\Haltonlsustamable ha/ton dc outlook.dOG



C-16

7. Estimated Residential Development Charge (per Single-detached Unit)

• Overall, the "soft" service component of the Region's residential DC is small (7-9% of

total). The largest component of the charge is for GO Transit, which has been

legislatively fixed (except for indexing) for a number of years and may therefore not be
impacted by new development 2021-31.

• The aging of the population can be expected to increase the demand for services to
seniors and possibly this component of the charge; however, since it represents less

than 1% of the total residential DC, the impact is not expected to be significant.

• The remaining DC service components are generally expected to generate capital
spending needs and DCs proportionate to the population increase; however, the aging of

the population and development intensification may serve somewhat to moderate Police

capital expenditure requirements.

• Overall, a significant change in the residential development charge for these services

combined, is not enVisaged.

8. Estimated Non-Residential Development Charge

• The non-residential charge for "soft services" represents only 2-3% of the total

development charge. This is largely because the Social Housing, Services for Seniors

and GO Transit components do not apply to non-residential development.

• For this reason and those noted above, a significant change in the non-residential

development charge for the "soft" services combined, is not envisaged.

Comparison of Water and Wastewater Capital and Operating Costs

The costs of the 2007 Masterplan (2008-2021) and Sustainable Halton infrastructure programs

have been compared by allocating the estimated costs over the incremental total daily flow

anticipated for each scenario (Table C-8). This flow was calculated by applying the average per

capita and per employee daily flows from the 2008 DC study to the incremental population and

employment for each of the Master Plan and Sustainable Halton (Tables C-1 0 and C-11).

In comparing capital costs, the total capital costs anticipated to meet the needs of the forecast

growth were divided by the total incremental daily flow. The result is the capital cost per litre

provided or treated per day.

The capital costs of both the water and waste water systems to meet the needs of Sustainable

Halton are significantly lower per litre/day than for the Masterplan (i.e. by $1.48 in the case of

water and $2.18 in the case of wastewater).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Haltonlsustainabfe hafton de outlook-doG
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The comparison of operating costs was made by dividing the average annuai operating costs of

each scenario by the total incremental daily flow in 2031. The result is the average annual cost

per litre provided or treated each day - that is the average annual cost to operate each system

to produce or treat a litre per day.

The annual operating costs of the water system per litre of water provided for Sustainable

Halton is greater than for the Masterplan ($.06/litre). However, the annual operating cost for the

waste water system is significantly lower ($0.13/1itre).

In summary, the total capital cost for Sustainable Halton is $3.97 lower per litre of flow per day

in comparison to the Masterplan. The annual operating costs for Sustainable Halton are $0.07

lower per litre of flow per day, in comparison to the Masterplan.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Hafton\sustainable ha/ton de outlook.doe
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TABLE C-8
REGION OF HALTON

SUMMARY OF WATER AND WASTEWATER FISCAL COMPARISON

Masterplan Sustainable Halton
Capital Water Wastewater Total Water Wastewater Total

2009-2021 $641,645,000 $557,816,000 $80,322,474 $174,200,433

2022-2031 $329,215,411 $108,696,090

~•••••••• H ••_H ________ H ________________ ---------------------
____ H __ H ___________ HH

.H.H ___ H ________________
____ H _____________________

::::::j~?~;?~~':~~~
_. __ H __ H ____ H_H. ___ • ______

Total ___~©~!_,_©~?2Q9_9 ____~??Z&~?_,gQ9 ____~_~,!_~g,~I!!L99g ________~_~Q~2?~Z&~? ________~©g?,~~3,±9_~---------------------------------------

Total Flow (litres/day 72,266,956 84,589,700 55,368,310 64,092,675

$ per litre $8.88 $6.59 $15.47 $7.40 $4.41 $11.81

Difference -$1.48 -$2.18 -$3.66

Operating1

Total (2009-2021 ) $151,006,713 $229,951,488
Annual Average $11,615,901 $17,688,576

Total (2022-2031)' $124,195,508 $53,870,976
Annual Average $12,419,551 $5,387,098

--------------------------------------- _______ H __ • __________ _ ___ H ___ H_H_M ________ N _____________._. _______ _ ___ H __ H __ HH ____ H _________ _ ___________._. _. __ H _____ _ ___ H __ H _____________ • __ • _

Total Flow (litres/day) 72,266,956 84,589,700 55,368,310 64,092,675

$ per litre $0.16 $0.21 $0.37 $0.22 $0.08 $0.30

Difference +$0.06 -$0.13 -$0.07

1 Region of Halton

2 Includes prior years' operating costs for Sustainable Halton works, absorbed in earlier rates and not recouped from pre 2021 new intensification
development

Notes:

Flow has been calculated as the total increment in daily flow as a result of the increased population and employment.
The average flow per capita and per employee is as per the 2008 DC study.
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TABLE C-9
WATER FLOW ESTIMATE

South Halton 2009-2021 Population/Employment Millions LID
Averaqe Flows Increment Total Flow

Residential 330 620,864 - 469,995 = 150,869 49.8

Industrial 302 139,028 - 101,266 = 37,762 11.4

Commercial 213 157,583 - 109,627 = 47,956 10.2

Institutional 74 39,088 - 27,447 = 11,641 0.9

Total Flow n/a 72.3

South Halton 2021-2031 Population/Employment Millions LID
Averaqe Flows Increment Total Flow

Residential 330 750,165 - 620,864 = 129,301 42.7

Industrial 302 164,195 - 139,028 = 25,167 7.6

Commercial 213 178,753 - 157,583 = 21,170 4.5

Institutional 74 47,052 - 39,088 = 7,964 0.6

Total Flow n/a 55.4

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\halton\Region Water and Waste Water2.xls
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TABLE C-10
WASTEWATER FLOW ESTIMATE

South Halton 2009-2021 Population/Employment Millions LID
Averaqe Flows Increment Total Flow

Residential 365 620,864 - 469,995 = 150,869 55.1

Industrial 410 139,028 - 101,266 = 37,762 15.5

Commercial 260 157,583 - 109,627 = 47,956 12.5

Institutional 135 39,088 - 27,447 = 11,641 1.6

Total Flow n/a 84.6

South Halton 2021-2031 Population/Employment Millions L/D
Averaqe Flows Increment Total Flow

Residential 365 750,165 - 620,864 = 129,301 47.2

Industrial 410 164,195 - 139,028 = 25,167 10.3

Commercial 260 178,753 - 157,583 = 21,170 5.5

Institutional 135 47,052 - 39,088 = 7,964 1.1

Total Flow n/a 64.1

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\halton\Region Water and Waste Water2.xls
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PART 3 - The Region's 2009-2018 Tax Levy Forecast

1. The tax budget overview of the Region's 2009 Budget and Business Plan (approved by

Regional Council December 17, 2008) (Table C-2A represents an excerpt from the Plan)

provides a 10-year outlook (2008-2018) for all tax-supported services, other than for

Halton Regional Police Services, for which a five-year forecast is provided.

2. The 10-year forecast in inflated dollars involves a net Regional expenditure increase

from $195.4 million in 2008 (excluding Police), to $320.7 million in 2018, an increase of

64.1 %. Some of the most significant assumptions this forecast includes, involve

provision for:

• the phasing out of GTA pooling expenditures by 2013;

• declining Regional cost-sharing with the Province for "Income and Employment";

• financing of a significant road capital program;

• varying percentage increases by service, reflecting inflation, service level
changes and growth requirements.

3. These forecast expenditure increases involve annual percentage increases of just under

5%/year 2009-2014 and approximately 5.4%/year 2015-2018.

4. Forecast expenditures for the Halton Regional Police Services represent just over 50%

of the other Regional tax-supported service expenditures. The anticipated annual

percentage increase for police is 6.2-7.1 %/year 2009-12 and 5.6% in 2013.

5. As a result, the forecast percentage increase in the total Net Regional Levy Requirement

is in the 5.1-5.8%/year range 2009-2013. These amounts were then related to the

average assessment growth assumption which is in the 2.25-2.5%/year range 2008-18,

except for 2009, when the increase is forecast at 3.04%. This results in a forecast

Regional Tax Impact (after assessment increases) of 2.2-3.2% 2009-2013. The

increase (net of Regional Police) 2014-2018 is 2.6-2.9%/year. This figure would be

marginally higher for the same period, if it were inclusive of Regional Police expenditures

and if the 2012-2013 annual police expenditure increase of 5.6% were maintained.

6. During the 2009-18 period, population in Halton is expected to grow at approximately
4.3%/year and employment at approximately 3.1 %. The Region's forecast of

assessment growth was 2.25-2.5%/year. This, in effect, represents a blend of the
residential and non-residential growth rates, discounted to approximately 55% of the

residential growth rate.
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TABLE C-2A

Approved 2009 Budqet & Business Plan

TEN YEAR PROJECTED OPERATING BUDGET FORECAST
FOR TAX SUPPORTED SERVICES
Tax Impact by Program I 2006 2009 2010 2011 2012"--- 20n 2Gt4 2015 2016 I 2017 \2ii"'i-ij
(S OOO'~l APPROVED APPi<.OVr:o FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST FORECAST

BUDGET BUDGET, , , s , s s , s S

Ptt~icHc<lllh 8.747 10,082 10,892 11,754 12,677 13.672 14.155 15.920 17.179

"60'1
20,287

Emelgen"y tI."jica\ Sereices 11.m 12,:NO 13.458 ,4,1£5 15.235 16,280 17,338 18.'160 11:.902 21.615 22.913
lnlcrvcni;Of; & B'~siness Services 5.140 S,606 6,280 5.769 T,3Q(J 7.876 8.500 9,176 l:Uil0 10.707 11,571
Childreo's Services 7,506 9.509 11,597 12,670 13.558 14.504 15.535 15,642 17.G67 le.782 19,793

Income & Employment 15.676 15.739 11.975 8,417 8,$11 9.220 9,516 9,953 10,351 10.734 11,180

Hous;~S :20.371 :21,794 :23,166 24.138 26A06 28,144 ' 29,894 31,353 32,885 34,246 35.693
Serv;c.:s ~or Seniors 16.:251 15,991 17,375 18.710 17,344 18,582 20,031 21,602 23,319 25,160 27,14:;

Healthy Community FUMing ,
'~I

7" 720 73B 757 77' 79S '" 'SS '" 81$

LPS (;{lmml$sionor 1
4.{i6~ " " " SS "" m m 134 '" 152

PI~nnin9 5,816 6,316 6,771 7.196 7.644 8,134 , 8,609 9,ne !i.778 10,~23

Tmnsp<>r1ation 34,820 I 37,073

"""I
38,897 42.g.J~ 44,929 44,197 ~3,935 45.213 46.:>50 47,278

W(lSle Manageme'1l SelV;ces 29,578 ~2.120 34.133 38.438 38,797 41.086 43,464 ";5,070 48.824 51.l75 53.967

Hori:<l(loE> &!Nk:oE>s '" SS, '" l,Wc; l,OY"; 1.146 1,224 1,243 1.297 1.392 1.495
Business Vcvclepmon; 1,217 1,515 1,620 I 1.732 1,863 1,992 2.130 2,217 2,435 2.605 2.786
Non·Prog,~m& financial T'an:;.acl"'''s 3,105 5,104 13,401 22.753 27,787 32,723 34.5.::S 36,755 38.057 40.182 42.&58
GTAPooiinll 2S.244 23.3% 17.5.;7 11,696 5.649 0 0 0 0 0 0

CcrpOr3t<: AdminEsl<aljon , 0 , 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Boards &. A90n~ics $.18'5 6,859 7.SS7 S.179 8.751 9,375 9.990 10.731 1'l,357 11,693 12,459
NET REGIONAL IMPACT EXPENOlTURE 195,423 204,714 215,085 225,516 236,501 246,061 260.222 273.665 288,544 304,225 320,709

REGIONAL TAX IMPACT (af1<lrass..,ssment) I -0.£% 1.7% 2.5% 2.5% 2.6% 2.6% 2.6% 2.6% 2.9% 2.9% 2.8%,
Hallo" Regional Police Services 9'>,422 I 105,900 1 113.407 120,481 nI,90S 135,108

i
IP:?~l~CE TAX IMPACT (after ass<lssm'mt) ! 5.3%\ 3.4%1 4.5% -, .. ~.~~:~- .~.8% 3.3'!o,-

364,409\-383,1691NET REGIONAL LEVY REQUIREMENT L 294.8'.~ 310,614 I 326.492 i 345,996

NET AVERAGE TAX IMPACT I 1.3%1 2.2%1 3.2%1 3,0% 3.0%1 2.6%i

ASSESSMENT GROWTH ASSUMPTION 2.38% 3.04% 2.50% 2.25% 2.25% 2~~~Y~_.. .2.25~k . .?-.50%~ __ 2,50% 2.5~)O/••__~.sij<;•

§:'k"&M' iz MW'zHW-¥t*

Tax Budget Forecast as projected in t'!...e 2008 Budget

iREGIONAL TAX IMPACT (.attar .a$sll$S-!Ilent) I -0.6%1 2,3%1 1.7%i 1.7%1 1.8%1 1.8%1 3.1%1 3.4%1 3.2%1 3.2%1

f------ ~Halton
,57 ~ REGION
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Water Rate Outlook

1. Operating expenditures for the Halton water and wastewater system (Table C-2B) are

forecast to increase by 6.5-10.1% per year 2010-2018 and by 17.5% in 2009. Most of

these increases (2008-2018) are for:

• Plant Operations (171 % increase)

• Plant Maintenance (151% increase)

• Distribution and Collection (72% increase)

• Administration and Support Services (148% increase)

• Transfers to Operating Reserves (increasing from $0.5 million/year in 2008 to
$9.0 million/year in 2018).

2. Capital expenditures for water and wastewater are expected to increase marginally in

the case of debt charges (an increase of $6.1 million/year between 2008 and 2018) and

net capital reserve transfers ($24.9 million in 2008 to $53.6 million in 2018).

3. These expenditures are forecast to be partially offset by special revenues, primarily Gas

Tax, Service Fees and Interest Earnings, in the amount of $14-15 million/year, post
2008.

4. The three above-referenced operating budget components which are to be rate-funded,
amount to $146.1 million in 2009, growing steadily to $283.3 million in 2018, in inflated

dollars.

5. The forecast assumes that 67% of this amount is funded via the residential user rate and
33% is funded via the commercial/industrial rate, throughout the period.

6. Consumption growth is expected to decline by 1.1 %/year 2009-11 and to increase
thereafter at 1.5%/year.

7. The annual increase in net expenditures, less the anticipated annual percentage growth

in consumption (approximately) equals the forecast annual percentage rate increase,
which is a relatively constant 6.5-6.9%/year.
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8. The 2009 Budget and Business Plan notes a number of future funding challenges and

potential additional pressures that are difficult to quantify,' including:

• "The continuation of customer account growth without an equivalent

revenue growth due to declining consumption per customer.

• Unknown cost implications as a result of new legislation and regulations,

such as Bill 175, the Water and Sewage System Sustainability Act, Clean

Water Act and the Drinking Water Quality Standards.

• Pending implementation of wastewater regulations."

1 Ibid p. 245
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APPENDIX D- CITY OF BURLlNGTON FINANCIAL
FORECASTING MATERIAL

0-1

1. Figure 0-1 sets out the City's capital forecast by asset category for the period 2009 to

2018, consisting primarily of roadways and various facilities.

2. Figure 0-2 indicates that while the City's primary capital funding source is capital

spending from the current budget, significant contributions expected from reserve funds,

development charges and tax-supported debt.

3. Table 0-1 sets out the City's 2009 tax rates by assessment class, as input to the

financial modelling.

4. Table 0-2 sets out the City's 2009 gross operating budget expenditures, revenues and

tax levy, which represent the structure for the fiscal modelling which follows.

5. Table 0-2A provides further definition of the Corporate Revenue and Expenses item in

Table 0-2.

6. Table 0-3 starts with the gross expenditures in Table 0-2, deducts capital-related

expenditure components (debt charges, minor capital and transfers to reserves) as well

as Activity Revenue and allocates the balance between residential and non-residential

development responsibility. This is largely done based on the City's 2009 relationship

between population and population plus employment (with employment also embodying

the demand for service from customers, suppliers and other users). The capital-related

items are removed in order that they can be addressed separately.

7. Table 0-4 addresses each of the components of the $100 million in the remaining net

expenditures and provides an estimate as to the anticipated level of operating budget

spending per capita/employee in 2009, as compared to what is expected to be

applicable to growth over the longer term. In some cases, the expectation for future

spending per capita is for a 1:1 relationship compared with 2009 spending levels and in

other cases it is expected to be greater or less than 1:1.

8. Overall, it is anticipated that spending per capita (in 2009 $) for the growth increment will

be marginally less than at present ($413/capita forecast vs. $418 in 2009) and that

spending per employee will also be somewhat lower ($302/employee forecast vs. $315

in 2009). Table 0-4A provides supporting information re the City's anticipated future

roads and related infrastructure requirements.
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9. Table 0-5 covers forecasting assumptions for non-tax operating revenues. A number of

items are not expected to increase tangibly as a result of growth. The expected increase
in revenue applicable to the growth increment, amounts to $29.46/capita or employee
($32.66/employee in the case of institutional development, as a result of allowing for
limited increases in payments in lieu of taxes for some uses).

10. Table 0-6 summarizes the results of the forecast for three types of residential
development (Iow, medium and high), on a per unit basis. This is done by multiplying
the average annual operating expenditure increase (Table 0-4) by the average
occupancy of each type of new dwelling unit. This results in an operating expenditure
requirement, which is factored up by 20% to provide for capital spending from the
current budget (as at present).

11. Table 0-6 forecasts operating revenues by dwelling type based on the assessment
assumptions which apply for 2009 tax purposes, which were documented in Appendix B
for each Area Municipality. The applicable 2009 tax rate multiplied by these assessment
estimates, yields an estimate of the property tax revenue to be generated in each case.
This amount is then increased by the non-tax revenue estimate (from Table 0-5),
multiplied by the average occupancy of each unit type.

12. The forecast revenue requirements of each dwelling type are then subtracted from the
expenditure forecast, resulting in an average annual operating surplus or deficit in 2009
dollars. In this case, the expectation is for a small fiscal deficit in the case of low density
housing (based on the frontages envisaged), a small operating surplus for medium
density development and a more significant surplus for high density development. The
primary reason for this difference is that high density development is expected to yield
$149,OOO/capita in assessment, as compared to $107,OOO/capita for low density
development (also considering that population is used in allocating expenditure
requirements).

13. Table 0-7 carries out the same type of calculation for non-residential development by

type (industrial, commercial and institutional). In this case, industrial is expected to
produce a significant annual operating surplus per net acre, whereas commercial
development is expected to produce a deficit and institutional development a much
greater deficit.

14. This is the case for institutional development, as it doesn't result in tax revenue
increases and only produces relatively small payments in lieu of tax revenue on an
overall basis. Commercial development is expected to result in tax deficits, despite
having approximately 119% more per net acre in assessment than industrial
development, because it has approx. 149% more employees (and hence operating
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expenditures) allocated per net acre than in the case of industrial. It also has a much

lower tax rate.

15. While it is apparent that municipalities set tax rates so as to match net expenditure

requirements on a "breakeven" basis, this analysis indicates that, on average in

Burlington's case, industrial and condo apartment, as well as townhouse growth will

serve to moderate the need for future tax increases, in contrast to

commercial/institutional and low density residentiai growth.

16. Table 0-8 uses the surplus/deficit estimates from Tables 0-6 and 0-7 and applies them

against the forecast increase in residential units and non-residential net acres (imputed

from the employment forecasts) for the City. This results in an estimate of total impact

for the period involved, in this case 2021-31. This impact is expected to be positive by

the end of the period, in the order of $0.9 million/year in 2009 $, which is equivalent to a

small reduction in tax rates.

17. $0.9 million/year (2009$) represents 1% of the City's 2009 tax levy and is expected to be

a similar % of its 2031 tax levy. Thus, the incremental 2021-2031 tax rate outlook is for

little change in real terms.

18. The way in which this result is experienced and the extent to which it may be at higher or

lower levels earlier in the planning period, is a function of the timing of major capital

expenditures, significant changes in operating expenditures and assessment increases
by type and the long term adequacy of 20% capital contribution from the remaining

current budget, based on consideration of the age and condition of the City's existing

assets. In addition, the potential impact of inflation (including wage and fringe benefit
costs and potential OMERS changes) and other changes such as harmonized sales tax

have not been addressed, as these more detailed considerations are beyond the scope

of this analysis.
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TABLE 0-1 2009 Approved Current and Capital Budget

Downtown Gateway

WEIGHTED ASSESSMENT $26,064,821,951 $25,065,198,369

2009 TAX RATES

Residential RT 0.00353491 0.00058545 0.00412036

"'" I reSidentiOI. Farmlond I RI 0.00265118 0.00043909 0,00309027-'- Mulli-Res MT 0.00799561 0.00132423 0.00931984
New Multi-Res NT 0.00706782 0.00117090 0.00824072
Commercial CT 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131
- full shored payment in lieu CH 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131

-vacant unit.excess land CV 0.00360402 0.00059690 0.00420092

-vocant lond CX 0.00360402 0.00059690 0.00420092

-excess land shored payment in lieu CK 0.00360402 0.00059690 0.00420092
-farmland I Cl 0.00265118 0.00043909 0.00309027

-new construction Xl 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131

IOffice DT 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131

!Ottice-vacant unit. excess land DV 0.00360402 0.00059690 0.00420092

IOttice-full shared payment in lieu OH 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131
'Shopping Centre ST 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131

,Shopping Centre-vac.unit.excss land SV 0.00360402 0.00059690 0.00420092

Parking Lot GT 0.00514860 0.00085271 0.00600131

Industrial IT 0.00834203 0.00138160 0.00972363

- full shored payment in lieu IH 0.00834203 0.00138160 0.00972363
-vacant bldg.excess land IV 0.00542232 0.00089804 0.00632036
-vacant land IX 0.00542232 0.00089804 0.00632036

-excess land shared payment in tieu IK 0.00542232 0.00089804 0.00632036
-new construction JT 0.00834203 0.00138160 0.00972363

Large Industrial LT 0.00834203 0.00138160 0.00972363

large Industrial-vac unit.excess land LV 0.00542232 0.00089804 0.00632036

Industrial-Farmland I " 0.00265118 0.00043909 0.00309027

Pipelines PT 0.00375301 0.00062157 0.00437458

Farm FT 0.00070698 0.00011709 0.00082407

Managed Forests TT 0.00088373 0.00014636 0.00103009

12009 Taxes on Urban Household with $100,000 CVA $353.49 $58.55 $4T2.041

12009 Taxes on Rural Household with $100,000 CVA $353.49 I
2008 NOTIONAL TAX RATE
Residential RT 0.00335887 0.00057083 0.00392970

o,
0>

CITI' O#' ...;::::===a,
BurlinClton Current Budget Overview



D-7

TABLE 0-2
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1 Expenditures
1.01 General Government 18,987.5
1.02 Fire 23,037.5
1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 23,096.1
1.04 Transit 20,936.8
1.05 Parks & Recreation 27,117.9
1.06 Libraries 8,284.3
1.07 Cultural Services 2,465.3
1.08 Planning and Zoning 14,235.7
1.09 Corporate Revenue & Expenses 38,946.3

Total 177,107,5

2 Revenue Fund Revenues
2.01 Activity Revenue 46,644.8
2.02 Internal Recoveries 1,977.8
2.03 Payments in lieu of taxes 2,980.2
2.04 General Provincial Grants 4,966.1
2.05 Local Improvement Collections 84.2
2.06 Penalties and interest on taxes 1,950.0
2.07 Income from Investments 3,828.0
2.08 Supplementary Taxes 1,000.0
2.09 Right of Way 83.5
2.10 Other Revenues/Aggregate Resource 6,781.7

Total Non-Tax Revenues 70,296,3
3 Net Expenditures (General Levy) 106,811,2

Total 177,107.5

Sources: 2009 Current Budget
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TABLE D-2A
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1.09 Corporate Revenue & Expenses

Corporate Expenses
Corporate Provisions for: Contingency 1,771.4

Insurance 1,050.0
Current Yr. Tax Write-off 375.0
Prior Yr. Tax Write-off 700.0
Strategic Land Acquistion 490.0
Other 50.0
VDRF's 2,281.2

CVA Rebates 316.9
Financial Expenses 621.9

Sub-total 7,656.5
Tax Supported Capital

Capital From Current 7,492.9
Railway Crossing RF 350.0
Infrastructure Renewal 4,330.0
Debt Charges (City & Hydro) 7,766.8

Sub-total 19,939.7

Other (Netted vs. Corporate Revenue)
Municipal Grants 4,901.1
Earnings on Investments 78.0
Other Revenues/Aggregate Resources 6,371.0

Sub-total 11,350.1

Total 38,946.3

Sources: 2009 Current Budget
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TABLE D-3
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

SUMMARY OF NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR 2009
$(000'5)

NET
TOTAL Debt Charges Minor Capital Activity Revenue

OPERATING Residential Share Non·residential Share

& Transfers
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY EXPENDITURE To Reserves EXPENDITURE % $1000'5\ % $(000'5)

1.01 General Government 18,987.5 - - 2,400,4 16,587.1 64.6% 10,715.3 35.4% 5,871.8
1.02 Fire 23,037.5 - - 997.2 22,040.3 64.6% 14,238.0 35.4% 7,802.3
1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 23,096.1 - - 5,138.2 17,957.9 64.6% 11,600.8 35.4% 6,357.1
1.04 Transit 20,936.8 - - 10,419,4

,
10,517.4 64.6% 6,794.3 35.4% 3,723.2

1.05 Parks & Recreation 27,117.9 - - 17,223.2 9,894.7 95.0% 9,400.0 5.0% 494.7
1.06 Libraries 8,284.3 - - 63.0 8,221.3 95.0% 7,810.3 5.0% 411.1
1.07 Cultural Services 2,465.3 - - 43.6 2,421.6 95.0% 2,300.6 5.0% 121.1
1.08 Planning and Zoning 14,235.7 - - 9,054.2

,
5,181.6 64.6% 3,347.3 35.4%, 1,834.3

1.09 Coroorate Revenue & Exoenses 38,946.3 7,766.8 12,172.9 11,350.1 7,656.5 64.6'% 4,946.1 35.4% 2,710,4
Total 177,107.5 7,766.8 12,172.9 56,689.3 100,478.5 71,152.6 29,325.9

Sources: 2009 Current Budget

2009 Population
2009 Employment

170,160 64.6%
93,078 35.4%

263,238

Capital Spending From Current Budget: Total Expenditures

-Debt

-Own Fund Transfers
-Activity Revenue

--»
~

177,107.5
7,766.8

12,172.9
56,689.3

7- 100,478.5
I % Capital From ClJrrentBUdget =(7,767+12;173)';' 100,479 = 19.8% I

1 2009 Budget modified to reduce Activity Revenue by S700,000 in Provincial Gas Tax revenue, which is being phased out of the current budget over three years and will therefore not form part of the long term Transit
operating revenue base.
2 $605,600 reduction in revenue from Building and Planning Stabilization reserves which is not sustainable and doesn't reflect the City's circumstances of imminent resident'lal Greenfleld buildout.

o,
<0

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\Burl Fiscal Impact 2009.xlsx



TABLE D-4
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential NonHResid. Basis for Potential Imoact Capita Employee
1.01 General Government 10,715.3 5,871.8 The percentage growth in the size and spending requirements of Council, CAO's Office 37.78 37,85

and other corporate services, is not expected to match the percentage growth in
population and employment in the City. The basic high level organizational structure is
in place and while additional capacity will be required, much of it is expected to be
achieved based on operating economies of scale. As a result, a 60% cost factor has
been used. i.e. For every dollar per capita spent on these operations in 2009, it is
forecast that new growth can be adequately served at a cost of SO.60/capita, in addition
to the 2009 spending base, which is required to serve the City's 2009 population and is
assumed to remain intact.

1,02 Fire 14,238,0 7,802.3 The City's fire station network is expected to be fully in place by 2012. While additional 66.94 67.06
residential growth and the aging of the population can be expected to increase call
volume and staffing requirements, economies of scale are expected to reduce the per
capita costs applicable to growth by approximately 20%. Thus, 80% of the 2009 cost
per capita has been provided for growth.

