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Executive Summary 
The Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) is currently facing various planning challenges including growth 
constraints due to protected areas such as the Greenbelt, the Oak Ridges Moraine, and the Niagara Escarpment 
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a); expected population and employment growth over