1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 11,600,8 6,357.1 Table D-4A compares the anticipated increase in infrastructure for the three time 68.18 68.30
periods which are under consideration. In all cases, other than arterial road lane km
and traffic signals, the 2021-31 increase is expected to be modest. In the case of
arterial roads, the anticipated increase in lane km, which is presently 4.7 lane km/1 ,000
population, would call for a 2021-31 increase of 6.8 thousand persons X 4.7 lane
km/1 ,000 =32 lane km if existing service and spending levels are to be maintained;
however, the anticipated increment 2021-31 is only 14.5 lane km. This difference would
serve to marginally reduce per capita spending requirements.

However, while the road network is largely fixed, the renewal requirement will grow as it
ages. Ideally, the City would reserve up to 2%/year of infrastructure value ($18+ million)
for road resurfacing/maintenance. In addition, there is a growing demand for a higher
level of service on local streets, sidewalks to be added, traffic calming, rural roads to
urban standard, boulevard tree maintenance, bike and pedestrian safety and driveway
approaches re wheelchair access. Added spending for a portion of these purposes is
embodied in the assumption that 100% of existing spending per capita will continue.

1.04 Transit 6,794,3 3,723.2 The City is seeking to at least double the transit modal split from approximately 3% to 69.88 70,00
6% over the period to 2031. This increase is expected to be facilitated in two ways:
first, by means of a significant increase in level of service, involving additional buses per
capita, permitting the establishment of new routes and more frequent service; second,
by a higher level of utilization (i.e. an improved revenue/cost ratio) for the fleet, as a
result of changing public propensities to use transit. On this basis, it is assumed that
per capita 2021-31 expenditures for transit will amount to approximately 175% of the
2009 amount.

o,
~

o
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TABLE D-4A
CITY OF BURLlNGTON - ANTICIPATED ROAD AND RELATED CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS 2009·31

ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS

TOTAL
ASSET CATEGORY 2009-14 2015·21 2022-31 2009-31

1. Arterial Roads Lane Km 16.60 1.03 14.50 32.13

% of 2009-31 52% 30/0 45% 100%

2. Arterial Road Intersection Improvements metres 1,000 50 - 1,050

% of 2009-31 95% 5% 0% 100%

3. Arterial Road Sidewalks/Multi-use Pathways Km 13.05 8.50 4.00 25.55

% of 2009-31 51% 33% 16% 100%

4. Local/Collector Roads Lane Km 80.3 25.2 - 105.5

% of 2009-31 76% 24% 0% 100%

5. Traffic Signals No. 6 5 7 18

% of 2009-31 33% 28% 39% 100%

6. Storm Sewers Km 53.0 16.6 3.2 72.8

% of 2009-31 73% 23% 4% 100%

7. SWM Ponds No. 28 5 2 35

% of 2009-31 80% 14% 6% 100%

8. Bike Lane/Cycle Track/Bike Priority $ million 26.7 9.8 4.6 41.1

Street/Paved Shoulder/Multi-use Path % of 2009-31 65% 24% 11% 100%

o,
~

~
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TABLE 0-4
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Expenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Imoact Capita Employee
1.05 Parks & Recreation 9,400.0 494.7 The level of service for Parks and Recreation is expected to increase over time as a 66.29 6.38

number of service deficits are gradually addressed, i.e. City parks, ice centres and
community centres. These service level improvements, together with the increased cost
of maintaining older facilities, the added cost of the Waterfront Centre, seniors'
subsidies, playground retrofitting and different parkland requirements of seniors, are
expected to increase the City's per capita spending over time by approximately 20% in
real terms. This is after considering the potential for minor administrative economies of
scale associated with growth. i.e. By 2031, the cost of accommodating growth is
expected to be 20% higher than in 2009.

1.06 Libraries 7,810.3 411.1 Library spending is primarily a direct function of population-growth. Technology 43.60 4.20
continues to alter library usage but is relatively expensive. Some economies of scale
are anticipated in terms of facilities and staffing as growth in the City focuses on
intensification. These will be partially offset by the need for multi-language materials,
special books for seniors and additional pre-school programs. Thus, 95% of 2009 per
capita spending levels are considered to be applicable in 2031,

1.07 Cultural Services 2,300.6 121.1 There is an increasing demand for interactive displays and heritage materials, as well as 13.52 1.30
a higher demand for service anticipated from an aging population. These requirements
are expected to be offset by economies of scale associated with the City's existing
facilities and its limited growth forecast. As a result, it is anticipated that 2009 per capita
spending levels for this purpose will be maintained to 2031.

1.08 Planning and Zoning 3,347.3 1,834.3 The City's Planning Department is sized to accommodate a rate of growth which is 17.70 17.74
diminishing. It is assumed that any resultant cost savings are partially offset by the
increased planning workload related to intensification complexity. Thus, 90% of 2009
spending levels per capita are applicable.

1.09 Corporate Revenue & Expenses 4,946.1 2,710.4 After netting out capital-related expenditures (Table 0-3), this item consists primarily of 29.07 29.12
vehicle depreciation reserve fund, contingency provisions. insurance, CVA rebates,
financial expenses, etc.

These costs are assumed to increase in future in direct proportion to growth.

Total Exoenditures 71,152.6 29,325.9 412.96 301.94

Sources: 2009 Current Budget

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

418.15 315.07 2009 Population
2009 Employment

170,160
93,078
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TABLE 0-5
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

170,160
93,078

287.74 2009 Population
2009 Employment

255.72Sources: 2009 Current Budget

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
64.6% 35.4% $ S

2.01 Activity Revenue 46,644.8 30,151.7 16,493.1 Netted in Table 0-3. ~

2.02 Internal Recoveries 1,977.8 1,278.5 699.3 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 7.51 7.51

2.03 Payments in lieu of taxes 2,980.2 ~ 2.980.2 Minor Impact Anticipated (i.e. 10% of current per 3.20
capita rate) given that 70% of current Pll's are Hydro
Corridors and C.C.LL

2.04 General Provincial Grants 4,966.1 3,210.2 1,756.0 Netted in Table 0-3. ~

2.05 Local Improvement Collections 84.2 54.4 29.8 No Net Impact re growth

2.06 Penalties and interest on taxes 1,950.0 1,260.5 689.5 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth. 7.41 7.41

2.07 Income from Investments 3,828.0 2,474.5 1.353.5 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth. 14.54 14.54

2.08 Supplementary Taxes 1,000.0 646.4 353.6 N/A. Full annual tax increase Included elsewhere. ~

2.09 Right of Way 83.5 54.0 29.5 No net impact re growth. ~

2.10 Other Revenues/Aggregate Resource 6,781.7 4,383.8 2,397.9 Netted in Table 0-3. ~

Total Revenue 70,296.3 43,513.9 26,782.4 29.46 29.46

Institutional Only nla 32.66

17" ">"
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~

w
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TABLE D-6
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

Fiscal Impact Summary for Residential Development

1 2 3
Low Medium High

Density Density Density
Financial Component Residential Residential Residential

Operating Expenditures

Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.35 2.35 1.54

Occupancy X $ 412.96 Icapita $ 1,383.42 $ 970.46 $ 633.89

Sub-Total $ 1,383.42 $ 970.46 $ 633.89

Capital Spending from Current Budget

20% of other operatina expenditures $ 276.68 $ 194.09 $ 126.78

Total Annual Expenditure Increases $ 1,660.10 $ 1,164.55 $ 760.67

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes $ 360,000 $ 288,000 $ 230,000

2009 Tax Rate 0.412036% 0.412036% 0.412036%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 1,483 $ 1,187 $ 948

Non-Tax Revenue Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.35 2.35 1.54

Occupancy X $ 29.46 Icapita $ 98.69 $ 69.23 $ 45.22

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE INCREASES $ 1,581.69 $ 1,256.23 $ 99322

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ (78.41 ) $ 91.68 $ 232.55

o,
~

.j:>.
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TABLE D-7
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

Fiscal Impact Summary for Non-Residential Development

1 2 3

Industrial Commercial Institutional
Financial Component

Operating Expenditures

Employees per net acre 15.3 1 38.1 1 32.8 1

X $ 301.94 femployee $ 4,619.70 $ 11,503.96 $ 9,903.68

Sub-Total $ 4,619.70 $ 11,503.96 $ 9,903.68

Capital Spending from Current Budget

20% of other operating expenditures $ 923.94 $ 2,300.79 $ 1,980.74

Total Annual Expenditures $ 5,543.64 $ 13,804.75 $ 11,884.42

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes (per net ac) $ 800,000 $ 1,754,000 nfa

2009 Tax Rate 0.972363% 0.600131% 0.000000'/,

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 7,778.90 $ 10,526.30 nfa

Non-Tax Revenue Employees per net acre 15.3 38.1 32.8

employees X $ 29.46 femployee $ 450.79 $ 1,123.00 $ 1,071.25 2

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES $ 8,229.69 $ 11,649.30 $ 1,071.25

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ 2,686.05 $ (2,155.45) $ (10,813.17)

32.8 ~

(emp. fnet acre)

1 Based on Halton Region's employees per net acre.

2 Estimate for Payments-In-Lieu :
$ 32.66 x
(non-tax revenuefemp.)

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

$ 1,071.25
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TABLE D-8
CITY OF BURLlNGTON

BROAD ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT OF GROWTH 2021-2031

Annual Surplus Number of Total
(Deficit) 2009$ Units/Net Acres Impact $

Surplus/
(Deficit)

1. Residential Development (per unit)

1.1 Low Density $ (78.41 ) (1,072) $ -

1.2 Medium Density $ 91.68 140 $ 12,835

1.3 High Density $ 232.55 3,851 $ 895,550

1.4 Total Residential 2,919 908,385

2. Non-Residential Development (per net acre)

2.1 Industrial $ 2,686.05 31.6 $ 84,879

2.2 Commercial $ (2,155.45) 45.9 $ (98,935)

2.3 Institutional $ (10,813.17) 2.0 $ (21,626)

2.4 Total Non-Residential 79.5 $ (35,682)

3. Population Adjustment Factor 1 $ 16,571

4. Grand Total Impact $ 889,274

Notes:

1.

2,

2021-2031
Residential Development Type Units

Low Density (1,072)
Medium Density 140
High Density 3851
Total 2,919

2021-2031
Non-Residential Development 2021-2031 Assessment 2021-2031
Type Employees Adjustment 2 NetAe

Industrial 726 484 31.6
Commercial 1,508 1,750 45.9
Institutional 66 66 2.0
Total 2,300 2,300 79.5

*Employee per net acre assumptIon as per Table 0-7.

1 Reduction in expenditures attribable to the difference between gross and net 2021-31 population increase. i.e.
6,242 qross vs, 6,800 net = 109%.

2 Approximately one third of industrial employees are assessed as commercial.
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APPENDIX E- TOWN OF HALTON HILLS FINANCIAL
FORECASTING MATERIAL

E-1

1. Figure E-1 sets out the Town's preliminary (gross) capital forecast for the period 2009 to

2018. This forecast is in the amount of approximately $15 million/year, other than

somewhat higher spending peaks in 2009 and 2015.

2. Figure E-2 indicates that while the Town's primary capital funding source is development

charges, significant contributions are expected from tax-related and other sources.

3. Table E-1 sets out the Town's 2009 tax rates by assessment class, as input to the

financial modelling.

4. Pages E-7 and E-8 summarize the results of a related fiscal impact forecast prepared for

the Town in 2007 by Hemson Consulting.

5. Table E-2 sets out the Town's 2009 operating budget expenditures, revenues and tax

levy, which represent the structure for the fiscal modelling which follows.

6. Table E-2A provides further definition to three of the net expenditure categories in Table

E-2.

7. Table E-3 starts with the net expenditures in Table E-2, deducts capital-related

expenditure components (debt charges, minor capital and transfers to reserves) and

allocates the balance between residential and non-residential development

responsibility. This is done largely based on the Town's 2009 relationship between

population and population plus employment (with employment also embodying the

demand for service from customers, suppliers and other users). The capital-related

items are removed in order that they can be addressed separately.

8. Table E-4 addresses each of the components of the $26 million in the remaining net net

expenditures and provides an estimate as to the anticipated level of operating budget

spending per capita/employee in 2009, as compared with what is expected to be

applicable to growth over the longer term. In some cases, the expectation for future

spending per capita is for a 1: 1 relationship compared with 2009 spending levels and in

other cases it is expected to be greater or less than 1:1.

9. Overall, it is anticipated that spending per capita (in 2009 $) for the growth increment will

be very similar to the present ($356/capita forecast vs. $353 in 2009) and that spending

per employee will be somewhat lower ($253/employee forecast vs. $269 in 2009).
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10. Table E-5 covers forecasting assumptions for non-tax operating revenues. A number of

items are not expected to increase tangibly as a result of growth. The expected increase

in revenue applicable to the growth increment, amounts to $25.60/capita or employee

($50.95/employee in the case of institutional development, as a result of allowing for

increases in payments in lieu of taxes for some uses).

11. Table E-6 summarizes the results of the forecast for three types of residential

development (Iow, medium and high), on a per unit basis. This is done by multiplying

the average annual operating expenditure increase (Table E-4) by the average
occupancy of each type of dwelling unit. This results in an operating expenditure

requirement, which is factored up by 30% to provide for capital spending from the
current budget (increased marginally from 26.7% of "other operating expenditures" in

2009).

12. Table E-6 forecasts operating revenues by dwelling type based on the assessment

assumptions which apply for 2009 tax purposes, which were documented in Appendix B

for each Area Municipality. The applicable 2009 tax rate multiplied by these assessment

estimates yields an estimate of the property tax revenue to be generated in each case.

This amount is then increased by the non-tax revenue estimate (from Table E-5)

multiplied by the average occupancy of each unit type.

13. The forecast revenue requirements of each dwelling type are then subtracted from the
expenditure forecast, resulting in an average annual operating surplus or deficit in 2009

dollars. In this case, the expectation is for a small operating deficit in the case of low

and medium density housing (based on the frontages envisaged) and a small operating

surplus for high density development. The primary reason for this difference is that high

density development is expected to yield $147,000/capita in assessment, as compared

to $111 ,OOO/capita for low density development (also considering net population is used

in allocating expenditure requirements).

14. Table E-7 carries out the same type of calculation for non-residential development by

type (industrial, commercial and institutional). In this case, industrial is expected to

produce a significant annual operating surplus per net acre, whereas commercial

development is expected to produce a small surplus and institutional development a

large deficit.

15. This is the case for institutional development, as it doesn't result in tax revenue

increases and only produces relatively small payments in lieu of tax revenue on an

overall basis. Commercial development is expected to result in a tax surplus. It has

approximately 75% more per net acre in assessment than industrial development, but it
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also has approx. 99% more employees (and hence operating expenditures) allocated

per net acre than in the case of industrial. It also has a much lower tax rate.

16. While it is apparent that municipalities set tax rates so as to match net expenditure

requirements on a "breakeven" basis, this analysis indicates that, on average, industrial/

commercial and condo apartment growth will serve to moderate the need for future tax
increases, in contrast to institutional and low/medium density residential growth.

17. Table E-8 uses the surplus/deficit estimates from Tables E-6 and E-7 and applies them

against the forecast increase in residential units and non-residential net acres (imputed

from the employment forecasts) for the Town. This results in an estimate of total impact

for the period involved, in this case 2021-31. This impact is expected to be negligible

after applying the population adjustment factor.

18. Thus, the 2021-2031 tax rate outlook is for virtually no change in real terms as a result of

the growth increment.

19. The way in which this result is experienced and the extent to which it may be at higher or
lower levels earlier in the planning period, is a function of the timing of major capital

expenditures, significant changes in operating expenditures and assessment increases

by type and the long term adequacy of 30% capital contribution from the remaining

current budget, based on consideration of the age and condition of the Town's existing

assets. In addition, the potential impact of inflation (including wage and fringe benefit

costs) and other changes such as harmonized sales tax have not been addressed, as

these more detailed considerations are beyond the scope of this analysis.
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FIGURE E-1

Town of Halton Hills

2009-2018 Preliminary Capital Forecast

Gross Cost by Service

Source: Town of Halton Hills Finance Department
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FIGURE E-2

Town of Halton Hills
2009-2018 Preliminary Capital Forecast
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TABLE E-1
TOwN OF HALTON HILLS
SUMMARY OF TAX RATES

2009 FINAL

rn
0,

Re ion Tax Rate (%)
Town Tax General waste Education Tax Total Rural Total Urban Acton Georgetown

Description Rate (%) Services Management Blue Box Rate (%) Tax Rate (%) Tax Rate (%) B.I.A. B.I.A.
Commercial

CF Commercial- PIL Full Rate 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945% 2.403019%
CG Commercial - PIL ( no education) 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.082599% 1.138673%
CH Commercial - Shared PIL for education 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945% 2.403019%
CK Commercial- Shared PIL - Excess Land 0.364122% 0.373797% 0.039251% 0.019901% 0.885042% 1.642861% 1.682112%
CT Commercial- Taxable Full 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945% 2.403019% 0.389693% 0.651065%
CU Commercial - Excess land 0.364122% 0.373797% 0.039251% 0.019901% 0.885042% 1.642861% 1.682112% 0.272785% 0.455745%
CX Commercial- Vacant land 0.364122% 0.373797% 0.039251% 0.019901% 0.885042% 1.642861'1< 1.682112% 0.272785% 0.455745%
CZ Commercial- PIL - vacant land, (no education) 0.364122% 0.373797% 0.039251% 0.019901% 0.757819% 0.797070%
DT Office Building 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945% 2.403019% 0.651065%
GT Parking Lot 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945% 2.403019% 0.389693% 0.651065%
ST Shopping Centre 0.520174% 0.533995% 0.056074% 0.028429% 1.264346% 2.346945'1< 2.403019% 0.389693% 0.651065%
SU Shopping Centre - Excess land 0.364122% 0.373797% 0.039252% 0.019901% 0.885042% 1.642861% 1.682113%

Farm & Managed Forest
FP Farm - Tenant of Prov - PIL - Full 0.071428% 0.073326% 0.007700% 0.003904% 0.063000% 0.211658% 0.219357%
FT Farm - Taxable Full 0.071428% 0.073326% 0.007700% 0.003904% 0.063000% 0.211658% 0.219357%
TT Managed Forests 0.089285% 0.091657% 0.009625% 0.004880% 0.063000% 0.248822% 0.258447%

Farm Awaiting Development Phase 1
11 Industrial- Farm I 0.267855% 0.274972% 0.028874% 0.014639% 0.189000% 0.746466% 0.775340%
R1 Residential - Farm I 0.267855% 0.274972% 0.028874% 0.014639% 0.189000% 0.746466% 0.775340'1<

Industrial
IF Industrial- PIL - Full 0.842814% 0.865208% 0.090854% 0.046063% 1.859195% 3.613280% 3.704134%
IH Industrial- Shared (PIL for education) 0.842814% 0.865208% 0.090854% 0.046063% 1.859195% 3.613280% 3.704134%
IK Industrial- Excess land 0.547829% 0.562385% 0.059055% 0.029941% 1.208477% 2.348632% 2.407687%
IT Industrial- Taxable Full 0.842814% 0.865208% 0.090854% 0.046063% 1.859195% 3.613280% 3.704134%
IU Industrial- Excess land 0.547829% 0.562385% 0.059055% 0.029941% 1.208477% 2.348632% 2.407687%
IW Industrial- PIL - Excess land (no education) 0.547829% 0.562385% 0.059055% 0.029941% 1.140155% 1.199210%
IX Industrial- Vacant land 0.547829% 0.562385% 0.059055% 0.029941% 1.208477% 2.348632% 2.407687'1<
LT Large Industrial- Taxable 0.842814% 0.865208% 0.090854% 0.046063% 1.859195% 3.613280% 3.704134'1<
LU Large Industrial - Excess land 0.547829% 0.562385% 0.059055% 0.029941% 1.208477% 2.348632% 2.407687%

Multi-Residential
MT Multi-Residential 0.807814% 0.829278% 0.087081% 0.044150% 0.252000% 1.933243% 2.020324%

Pipeline
PT Pipeline 0.379175% 0.389250% 0.040874% 0.020723% 1.353050% 2.142199% 2.183073%

Residential
RD Residential - Education only 0.252000% 0.252000% 0.252000%
RG Residential - PIL - no education 0.357140% 0.366629% 0.038499% 0.019519% 0.743288% 0.781787%
RH Residential - Shared PIL (for education) 0.357140% 0.366629% 0.038499% 0.019519% 0.252000% 0.995288% 1.033787'1<
RP Residential- Tenant of Prov - PIL - full 0.357140% 0.366629% 0.038499% 0.019519% 0.252000% 0.995288% 1.033787% r
RT Residential - Taxable Full 0.357140% 0.366629% 0.038499% 0.019519% 0.252000% 0.995288% 1.033787% (

Other
UH Utility Transmission 0.411540% 0.422480% 1.208660% 2.042680% 2.042680%
WT Railway Right of Way 0.301660% 0.309670% 0.822690% 1.434020% 1.434020%



E-7

Fiscal Impact of Growth Alternatives (summary of Hemson September

2007 report}

This report was prepared as part of the Sustainable Halton analysis to examine the fiscal impact

of accommodating widely varying levels of residential and employment growth in Halton Hills, to
2031.

The model used was based on a "modified average cost approach" and a 2007 budget base

with no adjustment for inflation. The modifications reflected capital-induced operating costs,

generally based on the Town's historic service levels and an allowance for capital costs funded
from taxes, based on the Town's current practices without additional inclusions. Tax revenues

were based on an assessment forecast.

The study concluded that all of the scenarios were "fiscally challenging, with upward pressure

on tax rates" during the 2011-2021/26 period; however, beyond that time, most of those

scenarios involving a high activity rate (i.e. 49-56%) would experience a positive fiscal impact;

whereas those with a lower activity rate (plus the Hornby Expansion scenario and two existing

OP scenarios) would be fiscally neutral or fiscally negative.

The model works with estimates of average costs for municipal service level categories for

which the growth scenario is likely to create a need. The average costs are then modified, on a

service by service basis, to reflect the sensitivity of each service to new development. The
analysis includes capital-induced operating costs triggered when a new facility is constructed,

based on DC service levels. Finally, an allowance has been made for capital costs funded from

taxes at a rate of 18% of additional net operating costs. Funding of the non-DC-recoverable

share of the growth-related capital program is also provided (largely the 10% legislated

discounts).

The assessment assumptions used were as follows:

Residential Per Unit %

• Low Density (single and semi-detached) $320,000 100

• Medium Density (townhouses, rows) $225,000 70

• High Density (Apartments) $175,000 55

Non-Residential
--

• Population-related Employment $96,000/employee

• Employment Land Employment $68,000/employee
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The fiscal analysis did not include additional asset management contributions beyond the

Town's current practices. These are required whether the Town grows or not and the Town was

advised to more fully examine and develop a long range asset management and reserve fund

adequacy policy and practice.

Funding shortfalls in the short and medium term are forecast as a result of non-DC recoverable

capital costs. Municipal Act s.11 0 agreements may possibly be applicable to mitigate some of

the negative fiscal impacts of growth.

The analysis was based on $118.95 per capita in residential costs and $69.81/employee. No

non-residential cost attribution was made for parks, recreation or libraries.

For Scenario 4, additional firefighters were costed at $75,000 per and 26 additional firefighters

were added 2007-2031. The total capital-induced operating impact for all services by 2031 was

$8,042,730.
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TABLE E-2
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1 Expenditures
1.01 General Government 4,806.6
1.02 Fire 4,303.8
1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 8,723.1
1.04 Parks & Recreation 3,658.1
1.05 Libraries 2,183.0
1.06 Planning and Zoning 1,106.9
1.07 Corporate Expenses 1,239.8
1 08 Corporate Financing & Other 6,958.3

Total 32,979.6

2 Revenue Fund Revenues

2.01 Payments in lieu of taxes 1,118.3
2.02 General Provincial Grants 82.0
203 Subdivision Agreement Fees 275.0
2.04 POA Court Fines 127.0
2.05 Penalties and interest on taxes 551.0
2.06 Income from Investments 9300
2.07 Supplementary Taxes 300.0
2.08 Manual Adjustments 772.0
2.09 Hydro Revenue 1,859.0

Total Non-Tax Revenues 6,014.3

1 3 Net Expenditures (General Levy) I 26,965.31

1 Total I 32,979.61

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget Summary

Note:

1. Table 1a provides further details on 1.01, 1.07, & 1.08
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TABLE E-2A
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I 2009

I$ (OOO's)

1.01 General Government
Council 591.4
Office of the CAO 642.1
Corporate Services 3,573.1
Sub-total 4,806.6

1.07 Corporate Expenses
Early Retirement Benefits 73.1
Election Expenses 29.6
Uncollectable Taxes 164.6
AIR / Payables 5.0
Telephone & Postage 218.4
Auditor 27.8
Legal Services 125.0
Corporate Human Resources 58.3
General Insurance 430.0
Contribution to Self Ins. Res. 83.0
Photocopier/Fax/Printers 25.0
Sub-total 1,239.8

1.08 Capital Financing & Other
Contribution to Reserves 1,050.1
Cap. Fin. Res. Fund - Town 2,055.7
Special Infrastructure Levy 908.0
Fire 526.0
Recr. Complex & SportsPlex 348.3
Miscellaneous Bldg & Property 4.1
Contingency Allowance 50.0
Furniture Reserve 38.1
Tax Rate Stablization Reserve 80.0
Rep. Mtce. & Revit. Reserve 67.5
Pavement Mgmt. Reserve 1,884.0
Banking / Borrowing 1.5
Miscellaneous Income (55.0)
Sub-total 6,958.3

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget Summary
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TABLE E-3
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

SUMMARY OF NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR 2009
$IOOO's)

NET-NET
NET Debt Charges Minor Capital OPERATING Residential Share Non~residentialShare

EXPENDITURE & Transfers EXPENDITURE

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY To Reserves % $IOOO's) % $IOOO's)
1.01 General Government 4,806.6 4,806.6 72.0% 3,460.8 28.0% 1,345.8
1.02 Fire 4,303.8 4,303.8 72.0% 3,098.7 28.0% 1,205.1
1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 8,723.1 8,723.1 72.0% 6,280.6 28.0% 2,442.5
1.04 Parks & Recreation 3,658.1 3,658.1 95.0% 3,475.2 5.0% 182.9
1.05 Libraries 2,183.0 2,183.0 95.0% 2,073.9 5.0% 109.2
1.06 Planning and Zoning 1,106.9 1,106.9 72.0% 797.0 28.0% 309.9
1.07 Corporate Expenses 1,239.8 1,239.8 72.0% 892.7 28.0% 347.1
1.08 Coroorate Financina & Other 6,958.3 348.3 6,610.0 0.0 72.0% 0.0 28.0% 0.0

Total 32,979.6 348.3 6,610.0 26,021.3 20,078.8 5,942.5

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget Summary

2009 Population
2009 Employment

56,860 72.0%
___~2=,2~'0'C6",0 28.0%

78,920

Capital Spending From Current Budget: Total Expenditures
-Debt

-Own Fund Transfers

~

~

32,979.6
348.3

6,610.0

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

~ 26,021.3r %Capital From Currenf"Budget= (348-+"6,610 1 : 26,021 =- 26.7% -]
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TABLE E4
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
000'5 $ Exoenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non~Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Ca ita Emplovee
1.01 General Government 3,460.8 1,345.8 The percentage growth in the size and spending requirements of Council, CAO's Office 36.52 36.61

and Corporate Services, is not expected to match the percentage growth in population
and employment in the Town. The basic high level organizational structure is in place
in the Town and while additional capacity will be required, it is expected to be achieved
based on operating economies of scale. As a result, a 60% cost factor has been used.
Le. For every dollar per capita spent on these operations in 2009, it is forecast that new
growth can be adequately selVed at SO.eO/capita, in addition to the 2009 spending
base, which is required to serve the Town's 2009 population and is assumed to remain
intact.

1.02 Fire 3,098.7 1,205.1 The Town is in the process of gradually moving from operating a part-time (PT) to a full·
time (FT) firefighting force. It presently has 20 FT and 90 PT firefighters and is
endeavouring to add 2 FT per year, subject to the continuing availability of PT and
financial resources.
The Town's infrastructure is adequate to meet the 20,000 person increase, given the
station in South Georgetown which is under construction and the potential need for a
fourth station (in the 401 Corridor). The latter is subject, in the alternative, to the
possible continuation of fire service agreements by Milton and Mississauga for
coverage of that area.
An increase of 2 FT/year for 20 of the years between 2009 and 2031 would introduce
an annual spending increase in the order of $3.0 million/year (40 FT X $75,000).
Approximately one third of this increase (Le. 51,000,000) would be the funding
responsibility of 2009-31 growth (as opposed to the 2009 Base Year population).
Based on a 72:28 residential: non-residential split, this would result in an additional
growth-related cost of $1 ,000,000 X 0.72 • (90,200 - 56,860 persons) = $21.61 / capita
and $1,000,000 X 0.28. (42,500 - 22,060 employees) = $13.68/ employee.
Beyond that increase, it is anticipated (based on the fact that the station network is
largely in place) that minor economies of scale should serve to reduce per capita costs
to a limited extent (Le. 10%).

49.05 49.16
21.61 13.68

r;n
~

IV
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TABLE E-4
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Ca ita Emolovee
1.03 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 6,280.6 2,442.5 No costs have been included under Transportation with respect to Transit, at the 110,46 110.72

Town's request; however, a higher level of transportation service is expected within the
new areas with respect to the maintenance of public areas, such as parks, parkettes,
gateway features, etc. Increased maintenance will also be required as a result of
enhanced cycling and pedestrian infrastructure, as part of providing complete
communities.
Finally, additional road maintenance responsibility is expected to grow generally
proportionate to population growth and new street creation. This includes the following
major road improvement requirements:

- 9.2 km - 8th Line, from 15th Sideroad to Steeles;
- 6.2 km - 10th Line, from 10th Sideroad to Steeles;
-15 km - 5th Sideroad from Townline to WCB.

The additional maintenance cost implications of the latter improvements on a per capita
basis are largely offset by the fact that much of the Town's road network is already in
place and is available to serve population growth, Le. lane kms/capita are not expected
to increase.
Based on these considerations, it is assumed that growth-related road and related
maintenance costs per capita will be equal to 2009 per capita costs.

1.04 Parks & Recreation 3,475.2 182.9 The level of service for Parks and Recreation is expected to increase over time as a 73.34 9.95
number of demand deficits are gradually addressed, Le. soccer fields, tennis courts,
basketball courts, waterplay/spray pads, ice pads and seniors facilities. This also
involves the financing gap between the Town's eligible DC funding amount and the
current service level that is higher and must be tax funded in the interim. These service
level improvements and the requirement to service new geographic areas are expected
to increase the Town's per capita spending over time by approximately 20% in real
terms, after considering the potential for minor administrative economies of scale
associated with growth. Le. By 2031, the cost of accommodating growth, is expected
to be 20% higher per capita than in 2009.

1.05 Libraries 2.073.9 109.2 Library spending is primarily a direct function of population growth. A commensurate 36.47 4.95
amount of satellite library floor space will be required in that regard. Technology
continues to influence the way the library is used, and how staff are allocated, but
significant economies or cost reductions are not envisaged. Thus, 2009 per capita
spending levels per capita are maintained to 2031.

1.06 Planning and Zoning 797.0 309.9 The Town's Planning Department is sized to accommodate a rate of growth which is 14.02 14.05
expected be augmented. It is assumed that any economies or servicing efficiencies
that are involved are largely offset by the increased planning workload related to
intensification and an increasing rate and range of development. Thus, 100% of 2009
spendina levels per capita are applicable.

m,
~

w
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TABLE E-4
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potentia! Impact Capita Emplovee
1.07 Corporate Expenses 892.7 347.1 These expenditures are largely general insurance, telephone and postage, 14.13 14.16

uncollectable taxes and legal services. While some economies of scale may be
applicable, 90% of these costs are expected to continue to be required by growth.

1.08 Corporate Financing & Other - - These expenditures involve reserve contributions and related expenditures, as well as - -
debt charges. Provision is made separately in Tables EM 6 and E-7, for these capital-
related items, as a percentage of all other operating costs. This allowance represents a
broad estimate of asset management costs, the non-growth-related or exempt
development share of the DC program, as welt as debt interest on front-ended
expenditures, consistent with the Town's ability to afford same.

Total Expenditures 20,078.8 5,942.5 355.60 253.28

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget Summary

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

353.13 269.38 2009 Population
2009 Employment

56,860
22,060
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TABLE E-5
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

,
~

<J122,060
P

2009 Employment
ryggp

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
72.0% 28.0% $ $

2.01
Payments in lieu of taxes

1,118.3 - 1,118.3
Minor impact anticipated (i.e. 50% of current per

25.35
(applies to Institutional only) capita rate)

-

2.02 General Provincial Grants 82.0 59.1 22.9 No impact anticipated - -

2.03 Subdivision Agreement Fees 275.0 198.1 76.9
Expected to increase by 50% per capita beyond the

5.23 5.23
existing revenue/capita with growth.

2.04 POA Court Fines 127.0 91.5 35.5
Expected to increase in direct proportion to

1.61 1.61
popUlation growth

2.05 Penalties and interest on taxes 551.0 397.0 154.0
Expected to increase in direct proportion to

6.98 6.98population growth

2.06 Income from Investments 930.0 670.0 260.0
Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth

11.78 11.78
(+ tax levy)

2.07 Supplementary Taxes 300.0 216.1 83.9
N/a. Full annual tax increase included in the
analysis.

- -

2.08 Manual Adjustments 772.0 556.2 215.8 No impact anticipated - -

2.09 Hydro Revenue 1,859.0 1,339.4 519.6 No impact anticipated - -

Total Revenue 6,014.3 3,527.5 2,486.8 25.60 25.60
Ilnstitutional Only I n/a I 50.951

"7 ...""" f""'\_ "1 ...+;,,, ... t::a: Qan m
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TABLE E-6
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

Fiscal Impact Summary for Residential Development by Type

1 2 3
Low Medium High

Density Density Density

Financial Component Residential Residential Residential

Operating Expenditures

Occupancy (as per 2007 DC Study) 3.10 2.60 1.50

Occupancy X $ 355.60 fcapita $ 1,102.36 $ 924.56 $ 533.40

Sub-Total $ 1,10236 $ 924.56 $ 533.40

Capital Spending from Current Budget

30% of other operating expenditures $ 330.71 $ 27737 $ 160.02

Total Annual Expenditure Increases $ 1,433.07 $ 1,201.93 $ 693.42

Revenues
Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes $ 344,000 $ 285,000 $ 220,000

2009 Tax Rate 0.357140% 0.357140% 0.357140%

Properly Tax Revenue Increase $ 1,229 $ 1,018 $ 786

Non-Tax Revenue Occupancy (as per 2007 DC Study) 3.10 2.60 1.50

Occupancy X $ 25.60 fcapita $ 79.36 $ 66.56 $ 38.40

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE INCREASES $ 1,308.36 $ 1,084.56 $ 824.40

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ (124.71) $ (117.37) $ 130.98

m,
~

m
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TABLE E-7
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

Fiscal Impact Summary for Non-Residential Development by Type

1 2 3
Financial Component Industrial Commercial Institutional

Operating Expenditures.

Employees per net acre 123 1 24.5 2 28.7 3

X $ 253.28 lemplovee $ 3,115.32 $ 6,205.31 $ 7,26908
Sub-Total $ 3,115.32 $ 6,205.31 $ 7,269.08
Capital Spending from Current Budget

30% of other operating expenditures $ 934.60 $ 1,861.59 $ 2,180.72

Total Annual Expenditures $ 4,049.92 $ 8,066.90 $ 9,449.80
Revenues
Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes (per net ac) $ 882,000 $ 1,546,000 n/a

2009 Tax Rate 0.842814% 0.520174% 0.000000%
Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 7,433.62 $ 8,041.89 n/a
Non-Tax Revenue Employees per net acre 12.3 24.5 28.7

emplovees X $ 25.60 lemplovee $ 314.90 $ 62700 $ 1,462.27 4

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES $ 7,748.52 $ 8,668.89 $ 1,462.27

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) per Acre $ 3,698.60 $ 601.99 $ (7,987.53)

Based on Region assumption of 6,489 '21-31 industrial employees and 214 ha of industrial land area. (6,489.;.214.;. 2.471 =12.3 emp/acre)

2 Based on Regicn assumption of 2,924 '21-31 commercial employees and 48 ha of commercial land area. (2,924.;.48.;. 2,471 = 24.5 emp/acre)

3 Based on Region assumption of 687 '21-31 institutional employees and 10 ha of institutional land area. (687.;.10.;. 2,471 = 28.7 emp/acre)

4 Estimate for Payments-In-Lieu as per line 2.01 on Table E-5:
$ 50.95 x 28.7 = $

(non-tax revenue/emp.) (emp. Inet acre)

1,462.27

m,
~

--.j

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\halton hills Fiscal Impact 2009



E-18

TABLE E-8
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

BROAD ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT OF GROWTH 2021·2031

Annual Surplus Number of Total
(Deficit) 2009$ Units/Net Acres Impact $

Surplus/
(Deficit)

1. Residential Development (per unit)

1.1 Low Density $ (124.71) 3,890 $ (485,122)

1.2 Medium Density $ (117.37) 3,483 $ (408,800)

1.3 High Density $ 130.98 1,986 $ 260,126

1.4 Total Residential 9,359 (633,795)

2. Non-Residential Development (per net acre)

2.1 Industrial $ 3,698.60 351.7 $ 1,300,798

2.2 Commercial $ 601.99 207.6 $ 124,973

2.3 Institutional $ (7,987.53) 23.9 $ (190,902)

2.4 Total Non-Residential 583.2 $ 1,234,869

3. Population Adjustment Factor ' $ (611,940)

4. Grand Total Impact $ (10,867)

Notes:

1.

2.

Residential Development 2021-2031
Type Units

Low Density 3.890
Medium Density 3,483
High Density 1,986
Total 9,359

2021-2031

Non-Residential Development 2021-2031 Assessment 2021-2031
Type Employees Adjustment 1 Net Ac·

Industrial 6,489 4,326 351.7
Commercial 2,924 5,087 207.6
Institutional 687 687 23.9
Total 10,100 10,100 583.2

*Employee per net acre assumption as per Table E-7.

, Reduction in expenditures attribable to the difference between gross and net 2021-31 population increase. i.e.
24,100 gross vs. 25,500 net = 106%. See Table E-8a.

2 Approximately one third of industrial employees are assessed as commercial.
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APPENDIX F- TOWN OF MILTON FINANCIAL
FORECASTING MATERIAL

F-1

1. Table F-1A sets out the Town's 2009 tax rates by assessment class, as input to the

financial modelling.

2. Figure 1B iilustrates the timing and components of the Town's Growth Capital Program.

This program peaks over the next few years and again in 2016, 2019 and 2021-26.

3. Figure 1C shows the gradual build-up of the Town's annuai contribution to reserves for

"Iifecycle costing," primarily the replacement of its existing and increasing asset

inventory.

4. Table F-1 sets out the Town's 2009 operating budget expenditures, revenues and tax

levy, which represent the structure for the fiscal modelling which foilows.

5. Table F-2 starts with the expenditures in Table F-1 and separates them between those

that are facility-related vs. population-related.

6. Table F-3 addresses each of the expenditure components. It provides an estimate as to

the anticipated level of operating budget spending per capita/employee in 2009, as

compared with what is expected to be applicable to growth over the longer term. In
some cases, the expectation for future spending per capita is for a 1:1 relationship

compared with 2009 spending levels and in other cases it is expected to be greater or
less than 1:1. The table also separately references operating expenditure increments

that relate to new facility requirements.

7. Table F-4A separates actiVity revenues between those which are facility-related and

those which are population-related on a residential vs. non-residential basis.

8. This analysis does not include stormwater management costs (capital and operating) at

this time. Work has been initiated but results are not available for inclusion in this report.

Given past experience in servicing Phases 1 and 2, and given the nature of the lands to

be developed, it is expected that a sizeable amount of SWM works wiil need to be
undertaken to service these lands.

9. Overail, it is anticipated that spending per capita (in 2009 $) for the growth increment wiil

be lower than the present ($604/capita forecast vs. $675 in 2009) and that spending per

employee wiil also be significantly lower ($583/employee forecast vs. $767 in 2009).

However, the 2009 expenditures include provision for capital whereas the forecast

expenditures do not and are subsequently grossed up by 25.7% for that purpose. This,
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F-2

in turn, makes the forecast per capita expenditures significantly higher than existing

levels, when expressed on a comparable basis.

10. Table F-4b covers forecasting assumptions for population-related non-tax operating

revenues. A number of items are not expected to increase tangibly as a result of growth.

The expected increase in revenue applicable to the growth increment, amounts to

$173.17/capita and $156.42/employee ($168.90/employee in the case of institutional

development, as a result of allowing for increases in payments in lieu of taxes for some

uses).

11. Table F-5 summarizes the results of the forecast for three types of residential

development (Iow, medium and high), on a per unit basis. This is done by multiplying

the average annual operating expenditure increase (Table F-3) by the average

occupancy of each type of dwelling unit. This results in an operating expenditure

requirement, which is factored up by 25.7% to provide for an increased level of capital

spending from the current budget, inclusive of debt payments.

12. Table F-5 forecasts operating revenues by dwelling type, based on the assessment

assumptions which apply for 2009 tax purposes, which were documented in Appendix B

for each Area Municipality. The applicable 2009 tax rate multiplied by these assessment

estimates yields an estimate of the property tax revenue to be generated in each case.

This amount is then increased by the non-tax revenue estimate (from Table F-4b)
multiplied by the average occupancy of each unit type.

13. The forecast revenue requirements of each dwelling type are then subtracted from the

expenditure forecast, resulting in an average annual operating surplus or deficit in 2009

dollars. In this case, the expectation is for operating deficits in the case of all forms of

residential development.

14. Table F-6 carries out the same type of calculation for non-residential development by

type (industrial, commercial and institutional). In this case, industrial is expected to

produce a small annual operating surplus per net acre, whereas commercial

development is expected to produce a significant deficit and institutional development an

even greater deficit.

15. This is the case for institutional development, as it doesn't result in tax revenue

increases and only produces relatively small payments in lieu of tax revenue on an

overall basis. Commercial development is expected to result in tax deficits, despite
having approximately 44% more per net acre in assessment than industrial

development, because it has approx. 171 % more employees (and hence operating
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expenditures) allocated per net acre than in the case of industrial. It also has a much

lower tax rate.

16. While it is apparent that municipalities set tax rates so as to match net expenditure

requirements on a "breakeven" basis, this analysis indicates that, on average, industrial

growth in Milton will serve to slightly moderate the need for future tax increases, in

contrast to commercial/institutional and residential growth.

17. Table F-7 uses the surplus/deficit estimates from Tables F-5 and F-6 and applies them

against the forecast increase in residential units and non-residential net acres (imputed

from the employment forecasts) for the Town. This results in an estimate of total impact

for the period involved, in this case 2021-2031. This impact is expected to be

significantly negative by the end of the period, in the order of $31 million/year.

18. $31 million/year (2009$) represents approximately 20% of the Town's 2031 tax levy of

approx. $160 million. This would give rise to the need for a gradual cumulative tax

increase of a similar magnitude by 2031 (i.e. approx. 1.8% real increase/year 2021-31).

This adjustment will be facilitated, to some degree, by the fact that Milton's 2009 tax

rates are comparatively low.

19. The way in which this result is experienced and the extent to which it may be at higher or

lower levels earlier in the planning period, is a function of the timing of major capital

expenditures, significant changes in operating expenditures and assessment increases

by type and the long term adequacy of 25.7% capital contribution from the remaining

current budget, based on consideration of the age and condition of the Town's existing

assets. In addition, the potential impact of inflation (including wage and fringe benefit

costs) and other changes such as harmonized sales tax have not been addressed, as

these more detailed considerations are beyond the scope of this analysis.
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TABLE F-1A

TOWN OF MILTON
SUMMARY OF TAX RATES

2009

Town Tax Rate ('I.) Region Tax Rate ('I.) Education

ru raI tax rate
partial urban full urban tax

Local urban
General Enhanced

Education tax rate % rate %
Town Tax Rate

surcharge
Services Waste service

Tax Rate ('I.)
% (no Regional (with Regional (with Regional

{for both rural and (for both rural and (leaf/yard pickup leaf/yard or Local leaf/yard but no local leaf/yard and local
Description urban areas) urban areas) for Urban area) urban surcharge) urban surcharge) urban surcharge)

RT Residential/Farm 0.214340% 0.042515% 0.405889% 0.001943% 0.252000% 0.872229% 0.874172% 0.916687% RT
-- ---- --_._._- _ ..c_

F<Q. Res., School taxes on~¥_ ..~___ !---._----_. 0.252000% 0.252000% 0.252000% 0.252000% RD-
R1 ~ Farmla nds I 0.160755% 0.031886% 0.304417% 0.001457% 0.189000% 0.654172% 0.6556~~"/o _ 0.687515% R1-c- ....._.__... --~

MT MultiMresidential 0.484815% 0.096164% 0.918081% 0.004395% 0.252000% 1.654896% 1.659291% 1.755455% MT-_.
CT Commercial 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830% 1.264346% 2.167709% 2.170539% 2.232461% CT
CU - Vacant units, excess land 0.218530% 0.043346% 0.413825% 0.001981% 0.885042% 1.517397% 1.51937~!o 1.562724%

ICU
.-~~.__.__.-

CX - Vacant land 0.218530% 0.043346% 0.413825% 0.001981% 0.885042% 1.517397% 1.519378% 1.562724% CX
f--:~------------ --~---- .~ .._---_._- ------- _._---_._,.

C1 - awaiting development ._ 0.160755% 0.031886% 0.304417% 0.001457% 0.189000% 0.654172% 0.655629% 0.687515% ~1.,.._-------
CM - taxable - no school 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830%

~:~~~~~~~
0.906193% 0.968115% CM._---_.__._._--_._.._------- _.~~_.__._--_... ._-----_._._.- ---- _.__.__._--

XT new construction 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830% 1.264346% 2.170539% 2.232461% XT.__._._-------- ~-_.__._._--_.
OT - Office Building 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830% 1.264346% 2.167709% 2.170539% 2.232461% DT
DU - Vacant units, excess land 0.218530% 0.043346% 0.413825% 0.001981% 0.885042% 1.517397% 1.519378% 1.562724% DU
G1'

_.__._-------------- -_....•......~,..._-_....__.._. _._._-- _.,--_._.." .._-- .~-

- Parking Lot 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830% 1.264346% 2.167709% 2.170539% ~__.z.232461% GT
ST - Shopping Centre 0.312186% 0.061922% 0.591177% 0.002830% 1.264346% 2.167709% 2.17053!j!O 2.232461% STf-------------- - . _..._--_.~-"-~-_._~ .._-_....,--_._.- ._-_._---
SU - Vacant units, excess land 0.218530% 0.043346% 0.413825% 0.001981% 0.885042% 1.517397% 1.519378% 1.562724% SU
IT Industrial ..__0_..?O5~~ 0.100330% f---_(),957858".f" 0.004585% 1.859195% 3.322874% 3.327459~ 3.427789% IT... _._--_._-------_...._------- f------.----- ._---- -------_.--::::
IH - hydro inc! in tax rates 0.505821% 0.100330% 0.957858% 0.004585% 1.859195% 3.322874% 3.327459% 3.427789% IH--~----------f------.--.----___ f---------. - ~-,-,-- .-._-_.__...__ ..
IU - Vacant land, excess land f---. 0.328784% 0.065214% 0.622607% 0.002980% 1.208477% 2.159868% 2.162848% 2.228062% IU_._.__.._-----_._-_._- ---------- -----_._----- -~,._--_.._-_ ..._. _.
IK :-hydro vac land inc! in tax rates 0.328784% 0.065214% 0.622607% 0.002980% 1.208477% 2.159868% 2.162848% 2.228062% IK

._-"'.~._._-~~.~_ .._-
IX - Vacant land I excess land 0.328784% 0.065214% 0.622607% 0.002980% 1.208477% 2.159868% 2.162848% 2.228062% IX----f------------ _._.._---- -_..__.__.- f----
11 - Farmlands I 0.160755% 0.031886% 0.304417% 0.001457% 0.189000% 0.654172% 0.655629% 0.687515% 11
_.~... ..._-_._-_.~.~---_ ..__. -------_._~~ _..~._._ ..

3.427789%LT - Large Industrial 0.505821% 0.100330% 0.957858% 0.004585% 1.859195% 3.322874% 3.327459% LT
LU ~ Vacant units, excess land 0.328784% 0.065214% 0.622607% 0.002980% 1.208477% 2.159868% 2.162848% 2.228062% LU
PT Pipeline 0.227565% 0.0~513~~ 0.430932% 0.002063% 1.353050% 2.011547% 2.013610% 2.058748% PT-_. - --------_.

FTFT Farmlands 0.042868% 0.008503% 0.081178% 0.000389% 0.063000% 0.187046% 0.187435% 0.195938%--_...- ._.__._~~--- __._________cc.:

n Managed Forests 0.053585% 0.010629% 0.101472% 0.000486% 0.063000% 0.218057% 0.218543% 0.229172% n

BIA Rates

I Area 1 (CT, ST) 0.653260% Area 2 (CT, ST) 0.391956% Area3 (CT, ST) 0.261304%

I (CU, SUi 0.457282% (CU, SUi 0.274369% (CU, SUi 0.182913%
(IT,LT) 1.058447% (IT,LT) 0.635068% (IT,LT) 0.423379%
(IU, LU) 0.740913% (IU, LU) 0.444548% (IU, LU) 0.296365%

-n
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FIGURE F-1B
Town of Milton

Growth Capital Program
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FIGURE F-1C

Town of Milton

Lifecyde Costing Forecast
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TABLE F-1
TOWN OF MILTON

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1 Expenditures
1.01 Mayor & Council 444.0
1.02 Executive Services 2,734.0
1.03 Corporate Services 5,398.4
1.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 18,231.4
1.05 Engineering Services 3,982.9
1.06 Operations Services 10,206.2
1.07 Transit-Community Services 1,718.7
1.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 9,389.9
1.09 Planning and Development 7,049.7
1.10 Fire 5,241.0
1.11 Library 2,817.8

Total 67213,8

2 Revenues
2.01 Mayor & Council 14.8
2.02 Executive Services 415.5
2.03 Corporate Services 1,232.7
2.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 17,177.3
2.05 Engineering Services 2,410.3
2.06 Operations Services 4,743.4
2.07 Transit-Community Services 866.1
2.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 5,580.8
2.09 Planning and Development 6,605.6
2.10 Fire 128.0
2.11 Library 170.4

Total Non-Tax Revenues 39,344,8

3 Net Expenditures (General Lew) 27869.0

Total 67,213.8

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

F-7
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TABLE F-2
TOWN OF MILTON

SUMMARY OF FACILITY-RELATED AND POPULATION/EMPLOYMENT OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR 2009
$(000'5)

Population I Em loyment Ex enditures
TOTAL Facility Population! Residential Share Non~residentialShare

Related Employment
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY EXPENDITURE Expenditures Expenditures % $(000'5) % $(000'5)
1.01 Mayor & Council 444.0 - 444.0 67.0'Vo 297.5 33.0% 146.5
1.02 Executive Services 2,734.0 - 2,734.0 70.0% 1,913.8 30.0% 820.2
1.03 Corporate Services 5,398.4 - 5,398.4 67.0% 3,616.9 33.0% 1,781.5
1.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 18,231.4 - 18,231.4 67.0% 12,215.0 33.0% 6,016.4
1.05 Engineering Services 3,982.9 - 3,982.9 60.0% 2,389.7 40.0% 1,593.1
1.06 Operations Services 10,206.2 10,046.6 159.6 67.0% 106.9 33.0% 52.7
1.07 Transit-Community Services 1,718.7 1,582.0 136.7 60.0% 82.0 40.0% 54.7
1.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 9,389.9 4,909.1 4.480.7 95.0% 4,256.7 5.0% 224.0
1.09 Planning and Development 7,049.7 - 7,049.7 67.0% 4,723.3 33.0% 2,326.4
1.10 Fire 5,241.0 965.6 4,275.3 58.0% 2,479.7 42.0% 1,795.6
1.11 Library 2,817.8 241.5 2,576.3 95.0% 2,447.5 5.0% 128.8

Total 67,213.8 17,744.9 49,468,9 34,529.0 14,939.9
Sources: 2009 Operating Budget
Notes: Excludes Arts & Entertainment. Based on Business Plan.

67/33 residential/non-residential allocation based generally on the population: employment split.

"Tl,
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TABLE F·3
TOWN OF MILTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's$ Expenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potentiallmnact Ca ita Employee
1.01 Mayor & Council 297.5 146.5 The percentage growth in the size and spending requirements of Council, and other Corporate 1.05 1.44

Services, is not expected to match the percentage growth in population and employment in the
Town. The basic high level organizational structure is in place in the Town and while additional
capacity will be reqUired, it is expected to be achieved based on operating economies of scale. As a
result, a 25% cost factor has been used. Le. For every dollar per capita spent on these operations
in 2009, it is forecast that new growth can be adequately seNed at $0.25/capita. in addition to the
2009 spending base, which is required to serve the Town's 2009 population and is assumed to
remain intact.

1.02 Executive Services 1,913.8 820.2 As per 1.01 basic organization structure in place. 63% cost attribution, 17.08 20.27

1.03 Corporate Services 3,616.9 1,781.5 As per 1.01 basic organization structure in place. 74% cost attribution. 37.92 51.70

1.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 12,215.0 6.016.4 As per 1.01 basic organization structure in place. 2% cost attribution. The incremental reserve 3.46 4.72
contribution requirement has been separately addressed.

1.05 Engineering Services 2,389.7 1,593.1 53% cost attribution. Resources are in place to address the existing rate of growth in the 17.94 33.11
community, but additional resources will be required to respond to the increased population. This will
be impacted by changes in the rate of growth, legislation and Council policies.

1.06 Operations SeNices 106.9 52,7 Community school operation have no impact on growth. - -
Pop/Emp.

2009-21 and 2009-31 incremental road and facility-related expenditures have been calculatedRelated
based on expenditures of $3.98M and 57.1 MH respectively.

H 299 linear km by 2031 at $5,452 per lin. km.
119,738 sq.f!. of works floor space at $4.86 per sq.f!.
525 vehicles at $9,294 per veh.

Year Miilions $ Res. Non-res. Year Res. Non-res.
Operating Share Share

Cost 67% 33%
6.731.3 3.315.4 Millions 5 Millions $

facility 2021 3.976 2.7 1.3 2021- $ 2.09 $ 1,03
related 2031 7.089 4.7 2.3 2031 million million

oer ca itafem $ 29.09 $ 30.48 S 29.09 S 30.48

",<0
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TABLE F·3
TOWN OF MILTON

OUTLINE OF BASiS FOR OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potentlallmnact Ca ita EmJ:lloyee
1,07 Transit-Community Services 82.0 54.7 25% cost attribution for minor item. Significant growth separately included as facility-related. 0.29 0.54

Pop/Emp.
Related 2009-21 and 2009-31 incremental facilitNelated expenditures have been calculated based on

expenditures of S5.9M and $24.00 M"" respectively.

""106 vehicles at $226,000 per vehicle

Year Millions S Res. Non-res. Year Res. Non-res.
Operating Share Share

Cost 60% 40%
949.2 632.8 Millions $ Millions $
facility 2021 5.876 3.5 2.4 2021- $ 10.85 $ 7.23

related 2031 23.956 14.4 9.6 2031 million million
er ca ita/em $ 151.30 $ 214.60 $ 151.30 $ 214,60

1.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 4,256.7 224.0 The portion of the department involved with the development process is staffed to respond to the 38.60 5.62
existing workload associated with growth. The balance of the department will be impacted by growth
in the community and the overall expectation is a factor of 64%.

Pop/Emp.
Related 2009-21 and 2009-31 incremental facility-related net expenditures have been calculated based on

expenditures of $11.3M and $21.9 M"" respectively.

"" 550,100 sq.ft. of arenalindoor soccer floor area at $14.55 per sq.fl.
75,000 sq.ft. of community centre floor area at $9,73 per sq.fl.
175,000 sq.fl. of pool floor area at $18.26 per sq.ft.

Year Millions $ Res. Non-res. Year Res. Non-res.
Operating Share Share

Cost 95% 5%

4,663.7 245.5 Millions S Millions S

facility 2021 11.322 10,8 0.6 2021- 5 10.07 $ 0.53
related 2031 21.921 20.8 1.1 2031 million million

erca itafem $ 140.44 $ 15.73 $ 140.44 S 15.73
1.09 Planning and Development 4.723.3 2,326.4 6% cos! attribution represents potential for significant economies of scale for the same reasons 4.02 5.47

applicable to 1.05 Engineering Service.

"Tl,
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TABLE F-3
TOWN OF MILTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Expenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Ca ita Em 10 ee
1.10 Fire 2,479.7 1,795.6 Population and employment related expenditures have been included with the facility-related

expenditures and are calculated based on specific incremental staffing requirements plus a provision
for administration.

Pop/Emp.
Related 2009-21 and 2009-31 incremental facility-related expenditures have been calculated based on

expenditures of $5.5M and 521.1 M'· respectively (facility-related expenditures less facility-related
revenues).

H 19 vehicles at 56,452 per vehicle
40,000 sq.ft. of floor area at $16.87 per sq.ft.
188 FT firefighters at $110,828 per firefighter
PT firefighters expected to decline by 45 at $11,428 per firefighter

Year Millions $ Res. Non-res. Year Res. Non-res.
Operating Share Share

Cost 58% 42%
560.1 405.6 Millions $ Millions $
facility 2021 5.52 3.202 2.318 2021- $ 9.03 S 6.54

related 2031 21.09 12.232 8.858 2031 million million
per capitalemp $ 125.95 $ 194.05 $ 125.95 S 194.05

1.11 Library 2,447.5 128,8 94% cost attribution for population/employment related expenditures, Cost per resident likely to be 32.60 4,75
maintained, other than minor administrative economies.

Pop/Emp. 2009-21 and 2009-31 incremental facility-related expenditures have been calculated based on
Related expenditures of SO.6M and $0.9 MH respectively (facility-related expenditures less facility-related

revenues).

"126,430 sq,ft. at $7.54 per sq.ft.

Year Millions $ Res. Non-res. Year Res. Non-res.
Operating Share Share

Cost 95% 5%
229.4 12.1 Millions $ Millions $
facility 2021 0.613 0.582 0.031 2021- $ 0.32 $ 0.02

related 2031 0.953 0.905 0.048 2031 million million
er ca italem S 4.50 $ 0.50 $ 4.50 $ 0.50

Total Ex nditures 47.662.6 19.551.2 Pop/Emp related Per CapitalEmployee $ 152.96 $ 127.62
Facilitv Related Total Per CapitalEmplovee $ 451.28 $ 455.36

Sources: 2009 Operating BUdget 675 7671 Total Per CapitalEmployeel $ 604.241 $ 582.981

Population
Employee

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

2009
70.580
25,498

2021
157.200

80.700

2031
228.900
114.400

2021
2031
71,700
33.700
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TABLE F-4a
TOWN OF MILTON

SUMMARY OF NET OPERATING REVENUES FOR 2009
$(000'5)

PODulation I Em loyment Revenues
TOTAL Facility Population! Residential Share Non~residentialShare

Revenue Related Employment

EXPENDITURE CATEGORY Revenues Revenues % $(000'5) % $(000'5)
2.01 Mayor & Council 14.8 - 14.8 67.0% 9.9 33.0% 4.9
2.02 Executive Services 415.5 - 415.5 70.0% 290.8 30.0% 124.6
2.03 Corporate Services 1,232.7 - 1,232.7 67.0% 825.9 33.0% 406.8
2.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 17,177.3 - 17,177.3 67.0% 11,508.8 33.0°/(/ 5,668.5
2.05 Engineering Services 2,410.3 - 2,410.3 60.0% 1,446.2 40.0% 964.1
2.06 Operations Services 4,743.4 1,864.7 2,878.7 67.0% 1,928.8 33.0% 950.0
2.07 Transit-Community Services 866.1 853.4 12.7 60.0% 7.6 40.0% 5.1
2.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 5,580.8 2,477.7 3,103.1 95.0% 2,948.0 5.0% 155.2
2.09 Planning and Development 6,605.6 - 6,605.6 67.0% 4,425.7 33.0% 2,179.8
2.10 Fire 128.0 - 128.0 58.0% 74.3 42.0% 53.8
2.11 Library 170.4 - 170.4 95.0% 161.8 5.0% 8.5

Total 39,344.8 5,195.8 34,149.0 23,627.8 10,521.3

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

Note: Excludes Arts & Entertainment. $904,000 from Business Plan.

'T1,
~
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TABLE F-4b
TOWN OF MILTON

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING POPULATION/EMPLOYMENT REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
$ $

2.01 Mayor & Council 14.8 9.9 4.9 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth. 0.14 0.19

2.02 Executive Services 415.5 290.8 124.6 Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment 1.69 2.00
related (i.e. 41 %)

2.03 Corporate Services 1,232.7 825.9 406.8 Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment 3.28 4.47
related (i.e. 28%)

2.04 General Government - Financial Exp. 17,177.3 11,508.8 5,668.5 No Impact Anticipated - -

2.05 Engineering Services 2,410,3 1,446.2 964.1 Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment 6,97 12.86
related (Le. 34%)

2.06 Operations Services 2,878,7 1,928,8 950.0 Facility-related revenue netted in Table F-3. 1.37 1.86

Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment
related (i.e. 5%)

2.07 Transit-Community Services 12.7 7.6 5.1 Facility-related revenue netted in Table F-3. 0.11 0.20

Remaining revenue expected to increase in direct
proportion to growth.

2.08 Parks & Recreation-Community Services 3,103.1 2,948,0 155,2 Facility-related revenue netted in Table F-3. 22.97 3,35

Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment
related (Le. 55%)

2.09 Planning and Development 6,605.6 4,425.7 2,179.8 Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment 3.14 4.27
related {Le. 5%}

71
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TABLE F-4b
TOWN OF MILTON

OUTliNE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING POPULATION/EMPLOYMENT REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Revenue
ODD's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
2.10 Fire 128.0 74.3 53.8 Minor Impact anticipated for population/employment 0.63 1.27

related (Le. 60%)

2.11 Library 170.4 161.8 8.5 Minor Impact anticipated for popuration/employment 1.54 0.22
related (i.e. 67%)

Total Revenue 34,149.0 23,627.8 10,521.3 Subtotal (excludina facility related revenues 41.82 30.69

Faciltv Related Revenues 2021-2031 Increment
rllStltDtIOltal aiHy (eXCiUOiliy raCillty related teVenUeS!1 n/a

1
43,18 1

Operations Services 502.0 336.3 165,7 The '21-31 increment in Facilty related revenues 4.69 4.92

Transit-Community Services 9,753.5 5,852,1 3,901.4
have been expressed in a per capita and employee

81.62 115,77basis by applying the increment in population 71,700

Parks & Recreation~Community Services 3,399.4 3,229.4 170.0 and employees 33,700. 45.04 5,04

13,654,9 9,417,8 4,237.0 Subtotal (including facility related revenues) 173.17 156.42
168.90

2009 Revenues pop/emp
facility

total
per cap/emp

23,627.8
4,115.2

27,743.0
393.1

10,521.3
1,080.6

11,601.9
455.0

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

1 Payment in Lieu of Taxation

Population
Employment

Total Residential Non-res

636,754 0 636,754

x 50% of current per employee
25,498

$ 12.49 per employee

70,580
25,498

+ 30,69 43.18

71
~.,.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\milton fiscal impact 2009-3



Table F-5
TOWN OF MILTON

Fiscal Impact Summary for Residential Development

1 2 3
Low Medium High

Density Density Density
Financial Component Residential Residential Residential

Operating Expenditures

Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.48 2.55 1.83

Occupancy X $ 604.24 Icapita $ 2,102.76 $ 1,540.81 $ 1,105.76

Sub-Total $ 2,102.76 $ 1,540.81 $ 1,105.76

Capital Spending from Current Budget

25.7% of other operating expenditures 1 $ 540.31 $ 395.91 $ 284.13

Total Annual Expenditure Increases $ 2,643.07 $ 1,936.72 $ 1,389.89

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes $ 348,000 $ 264,000 $ 190,000

2009 Tax Rate 0.256855% 0.256855% 0.256855%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 894 $ 678 $ 488

Non-Tax Revenue Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.48 2.55 1.83

Occupancy X $ 173.17 Icapita $ 602.63 $ 441.58 $ 316.90

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE INCREASES $ 1,496.63 $ 1,119.58 $ 804.90

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ (1,146.44) $ (817.14) $ (584.99)

2021-2031 Increase in Gross Operating Expenditures

2021-2031 Increment in Non-Growth/Non-Capital Provision Debenture Payments

2021-2031 Incremental Lifecycle Expenditures

2021-2031 Increase in Non-Growth/Non-Capital & Lifecycle Expenditures

=16,203,208 I 63,059,257 =

63,059,257

-5,540,958

21,744,165

16,203,208

25.7%

71
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Table F-6
TOWN OF MILTON

Fiscal Impact Summary for Non-Residential Development

1 2 3

Industrial Commercial Institutional
Financial ComDonent

Operating Expenditures

Employees per net acre 10.7 1 29.0 2 24.1 2

X $ 582.98 lemployee $ 6,237.89 $ 16,906.42 $ 14,049.82

Sub-Total $ 6.237.89 $ 16,906.42 $ 14,049.82

Capital Spending from Current Budget

26% of other operating expenditures (see Table F-S) $ 1,602.84 $ 4,344.14 $ 3,610.13

Total Annual Exoenditures $ 7,840.73 $ 21,250.56 $ 17,659.95

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes (per net ac) $ 1,057,000 $ 1,518,000 n/a

2009 Tax Rate 0.606151% 0.374108% 0.000000%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 6,407.02 $ 5,678.96 n/a

Non-Tax Revenue Employees per net acre 10.7 29.0 24.1

employees X $ 156.42 lemployee $ 1,673.67 $ 4,536.00 $ 4,070.49
,

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES $ 8,080.69 $ 10,214.96 $ 4,070.49

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ 239.96 $ (11,035.60) $ (13,589.46)

1 Based on Region assumption of 14,333 '21-31 industrial employees and 540 ha of industrial land area. (14,333 +540 + 2.471 = 10.7 emp/acre)

2 Based on Region assumption of 13,345 '21-31 commercial employees and 186 ha of commercial land area. (13,3457186 7 2.471 = 29.0 emp/acre)

3 Based on Region assumption of 6,022 '21-31 institutional employees and 101 ha of institutional land area. (6,022 7101 72.471 = 24.1 emp/acre)

4 Estimate for Payments-In-Lieu as per line 2.05 on Table FM 5:

$ 168.90 x 24.1 = $
(non-tax revenue/emp.) (emp./net acre)

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

4,070.49
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TABLE F·7
TOWN OF MILTON

BROAD ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT OF GROWTH 2021-2031

Annual Surplus Number of Total
(Deficit) 2009$ Units/Net Acres Impact $

Surplus/
(Deficit)

1. Residential Development (per unit)

1.1 Low Density $ (1,146.44) 10,918 $ (12,516,832)

1.2 Medium Density $ (817.14) 11,364 $ (9,285,979)

1.3 High Density $ (584.99) 6,580 $ (3,849,234)

1.4 Total Residential 28,862 (25,652,045)

2. Non-Residential Development (per net acre)

2.1 Industrial $ 239.96 893.0 $ 214,284

2.2 Commercial $ (11,035.60) 624.9 $ (6,896,146)

2.3 Institutional $ (13,589.46) 249.9 $ (3,396,006)

2.4 Total Non~Resjdential 1,767.8 $ (10,077,868)

3. Population Adjustment Factor
,

$ 4,288,127

4. Grand Total Impact $ (31,441,787)

1.

2.

Residential 2021-2031
Development Type Units

Low Density 10,918
Medium Density 11,364
High Density 6580
Total 28,862

2021-2031

Non-Residential 2021-2031 Assessment 2021-2031
Development Type Employees Adjustment 2 NetAc'

Industrial 14,333 9,555 893.0
Commercial 13,345 18,123 624.9
Institutional 6022 6022 249.9
Total 33,700 33,700 1,767.8

Employee per net acre assumption as per Table F-6.

1 Reduction in expenditures attribable to the difference between gross and net 2021-31 population increase. i.e. 79,000 gross
vs. 71,700 net = 90.8%. See Table F-7a.

2 Approximately one third of industrial employees are assessed as commercial.
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APPENDIX G- TOWN OF OAKVILLE FINANCIAL
FORECASTING MATERIAL

G-1

1. Figure G-1 sets out the Town's (gross) capital forecast for the period 2009 to 2018. This

forecast peaks in 2010, 2014 and 2017 as a result of project timing for roads and other

services.

2. Figure G-2 indicates that the Town's primary capital funding source is development

charges but, significant contributions are expected from tax-related sources, particularly

post-2G13.

3. Figure G-3 extends the Town's roads and related capital program to 2031, based on its

recent DC study and including 6-7 spending peak years in the $30-65 million range.

4. Table G-1 sets out the Town's 2009 tax rates by assessment class, as input to the

financial modelling.

5. Table G-2 sets out the Town's 2009 operating budget expenditures, revenues and tax

levy, which represent the structure for the fiscal modelling which follows.

6. Table G-3 starts with the net expenditures in Table G-2, deducts capital-related

expenditure components (debt charges, minor capital and transfers to reserves) and

allocates the balance between residential and non-residential development

responsibility. This is largely done based on the Town's 2009 relationship between

population and population plus employment (with employment also embodying the

demand for service from customers, suppliers and other users). The capital-related

items are removed in order that they can be addressed separately.

7. Table G-4 addresses each of the components of the $130.5 million in the remaining net

expenditures and provides an estimate as to the anticipated level of operating budget

spending per capita/employee in 2009, as compared with what is expected to be

applicable to growth over the longer term. In some cases, the expectation for future

spending per capita is for a 1: 1 relationship compared with 2009 spending levels and in

other cases it is expected to be greater or less than 1:1.

8. In this regard, it is noted that the Town of Oakville evaluated the operating budget

implications of its 10-year growth-related capital program in detail, as part of its 2009

Development Charge Background Study and this information has been utilized herein.

9. Table G-4A summarizes the result on a per capita of growth basis, as of 2018 and

compares it with the Town's actual operating 2009 budget per capita.
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G-2

10. In the case of Fire, Parks and Recreation and Roads, the forecast is for tangibly lower
expenditure increases per capita than the Town's present level of spending. Anticipated

per capita expenditure levels for Library are approximately 10% beyond eXisting levels;

however, in the case of Transit. growth costs are expected to involve as much as a five

fold increase in existing per capita spending.

11. Table G-4B addresses a second and different operating funding implication of growth.

This includes the portion of growth-related project costs that is not fundable by

development charges in the short-medium term. Four cost categories are referenced,

totalling an average of $12 million per year in operating budget support. This represents

9% of the Town's non-capital-related operating expenditures. This percentage is well

within the 25% provision made in this analysis for this and other forms of capital

spending from the current budget, as well as debt charges.

12. Overall, it is anticipated that spending per capita (in 2009 $) for the growth increment will

be somewhat lower than the present ($521/capita forecast vs. $549 in 2009) and that

spending per employee will also be somewhat lower ($376/employee forecast vs. $399

in 2009).

13. Table G-5 covers forecasting assumptions for non-tax operating revenues. A number of

items are not expected to increase tangibly as a result of growth. The expected increase

in revenue applicable to the growth increment, amounts to $124/capita or employee

($138/employee in the case of institutional development, as a result of allowing for

increases in payments in lieu of taxes for some uses).

14. Table G-6 summarizes the results of the forecast for three types of residential

development (Iow, medium and high), on a per unit basis. This is done by multiplying

the average annual operating expenditure increase (Table G-4) by the average

occupancy of each type of dwelling unit. This results in an operating expenditure

requirement, which is factored up by 25% to provide for an increased level of capital
spending from the current bUdget (increased tangibiy from 19% of "other operating

expenditures" in 2009), in the order to make adequate provision, as the Town has not

completed the analysis as to what it should be putting aside for infrastructure renewal.

15. Table G-6 forecasts operating revenues by dwelling type, based on the assessment

assumptions which apply for 2009 tax purposes, which were documented in Appendix B

for each Area Municipality. The applicable 2009 tax rate multiplied by these assessment

estimates yields an estimate of the property tax revenue to be generated in each case.
This amount is then increased by the non-tax revenue estimate (from Tabie G-5)

multiplied by the average occupancy of each unit type.
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16. The forecast revenue requirements of each dwelling type are then subtracted from the

expenditure forecast, resulting in an average annual operating surplus or deficit in 2009

dollars. In this case, the expectation is for operating deficits in the case of all forms of

residential development.

17. Table G-7 carries out the same type of calculation for non-residential development by

type (industrial, commercial and institutional). In this case, industrial is expected to

produce a significant annual operating surplus per net acre, whereas commercial

development is expected to produce a significant deficit and institutional development a
much greater deficit.

18. This is the case for institutional development, as it doesn't result in tax revenue

increases and only produces relatively small payments in lieu of tax revenue on an

overall basis. Commercial development is expected to result in tax deficits, despite

having approximately 71 % more per net acre in assessment than industrial

development, because it has approx. 149% more employees (and hence operating
expenditures) allocated per net acre than in the case of industrial. It also has a much

lower tax rate.

19. While it is apparent that municipalities set tax rates so as to match net expenditure

requirements on a "breakeven" basis, this analysis indicates that, on average, industrial

growth in Oakville will serve to moderate the need for future tax increases, in contrast to

commercial/institutional and residential growth.

20. Table G-8 uses the surplus/deficit estimates from Tables G-6 and G-7 and applies them

against the forecast increase in residential units and non-residential net acres (imputed

from the employment forecasts) for the Town. This results in an estimate of total impact

for the period involved, in this case 2009-31. This impact is expected to be marginally

negative by the end of the period, in the order of $0.4 million/year.

21. $0.4 million/year (2009$) represents 1.3% of the Town's 2009 tax levy and is expected

to be a slightly lower % (in the order of 0.2%) of its 2031 tax levy. Thus, the 2021-2031
tax rate outlook is for little change in real terms, as a result of the growth increment.

22. The way in which this result is experienced and the extent to which it may be at higher or

lower levels earlier in the planning period, is a function of the timing of major capital
expenditures, significant changes in operating expenditures and assessment increases

by type and the long term adequacy of 25% capital contribution from the remaining

current budget, based on consideration of the age and condition of the Town's existing

assets. In addition, the potential impact of inflation (inclUding wage and fringe benefit
costs) and other changes such as harmonized sales tax have not been addressed, as

these more detailed considerations are beyond the scope of this analysis.
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FIGURE G-2
Town of Oakville

2009-2018 Estimated Funding Requirements
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TABLE G-1

TOWN OF OAKVIu.E ........
416.29S7lilll 2009 TAX RATE App&f\tl; Jt B404.957 ·SUMMAllY
11.338706 40.1i10632'-

365.&18 Region
3\W.527M64 Waste Police
2&.85183&1 I!llYll Management Services General Education !2!!l

Residential and FZlM1 (RTIRH) 0.36:>676% 0.03332&% O::t3Q.415% 0.227214% 0.252000% 1.022633%

Mlifi-Residential (Mn 0.82"71]20" 0.086693% 0.315344% 0.513936"4 0.252000% 1.995095%

Conunercl:ll - tl,A1 rale (CTfC!\.VCHlDTJST/GT) 0.532607% 0.055824% 0.203058% 0.330938% 1.264346% 2.386773%

- 'exceuland or vacant land 0.$72825% 0.039077% 0.142141% 0.231656% 0.885042% 1.670741%
CCUIDUISUJCXj

Industrial - full mte (ITIlHIlT) 0.862958% 0.090449% 0.329006% 0.636203% t.859195% 3.677811%

- f<d, .... (KT) 0.862958% 0.090449% 0.329006% 0.536203% 1.52OOO()% 3.338616%

- excess land or vaco,.land O.560923"'~ 0;058792% 0.213864% 0..348532% 1.208477% 2.390'578%
llUJIKlIXIIJJl.Uj

- farmland awaiting development 0..274257% 0.028146% 0.104561% 0.170411% 0.189000% 0.166975%

(11)
Pipeline (PT) 0.388238% 0.040693,% 0.1.8017% 0.241234% 1.353050% 2.171232%

Farm (FT) 0.073135% 0.007866% 0.027883% 0.045443"4 0.063000% 0.217127%

Managed Forest (TT) G.09I'liYt 0._ O.U3C854'1' O.056DCM'K 0._ 0.255659%

Downtown Bronte Kcrr Street
B.I.A, J!M., J!M.,

Convnetdal - fiAl rate (CTIDTISTIGl) 0.610509% 0.384632% 0.280323%

- excess IMd or vacant land (ex) 0.357356% 0.269242% 0.196226%
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TABLE G-2
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES, 2009

I I
2009

I$ (OOO's)

1 Expenditures
1.01 General Government 21,918.4
1.02 Fire 23,766.6
1.03 Protective Inspection and Control 2,550.7
1.04 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 27,579.9
1.05 Parking, streetlighting & other 3,087.6
1.06 Transit 20,239.7
1.07 Parks & Recreation 33,626.3
1.08 Libraries 8,999.6
1.09 Cultural Services 4,120.7
1.10 Planning and Zoning 15,610.7
1.11 Corporate Revenue & Expenses 32,713.3

Total 194,213,5

2 Revenue Fund Revenues
2.01 Activity Revenue 38,897.5
2.02 Internal Recoveries 12,290.9
2.03 Grants 698.6
2.04 Other Revenue 3,752.2
2.05 Payments in lieu of taxes 2,403.0
2.06 General Provincial Grants 305.0
2.07 Local Improvement Collections 22.5
2.08 Subdivision Agreement Fees 407.3
2.09 POA Court Fines 530.0
2.10 Penalties and interest on taxes 2,430.0
2.11 Income from Investments 3,742.8
2.12 Supplementary Taxes 2,000.0
2.13 Manual Adjustments 500.0
2.14 Local Infrastructure Funding Levy 1,205.1
2.15 Other Service Fees 1.4
2.16 Hvdro Revenue 8,491.0

Total Non-Tax Revenues 77,677.3
3 Net Expenditures (General Levy) 116,536,2

Total 194,213.5

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget
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TABLE G-3
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

SUMMARY OF NET OPERATING EXPENDITURES FOR 2009
$(OOO's)

NET
TOTAL Debt Charges Minor Capital Activity Revenue

OPERATING Residential Share Non-residential Share

& Transfers
EXPENDITURE CATEGORY EXPENDITURE To Reserves EXPENDITURE % $(OOO's) % $(OOO's)

1.01 General Government 21,918.4 199.3 604.8 21,114.3 66.6% 14,062.1 33.4% 7,052.2
1.02 Fire 23,766.6 - 724.6 415.1 22,626.9 66.6% 15,069.5 33.4% 7,557.4
1.03 Protective Inspection and Control 2,550.7 - - 1,273.3 1,277.4 66.6% 850.7 33.4% 426.7
1.04 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 27,579.9 - 1,634.6 3,304.8 22,640.5 66.6% 15,07$.6 33.4% 7,561.9
1.05 Parking, streetlighting & other 3,087.6 - 666.9 3,045.3 (624.6) 66.6% (416.0) 33.4% (208.6)
1.06 Transit 20,239.7 - 2,868.2 7,963.5 9.408.0 66.6% 6,265.7 33.4% 3,142.3
1.07 Parks & Recreation 33,626.3 - 1,750.2 12,010.1 19,866.0 95.0% 18,872.7 5.0% 993.3
1.08 Libraries 8,999.6 - 20.5 417.2 8,561.9 95.0% 8,133.8 5.0% 428.1
1.09 Cultural Services 4,120.7 85.9 1,726.2 2,308.6 95.0% 2,193.2 5.0% 115.4
1.10 Planning and Zoning 15,610.7 - 28.2 7,622.4 7,960.1 66.6% 5,301.4 33.4% 2,658.7
1.11 Corporate Revenue & Expenses 32,713.3 5,797.8 11,036.0 514.8 15,364.7 66.6% 10,232.9 33.4% 5,131.8

Total 194,213.5 5,797.8 19,014.4 38,897.5 130,503.8 95,644.7 34,859.1

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

'"
'"

2009 Population
2009 Employment

174,180 66.6%
87,439 33.4%

261,619

Capital Spending From Current Budget Total Expenditures
-Debt

·Own Fund Transfers
.Activity Revenue

194,213.5
5,797.8

19,014.4
38,897.5

:;::.. 130,503.8

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

I % Capital From Current Budget =(5,798 + 19,014) + 130,504 = 19.0% I

G),
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TABLE G-4
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Expenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Potentiallmoact Capita Employee
1.01 General Government 14,062.1 7,052.2 The percentage growth in the size and spending requirements of Council, CAO's Office 48.44 48.39

and other corporate services, is not expected to match the percentage growth in
population and employment in the Town. The basic high level organizational structure is
in place and white additional capacity will be required, much of it is expected to be
achieved based on operating economies of scale. As a result, a 60% cost factor has been
used. Le. For every dollar per capita spent on these operations in 2009, it is forecast that
new growth can be adequately served at a cost of $0.60Icapita, in addition to the 2009
spending base, which is required to serve the Town's 2009 population and is assumed to
remain intact.

1.02 Fire 15,069.5 7,557.4 Based on an adjusted extrapolation from Chapter VII and Appendix L of the Town's 2009 73.54 73.47
Development Charge Background Study, it is assumed that incremental development in
the Town 2018~2031 can be adequately serviced at 85% of the 2009 cost per capita, as a
result of economies of scale enabled by the network of fire facilities.

1.03 Protective Inspection and Control 850.7 426.7 It is assumed that 100% of the 2009 cost per capita for this service will continue to apply 4.88 4.88
to future growth.

1.04 Infrastructure (Roads, Storm) 15,078.6 7,561.9 Based on an adjusted extrapolation from Chapter VII and Appendix L of the Town's 2009 69.26 69.19
Development Charge Study, it is assumed that incremental development in the Town 2021
2031 can be adequately serviced at 80% of the 2009 cost per capita. This is the result of
an increased transit modal split and the disproportionately low increment to the Town's
road network that is required by growth (the DC Background Study actually suggested the
potential fOI larger economies).

1.05 Parking, streetlighting & other (416.0) (208.6) This service shows a small net surplus, once capital contributions and activity revenue - -
have been netted out. It is broadly assumed that this item will net to zero in the future.

1.06 Transit 6,265.7 3,142.3 The Town's public transit system currently operates a fleet of 75 conventional buses, plus 74.00 74.00
a car~o~van service fleet of six buses. The development charge 1O~year capital program is
based on the addition of 53 conventional buses and 12 car-o~van buses plus North
Oakville Transit Centres, park and ride facilities, an Uptown Core Bus Depot, the Palermo
Terminal and numerous bus shelters.

Although the Town has not established its financial plan for capital asset growth beyond
2018, its Transportation Masterplan envisaged the addition of another 97 buses by
"buildout" (Total 75+53+97= 225, plus car~o-vans).

Based on the Town's 2009 net transit operating expenditure of $9.4 million which funded
75 conventional buses and other associated infrastructure, the total net annual operating
cost per bus (2009 $) is approximately 5125,000.

Assuming the Town's fleet includes 143 buses by 2021 and 225 buses by 2031, operating
costs could grow to $17.9 million by 2021 and 528.1 million by 2031. This converts to the
following per capita and per employee cost factors: -,

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\oak Fiscal Impact 2009
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TABLE G-4A
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

TAX-SUPPORTED NET OPERATING FUND REQUIREMENTS

2008 $ OOO's
Service Res. $ 2018 Forecast 2009 Actual

2018 ' Res. 1 Non-Res. 1 Portion $/Capita Cost!
Total Cost % % Growth Capita

Fire 2,191 86.4 13.6 1,893 57 83
Library 1,694 100.0 - 1,694 51 46
Parks & Recreation 3,016 100.0 - 3,016 90 107
Public Transit 9,193 60.5 39.5 5,562 167 34
Roads and Related 866 55.0 45.0 476 14 83
Public Works 2,098 80.3 19.7 1,685 50 n/a
Other, i.e. Parking 20 60.5 39.5 12 1 n/a

Total 19,078 N/A N/A 14,338 430 n/a

Note: Also includes provision for the future capital replacement of the growth-related facilities.

1 Town of Oakville Development Charges Background Study, Hemson Consulting Ltd., June 2009, Appendix
L, Table 1.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. oakville funding requirements 10/5/2009 3:33 PM
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TABLE G-4B
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

TAX-SUPPORTED CAPITAL FUNDING REQUIREMENTS
aaa's $

Category

Statutory Discount
Prior Growth
Benefit to Existing/Replacement
Post 2018 Growth

Total

Average Annual Amount

% of 130,504,000 Net Operating Cost

2009-18 '
Total OOO's $

16,288
12,332 - existing DC reserve funds

51,089
__......;4..:;0,-,,1-=6..::.6 - future DCs (in part)

119,875

11,988

9.2%

1 Town of Oakville Development Charges Background Study, Hemson Consulting Ltd.,
June 2009, Appendix L, Table 2.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. oakviHe funding requirements 9/11/2009 9:58 AM



TABLE G-4
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Expenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Potential Imoact Caoita Employee
Year Millions $ Res. Share Population Per Non-res. Employ- Per

Net 64.9% Capita Share ment Employee
Operating Millions $ 35.1%

Cost Millions $

2009 9.4 6.1 174,180 35 3.1 87,439 36

2021 17.9 11.6 220,400 53 6.0 119,000 50

2031 28.1 18.2 245,600 74 9.4 127,200 74

It is important to note that these cost factors would be much higher if the added costs
were largely or solely attributed to the needs of growth, rather than being spread over the
entire Town population and tax base as was done in the table above. While the Town's
existing population will benefit from transit service level increases to be introduced by the
significant fleet expansion, the primary impetus for the increased transit modal split relates
to the transportation requirements of the growth increment. More intensive use of the
buses and an improved revenuelcost (RIG) ratio may occur and would serve to moderate
the costs somewhat.

Also, an additional cost consideration relates to the fact that despite a gradually increasing
transit service level in Oakville, a significant portion of the proposed transit cost increment
is beyond the 1O-year historical service level cap for the Town, imposed by the
Development Charges Act, 1997. This cost has been addressed in Chapter VII and
Appendix L of the Town's 2009 Development Charge Background Study in the amount of
$25 million and is ultimately expected to be largely recovered by development charges,

1.07 Parks & Recreation 18,872.7 993.3 Based on an adjusted extrapolation from Chapter VII and Appendix L of the Town's 2009 102.93 10.79
Development Charge Background Study, it is assumed that incremental development in
the Town 2018-2031 can be adequately serviced at 95%, of the 2009 cost per capita,
based on the cost of maintaining the current service level of parks and recreation facilities.

1.08 Libraries 8,133.8 428.1 Based on an adjusted extrapolation from Chapter VII and Appendix L of the Town's 2009 46.70 4.90
Development Charge Background Study, it is assumed that incremental development in
the Town 2018 A 2031 can be adequately serviced at 100% of the 2009 cost per capita.

1.09 Cultural Services 2,193.2 115.4 It is assumed that 100% of the 2009 cost per capita for this serv'lce will continue to apply 12.59 1.32
to future growth.

G),
~
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TABLEG-4
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING EXPENDITURE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Expenditure
OOO's $ Exoenditure Per

Exoenditure Item Residential Non-Resid. Potentiallmoact Caoita Emolovee
1.10 Planning and Zoning 5,301.4 2,658.7 The Town's Planning Department is sized to accommodate a high rate of growth which is 30.44 30.41

continuing. It is assumed that intensification will introduce additional staffing
requirements, offset by some operational economies of scale, in the result that per capita
expenditures for Planning are expected to remain unchanged. A $2.3 million transfer for
the Tax Stabilization Reserve was made in 2009 to offset temporary reductions in planning
and building fee revenue which is expected to be reinstated. pursuant to the growth
forecast.

1.11 Corporate Revenue & Expenses 10,232.9 5,131.8 Although minor economies of scale are possible, it is assumed that 100% of the 2009 cost 58.75 58.69
per capita will continue to apply to future growth.

Total Exnenditures 95644.7 34,859.1 521.53 376.03

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

549.11 398.67 2009 Population
2009 Employment

174,180
87,439
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TABLE G-5
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
66.6% 33.4% $ $

2.01 Activity Revenue 38,897.5 25,897.1 13,000.4 Netted in Table G-3. - -

2.02 Internal Recoveries 12,290.9 8,183.0 4,107.9 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 46.98 46.98
as coverage is incorporated as part of operating
department budgets

2.03 Grants 698.6 465.1 233.5 No Impact Anticipated - -

2.04 Other Revenue 3,752.2 2.498.1 1,254.1 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 14.34 14.34

2.05 Payments in lieu of taxes 2,403.0 - 2,403.0 Minor Impact Anticipated (Le. 50% of current per - 13.74
capita rate)

2.06 General Provincial Grants 305.0 203.1 101.9 No Impact Anticipated - -

2.07 Local Improvement Collections 22.5 15.0 7.5 No Net Impact Anticipated - -

Gl,
~
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TABLE G-5
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Emplovee
2.08 Subdivision Agreement Fees 407.3 271.2 136.1 No Net Change Involved. An anticipated increase is - -

to be fully offset by a decline in Tax Stabilization
Reserve Draw

2.09 POA Court Fines 530.0 352.9 177.1 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 2.03 2.03

2.10 Penalties and interest on taxes 2,430.0 1,617.8 812.2 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 9.29 9.29

2.11 Income from Investments 3,742.8 2,491.9 1,250.9 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 14.31 14.31

2.12 Supplementary Taxes 2,000.0 1,331.6 668.4 N/a. Full annual tax increase separately included - -

2.13 Manual Adjustments 500.0 332.9 167.1 No Impact Anticipated - -

2.14 Local Infrastructure Funding Levy 1,205.1 802.3 402.8 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 4.61 4.61

2.15 Other Service Fees 1.4 0.9 0.5 Minor item - no impact anticipated 0.01 0.01

Cl,
~
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TABLE G-5
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

OUTLINE OF BASIS FOR NET OPERATING REVENUE IMPACT ASSUMPTIONS

Net 2009 Revenue
OOO's $ Revenue Per

Revenue Item Total Residential Non-Resid. Basis for Potential Impact Capita Employee
2.16 Hydro Revenue 8,491.0 5,653.1 2,837.9 Expected to increase in direct proportion to growth 32.46 32.46

Total Revenue 50,115.9 27,561.4 124.01 124.01
IInstltutlonalOnly I nla I 137.751

Sources: 2009 Operating Budget

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

287.72 315.21 2009 Population
2009 Employment

174,180
87,439
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TABLE G-6
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

Fiscal Impact Summary for Residential Development

1 2 3
Low Medium High

Density Density Density
Financial Component Residential Residential Residential

Operating Expenditures

Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.39 2.59 170

Occupancy X $ 521.53 Icapita $ 1,767.99 $ 1,350.76 $ 883.99

Sub-Total $ 1,767.99 $ 1,350.76 $ 883.99

Capital Spending from Current Budget

25% of other operatinQ expenditures $ 442.00 $ 337.69 $ 221.00

Total Annual Expenditure Increases $ 2,209.99 $ 1,688.45 $ 1,104.99

Revenues

Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes $ 440,000 $ 310,000 $ 230,000

2009 Tax Rate 0.365676% 0.365676% 0.365676%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 1,609 $ 1,134 $ 841

Non-Tax Revenue Occupancy (as per 2009 DC Study) 3.39 2.59 1.70

Occupancy X $ 124.01 Icapita $ 420.39 $ 321.19 $ 210.20

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUE INCREASES $ 2,029.39 $ 1,455.19 $ 1,051.20

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ (180.60) $ (233.26) $ (53.79)

G),
~
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TABLE G-7
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

Fiscal Impact Summary for Non-Residential Development

1 2 3

Industrial Commercial Institutional
Financial Component

Operating Expenditures

Employees per net acre 15.3 1 38.1 2 32.8 2

X $ 376.03 lemployee $ 5,753.21 $ 14,326.62 $ 12,333.68

Sub-Total $ 5,753.21 $ 14,326.62 $ 12,333.68

Capital Spending from Current Budget

25% of other operating expenditures $ 1,438.30 $ 3,581.66 $ 3,083.42

Total Annual Expenditures $ 7,191.51 $ 17,908.28 $ 15,417.10

Revenues
Assessment for 2009 Tax Purposes (per net ac) $ 1,127,000 $ 1,922,000 nla

2009 Tax Rate 0.862958% 0.532607% 0.000000%

Property Tax Revenue Increase $ 9,725.54 $ 10,236.71 nla

Non-Tax Revenue Employees per net acre 15.3 38.1 32.8

employees X $ 124.01 lemployee $ 1,897.35 $ 4,725.00 $ 4,518.24 3

TOTAL ANNUAL REVENUES $ 11,622.89 $ 14,961.71 $ 4,518.24

Annual Operating Surplus (Deficit) $ 4,431.38 $ (2,946.57) $ (10,898.86)

1 Based on Coverage of 25%.
2 Based on Coverage of 30%.
3 Estimate for Payments-In-Lieu:

$ 137.75 x

(non-tax revenue/emp.)

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

32.8 = $
(emp. Inet acre)

4,518.24
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TABLE G-8
TOWN OF OAKVILLE

BROAD ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT OF GROWTH 2021-2031

Annual Surplus Number of Total
(Deficit) 2009$ Units!Net Acres Impact $

Surplus!
(Deficit)

1. Residential Development (per unit)

1.1 Low Density $ (180.60) 2,475 $ (446,985)

1.2 Medium Density $ (23326) 1,756 $ (409,605)

1.3 High Density $ (53.79) 8,415 $ (452,643)

1.4 Total Residential 12,646 (1,309,232)

2. Non-Residential Development (per net acre)

2.1 Industrial $ 4,431.38 157.7 $ 698,829

2.2 Commercial $ (2,946.57) 120.7 $ (355,651)

2.3 Institutional $ (10,898.86) 36.3 $ (395,629)

2.4 Total Non-Residential 314.7 $ (52,451 )

3. Population Adjustment Factor 1 $ 991,295

4. Grand Total Impact $ (370,388)

Notes:

1.

2.

Residential Development 2021-2031
Type Units

Low Density 2,475

Medium Density 1,756
High Density 8415

Total 12,645

2021-2031

Non-Residential Development 2021-2031 Assessment 2021-2031
Type Employees Adjustment 1 Net Ac·

Industrial 3,619 2,413 157.7

Commercial 3,392 4,598 120.7

Institutional 1 189 1 189 36.3

Total 8,200 8,200 314.7

1 Reduction In expenditures attnbable to the difference between gross and net 2021·31 population increase. i.e.
27,200 gross vs. 25,300 net = 93%. See Table G-8a.

2 Approximately one third of industrial employees are assessed as commercial.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Halton\oak Fiscal Impact 2009
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TABLE H-l
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE REGION OF HALTON

2015-2021 Fiscal Im act
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Annual Total

Hallon Surplus! Impact
(Deficit)

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 14,619 15,661 1,041 $ (402) $ (418,809)

Medium Density 7,208 6,977 (231) $ (256) $ 59,268

High Density 7,383 10,371 2,987 $ (78) $ (233,216)

Total 29,211 33,008 3,797 $ (592,757)

Net Pooulation 75,200 79,408 4,208

Non-Residential Emplovment

Industrial 17,860 19,184 1,325

Commercial 17,896 23,593 5,697

Institutional 4,845 5,142 297

Total 40,601 47,920 7,319

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha) 1 Net Ha Net Ac

Industrial 35 86 $ 6,370 $ 550,901

Commercial 60 148 $ 716 $ 106,194

Institutional 4 10 $ (7,400) $ (73,139)

Total 99 245 $ 583,956

Non-Residential Floor Area'

Industrial 1,125,906

Commercial 2,278,822

Institutional 118,839

Total 3,523,566

2015~2021 Fiscallmpacl $ (8,801)

Note. Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted 10 floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.ft. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage

H-1
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TABLE H·2
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE TOWN OF MILTON

2015-2021 Fiscal Im acl
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Annual Total

Hallon Surplus! Impact
IDeficitl

Residential Dwellinas

Low Density 9,851 9,560 (291) $ (1,157) $ 387,008

Medium Density 1,866 4,183 2,317 $ (825) $ (1,912,510)

High Density 585 2,466 1,881 $ (591) $ (1,111,462)

Total 12,302 16,209 3,908 $ (2,686,964)

Net Pooulation 39,500 45,153 5,653

Non-Residential Employment

Industrial 4,087 7,694 3,607

Commercial 7,109 11,832 4,724

Institutional 1,406 2,774 1,368

Total 12,601 22,300 9,699

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha)' NelHa Net Ac

Industrial 95 235 $ 103 $ 24,259

Commercial 50 124 $ (11 ,406) $ (1,409,214)

Institutional 17 42 $ (13,897) $ (583,771)

Tolal 162 400 $ (1,968,726)

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial 3,066,060

Commercial 1,889,453

Institutional 547,107

Total 5,502,620

2015-2021 Fiscal Impact $ (4,655,690)

Note . Totals reflect roundmg.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.!!. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage

H-2
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TABLE H·3
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

2015-2021 Fiscallmnacl
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Annual Total

Hallon 7rUrp,US! Impact
Deficit'

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 540 739 199 $ (125) $ (24,829)

Medium Density 560 540 (20) $ (117) $ 2,380

High Density 590 1,033 443 $ 131 $ 58,063

Total 1,690 2,312 622 $ 35,614

Net Population 3,500 4,105 605

Non-Residential Employment

Industria! 1,631 2,013 382

Commercial 2,048 2,361 312

Institutional 121 86 (35)

Total 3,800 4,460 660

Non-Residential Land ArealNet Ha) 1 Net Ha NelAc

Industrial 10 25 $ 3,699 $ 91,392

Commercial 3 7 $ 602 $ 4,463

Institutional 0 0 $ (7,988) $

Total 13 32 $ 95,855

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial 324,894

Commercial 124,984

Institutional (14,014)

Total 435,864

2015·2021 Fiscal Impact $ 131,469

Note. Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.ft. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage

H-3
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TABLE H·4
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE CITY OF BURLlNGTON

2015-2021 Fiscallmoact
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Annual Total

Halton Surplus/ Impact
(Deficit)

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 479 641 162 $ (78) $ (12,704)

Medium Density 446 175 (271) $ 92 $ (24,834)

High Density 1,715 2,763 1,048 $ 233 $ 243,699

Total 2,641 3,580 939 $ 206,161

Net Po ulalion 2,700 4,655 1,955

Non-Residential Employment

Industrial 2,940 1,163 (1,777)

Commercial 1,427 2,810 1,383

Institutional 1,032 227 (806)

Total 5,400 4,200 (1,200)

Non-Residential Land Area(Net Ha> 1 Net Ha NetAc

Industrial (47) (116) $ 2,686 $ (311,950)

Commercial 15 37 $ (2,155) $ (79,892)

Institutional (10) (25) $ (10,813) $ 267,193

Total (42) (104) $ (124,648)

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial (1,510,765)

Commercial 553,349

Institutional (322,362)

Total (1,279,778)

2015-2021 Fiscal Impact $ 81,513

Note. Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted to floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.ft. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.fl. per employee & 30% coverage

H-4
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TABLE H-5
SUSTAINABLE HALTON DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS Re:

THE TOWN OF OAKVILLE

2015·2021 Fiscal Imoact
Development Type 2007 BPE Sustainable Difference Annual Total

Hallon Surplus/ Impact
IDeficit)

Residential Dwellings

Low Density 3,749 4,720 971 $ (181) $ (175,428)

Medium Density 4,337 2,079 (2,258) $ (233) $ 526,594

High Density 4,493 4,108 (385) $ (54) $ 20,721

Total 12,578 10,907 (1,671) $ 371,886

Net Ponulation 29,500 25,495 4,005

Non-Residential Emplovment

Industrial 9,202 8,314 (887)

Commercial 7,312 6,590 (722)

Institutional 2,285 2,056 (230)

Total 18,800 16,960 (1,840)

Non~ResidentialLand Area(Nel Ha) 1 Net Ha NetAc

Industrial (23) (57) $ 4,431 $ (251,849)

Commercial (8) (20) $ (2,947) $ 58,248

Institutional (3) (7) $ (10,899) $ 80,793

Total (34) (84) $ (112,808)

Non-Residential Floor Area 1

Industrial (754,283)

Commercial (288,965)

Institutional (91,892)

Total (1,135,139)

2015·2021 Fiscal Impact $ 259,079

Note. Totals reflect rounding.

The number of employees are converted la floor area and land area as follows:
Industrial 850 sq.f!. per employee & 30% coverage
Commercial 400 sq.f!. per employee & 35% coverage
Institutional 400 sq.lt. per employee & 30% coverage

H-5
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Residential Land Use  

Significance of Effects on VC: G.5 

Overview

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

1. Land use incompatibility arising from 
inadequate separation distance between 
sensitive land uses (residences, schools, day 
care facilities, parks) and the Project 

N/A

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified residential land use as a valued component (VC) of the environment to be 
assessed.  

This VC is distinct from other VCs that address Project and cumulative effects on residents. 

Other VCs assess Project effects on residents from (1) noise emissions, (2) air emissions, and (3) 
night-time light emissions. Another VC specifically addresses Project effects on human health from air 
emissions. The effects addressed by these VCs may be summarized as follow: 

Noise Emissions – Disturbance to residents, including sleep disturbance and interference with 
speech intelligibility, from Project sources of noise emissions at the Project site and associated 
truck traffic;  

Air Emissions – Pollution Increases in ambient air quality for 10 contaminants generated by 
various sources of emissions at the Project site and associated truck traffic; 

Light - Night-time light pollution and trespass, from Project-based night-time glare and sky glow; 
and 

Human Health - Increased risk of cancer and other illnesses from Project effects on ambient air 
quality. 

The present VC addresses effects not addressed by these other VCs and  assesses their significance. 
The focus of this review is assessing land use compatibility between the Project and the residential 
land uses that are existing and approved in the neighbourhood of the Project.  

This assessment of compatibility considers the combined impact of multiple sources of impacts on 
residential and related sensitive uses of land.   
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It also considers compliance with applicable standards on land use compatibility.  

The focus of the present review is whether the Project, alone or cumulatively, is likely to cause a 
significant adverse environmental effect on land use compatibility for existing and approved residential 
land uses. 

The following sets out the information relevant to this review and its findings on the significance of 
adverse effects on this VC from the Project and cumulatively. It includes review of:  

1. CN’s proposed mitigation in order to assess residual effects on the VC; 
2. Compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each of the six Reference Criteria 

relevant to characterizing effects;  
3. Cumulative effects on this VC; and  
4. Effects on this VC from increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause a significant adverse environmental effect on this VC. The Tables below 
summarize these findings. 

Project SAEEs 

There is no mitigation specifically proposed for residential land use. Therefore, the residual effect is the 
same as the Project effect identified above.   

Residual Effect
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1. SAEE on residential land use due to 
presence of multiple sensitive land uses 
and incompatibility with combined Project 
effects.

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Llikely 

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

For the assessment of cumulative effects on most VCs, a five-step process used to assess the likelihood 
of cumulative SAEEs on each predicted effect on the VC.  For this VC, however, the Halton 
Municipalities have found that this method to assessing cumulative effects is not amenable to assessing 
land use compatibility. Therefore, this method of cumulative effects assessment has not been applied 
to this VC.  



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  M E R I T S  B R I E F  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 *  _ | _ 4 8 3
R e s i d e n t i a l  L a n d  U s e     _ _ _ _  

Increased Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs will be affected by changes to container throughput.

2. Predicted Effects on VC G.5. 

2.1 Specific Effects on VC G.5 

The Halton Municipalities predict a significant adverse environmental effect on residential land use due to 
the presence of multiple sensitive land uses and incompatibility with combined Project effects.

2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC#

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.1

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no or 
very small 
change 

Low = all impacts 
are below 
standards 

High = one or 
more effects in 
excess of 
applicable 
guideline, 
standard or 
recommendation 

On-site = effects 
that occur on the 
Project site 

Off-site = effects 
in the Project 
neighbourhood 
affecting more 
than 30,000 
residents

Short-term = 
effect that lasts 
through 
construction only 

Permanent = 
effect that may 
last for 
construction and 
operation

Single Event = 
occurs once

Multiple Irregular 
= occurs 
sporadically (and 
intermittently 

Multiple Regular
= occurs 
repeatedly and 
regularly 

Continuous = 
Residual Effect 
occurs 
continuously

Reversible = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed after 
Project 
completion and 
reclamation

Irreversible = the 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed 
(permanent)

Undisturbed = 
area is relatively 
undisturbed or 
not adversely 
affected by 
human activity 

Disturbed = area 
has been 
substantially 
previously 
disturbed by 
human 
development or 
human 
development is 
still present 

3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

CN has proposed no mitigation specific to reducing impacts on residential land use.  

CN has proposed mitigation with respect to noise that is addressed in the report of the Halton 
Municipalities on VC C.2. 

CN proposes to incorporate light mitigation measures into the preliminary project design but cannot 
quantify the reduction of light until the design is finalized. Therefore, the Halton Municipalities are unable 

1 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain 
consistency between the effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines  
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conclude that the mitigation will be effective or federally enforceable. This is addressed in the report of 
the Halton Municipalities on VC C.3 

CN has proposed best practices to mitigate impacts to air quality. These are addressed in the report of 
the Halton Municipalities’ on VC C.1. CN also assesses health effects, but proposes no mitigation. The 
Halton Municipalities address health effects from air quality in its respect on VC G.1. 

4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 

Effect 

1. Inability of residents to 
use their lands without 
adverse effects caused by 
inadequate separation 
between sensitive uses 
and a major facility. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards.  The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not compliant / compliant 

Effect 1

1.  Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

1.2.6   Land Use Compatibility  

1.2.6.1 Major facilities and sensitive land uses should be planned to 
ensure they are appropriately designed, buffered and/or separated 
from each other to prevent or mitigate adverse effects from odour, 
noise and other contaminants, minimize risk to public health and 
safety, and to ensure the long-term viability of major facilities.  
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Standard Not compliant / compliant 

2.  A Place to Grow, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe 

2.2.5  Employment 

… 

(7)  Municipalities will plan for all employment areas within  
settlement areas by: 

… 

(c)  providing an appropriate interface between employment areas
and adjacent non-employment  areas to maintain land use 
compatibility.2

3.  Province of Ontario, D-6 Compatibility between Industrial 
Facilities, May 19, 2016 

(4.1.1) Potential influence areas for industrial land uses 

The Ministry has identified, through case studies and past 
experience, the following influence areas (i.e. areas within which 
adverse effects may be experienced) for industrial land uses: 

… 

Class III Industrial Use: 

1000 metres (area of influence) 
300 metres (minimum separation distance) 

4. Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 
2018 

77: It is the policy of the Region to: 

… 

(2.4) Require development occurring in Designated Greenfield Areas 
to: 

…b) contribute to creating healthy communities;

Not Compliant  Compliant

2 A Place to Grow, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe came into effect on May 16, 2019.  Policy 
2.2.5.7(c) is a revised policy mandating compatibility between employment areas and non-employment areas. 
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4.1.1 Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The foundation of the Provincial Policy Statement (“PPS”) is building strong, healthy communities. The 
PPS recognizes that healthy, liveable and safe communities are sustained, in part, by avoiding 
development and land use patterns which may cause environmental or public health and safety 
concerns.  It implements this policy priority by directing that sensitive land uses and major facilities, such 
as the CN project, be adequately buffered and/or separated from each other to avoid adverse effects.  

The PPS definition of adverse effects adopts the definition from the Environmental Protection Act which 
means one or more of: 

a. impairment of the quality of the natural environment for any use that can be made of it; 
b. injury or damage to property or plant or animal life; 
c. harm or material discomfort to any person; 
d. an adverse effect on the health of any person; 
e. impairment of the safety of any person; 
f. rendering any property or plant or animal life unfit for human use; 
g. loss of enjoyment of normal use of property; and 
h. interference with normal conduct of business. 

Land use patterns that juxtapose incompatible uses without adequate, effective and enforceable 
mitigation measures results in adverse effects to residential land users.

4.1.2 A Place to Grow, Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe

The vision for the Greater Golden Horseshoe incudes thriving, livable, vibrant and productive urban and 
rural areas that foster community health and individual well-being. Land use planning will ensure that 
land use compatibility is maintained between employment areas and non-employment areas.  Where 
there are adverse effects on residential land uses, compatibility has not been maintained. 

4.1.3 Province of Ontario, D-6 Compatibility between Industrial Facilities, May 19, 2016

The Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks has established the D-6 Land Use 
Compatibility Guidelines to prevent or minimize the encroachment of sensitive land use upon industrial 
land use and vice versa, as these two types of land uses are normally incompatible, due to adverse 
effects on sensitive land use created by industrial operations. 

The guideline applies to all types of proposed, committed and/or existing industrial land uses which have 
the potential to produce point source and/or fugitive air emissions such as noise, vibration, odour, dust 
and others, either through normal operations, procedures, maintenance or storage activities, and/or 
from associated traffic/transportation. 

The actual influence area (overall range within which an adverse effect would be or is experienced) for 
a particular facility is site-specific, and may be defined within, or in exceptional circumstances beyond, 
the potential influence area either before, or where applicable, after buffers have been used to reduce, 
eliminate or otherwise intercept adverse effects.

No incompatible development should generally occur within 300 metres of a Class 3 facility, even if 
additional mitigation for adverse effects is provided. 
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4.1.4 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018

The overall goal of the Halton Region Official Plan is to enhance the quality of life for all people of 
Halton, today and into the future. In furtherance of this goal, the Region requires greenfield 
development to contribute to creating healthy communities. Incompatible development results in 
adverse effects that hinder progress towards the Region’s stated goal. 

4.2 Reference Criteria

Magnitude – The Halton Municipalities predict multiple impacts in excess of applicable standards. 
Support from this prediction is found in one or more of the reports of the Halton Municipalities with 
respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), ambient noise levels on residents (C.2) and 
human health (CG.1). 

Geographic Extent – The Halton Municipalities predict off-site impacts in excess of applicable 
standards affecting more than 30,000 residents. Support from this prediction is found in one or more of 
the reports of the Halton Municipalities with respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), 
ambient noise levels on residents (C.2) and human health (CG.1). 

Duration – The Halton Municipalities predict that the duration of the effects on land use compatibility 
will be permanent. Support from this prediction is found in one or more of the reports of the Halton 
Municipalities with respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), ambient noise levels on 
residents (C.2) and human health (CG.1).  

Frequency –The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of the effects on land use compatibility 
will be continuous. Support from this prediction is found in one or more of the reports of the Halton 
Municipalities with respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), ambient noise levels on 
residents (C.2) and human health (CG.1). 

Reversibility – The Halton Municipalities predict that Project effects on land use compatibility, including 
health effects, are irreversible. Support from this prediction is found in one or more of the reports of the 
Halton Municipalities with respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), ambient noise levels 
on residents (C.2) and human health (CG.1). 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that while the Project 
neighbourhood is currently disturbed, the activities within the areas of disturbance consist of compatible 
uses. The Project will introduce incompatible uses to the Project neighbourhood, resulting in impacts 
that are not in compliance with applicable standards. Support for this prediction is found in one or more 
of the reports of the Halton Municipalities with respect to air quality (C.1), ambient night-time light (C.3), 
ambient noise levels on residents (C.2) and human health (CG.1). 

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

In general, the EIS Guidelines require assessment of the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs for any VC 
where the Project is likely to cause a residual effect on the VC.  

Here, there is clearly a residual effect of the Project on this VC and, in particular, the compatibility of the 
Project on sensitive land uses associated with existing and planned residential uses in the Project 
neighbourhood.   
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For the assessment of cumulative effects on most VCs, the following section summarizes the five-step 
process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the residual effects of this Project.3

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

For this VC, however, the Halton Municipalities have found that this method to assessing cumulative 
effects is not amenable to assessing land use compatibility. Therefore, this method of cumulative effects 
assessment has not been applied to this VC.  

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

Magnitude – The magnitude of effects on compatibility would increase as container throughput 
increases. 

Geographic Extent – The geographic extent of effects on compatibility would not likely increase as 
container throughput increases. 

Duration – The duration of effects on compatibility would not likely increase as container throughput 
increases. 

Frequency – The frequency of effects on compatibility would likely increase as container throughput 
increases. 

Reversibility – For many aspects of land use compatibility, the incompatibility would be reversible if 
Project operations ceased; however, for health effects, many effects are long-term and not reversible if 
Project operations cease.  

3 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions 
and locations of the sixteen activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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ICI Employment Land Use 

Significance of Effects on VC: G.6 

Overview

Residual Effect 

Project 
SAEE 

Likely/Not 
Likely 

Cumulative 
SAEE Likely/ 

Not Likely 

1. Development of the Project lands at an employment density well 
below that needed to contribute to the planned employment 
density for the area.

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional (“ICI”) Employment Land Use as 
a valued component (“VC”) since the December 2016 submission of the first Halton Brief to the panel.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following adverse effect on VC 
G.6:  

1. Development of the Project lands at an employment density well below that needed to 
contribute to the planned employment density for the area. 

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of each 
of the adverse effect on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on the Residual Effect on the VC; 
2. review of the Residual Effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; and 
3. review of the Residual Effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 

relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause one significant adverse environmental effect on this VC but no significant 
cumulative adverse environmental effects: 
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Project SAEEs 

CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on this VC are not effective to reduce the magnitude of 
Project effect #1 and this mitigation is not federally enforceable. Therefore, the Residual effects are the 
same as the Project effects identified above.   

Residual Effect 
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1. Development of the Project lands 
at an employment density well 
below that needed to contribute to 
the planned employment density for 
the area. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

The Halton Municipalities have used three methods to assess cumulative effects. Findings from one 
method are set out in the Table below. This table is based on review of other activities occurring in the 
Project neighbourhood. Based on this review, the Halton Municipalities find that these activities are 
not likely to combine with Project effects on the VC.1

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 

Effect 

No additional cumulative 
effects 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

1 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Increased Container Throughput 

In the event of an increase in container throughput, more jobs are likely to be created on site, thereby 
reducing the degree to which the Project fails to meet planned employment densities. The additional 
jobs would reduce the magnitude of the SAEE for Effect #1. 

2. Predicted Effects on VC G.6 

2.1 Specific Effects on VC G.6 

The 130 direct jobs on site are at an employment density significantly below that needed to contribute 
to the planned employment density for the area.  

2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC G.6

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of Residual Effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.2

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no 
change in 
employment 
density 

Low – 
employment 
density slightly 
below target 

High – 
employment 
density far below 
target 

On-site = effects 
that occur on the 
Project site 

Off-site = effects 
that occur within 
the Halton Region 

Short-term = 
effect that lasts 
through 
construction only 

Permanent = 
effect that may 
last for 
construction and 
operation 

Single Event = 
occurs once

Multiple Irregular 
= occurs 
sporadically (and 
intermittently 

Multiple Regular
= occurs 
repeatedly and 
regularly 

Continuous = 
Residual Effect 
occurs 
continuously 

Reversible  = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed after 
Project 
completion and 
reclamation 

Irreversible = the 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed 
(permanent)

Resilient = able to 
recover from 
effect 

Not Resilient = 
unable to recover 
from effect 

3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

2 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines  
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1 

1. Indirect off-site employment 

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

1)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information states that the low employment levels and densities on the Project site will 
be mitigated by off-site employment.3 The off-site employment referenced is 1,500 to 2,500 indirect 
jobs created by the Milton Logistics Hub in the Region of Halton (“the Region”) and the Town of Milton 
(“the Town”) generally.4

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the magnitude of the Project lands failing to 
provide for the planned jobs at the planned employment density on the urban lands that would be 
occupied by the Project. The jobs indirectly associated with the Milton Logistics Hub in warehousing 
and manufacturing uses may well locate in Milton and Halton Region as suggested by CN. There is 
a significant amount of land planned for these types of uses in Halton that are at appropriate 
employment densities for these uses. Given the existing concentration of logistics uses in Halton, it 
is unlikely that this indirect employment would be net new jobs to Halton. The occupancy at planned 
density of other planned lands does not compensate for this area not achieving its planned 
employment density. 

The proposed mitigation here is also recognized as being uncertain as to its location, that is, some 
of the development and employment may or may not occur in Halton Region. And, further, assuring 
that it occurs in Halton may require the Region and local municipalities to take actions related to land 
designation, infrastructure, or financial incentives. 

Geographic Extent –The proposed mitigation is off-site addressing an on-site effect and the 
suggested off-site mitigation may or may not occur within the Region of Halton. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. Both the effect and proposed 
mitigation involve the development of buildings or facilities likely to have very long-term occupancy 
and are, as a result, permanent. 

Frequency –The possible policies, infrastructure investments or financial incentives that may occur 
to support the development are single events. 

3 CN Information Request Response Package 4.1 ("CEAR# 656"), June 13, 2018, IRR 4.15, p.50-51. 
4 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.15, p.51. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

Reversibility –The effect and the proposed mitigation are considered irreversible. While the effect 
addressed by the mitigation could be reversed, it is very unlikely to occur. At some time in the future 
additional employment uses could be added to the site or the Logistics Hub could be moved 
elsewhere allowing the lands to be used for other employment uses. Similarly, lands developed that 
are being suggested as acting as a mitigation, could also change use or employment levels. Such 
changes would not be expected or likely, except in the very long-term. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. CN’s proposed mitigation is an indirect 
economic effect which is not a matter that could be regulated. Municipal involvement in the location 
decisions for new employment development are not federally enforceable. 

4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
Significant 

Effect 

1. Development of the 
Project lands at an 
employment density well 
below that needed to 
contribute to the planned 
employment density for 
the area. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.1 Standards 

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each Residual Effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each Residual Effect. 
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Standard Not compliant / compliant 

Effect 1 

1. Halton Region, Official Plan (2018 Consolidation) – 
Ensure that development in greenfield areas 
contribute toward official plan targets.  

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.1.1 Halton Region, Official Plan (2018 Consolidation)   

77 It is the policy of the Region to: 

… 

(2.4) Require development in designated greenfield areas to: 

a) contribute towards achieving the development density target of Table 2 and the regional phasing of 
Table 2A… 

d) provide a diverse mix of land uses, including residential and employment uses to support vibrant 
neighbourhoods… 

The Halton Region Official Plan was adopted by Council to solidify actions taken in the past and to give 
clear direction as to how physical development should take place to meet current and future needs of 
its residents. The Regional Structure sets out targets for development density in Designated Greenfield 
Area as contained in Table 2. It also sets out the Regional phasing to be achieved in the Designated 
Greenfield Areas every five years from 2012 to 2031 as contained in Table 2A. 

The Project is estimated to result in 130 direct, full time jobs on the site which is a Designated Greenfield 
Area. This results in an employment density far below the target provided in Table 2 and therefore will 
not contribute to the Regional phasing for employment contained in Table 2A. 

4.2 Reference Criteria 

Magnitude – CN predicts no residual Project effects for this VC. This conclusion is supported by the 
following:  

(i)  Development of the Project site will result in 130 direct jobs during operations;5 and  

(ii) The Project will generate 1,500 to 2,500 indirect jobs in the Region of Halton (“the Region”) 
and the Town of Milton (“the Town”) generally.6

5 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.12, p.43; IRR 4.14, p.47-48. 
6 CEAR# 656, June 13, 2018, IRR 4.15, p.51. 
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The Halton Municipalities disagree with this prediction.  The 130 direct jobs on site are at an employment 
density well below that needed to contribute to the planned employment density for the area. The indirect 
jobs created by the Milton Logistics Hub are in the logistics, manufacturing and related sectors that rely 
on container transport. These sectors are already concentrated in the west Greater Toronto Area 
including Halton. Significant amounts of employment land are already planned to accommodate this 
type of development. Given the existing concentration of these uses in Halton, it is unlikely that this 
indirect employment would all be net new jobs to Halton. Any such indirect employment in Halton will 
not increase the employment density of other planned employment areas. A ROPA would be required 
to designate additional employment lands to compensate for low density on the Project site. 

The magnitude of this effect is high. 

Geographic Extent – CN predicts that the Project will result in an increase of off-site employment within 
the Halton Region. The Halton Municipalities disagree with this prediction because there is already a 
significant amount of land in Halton Region planned to accommodate this type of development. 

Duration – CN does not make a prediction about the duration of the effects. The Halton Municipalities 
predict the effects will be permanent. Support for this prediction is that the development of buildings or 
facilities is likely to have very long-term occupancy. 

Frequency – CN does not make a prediction about the frequency of effects. The Halton Municipalities 
predict the effects will be continuous.  

Reversibility – CN does not make a prediction about the reversibility of effects. The Halton 
Municipalities predict the effects to be irreversible. At some time in the future, additional employment 
uses could be added to the site or the Logistics Hub could be moved elsewhere allowing the lands to 
be used for other employment uses. However, this would not be expected or likely, except in the very 
long-term. 

Ecological and Social Context – CN does not make a prediction about the effect on the ecological 
and social context. The Halton Municipalities believe the effect is considered not resilient. The planned 
urban employment development and the associated employment and employment density targets are 
the social and economic context for the effect. The planned uses and employment targets will not be 
met if the Milton Logistics Hub is built as proposed.  

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the Residual Effects of this Project.7

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

7 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations of the sixteen 
activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to 
affect this VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC

The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
(yes/no) each of these activities is likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project 
effect on this VC. None of these activities are relevant to the VC.8

Table 1:  Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC: ICI 
Employment Land Use 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District No 
2  Sherwood Planning District No 
3  Boyne Planning District No 
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard No 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  No 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street No 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  No 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road No 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades No 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  No 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  No 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project No 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  No 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  No 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  No 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park No 

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assesses 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases. Project SAEEs are affected by changes to container throughput.  

8 Note that the present review does not address findings from the second method of cumulative effects assessment. This second method 
focuses on regional planning studies such as the Halton Region and Town of Milton official plans.  These studies are planned to accommodate 
all development for a long-term (20-years or more). Under this second method, one indication of a cumulative effect is a development that 
does not conform with an applicable official plan, where approval would require changes to other planned, proposed or future activities. 
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Cultural Heritage Resources 
Significance of Effects on VC: I.1 

Overview

Residual Effect 

Project 
SAEE 

Likely/Not 
Likely 

Cumulative 
SAEE 

Likely/Not 
Likely 

1. Loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to 
demolition.

2. Deterioration of listed heritage property properties in the vicinity 
of the Project as a result of mothballing, relocation, alteration, 
additions or vibration.

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified cultural heritage resources as a Valued Component (“VC”) since the 
December 2016 submission of the first Halton Brief to the panel.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following adverse effect on VC 
I.2:  

1. loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to demolition; and 
2. deterioration of listed heritage property in the vicinity of the Project as a result of mothballing, 

relocation, alteration, additions, or vibration. 

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of this 
adverse effect on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on Residual Effects on the VC; 
2. review of the Residual Effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; and 
3. review of the Residual Effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 

relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause one significant adverse environmental effect on this VC and one significant 
cumulative adverse environmental effect on this VC: 
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Project SAEEs 

CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on this VC are only effective to reduce the effects of 
Project effects #1. However, this mitigation is not federally enforceable.  
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1. Loss of shed or less significant 
heritage resource due to demolition. 
2. Deterioration of listed heritage 
property properties in the vicinity of the 
Project as a result of mothballing, 
relocation, alteration, additions or 
vibration. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

Residual Effect #2 interacts cumulatively with all the physical activities except Physical Activity #10. In 
combination with these activities, effect #2 will produce significant impact on the conservation efforts 
for heritage resources, unless proper process are in place through the municipality to determine the 
proper conservation methods as it has in the past.  

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C SAEE 

1. Loss of shed or less 
significant heritage resource 
due to demolition. 
2. Deterioration of listed 
heritage property properties 
in the vicinity of the Project 
as a result of mothballing, 
relocation, alteration, 
additions or vibration. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant
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SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the extent of 
effects #1 and #2 would not change. 

2. Predicted Effects on VC I.1 

2.1 Specific Effects on VC I.1 

1. Loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to demolition. 

2. Deterioration of listed heritage property properties in the vicinity of the Project as a result of 
mothballing, relocation, alteration, additions or vibration. 

2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC I.1

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the Project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of Residual Effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.1

Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no or 
very small change 
to a cultural 
heritage resource. 

Low = a 
measurable 
change to a 
cultural heritage 
resource of lesser 
importance. 

High = a 
measurable 
change to a 
cultural heritage 
resource of 
greater 
importance. 

On-site Effects =  
effects that 
occur on the 
Project site 

Off-site Effects =  
effects in the 
Project 
neighbourhood 
(50 metre 
radius) 

Short-term = effect 
can be repaired or 
removed within 
days of occurrence.  

Medium-term = 
effect can be 
repaired or removed 
within 5 to 10 years 
of occurrence. 

Long-term = effect 
can be repaired or 
removed after 
decommissioning of 
Project. 

Permanent = once 
the effect has 
occurred it cannot 
be returned to its 
pre-Project 
condition.2

Multiple Irregular 
Event = occurs at 
no set schedule. 

Multiple Regular 
Event = occurs at 
regular intervals. 

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously.3

Reversible = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed after 
activity ceases. 

Irreversible = the 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed.4

Undisturbed = 
cultural heritage 
resources in the 
Region are 
relatively well-
preserved. 

Disturbed = 
cultural heritage 
resources in the 
Region are not 
well-preserved. 

1 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines. 
2 Environmental Impact Statement Main Report, ("CEAR# 57"), December 7, 2015, p. 251.  
3 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, p. 251. 
4 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015,p. 251. 
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3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

Effect 1 

1. CN states that mitigation will follow the 
Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sports’ suggested methods to minimize 
or avoid negative direct or indirect 
effects.5

2. CN provides that the shed at 5269 
Tremaine Road will be removed, despite 
relocation being a viable option. 6

3. CN provides mitigation and avoidance 
options for the three structures that 
Project vibrations will impact, but it does 
not set out which options will be 
implemented.7

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

4. To mitigate vibration effects, CN 
proposes use of a buffer zone of 50 
metres – through flagging or fencing – 
around the closest heritage resources.8 A 
qualified engineer will determine 
maximum acceptable vibration levels 
where Project activities must occur within 
the 50 metre buffer.9

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

5. CN provides that the vibration effects 
on the properties listed as CHR-2, CHR-
3, and CHR-5 do not require mitigation, 
despite the potential for effects from 
vibration.10 However, CN states that 
where Project activities cannot ensure a 
50 metre buffer adjacent to these 
resources, there will be monitoring of 
maximum acceptable vibration – or Peak 
Particle Velocity – levels to confirm that 
vibration effects do not exceed the 
maximum Peak Particle Velocity levels.11

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

5 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
6 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
7 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Tables 6.5 - 6.6, p.26-27. 
8 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015,s.7.1, p.319; CEAR# 57, App E.3, s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
9 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.1, p.25 and s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
10 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.4, p.23-24. 
11 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015,s.6.6, p. 25; s. 6.62, p. 27; and s. 7.2.1, p. 31. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

In the event that maximum Peak Particle 
Velocity levels are exceeded, the 
submitted information states that 
construction activities within these areas 
will be modified to meet the appropriate 
thresholds.12

6. Vacant properties will be closed and 
secured until adaptive re-use. Occupied 
properties will be maintained and remain 
occupied as would a regular property 
owner/landlord.13 CN does not provide 
specific details on adaptive re-use.14

NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Effect 2 

1. CN states that mitigation will follow the 
Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and 
Sports’ suggested methods to minimize 
or avoid negative direct or indirect 
effects.15

2. CN provides that the shed at 5269 
Tremaine Road will be removed, despite 
relocation being a viable option.16

NA NA NA NA NA 

3. CN provides mitigation and avoidance 
options for the three structures that 
Project vibrations will impact, but it does 
not set out which options will be 
implemented.17

4. To mitigate vibration effects, CN 
proposes use of a buffer zone of 50 
metres – through flagging or fencing – 
around the closest heritage resources.18

A qualified engineer will determine 
maximum acceptable vibration levels 
where Project activities must occur within 
the 50 metre buffer.19

5. CN provides that the vibration effects 
on the properties listed as CHR-2, CHR-
3, and CHR-5 do not require mitigation, 
despite the potential for effects from 
vibration.20 However, CN states that 
where Project activities cannot ensure a 

12 CN Information Request Response Package 5 ("CEAR# 655"), June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1-1, p.32. 
13 CN Information Request Response Package 7 ("CEAR# 680"), August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
14 CEAR# 680, August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
15 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
16 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
17 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Tables 6.5 - 6.6, p.26-27. 
18 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015,s.7.1, p.319; CEAR# 57, App E.3, s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
19 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.1, p.25 and s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
20 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.4, p.23-24. 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M G D F R

50 metre buffer adjacent to these 
resources, there will be monitoring of 
maximum acceptable vibration – or Peak 
Particle Velocity – levels to confirm that 
vibration effects do not exceed the 
maximum Peak Particle Velocity levels.21

In the event that maximum Peak Particle 
Velocity levels are exceeded, CN states 
that construction activities within these 
areas will be modified to meet the 
appropriate thresholds.22

6. Vacant properties will be closed and 
secured until adaptive re-use. Occupied 
properties will be maintained and remain 
occupied as would a regular property 
owner/landlord.23 CN does not provide 
specific details on adaptive re-use.24

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

Milton Council has approved a list of more than 1,000 properties that are of historic or architectural value 
or interest, known as the Heritage List. The Heritage List covers a wide variety of properties that have 
a range of heritage significance. These can include houses, barns, churches, parks, war memorials, 
pioneer cemeteries, stores and some industrial buildings. Some are of limited heritage value, while a 
few properties are worthy of Heritage Designation under section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

The Heritage List allows staff to easily identify properties of potential heritage value when they are 
affected by development proposals. It is a useful tool to help the Town consider the impact of 
development proposals on the preservation and conservation of significant heritage resources and 
follow provincial policy requirements. 

The Ontario Heritage Act is the primary legislation for protecting cultural heritage in Ontario. The Act 
provides several ways for municipalities to conserve cultural heritage resources, such as the designation 
of individual properties (Part IV), the designation of heritage conservation districts (Part V), the 
establishment of a heritage register and the ability to enter into heritage easement agreements. 

Conservation policies are also established through the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) section 2.6 
which sets out cultural heritage and archaeology policies, Halton Region Official Plan Part IV – Cultural 
Heritage Resources and Milton Official Plan section 2.10.  

Currently, the delegation of authority for the conservation of Milton heritage resources is with the 
municipality. 

21 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015,s.6.6, p. 25; s. 6.62, p. 27; and s. 7.2.1, p. 31. 
22 CN Information Request Response Package 5 ("CEAR# 655"), June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1-1, p.32. 
23 CEAR# 680, August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
24 CEAR# 680, August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

CN states that mitigation will follow the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sports’ suggested 
methods to minimize or avoid negative direct or indirect effects.25

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation is low as the conservation plan in incomplete in accordance with the guidelines of Ontario 
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sports’ “Heritage Resources in the Land Use Planning Process info 
sheet #5 page 5. There is no definitive implementation schedule detailing the inspection, 
maintenance, costing and phases of the rehabilitation or restoration work in the conservation plan. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The proposed 
mitigation is both on-site and off-site. It is unclear on the definitive range for effective impact vibration 
monitoring for heritage resources. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The proposed mitigation is for the 
short-term and addresses the construction period only without any discussion on long-term impact 
during the operation or expansion of the facility 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The proposed mitigation is multiple 
in frequency with no determinative methods to minimize or avoid negative direct or indirect effects. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible for the shed and proposed mothballing of the house at CHR-3, the house and barn at 
CHR-4 and CHR-5. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable, as the enforcement authority is through the 
municipality for heritage resources.  

2)  Mitigation Measure  

CN provides that the shed at 5269 Tremaine Road will be removed, despite relocation being a 
viable option.26

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

25 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
26 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30, CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. The proposed mitigation is negligible, 
as the Town agrees that the heritage value for this property is the house and the barn and not the 
shed. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. The proposed 
mitigation for the shed is on-site. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration, as the proposed mitigation is permanent.

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency, as the proposed mitigation is a single 
event. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible but acceptable. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable, as a demolition clearance application for the 
shed must be submitted to the municipality for approval.  

3)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information provides mitigation and avoidance options for the three structures that 
Project vibrations will impact, but it does not set out which options will be implemented.27

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The proposed mitigation is low, 
as the conservation plan is incomplete, inconclusive and provides no assurance as to how the 
proposed mitigation will ensure the conservation of these significant heritage resources. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate the geographic extent, as the 
proposed mitigation is on-site for CHR-2, CHR-3 and CHR-5. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The proposed mitigation is short-term 
and does not demonstrate long-term strategies. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The proposed mitigation is 
continuous, however it is uncertain how frequent the mitigation strategies monitoring will occur. 

27 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Tables 6.5 - 6.6, p.26-27. 
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3)  Mitigation Measure  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible, unless the Town is assured that CN will undertake responsibility for the monitoring and 
reporting back to the Town through an approved conservation plan and implementation plan 
complete with a schedule. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable, as the conservation plan has not been agreed 
to by the municipality and the enforcement and reporting authority not identified.  

4)  Mitigation Measure  

To mitigate vibration effects, CN proposes use of a buffer zone of 50 metres – through flagging or 
fencing – around the closest heritage resources.28 A qualified engineer will determine maximum 
acceptable vibration levels where Project activities must occur within the 50 metre buffer.29

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation is low, as it is not certain that a 50m buffer zone is sufficient to conserve the stability of the 
heritage resources. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The proposed 
mitigation for on-site for properties owned by CN have greater chance of success subject to the 
effectiveness of the monitoring and mitigation strategies. However, the effectiveness of this mitigation 
is uncertain for properties not owned by CN. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. The proposed mitigation is medium-
term, as monitoring is only for the duration of the construction and does not include the long-term 
effect of any vibration due to the operation and expansion of the facilities. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible should the 50m buffer zone become insufficient to conserve the heritage resources. 

28 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015,s.7.1, p.319; CEAR# 57, App E.3, s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
29 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, s. 6.6.1, p.25 and s. 7.2.1, p.31. 
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4)  Mitigation Measure  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable, as the appropriate range of buffer zone is not 
conclusive. 

5)  Mitigation Measure  

CN provides that the vibration effects on the properties listed as CHR-2, CHR-3, and CHR-5 do not 
require mitigation, despite the potential for effects from vibration. However, CN states that where 
Project activities cannot ensure a 50 metre buffer adjacent to these resources, there will be 
monitoring of maximum acceptable vibration – or Peak Particle Velocity – levels to confirm that 
vibration effects do not exceed the maximum Peak Particle Velocity levels.30 In the event that 
maximum Peak Particle Velocity levels are exceeded, the submitted information states that 
construction activities within these areas will be modified to meet the appropriate thresholds. 31

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation is low without an approved monitoring plan for vibrations. It will be difficult to verify and 
determine if any defects to these buildings in the immediate and long-term have been caused by CN 
construction or operations. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent for these off-site 
properties. In addition, the determination of the 50 meter buffer zone should be measured to the 
property line and not to the construction activities, which are uncontrollable and variable. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration. There is no proposed mitigation for 
duration, but there is a need to address long-term vibration impacts as CN continues its operation 
beyond the construction period. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible should any vibration from this Project result in defects to the heritage resources. An 
effective monitoring plan is recommended during the construction period and future operation of this 
Project.

30 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015,s.6.6, p. 25; s. 6.62, p. 27; and s. 7.2.1, p. 31. 
31 CEAR# 655, June 12, 2018, IRR 5.1-1, p.32. 
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5)  Mitigation Measure  

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable and there is no assurance of implementation 
without a monitoring program.  

6)  Mitigation Measure  

Vacant properties will be closed and secured until adaptive re-use. Occupied properties will be 
maintained and remain occupied as would a regular property owner/landlord.32 CN does not 
provide specific details on adaptive re-use.33

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate magnitude. The proposed mitigation is 
negligible and not acceptable as the conservation plan is incomplete. Mothballing of the vacant 
building requires a commitment to upkeep by CN, and needs to be enforced through the Town’s 
property standards to avoid demolition by neglect. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate geographic extent. The proposed 
mitigation is on-site only for CN owned properties and will need an approved mothballing strategy. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate duration, as the proposed mitigation is short- 
term. The Town requires submission of a Heritage Impact Assessment to determine if this heritage 
resource should be designated, conserved or demolished. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate frequency. The proposed mitigation should 
be continuous until a decision is made to conserve, demolish or relocate. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will not mitigate reversibility. The proposed mitigation is 
irreversible if the mothballing plan does not succeed. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable, as it will need to be enforced through Town 
property standard and agreement. 

32 CN Information Request Response Package 7 ("CEAR# 680"), August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
33 CEAR# 680, August 20, 2018, IRR 7.9, p.39. 
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4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 

Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C 
SAEE 

1. Loss of shed or less 
significant heritage 
resource due to 
demolition. 
2. Deterioration of listed 
heritage property 
properties in the vicinity of 
the Project as a result of 
mothballing, relocation, 
alteration, additions or 
vibration. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each Residual Effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each Residual Effect. 

Standard Not compliant/
compliant  

Effect 1

1. Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved. 

2. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 
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Standard Not compliant/
compliant  

Restriction on Demolition, etc. 

27. (1) The clerk of a municipality shall keep a register of property situated in the 
municipality that is of cultural heritage value or interest.  

…. 

(3) If property included in the register under subsection (1.2) has not been 
designated under section 29, the owner of the property shall not demolish or 
remove a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or removal 
of the building or structure unless the owner gives the council of the municipality at 
least 60 days notice in writing of the owner’s intention to demolish or remove the 
building or structure or to permit the demolition or removal of the building or 
structure. 

3. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

Alteration of Property 

33 (1) No owner of property designated under section 29 shall alter the property or 
permit the alteration of the property if the alteration is likely to affect the property’s 
heritage attributes, as set out in the description of the property’s heritage attributes 
that was required to be served and registered under subsection 29 (6) or (14), as 
the case may be, unless the owner applies to the council of the municipality in 
which the property is situate and receives consent in writing to the alteration. 

NA 

4. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

Demolition or Removal of Structure 

34. (1) No owner of property designated under section 29 shall demolish or remove 
a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or removal of a 
building or structure on the property unless the owner applies to the council of the 
municipality in which the property is situate and receives consent in writing to the 
demolition or removal. 

Effect 2

1. Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be conserved. 

2. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

Restriction on Demolition, etc. 

NA 
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Standard Not compliant/
compliant  

27. (1) The clerk of a municipality shall keep a register of property situated in the 
municipality that is of cultural heritage value or interest.  

…. 

(3) If property included in the register under subsection (1.2) has not been 
designated under section 29, the owner of the property shall not demolish or 
remove a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or removal 
of the building or structure unless the owner gives the council of the municipality at 
least 60 days notice in writing of the owner’s intention to demolish or remove the 
building or structure or to permit the demolition or removal of the building or 
structure. 

3. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

Alteration of Property 

33 (1) No owner of property designated under section 29 shall alter the property or 
permit the alteration of the property if the alteration is likely to affect the property’s 
heritage attributes, as set out in the description of the property’s heritage attributes 
that was required to be served and registered under subsection 29 (6) or (14), as 
the case may be, unless the owner applies to the council of the municipality in 
which the property is situate and receives consent in writing to the alteration. 

4. Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

Demolition or Removal of Structure 

34. (1) No owner of property designated under section 29 shall demolish or remove 
a building or structure on the property or permit the demolition or removal of a 
building or structure on the property unless the owner applies to the council of the 
municipality in which the property is situate and receives consent in writing to the 
demolition or removal. 

NA 

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.1.1 Province of Ontario, Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 

The information provided is incomplete and does not identify conservation of any specific cultural 
heritage landscape. Evaluation of significant cultural landscapes were merged and considered both as 
an individual structure and as a cultural landscape. There is only one reference to agricultural landscape 
in Appendix B of Appendix E.3 for 5116 Tremaine Road.

4.1.2 Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18
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The Halton Municipalities are unable to determine if CN plans to give Milton Town Council 60 days 
notice in writing of its intention to demolish the shed at CHR-4, 5196 Tremaine Road. 

4.1.3 Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18

It is uncertain that the designated property CHR-9, 5703 Tremaine Road will not be affected by vibration 
and whether CN will make an application for approval of any alteration and addition works on heritage 
resources in Milton.  

4.1.4 Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O 1990, c.O.18 

The Halton Municipalities are unable to determine if CN plans to give Milton Town Council 60 days’ 
notice in writing of its intention to demolish any significant heritage resources in the Town’s registered 
Heritage resources. 

4.2 Reference Criteria 

4.2.1 Loss of Shed or Less Significant Heritage Resource Due to Demolition 

Magnitude – Regarding the Project site, CN predicts that Project construction will result in land 
disturbance from several activities: site preparation and grading, grade separations, utilities, 
watercourse realignment, restoration and naturalization, and construction. It also predicts that each of 
these activities may alter or remove heritage resources.34 Project construction may also cause vibration 
effects on heritage resources.35

The submitted information notes that 17 properties within the Project neighbourhood have cultural 
heritage resources.36 Two of those properties are located within the Project site: 5269 Tremaine Road 
(CHR-4), a residence, barn, and shed located within 35 meters of proposed Project activity, and in the 
case of the shed, directly where Project activity is slated to occur; and 5381 Tremaine Road (CHR-5), a 
residence more than 50 metres away from proposed Project activity.37 CN also predicts that two of the 
identified properties have no cultural heritage value.38

CN states that the Project will affect two heritage resources (including multiple structures), at 5269 and 
5381 Tremaine Road.39 It also provides that the Project requires removal of at least one heritage 
structure, the shed at 5269 Tremaine Road. According to CN, the shed is of “limited cultural heritage 
value or interest”.40

The Halton Municipalities disagree with these predictions for the following reasons:  

 There are significant heritage resources in the proximity of this development. The 
proposal has identified 17 significant properties within close proximity to the project site. 
Of these, 16 properties were recorded as significant heritage resources in the Town 
Heritage List registry. Another listed heritage resource in the Town registry that was not 
included and evaluated is 5130 Tremaine Road. 

34 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
35 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.9, p.258. 
36 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.7, p.254. 
37 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.3, p.22.
38 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.2, p.21; Appendix B, p.2, 6-7. 
39 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.9.1, p. 259. 
40 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30. 
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 The greatest impact on the conservation of these heritage properties are those that are 
closest to the development. The Town is not opposed to the proposed demolition of the 
shed at 5269 Tremaine Road but would require a demolition clearance application as per 
applicable law.  

Geographic Extent – The demolition of the shed applies only to the on-site property.41 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with this prediction because the shed is located on the Project site only.

Duration – CN predicts that changes to heritage resources will be permanent.42 The Halton 
Minicipalities agree with this prediction, as the shed will be demolished.

Frequency – CN predicts that the frequency of effects on heritage resources may vary. For example, 
while the removal or disturbance of a heritage resource may take the form of a single event, in the case 
of vibration effects, the effects may be ongoing.43 The Halton Municipalities agree with this prediction, 
as the demolition of the shed will be a one-time event. 

Reversibility – CN predicts that the effects on heritage resources is irreversible.44 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with this prediction, as the demolition of the shed will be irreversible. 

Ecological and Social Context – CN provides information on the history of the Project neighbourhood 
and affected resources.45 It also identifies a total of 17 properties within the neighbourhood as having 
some type of cultural heritage value or interest. This includes one residence (CHR-9) located at 5703 
Tremaine Road46 designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act.47 The Halton Municipalities 
disagree with this prediction, as CN has missed one listed heritage property: 5031 Tremaine Road. 

4.2.1 Deterioration of Listed Heritage Property Properties in the Vicinity of the Project 
as a Result of Mothballing, Relocation, Alteration, Additions, or Vibration 

Magnitude – Regarding the Project site, CN predicts that Project construction will result in land 
disturbance from several activities, including site preparation and grading, grade separations, utilities, 
watercourse realignment, restoration and naturalization, and construction. It also predicts that each of 
these activities may alter or remove heritage resources.48 Project construction may also cause vibration 
effects on heritage resources.49

CN notes that 17 properties within the Project neighbourhood have cultural heritage resources.50 Two 
of those properties are located within the Project site: 5269 Tremaine Road (CHR-4), a residence, barn, 
and shed located within 35 meters of proposed Project activity, and in the case of the shed, directly 
where Project activity is slated to occur; and 5381 Tremaine Road (CHR-5), a residence more than 50 

41 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319-320; s.6.5.6.5, p.250. 
42 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
43 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.318-320. 
44 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319-320. 
45 CEAR# 57, App E.3, s 5, p. 15, Table 6.4, p.23-24. 
46 This designated property is located outside of the Project site, but in proximity to it, being south of Britannia Road and east of Tremaine 
Road CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, App A, Figure 4. The submitted information indicates that it is located 282 metres from the PDA 
CEAR# 632, March 21, 2018, Attachment IRR 4.35-1. 
47 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.7, p.254. 
48 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
49 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.9, p.258. 
50 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.7, p.254. 
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metres away from proposed Project activity.51 CN also predicts that two of the identified properties have 
no cultural heritage value.52

CN states that the Project will affect two heritage resources (including multiple structures), at 5269 and 
5381 Tremaine Road.53 It also provides that the Project requires removal of at least one heritage 
structure, the shed at 5269 Tremaine Road. According to CN, the shed is of “limited cultural heritage 
value or interest”.54

CN also predicts that construction vibration will affect two other heritage structures,55 but does not 
assess the magnitude of these effects. 

In addition, CN advises that there are three cultural heritage resources – CHR-2, CHR-3, and CHR-5 – 
that are more than 50 metres from a proposed Project activity, but less than 50 metres from the Project 
site. As a result, they are predicted to be susceptible to vibration effects from potential grading, staging, 
and other construction activities.56

The Halton Municipalities disagree with these predictions for the following reasons:  

 There are significant heritage resources in the proximity of this development. The 
proposal has identified 17 significant properties within close proximity to the project site. 
Of these, 16 properties were recorded as significant heritage resources in the Town 
Heritage List registry. Another listed heritage resource in the Town registry that was not 
included and evaluated is 5130 Tremaine Road. 

 The greatest concern is the stability of properties that could potentially be effected during 
the construction of the Project, as well as the long-term impact of the development 
throughout its operation and expansion. Heritage resources once lost are gone forever. 

 It is uncertain whether mothballing is the best mitigation for the identified heritage 
structures within CN ownership. Frequently, mothballing efforts end in demolition by 
neglect. The best approach is for a heritage resource to be conserved and occupied for 
an alternate use and incorporated as part of the development plan. 

Geographic Extent – CN predicts that construction activities may cause vibration effects on heritage 
resources up to 50 metres away. This distance applies to the Project site and may apply to the off-site 
neighbourhood.57

The Halton Municipalities disagree with this prediction for the following reasons:  

 CN stated (IR4.35) that the suggested industry standard is 40 meters, and indicated that 
these studies evaluated vibration impacts on historic buildings with a setback of less than 
40 meters from the curbside. CN concluded that a 50 meters buffer represents a 
conservative approach to effects identification on cultural heritage resources. 

 It is not certain whether the 50 meter buffer zone for vibration would be sufficient in the 
conservation of valuable heritage resources, and it is the Town’s opinion that continuous 
monitoring of all heritage resources is the only assured method of mitigating any 
irreversible mitigation impact. 

51 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.3, p.22.
52 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.2, p.21; Appendix B, p.2, 6-7. 
53 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.9.1, p. 259. 
54 CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, Table 6.7, p.30. 
55 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319-320; CEAR# 57, App E.3, December 7, 2015, s. 7.1, p.31. 
56 CEAR# 632, March 21, 2018, IRR 4.35, p.46. 
57 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319-320; s.6.5.6.5, p.250. 
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 The measurement of the buffer zone should be measured from the site boundary and 
not from the construction activity, which is a variable as scope of work changes. 

Duration – CN predicts that changes to heritage resources will be permanent.58 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with this prediction. Any impact on the heritage resources will be permanent, and 
if the mothballing plans fail, more heritage resources will be lost. Future impact on heritage resources 
through the operation and expansion of the facility will have the same effect. 

Frequency – CN predicts that the frequency of effects on heritage resources may vary. For example, 
the removal or disturbance of a heritage resource may take the form of a single event, however, in the 
case of vibration effects, the effects may be ongoing.59 The Halton Municipalities agree with this 
prediction, however there should be a definite conservation plan agreed upon for all affected properties 
on a continuous basis.

Reversibility – CN predicts that the effects on heritage resources is irreversible.60 The Halton 
Municipalities disagree with this prediction, as other unforeseeable loss of heritage resources without 
proper mitigation will be irreversible. 

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

For each predicted effect on the VC, it is essential to consider the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs. The 
following section summarizes the five-step process used to assess the likelihood of cumulative SAEEs 
on each predicted effect on the VC:  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to affect the VC, 
in combination with the Residual Effects of this Project.61

Step 2: Characterize the effects of the identified physical activities on this VC using the 
Reference Criteria 

Step 3: Assess the combined effects of the identified physical activities (from Step 2) with the 
residual Project effects (from Part 4 above) using the Reference Criteria  

Step 4: Assess whether the combined effects exceed the limits of or are otherwise inconsistent 
with the applicable standards 

Step 5: Assess the significance of the cumulative effects 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities to identify those activities that are likely to 
affect this VC and combine with the predicted effects of the Project on this VC 

Step 1 of this process involves review of each identified physical activity for its relevance to cumulative 
effects assessment for each effect on this VC.  

58 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319. 
59 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.318-320. 
60 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, s.7.1, p.319-320. 
61 List came from CN submitted info and was set out in the Sufficiency Brief in Section 4.1 for each VC. Descriptions and locations of the 
sixteen activities have been provided by Halton Region in May 16, 2019 documents. 
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The Table below references the sixteen physical activities referenced in the EIS and listed in section 
4.1 of the Sufficiency Brief within the detailed review of each VC. The table addresses whether or not 
any of these activities are likely to cause an effect that will combine with the specific Project effect on 
this VC.  

Table 1: 
 Relevance of Identified Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC XX 

# Description Relevance

1  Bristol Planning District Effect 1, Effect 2 
2  Sherwood Planning District Effect 1, Effect 2 
3  Boyne Planning District Effect 1, Effect 2 
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard Effect 2 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  Effect 2 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street Effect 2 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  Effect 2 
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Effect 2  
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Effect 2 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  N/A 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  Effect 2 
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project Effect 2 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  Effect 2 
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  Effect 1, Effect 2 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  Effect 1, Effect 2 
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Effect 1, Effect 2 

Step 2: Characterization of effects from other physical activities  

For each physical activity considered relevant in Step 1 and each specific effect on the VC set out above 
(Section 2.1), this table characterizes the likely effects using the Reference Criteria (other than “Context” 
(C), which does not change). 

As with other tables in this detailed review, findings support or do not support SAEEs. The tables indicate 
for each physical activity whether it contributes to the reference criteria as they relate to each effect 
(yes/no). The tables then use the colours to address findings, contrasting supportive of cumulative SAEE 
(purple) and not supportive (blue).  

Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC I.262

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C

Effect 1 - Loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to demolition  

1  Bristol Planning District Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2  Sherwood Planning District Y Y Y Y Y Y 
3  Boyne Planning District Y Y Y Y Y Y 

62 This table only shows the relevant physical activities for each Project Residual Effect; physical activities which do not combine with the effect 
are not included in the respective table.  
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Table 2: Relevant Physical Activities to Cumulative Effects on VC I.262

No. Description 
Y/N 

M GE D F R C

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N N N N N N 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Characterization of all combined Residual Effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

Effect 2 - Deterioration of listed heritage properties in the vicinity of the Project as a result of 
mothballing, relocation, alteration, or additions or vibration

1  Bristol Planning District Y Y Y Y Y Y 
2  Sherwood Planning District Y Y Y  
3  Boyne Planning District Y Y Y Y Y 
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to 

Yates Boulevard 
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

5 Main Street Grade Separation  Y Y Y Y Y Y 
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street Y Y Y Y Y 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 

Improvements  
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road Y Y Y Y Y Y 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades Y Y Y Y Y Y 
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway 
System Expansion) Project 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  N N N N N N 
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of 

Area  
Y Y Y Y Y Y 

16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Characterization of all combined Residual Effects 
from other physical activities 

Supportive Not 
Supportive

Step 3: Characterization of Combined Effects of Project and Other Physical Activities  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table summarizes 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing Project effects and 
the table characterizing combined effects from other physical activities. 
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Effect #1 Loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to demolition 

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on VC I.2

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects  

Supportive  Not Supportive

With the proper Heritage Impact Assessment recommendation, heritage properties that are deemed 
less or not significant and approved for demolition are more successful as the cultural heritage value 
and interest has been deemed to cease and hence removed. 

Effect #2 Deterioration of listed heritage properties in the vicinity of the Project as a result of mothballing, 
relocation, alteration, or additions or vibration

Table 3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical Activities on VC I.2

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, above) 

Combined effects  

Mothballing is less effective in the conservation of heritage resources, as seen in the case of 94 Peru 
Road, a designated heritage building located within the Bristol Planning District, Physical Activity #1. 
Enforcement through property standards remains a challenging effort for the Town. In the case of the 
Union Gas project, Physical Activity # 14 and the listed buildings at 6603 and 6689 Eighth Line for the 
Union Gas Parkway West -project are still outstanding.

Step 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards  

This step involves application of the following table to each specific effect. The table integrates 
information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing Project compliance 
with applicable standards (Section 4.1, above) and the table characterizing combined effects from other 
physical activities (Table 2, above).
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Effect #1 Loss of shed or less significant heritage resource due to demolition 

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards
on VC I.2 

Standard Standard 
#1 

Standard 
#2 

Standard 
#3 

Standard # 
4 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards NA 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities 

NA 

Likely 
Noncompliance 

 Likely 
Compliance

The loss of the shed through legally approved Heritage Impact Assessment demolition clearance 
process fulfils the goals and objectives of the applicable standards being evaluated.  

Effect #2 Deterioration of listed heritage properties in the vicinity of the Project as a result of mothballing, 
relocation, alteration, or additions or vibration

Table 4: Assessment of Compliance with Applicable Standards
on VC I.2 

Standard Standard 
#1 

Standard 
#2 

Standard 
#3 

Standard # 
4 

Summary of Project compliance with applicable standards NA NA 

Reassessment of compliance with applicable standards when 
taking into account contribution from other physical activities 

NA NA 

As previously mentioned, mothballing of heritage resources is less effective in the conservation of 94 
Peru Road property. The conservation plan for the listed buildings at 6603 and 6689 Eighth Line for the 
Union Gas Parkway West project have not been submitted, as the owner of the property challenged 
their own Heritage Impact Assessment recommendation report.  

The Town’s experience provides low confidence for mothballing as a conservation method for heritage 
resources and would prefer relocation or finding alternate reuse and incorporation of the property into 
the development plan. 

Step 5: Conclusions on Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs on Each Specific Effect 

Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description SAEEs 

Effect #1  
Loss of shed or less 
significant heritage resource 
due to demolition 

The Halton Municipalities with the proposed 
demolition of the shed, as its heritage resources 
are less significant than the residential home and 
barn.  
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Table 5: Conclusions Regarding Likelihood of Cumulative SAEEs 

Effect VC Description SAEEs 

Effect #2 Deterioration of 
listed heritage properties in 
the vicinity of the Project as a 
result of mothballing, 
relocation, alteration, or 
additions or vibration 

The preferred conservation approach for the 
residence and barn at 5229 Tremaine is to find an 
alternate use for these structures and have them 
incorporated into the concept plan of the 
development. The chances of a successful ‘de-
activation’ mitigation approach for these structures 
has a greater tendency to end up in “demolition by 
neglect”. It is the Town’s responsibility to ensure 
that an enforceable conservation plan and 
agreement are executed (with the Town) prior to 
accepting any mothballing mitigation plan for these 
resources. 

The proposed vibration monitoring approach for the 
residence and barn at 5229 Tremaine and 
residence at 4393 Tremaine is acceptable. 
However, it is uncertain what the remedial plan for 
positively vibration affected heritage resources are 
and how these remedial actions would be enforced. 
It is recommended that a properly executable and 
enforceable conservation plan be established with 
the Town. 

The “do nothing” approach to vibration for 
monitoring the above properties is not acceptable. 
The Town needs assurance that these heritage 
resources in close proximity to the development 
site are structurally intact and survive the 
construction and operation of the proposed 
development. A pre-construction survey and 
vibration monitoring are some ways to ensure that 
the structural integrity of these heritage resources 
are not compromised. It is imperative that these 
preventive measures forms part of the mitigation 
and conservation plan. There is uncertainty if the 
50 m buffer is the appropriate criteria for vibration 
monitoring. A qualified engineer would be in a 
better position to advice on this matter. 

The responsibility to ensure the conservation of the 
Milton’s significant cultural heritage resources has 
been trusted to the municipality for enforcement 
through legislation and by-laws. It is unclear how 
heritage conservation efforts would be enforceable 
at the federal level of government.  
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Cumulative 
SAEE Likely 

 Cumulative 
SAEE Not Likely

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. The following discussion assess 
whether and how each predicted effect on the VC is likely to change where container throughput 
increases.  

In the event of an alternate container throughput, it is anticipated that there will be increased operational 
activities within the site and outside the site along the goods movement routes. As a result, magnitude, 
geographic extent, frequency and reversibility would be affected. 

1. Magnitude – In the event of an increase in container throughput, magnitude would be affected. 
The amount of noise and vibration may be compounded with activities associated with increase 
containers. This may also alter the cultural heritage landscape of the heritage resources and the 
impact may be high especially along the goods movement routes. 

2. Geographic Extent – In the event of an increase in container throughput, geographic extent 
would be affected. The geographical extend of the increase containers would alter the impact of 
the heritage resources on- site potentially from a vibration perspective due to increase goods 
movement. 

3. Duration – In the event of an increase in container throughput, duration would not be affected. 
The duration of increased container would be permanent. 

4. Frequency – In the event of an increase in container throughput, frequency would be affected. 
The frequency will likely be continuous. 

5. Reversibility – In the event of an increase in container throughput, reversibility would be 
affected. All impacts on the heritage resources are irreversible. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Significance of Effects on VC: I.2 

Overview

Residual Effect 
Project SAEE 

Likely/Not Likely 
Cumulative SAEE 
Likely/ Not Likely 

1. CN has already removed 13 archaeological 
sites by excavation, thereby destroying the in-
situ context of those archaeological sites.

N/A

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

1. Summary  

Based on the July 2015 EIS Guidelines and the December 2016 panel terms of reference, the Halton 
Municipalities have identified archaeological resources as a valued component (VC) since the 
December 2016 submission of the first Halton Brief to the panel.  

The Halton Municipalities predict that the Project is likely to cause the following adverse effect on VC 
I.2:  

1. Effect #1: Destroying the in-situ context of 13 archaeological sites through removal by Stage 
4 excavation. 

The following provides a detailed review of all information relevant to assessing the significance of this 
adverse effect on this VC from the Project and cumulatively, including:  

1. review of CN’s proposed mitigation to focus on residual effects on the VC; 
2. review of each residual effect for compliance with applicable standards and in relation to each 

of the six Reference Criteria relevant to characterizing effects; 
3. review of each residual effect on this VC in relation to cumulative effects on this VC and in 

relation to increases in Project container throughput.  

Based on this detailed review, the Halton Municipalities expect that, taking into account mitigation, the 
Project is likely to cause no significant adverse environmental effects on this VC and no significant 
cumulative adverse environmental effects on this VC: 

Project SAEEs 

CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on this VC are only effective to reduce the magnitude, 
geographic extent, duration, frequency and reversibility of Project effects #1. However, this mitigation is 
not federally enforceable. Therefore, the residual effects are the same as the Project effects identified 
above. 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  -  M a y  2 0 1 9 * _ | _ 5 2 5
A r c h a e o l o g i c a l  R e s o u r c e s _   _ _  _

Residual Effect 

C
o

m
p

li
a
n

c
e

 
w

it
h

 s
ta

n
d

a
rd

s

M
a
g

n
it

u
d

e
 (

M
)

G
e
o

g
ra

p
h

ic
 

E
x
te

n
t

(G
E

)

D
u

ra
ti

o
n

 (
D

)

F
re

q
u

e
n

c
y

 (
F

)

R
e
v
e

rs
ib

il
it

y
 

(R
)

C
o

n
te

x
t 

(C
)

S
A

E
E

1. CN has already removed 13 
archaeological sites by excavation, 
thereby destroying the in-situ 
context of those archaeological 
sites. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely

SAEE 
Not Likely

Cumulative SAEEs 

Since the Project has already resulted in the removal of all appropriate archaeological resources 
identified through four stages of archaeological assessment, there is no longer an on-site VC to be 
affected by other future physical activities.   

Increased Container Throughput 

If CN were to use the proposed Milton Logistics Hub for a higher container throughput, the six reference 
criteria for effect #1 would not be affected. Archaeological resources are not sensitive to operational 
change. Resources are already impacted for the entire site. 

2. Predicted Effects on VC I.2 

2.1 Specific Effects on VC I.2 

The Halton Municipalities find that the only Project effect is the following: 

Effect #1: CN has already removed 13 archaeological sites by excavation, thereby destroying the in-
situ context of those archaeological sites. 

In contrast, CN has predicted the following effects with respect to archaeological resources:  
a) disturbances to the soil matrix containing undiscovered archaeological sites, creating the 

potential to cause displacement of artifacts and destruction of features in archaeological sites; 1

and  
b) increased access to archaeological sites, potentially leading to unauthorized collection of 

archaeological resources and vandalism to sites.  

1 Environmental Impact Statement Main Report, ("CEAR# 57, EIS"), December 7, 2015, s.6.5.6.9.2, p.259. 
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CN also provides that the following Project-related effects have already occurred: the excavation of 13 
archaeological sites, including 10 Aboriginal sites and three 19th century Euro-Canadian sites.    

The Halton Municipalities submit that an archaeological site is defined as a physical place “that contains 
an artifact or any other physical evidence of past human use or activity that is of “cultural heritage value 
or interest” (CHVI). In Ontario, CHVI is determined by provincial regulations. In general, the CHVI of an 
archaeological site is the sum of all the data that the site contains namely, artifacts in- situ, settlement 
pattern features, structures, etc. 

CN’s primary mitigation strategy is to conduct Stage 4 excavation because CN contends that avoidance 
and protection of the sites are not feasible in the current project design. CN argues that Stage 4 
excavation is the only viable option to mitigate the impacts of destroying the archaeological sites during 
construction of the Project.  

The removal of an archaeological site by Stage 4 salvage excavation is an inherently destructive 
process. Although data is gathered and some artifacts retained, the context of the site is irrevocably 
destroyed during excavation. Protection of archaeological sites from adverse impacts is always the 
preferred option. Similarly, it is preferred to use measures to protect the site in situ in the context where 
it was created by past human activities. 

Because site excavation results in a loss of in situ data and context relevant to CHVI, excavation is only 
acceptable where assessment has demonstrated that it is not possible to protect the in situ context and 
data on the whole or part of a site. In this scenario, careful excavation of the site preserves more data 
and CHVI than other options.  

2.2 Framework to Apply Reference Criteria to Effects on VC I.2

This index provides the terms specific to this VC used to characterize the project effects as they relate 
to the reference criteria used to determine the significance of residual effects: magnitude, geographic 
extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and ecological and social context.2

2 This index explains the assumptions, definitions and limits to the criteria mentioned above in order to maintain consistency between the 
effects on each VC as required by section 6.5 of the EIS Guidelines.   
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Magnitude 
Geographic 
Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Context

Negligible = no or 
very small 
change to an 
archaeological 
resource 

Low = a 
measurable 
change to an 
archaeological 
resource (site) of 
lesser cultural 
heritage value or 
interest

High = 
measurable 
change to an 
archaeological 
resource (site) of 
greater cultural 
heritage value or 
interest

On-site =  effects 
that occur on the 
Project site

Off-site =  effects 
in the Project 
neighbourhood 

Short-term = 
effect can be 
repaired or 
removed within 
days of 
occurrence

Medium-term = 
effect can be 
repaired or 
removed within 5 
to 10 years of 
occurrence 

Long-term = 
effect can be 
repaired or 
removed after 
decommissioning 
of project

Permanent = 
once the effect 
has occurred it 
cannot be 
returned to its 
pre-project 
condition

Single event 

Multiple irregular 
event = occurs at 
no set schedule

Multiple regular 
event = occurs at 
regular intervals

Continuous = 
occurs 
continuously

Reversible = the 
effect is likely to 
be reversed after 
activity ceases 

Irreversible = the 
effect is unlikely 
to be reversed

Undisturbed = 
archaeological 
resources in the 
Project 
neighbourhood 
are relatively 
intact

Disturbed = 
archaeological 
resources in the 
Project 
neighbourhood 
are not intact 

3. CN’s Proposed Mitigation 

For each predicted effect, the following tables summarize Halton Municipalities’ assessment of two 
matters relevant to proposed mitigation: the effectiveness of CN’s proposed mitigation, and whether or 
not that mitigation is federally enforceable. Two colours address conclusions on effectiveness and 
enforceability – purple for not effective and not enforceable, and blue for effective and enforceable, 
respectively.  

Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M GE D F R

Effect 1 CN has already removed 13 archaeological sites by excavation, thereby destroying 
the in-situ context of those archaeological sites. 

1. CN states that conducting Stage 4 
excavations is the only viable option to 
mitigate impacts of destroying the 
archaeological sites during project 
construction.  

N/A 

2. CN states that mitigation may be 
undertaken in the form of an 
Archaeological Resources Protection 
Plan.  

N/A 
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Mitigation Measure 
Effective/Not Effective Federally 

Enforceable?
M GE D F R

3. CN states that mitigation may be 
undertaken in the form of monitoring 
areas in proximity to archaeological 
resources  

3. CN states that mitigation may be 
undertaken in the form of educating 
workers about protocols in case of 
accidental discoveries. 

4. CN states that mitigation may be 
undertaken in the form of further 
assessing changes to the Project site.   

Not Effective /
Not Enforceable 

 Effective/
Enforceable

CN’s proposed mitigation measures for effects on this VC are only effective to reduce the magnitude, 
geographic extent, duration, frequency and reversibility of Project effects #1. However, this mitigation is 
not federally enforceable. Therefore, the residual effects are the same as the Project effects identified 
above.

1)  Mitigation Measure  

CN states that conducting Stage 4 excavations is the only viable option to mitigate impacts of 
destroying the archaeological sites during project construction. 

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Magnitude – Although the Stage 3 and Stage 4 reports were not provided to Halton for review, nor 
was a fulsome explanation provided as to why protection and avoidance of the sites was not viable, 
based on the information provided it can be concluded that the magnitude of this effect has been 
mitigated because of the lesser CHVI of the archaeological sites recommended for Stage 4. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. The geographic 
extent is the limits of the Project. On-site effects will be mitigated, and off-site effects will not occur. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration since Stage 4 excavation will prevent the 
permanent loss of the archaeological sites. 

Frequency – N/A 

Reversibility – Stage 4 excavation will mitigate reversibility since it will prevent the irreversible 
destruction of the archaeological sites during construction. 
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1)  Mitigation Measure  

b) Federally Enforceable - The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. These 
mitigation measures for archaeology are provincially regulated.   

2)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information states that mitigation may be undertaken in the form of an Archaeological 
Resources Protection Plan.  

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

An Archaeological Resources Protection Plan (ARMP) is an acceptable industry practice that is 
intended to mitigate risk of impacting previously undiscovered archaeological resources during 
construction – after known archaeological sites have already been excavated – in case there are 
deeply buried burials or other undetected archaeological resources. The ARPP involves all the 
mitigation measures listed below – monitoring, education and assessing impacts if the Project lands 
change.  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude since the archaeological sites have 
already been subject to excavation and the risk is low that there will be undiscovered archaeological 
resources left in the Project area. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. The geographic 
extent is the limits of the Project. On-site effects will be mitigated, and off-site effects will not occur. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. The ARMP is intended to prevent or 
minimize the effect of construction on a previously unknown archaeological resource since it will stop 
any further construction until the resource can be assessed, therefore the effect will be short-term, 
and the effect can be repaired. 

Frequency – N/A 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. The ARMP is enacted for duration 
of construction to prevent and reverse impacts to any previously unknown archaeological resources.

b) Federally Enforceable - The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. These 
mitigation measures for archaeology are provincially regulated.  
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2)  Mitigation Measure  

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. These mitigation measures for archaeology are 
provincially regulated.   

3)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information states that mitigation may be undertaken in the form of monitoring areas 
in proximity to archaeological resources. 

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

The acceptable industry practice for this mitigation measure is to have a licensed archaeologist on-
site during construction after the Stage 4 excavations have already taken place, to monitor 
construction and prevent the accidental impact of previously undiscovered archaeological resources. 
This measure also can be used to prevent or to prevent impacts to protected archaeological sites. 
The monitor has the authority to halt construction if anything of archaeological concern is detected 
until the newly discovered resource can be assessed.

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. The magnitude will be low since the 
entire Project has been subject to archaeological assessment, which lowers the chance that that 
there are previously undiscovered archaeological. Further, this mitigation assumes that Stage 4 
excavation is already complete for the 15 archaeological sites. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. On-site effects will be 
mitigated, and off-site effects are not applicable. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. Monitoring will prevent or minimize the 
effect of construction on a previously unknown archaeological resource since it will stop any further 
construction until the resource can be assessed. Therefore, the effect will be short-term, and the 
effect can be repaired. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. This mitigation is undertaken at a 
measurable regular event that will be undertaken during construction activities. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. Monitoring during construction can 
prevent irreversible loss of resources. It can thereby reverse impacts to any previously unknown 
archaeological resources. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. This mitigation measure is based on a provincial 
regulation.  
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4)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information states that mitigation may be undertaken in the form of educating 
workers about protocols in case of accidental discoveries.

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  

Educating construction personnel during earthmoving activities is an accepted industry practice that 
works alongside construction monitoring as described above and aims to prevent impacts to 
previously undetected archaeological resources. This measure takes place after all Stage 4 
excavations have taken place, or to prevent impacts to protected archaeological sites. 

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. This is a standard recommendation, 
as Education can prevent impacts to unknown archaeological sites and thereby lower the magnitude 
of the impact to unknown resources. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate Geographic Extent. On-site effects will 
be mitigated, and off-site effects are not applicable. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. Educating personnel can prevent or 
minimize the effect of construction on a previously unknown archaeological resource since it could 
stop any further construction until the resource can be assessed. Therefore, the effect will be short-
term and the effect can be repaired. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Educating personnel can mitigate the 
effects of impacting any unknown archaeological resources during a single event. 

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. Education can prevent impacts to 
unknown archaeological sites which will reverse the impact to an unknown site. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. This mitigation measure is based on a provincial 
regulation. 

5)  Mitigation Measure  

The submitted information states that mitigation may be undertaken in the form of further assessing 
changes to the Project site.  

a) Effectiveness of Mitigation Measure  
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5)  Mitigation Measure  

This mitigation measure is an effective industry standard. If any changes to the limits of the Project 
site occur then this will trigger further Stage 2 archaeological assessments, to determine the 
presence or absence of archaeological resources in the previously unassessed areas.  

Magnitude – The proposed mitigation will mitigate magnitude. Identification of further archaeological 
sites if there are changes to Project site would prevent these sites from destruction during 
construction. 

Geographic Extent – The proposed mitigation will mitigate geographic extent. On-site effects will be 
prevented if Stage 2 assessment identifies further sites. 

Duration – The proposed mitigation will mitigate duration. Further assessment can prevent any 
permanent impacts. 

Frequency – The proposed mitigation will mitigate frequency. Any single event impacts will be 
prevented if further assessment takes place.  

Reversibility – The proposed mitigation will mitigate reversibility. Any irreversible impacts will be 
prevented further assessment takes place. 

b) Federally Enforceable

The proposed mitigation is not federally enforceable. This mitigation measure is based on a provincial 
regulation. 

4. Assessment of Residual Project Effects 

This section addresses two topics: (1) compliance with applicable standards, and (2) characterization 
of effects using the Reference Criteria.  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment for each predicted effect. Two 
colours address conclusions on compliance with standards and characterization of effects. 
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Residual Effect 
Compliance 

with 
standards 

M GE D F R C SAEE 

1. CN has already 
removed 13 
archaeological sites by 
excavation, thereby 
destroying the in-situ 
context of those 
archaeological sites. 

Supportive 
of SAEE/ Not 

Compliant 

Not Supportive
of SAEE/ 

Compliant

SAEE 
Likely 

SAEE 
Not Likely 

4.1 Standards  

The following table summarizes Halton Municipalities’ assessment of whether each residual effect 
exceeds the limit of or is otherwise inconsistent with the applicable standards. The same two colours 
used above contrast whether the Project is likely not compliant (purple) or compliant (blue) with 
standards applicable to each residual effect. 

Standard Not compliant / 
compliant  

Effect 1: CN has already removed 13 archaeological sites by excavation, thereby destroying 
the in-situ context of those archaeological sites. 

Province of Ontario, Standards and Guidelines for Consultant 
Archaeologists, 2011, 3.5 at Standard 2 

Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018, 167(6) 

Not Compliant  Compliant

4.1.1 Province of Ontario, Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, 
2011

3.5, at Standard 2: A Stage 3 report recommending excavation must include 
documentation that excavation was only chosen as the approach to mitigation of 
impacts after careful consideration had determined that avoidance and protection 
was not viable. 

Although the Stage 3 reports have not been made accessible for review, the CN IRR 4 and 5 contains 
review letters from Ministry Tourism Culture and Sport (MTCS) indicating the Stage 3 reports are 
compliant with provincial standards and in consultation with CN “it was determined that Stage 4 
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mitigation by avoidance and protection is not a viable option” thus Stage 4 excavation is recommended 
for sites with further cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI)

4.1.2 Halton Region, Official Plan, Office Consolidation, June 19, 2018

167(6) Prior to development occurring in or near areas of archaeological potential, 
require assessment and mitigation in accordance with provincial requirements and 
the Regional Archaeological Management Plan. 

The MTCS review letters indicate that the province is satisfied with the recommendation for Stage 4 
excavation because protection and avoidance of the archaeological sites are not viable. If the reports 
comply with MTCS and provincial requirements, then they comply with the Halton Official Plan.

4.2 Reference Criteria 

4.2.1 Effect 1: CN has already removed 13 archaeological sites by excavation, thereby 
destroying the in-situ context of those archaeological sites. 

Magnitude – Overall, the Halton Municipalities conclude that this Project has caused residual adverse 
effects on the magnitude of archaeological resources by excavating 13 sites, and thus causing a loss 
of CHVI. Archaeological sites retain more CHVI when they are left in situ with appropriate mechanisms 
to ensure they avoided and protected from any future impacts. CN does not include the Stage 3 
archaeological assessment and Stage 4 Excavation reports.3 Nor does CN provide a fulsome 
explanation why protection and avoidance of the archaeological sites was not viable within the their 
development plans. 

Geographic Extent – The predicted geographic extent is the limits of the Project site.4 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with this prediction.   

Duration – The predicted duration of the Project effects on archaeological resources will be permanent.5

The Halton Municipalities agree with this prediction, as removal of an archaeological site is permanent 
– it cannot be put back.

Frequency – The Halton Municipalities predict that the frequency of project effects on archaeological 
resources will be multiple irregular events. In contrast, CN describes the frequency of the Project effects 
on archaeological resources as a single event.6 The Halton Municipalities disagree with this prediction 
since the archaeological resources protection plan indicates there will be more assessments if the 
project boundaries change or if any resources are found during construction.

Reversibility – The predicted Project effects on archaeological resources are irreversible.7 The Halton 
Municipalities agree with this prediction, as the removal of an archaeological site is permanent – it 
cannot be put back. 

Ecological and Social Context – The Halton Municipalities predict that the ecological and social 
context of archeological resources is undisturbed. In contrast, CN predicts that the majority of the Project 
site was previously substantially disturbed by agriculture, residential use, and transportation activities. 

3 CN Information Request Response Package 4.1 ("CEAR# 632"), March 21, 2018, IRR 4.32, p.26. 
4 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.42, p.263. 
5 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.42, p.263. 
6 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.42, p.263. 
7 CEAR# 57, EIS, December 7, 2015, Table 6.42, p.263. 
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The Halton Municipalities disagree with this assessment of ecological and social context since the CN 
has demonstrated that the Project site required four stages of archaeological assessment to assess and 
address its archaeological resources. This is because the archaeological resources in the Project site 
were relatively intact and in good context.   

5. Cumulative SAEEs  

While CN predicts no residual Project effects for this VC, the Halton Municipalities disagree with this 
conclusion since the Project has caused irreversible loss to in situ archaeological resources. However, 
the Halton Municipalities find that this Project does not require assessment of cumulative effects 
since the Project has already resulted in the removal of all appropriate archaeological resources 
identified through four stages of archaeological assessment, there is no longer an on-site VC to be 
affected by other future physical activities.  The Halton Municipalities contrast the current situation with 
the situation where the archaeological sites had been protected in situ. In this situation, there would be 
archaeological resources on the Project site that could be adversely affected by future physical activities 
like infrastructure constructions, landscaping, tree planting, increased pedestrian traffic, over farming, 
etc. These activities could all have detrimental impacts to archaeological sites.  

6. Project SAEEs Related to Alternative Container Throughput 

Project SAEEs may be affected by changes to container throughput. In the event of an increase in 
container throughput, none of the six reference criteria would be affected for archaeological resources, 
since they are not sensitive to operational change. Archaeological resources are already impacted for 
entire site. 
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APPENDIX A 

Details on Process to Identify SAEEs

(1) Project SAEEs

The Halton Municipalities carried out a systematic process to assess the likelihood of SAEEs from 
the Project. For each VC, the Halton Municipalities carried out a two-step process to assess the 
likelihood of SAEEs from the Project.  

Step 1 of Project Assessment 

Step 1 involved the four tasks: 

Task 1: Assess proposed mitigation for its effectiveness and enforceability;
Task 2:  Assess compliance with relevant standards; 
Task 3: Using the Reference Criteria, characterize Project changes; and
Task 4:  Using the Reference Criteria, assess the degree to which effects on the VC 

increase where the Project container throughput increases. 

For each of the first three tasks, this brief includes specific tables to summarize the relevant 
information. Together, these four tasks provide the information relevant to identifying whether the 
Project is likely to cause an SAEE on the applicable VC.   

Task 1: Assess Mitigation for Effectiveness and Enforceability 

For Task 1, Table 1 summarizes input on the relevant mitigation. For each mitigation measure 
proposed in the submitted information from CN, Table 1 assesses its effectiveness and its 
enforceability.   

To assess the effectiveness of each mitigation measure, Table 1 provides input on each of the 
relevant Reference Criteria. Table 1 also addresses if the identified mitigation measure is likely to 
be effective for each of the Reference Criteria. If the mitigation measure is likely to reduce the 
scale of impact on a VC, Table 1 highlights this conclusion with a blue square, supported by 
reasons. By contrast, if the mitigation measure is not likely to reduce the scale of impact on a VC, 
the table highlights this conclusion with a purple square, supported by reasons.   

Table 1 also assesses the enforceability of a proposed mitigation measure. If the mitigation 
measure is enforceable federally, Table 2 highlights this conclusion with a “Y” for yes, supported 
by reasons. By contrast, if the mitigation measure is not enforceable federally, the table highlights 
this conclusion with a purple square, supported by reasons. 

Table 1 Mitigation
Not Effective/
Not Federally 

Enforceable

Effective/
Federally 

Enforceable
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Mitigation Measure No.1

Magnitude Geographic 

Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Federally 

Enforceable  

Task 2: Assess Compliance with Standards 

For Task 2, Table 2 summarizes input on the relevant standards. This table addresses the 
question whether or not it is likely that the Project will comply with the identified standard. If the 
Project is likely to comply with the standard, the table highlights this conclusion with a blue square, 
supported by reasons. By contrast, if the Project is not likely to comply with the standard, the table 
highlights this conclusion with a purple square, supported by reasons. 

Table 2 Standards

Not compliant 
with at least

 one standard

Compliant with 

all applicable 

standards

Relevant information on Standards 

Is project likely to comply 
with applicable standards?  

Task 3: Characterize Project Effects Using the Reference Criteria 

For Task 3, Table 3 summarizes input on Project effects relevant to each of the Reference Criteria. 
The general principle is that input supportive of an SAEE is coloured purple and input that is not 
supportive of an SAEE is coloured blue. 

Table 3 Characterization of Effects on VC Using 
the Reference Criteria  

Supportive 

of SAEE

Not Supportive 

of SAEE

Magnitude Geographic 

Extent 

Duration Frequency Reversibility Ecological and 

Social Context 

For each VC, the brief has provided specific details on how it has characterized input for each of 
the six Reference Criteria. The brief provides this information in the detailed assessment of each 
VC within Part Four.  

The following overview introduces the Reference Criteria used to characterize Projects effects; 
however, it does not replace or substitute for the details provided in Part Four. 

 Magnitude: If the residual Project effect on the VC is characterized as either high or low, then 
a prediction of “high” is supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that criterion is coloured 
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purple. By contrast, if the residual Project effects on the VC are predicted to be “low”, this is 
not supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that criterion is coloured blue. 

 Geographic Extent: If the residual geographic extent of Project effects on the VC is 
characterized as either large or small, then a prediction of “large” is supportive of an SAEE, 
so the square for that criterion is coloured purple. By contrast, if the residual geographic extent 
of Project effects on the VC are predicted to be small, this is not supportive of an SAEE, so 
the square for that criterion is coloured blue. Details on the study areas used to characterize 
“geographic extent” are found the third section of this Appendix. 

 Duration: If the residual duration of Project effects on the VC is characterized as permanent 
or temporary, then a prediction of “permanent” is supportive of an SAEE, so the square for 
that criterion is coloured purple. By contrast, if the residual duration of Project effects on the 
VC is predicted to be “temporary”, this is not supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that 
criterion is coloured blue. 

 Frequency: If the residual frequency of Project effects on the VC is characterized as 
continuous or one-time, then a prediction of “continuous” is supportive of an SAEE, so the 
square for that criterion is coloured purple. By contrast, if the residual frequency of Project 
effects on the VC is predicted to be “one-time”, this is not supportive of an SAEE, so the 
square for that criterion is coloured blue. 

 Reversibility: If the residual Project effects on the VC are characterized as irreversible or 
reversible, then a prediction of “irreversible” is supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that 
criterion is coloured purple. By contrast, if the residual Project effects on the VC are predicted 
to be “reversible”, this is not supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that criterion is coloured 
blue. 

 Context: If the existing context for the VC is characterized as sensitive or insensitive to change, 
then a conclusion of “sensitive” to change is supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that 
criterion is coloured purple. By contrast, if the existing context for the VC is predicted to be 
“insensitive” to change, this is not supportive of an SAEE, so the square for that criterion is 
coloured blue. 

Task 4: Characterize Changes to Project Effects where Container Throughput Increases 

Task 4 involves no table. It assesses changes to Project effects if annual container throughput 
increases. It considers these changes for each of the relevant Reference Criteria. 

Step 2 of Project Assessment 

Step 2 involves the completion of a single task for each VC. The sole task is using the information 
provided in Step 1 to assess whether the Project’s Residual Effect on the VC is likely to be an 
SAEE.  

Table 5 summarizes this Task. If the Project’s Residual Effect on the VC is likely to cause an 
SAEE, Table 5 highlights this conclusion with a red square, supported by reasons. By contrast, if 
the Project’s Residual Effect on the VC is not likely to cause an SAEE, Table 5 highlights this 
conclusion with a green square, supported by reasons.  
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Table 5 Conclusion whether Project is likely to cause 
an SAEE on the VC 

SAEE is likely SAEE 
is not likely

Conclusion on whether or not the Project is likely to cause an SAEE on the VC

(2) Cumulative SAEEs

Background 

According to the EIS Guidelines for this Project, assessment of cumulative effects is required 
where the Project is likely to cause any residual effect on the VC. The Halton Municipalities have 
considered three methods of carrying out cumulative effects assessments.  

Method One: Use of CN-identified physical activities  

For many VCs, the Halton Municipalities sought to use the 16 physical activities identified by CN 
to assess cumulative effects. To do so, it considered a three-step process: 

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities likely to combine with Project to affect the VC;  
Step 2: Characterize effects from other physical activities; and
Step 3: Characterize combined effects of Project and other physical activities.  

Step 1: Assess listed physical activities likely to combine with Project effects on the VC 

Step One of this assessment of cumulative effects involved review of each identified physical 
activity for its relevance to cumulative effects assessment for each VC. Table 1.7.2.1 provides 
the framework for this step to be used for each VC.  

Table 1.7.2.1 Relevance of Physical Activity to 
Cumulative Effect on each VC 

Relevant Not Relevant

No. Description Relevant 

1  Bristol Planning District 
2  Sherwood Planning District 
3  Boyne Planning District
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine Road to Yates Boulevard 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to Bronte Street 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor Improvements  
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia Road 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site  
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission Reinforcement Project  
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn Parkway System Expansion) Project  
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14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  
15 General Agricultural Conversion and Land Use of Area  
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park 

Step 2: Characterize effects from other physical activities on the VC 

Step Two of this assessment of cumulative effects sought to characterize the effects of each 
physical activity identified as relevant in Step 1. There were three options: (1) supportive of 
cumulative effects on the VC; (2) not supportive; and (3) not applicable. 

Table 1.7.2.2 provides the framework for this characterization. The Table has two parts. First, for 
each of the relevant physical activities, the Table sets out whether or not (Y/N) the listed activity 
affects one or more of the six reference criteria. The second part of the Table addresses the 
totality of all listed activities that affect each of the Reference Criteria. For each Reference 
Criterion, the Table summarizes whether the totality of physical activities affecting the Criterion 
is supportive or not supportive of a cumulative SAEE on the VC.  

Table 1.7.2.2 Characterization of Effects from Relevant Physical Activities on each VC 

# Description of Physical Activity 

Activity affects Reference Criterion (Yes/ No)

M GE D F R C

Part 1 – Relevant Physical Activities 

1  Bristol Planning District 
2  Sherwood Planning District 
3  Boyne Planning District
4  Louis St. Laurent Avenue, Tremaine 

Road to Yates Boulevard 
5 Main Street Grade Separation  
6 Main Street West, Tremaine Road to 

Bronte Street 
7 Britannia Road Transportation Corridor 

Improvements  
8 Tremaine Road, Derry Road to Britannia 

Road 
9 Urban and Rural Road Upgrades 
10 Halton Region Waste Management Site   
11 Hydro One Bruce to Milton Transmission 

Reinforcement Project  
12 Union Gas Hamilton-Milton (Dawn 

Parkway System Expansion) Project 
13 Union Gas Burlington-Oakville (Dawn 

Parkway System Expansion) Project  
14 Union Gas Parkway West Project  
15 General Agricultural Conversion and 

Land Use of Area  
16 Derry Green Corporate Business Park 

Part 2 – Totality from all relevant physical activities 

Supportive of Cumulative SAEE Not Supportive of Cumulative SAEE

Characterization of effects for all 
relevant physical activities 

Step 3: Characterize combined effects of Project and other physical activities
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This step involved application of the following table to each specific effect. The table 
summarizes information from other tables in this detailed assessment: the table characterizing 
project effects and the table characterizing combined effects from other physical activities. 

Table 1.7.2.3: Characterization of Combined Effects from the Project and other Physical 

Activities on VC XX

Supportive  Not Supportive

M GE D F R 

Residual Project effects (from Section 4.2, above) 

Effects of other physical activities (from Step 2, Table 2, 

above) 

Combined effects  

As set out in the detailed reviews of each VC provided in Part Four, this first method for 
assessing cumulative effects proved ineffective. For the majority of VCs, the Halton 
Municipalities have concluded that this method did not identify or assess the relevant cumulative 
effects. 

Other Methods for Assessing Cumulative Effects 

This brief has identified two other methods for assessing cumulative effects: (1) regional planning 
studies (e.g., municipal official plans); and (3) regional modelling. 

For most VCs, Part Four identifies official plan standards relevant to assessing cumulative effects. 
For many of these VCs, Part Four also identifies those situations where lack of compliance with 
these standards will have cumulative effects by requiring changes to other planned, proposed, or 
future activities. 

Part Four also identifies the use of regional modelling for several VCs.   

(3) Details on the Study Areas used to Apply the Reference Criterion on 
Geographic Extent  

The EIS and other submitted information identify three study areas for assessing SAEEs: (1) the 
Project Development Area (PDA); (2) the Local Assessment Area (LAA); and (3) the Regional 
Assessment Area (RAA).  

A first issue with these study areas is that their boundaries are not clear and seem to overlap. The 
PDA overlaps with the LAA because Project activities such as trucking take place on and off CN 
lands. Similarly, the LAA and the RAA overlap because the basis for the RAA is that it represents 
the area of cumulative effects and the CEAA 2012 mandates that cumulative effects are those 
effects of the designated project in combination with those effects of other physical activities that 
have been or are likely to occur.  



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

7 _ | _ H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *

For clarity and consistency, this brief uses seven additional terms to address the geographic 
extent of effects:  

1. the Project “site”, which means CN lands, including lands proposed for new rail lines;  

2. “on-site effects”, which are effects that occur on the Project site;  

3. the Project “neighbourhood”, which means non-CN lands that are affected by activities 
taking place on the Project site;  

4. “off-site effects” which means effects in the Project neighbourhood;  

5. the “transportation zone,” which means non-CN lands affected by truck changes from truck 
or rail traffic to or from the Project site,  

6. the “transportation emission zone” which means non-CN lands affected by emissions 
caused by trucking or rail traffic in the transportation zone to or from the site; and  

7. the area of cumulative effects (the “ACE”), which includes the site, the neighbourhood, 
and the transportation zone and, similarly, includes on-site effects, off-site effects, effects 
in the transportation zone, and effects in the transportation emission zone where there is 
potential for combined effects with other physical activities are have been or are likely to 
occur.  
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APPENDIX B 

Glossary of Terms 

“ACE” – Area of Cumulative Effect, includes the site, the neighbourhood, and the transportation 
zone and, similarly, includes on-site effects, off-site effects, effects in the transportation zone, and 
effects in the transportation emissions zone where there is potential for combined effects with 
other physical activities are, have been, or are likely to occur 

“Agreement” – the December 2016 agreement between the Minister of the Environment and 
Climate Change and the Chair of the Canadian Transportation Agency 

“ANSI” – Area of Natural and Scientific Interest 

“AQBAT” – Air Quality Benefits Assessment Tool 

“B(a)P” – benzo(a)pyrene 

“BIT” – Brampton Intermodal Terminal 

“CCME” – Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment 

“CEA Agency” – Canadian Environmental Assessment Agency 

“CEAA 2012” – Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, S.C. 2012, c. 19 

“CN” – Canadian National Railway 

“CO” – Carbon monoxide 

“COPCs” – Contaminants of potential concern 

“CT Agency” – Canadian Transportation Agency 

“CTA” – Canada Transportation Act, S.C. 1996, c. 10 

“Cumulative Effects Guide” – Operational Policy Statement for Assessing Cumulative 
Environmental Effects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act, 2012 (CEA Agency, 
March 2015) 

“dB” – Decibel 

“dBA” – A-weighted decibels 

“DFO” – Fisheries and Oceans Canada 

“DG” – Dangerous Goods 

“DPM” – Diesel Particulate Matter 

“EA” – Environmental assessment 
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“EIS Guidelines” – the Environmental Impact Statement Guidelines specific to this Project, 
issued in July 2015 

“EIS” – the Environmental Impact Statement prepared by CN 

“EPA” – Environmental Protection Act

“ERP” – Emergency Response Plans 

“FCM” – Federation of Canadian Municipalities 

“FTA” – Federal Transit Administration 

“GMO” – Genetically Modified Organism 

“GOI” – General Operating Instructions 

“GIS” – Geographic Information System 

“GLC” – Ground-level concentration 

“Halton Brief” – The Brief of the Halton Municipalities entitled “Role of Halton Planning 
Framework within CEAA Panel Review of the CN Milton Logistics Hub Project”, submitted on 
December 13, 2016, CEAR #405 

“Halton Municipalities” – Regional Municipality of Halton, Corporation of the Town of Milton, 
Corporation of the City of Burlington, Corporation of the Town of Oakville, and the Corporation of 
the Town of Halton Hills 

“ICI” – Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional 

“IOD” – Intermodal-oriented development 

“IR” – Information Request 

“IRR” – Information Request Response 

“LAA” – Local Assessment Area 

“Ldn” – Day-night average sound level 

“Leq” – Equivalent continuous sound level 

“LiDAR” – Light Detection and Ranging 

“lux” - unit of measure for light incidence 

“MBCA” – Migratory Birds Convention Act 

“MDS” – Minimum Distance Separation 

“MECP” – Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks (formerly Ministry of Environment 
and Climate Change) 



CN Milton Logistics Hub Project Panel Review 

3 _ | _ H A L T O N  M U N I C I P A L I T I E S  B R I E F  O N  S A E E s  –  M a y  2 0 1 9 *

“MIT” – Milton Intermodal Terminal 

“MPOI” – Maximum point of impingement 

“MTO” – Ontario Ministry of Transportation 

“NFC” – National Fire Code of Canada 

“NH3” – Ammonia  

“NHS” – Natural Heritage System 

“NOx” – Nitrogen oxides 

“off-site effects” – effects in the Project neighbourhood 

“on-site effects” – effects that occur on the project site 

“OTM” – Ontario Traffic Manual 

“PAHs” – Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 

“PDA” – Project Development Area 

“PM10” – Airborne particles that are 10 microns or less in diameter 

“PM2.5” – Airborne particles that are 2.5 microns or less in diameter 

“POR” – Point of reception (for noise) 

“Project” – CN’s proposed Logistics Hub Project in Milton 

Project “neighbourhood” – non-CN lands that are affected by activities taking place on the 
Project site 

Project “site” – CN lands, including lands proposed for new rail lines 

“PSW” – Provincially Significant Wetland 

“RAA” – Regional Assessment Area 

“RAC” – Railway Association of Canada 

“Reference Criteria” – The six criteria set out in the SAEE Reference Guide (pp. 188-191), 
consisting of magnitude, geographic extent, duration, frequency, reversibility, and 
ecological/social context 

“Region” – Regional Municipality of Halton 

“Residual Effects” – Effects that are predicted to occur after applying mitigation 

“ROP” – Region of Halton Official Plan  
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“ROPA” – Regional Official Plan Amendment 

“SAEE Reference Guide” – A Reference Guide for the Canadian Environmental Assessment 
Act – Determining Whether a Project is Likely to Cause Significant Adverse Environmental Effects
(Federal Environmental Assessment Review Office, November 1994) 

“SAEE” – Significant adverse environmental effect 

“SAR” – Species at Risk 

“SARA” – Species at Risk Act

“SO2” – Sulphur dioxide 

“SWM” – Storm water management  

“TAC” – Transportation Association of Canada 

“Town” – The Town of Milton 

“TP” – Total phosphorus 

“Transportation emission zone” – non-CN lands affected by emissions caused by trucking or 
rail traffic to or from the site 

“Transportation zone” – non-CN lands affected by traffic changes from trucking or rail traffic to 
or from the site 

“TSB” – Transportation Safety Board of Canada 

“TSP” – Total suspended particulate  

“VC” – Valued Component, referring to a component of the biophysical or socio-economic 
environment that is used to scope the environmental effects of the Project; see list of VCs in Part 
One, Table 4 

“VOC” – Volatile Organic Compound 

“VSC” – Valued Sub-Component, being a sub-component of a VC 

“VSSC” – Valued Sub-Sub Component, being a sub-sub component of a VC 
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APPENDIX C 

List of Consulted Experts 

Alvaro Almuina, EllSo Consulting Inc. – Transportation and Municipal Finance 

Curt Benson, Halton Region – Urban Settings 

Frank Bercha, Bercha Group – Risk Assessment 

Matthew Buist, Halton Region – Municipal Finance 

Wayne Caldwell, Caldwell Consulting – Agricultural Lands 

Donald R. Davis, Dark Sky Partners, LLC – Light Impacts 

Lisa DeAngelis, Halton Region – Urban Settings and Human Safety 

Franco DiGiovanni, Airzone One Limited – Air Quality 

Dan Dimitriu, Amec Foster Wheeler – Geotechnical  

Jim Dougan, Dougan and Associates – Migratory Birds and Species at Risk 

Gerry Forbes, Intus Road Safety Engineering Inc. – Road Safety 

Ty Garde, Amec Foster Wheeler - Geotechnical 

Ali Hadayeghi, CIMA+ - Road Safety and Traffic Flow  

Chris Hamel, GM BluePlan – Municipal Finance and Infrastructure 

Karl Konze, Dougan and Associates – Migratory Birds and Species at Risk 

Barb Koopmans, Halton Region – Residential Land Use 

Christian B. Luginbuhl, Dark Sky Partners, LLC – Light Impacts 

Sarah Mainguy, North-South Environmental, Inc. – Migratory Birds and Species at Risk 

Russell Mathew, Hemson Consulting Ltd. – Employment Lands 

Lisa Merritt, Archaeological Services Inc. - Archaeology 

Scott Penton, Novus Environmental Inc. – Noise and Vibrations 

Cameron Portt, C. Portt and Associates – Fish and Fish Habitat 

Matt Ruf, Halton Region – Air Quality and Human Health 

Gary Scandlan, Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. – Municipal Finance and Infrastructure 
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Ron Scheckenberger, Wood PLC – Surface Water Impacts 

Mirek Sharp, North-South Environmental, Inc. – Migratory Birds and Species at Risk 

Hart Solomon, CIMA+ - Road Safety and Traffic Flow 

Dr. George Thurston, New York University – Air Quality and Human Health Impacts   

John Vickerman, Vickerman & Associates, LLC – Intermodal Transport and Design 

Jill Watson, Town of Milton – Municipal Planning 

Anthony Wong, Halton Region – Cultural Heritage 

Ashraf Zaghal, Matrix Solutions Inc. – Water Impacts 
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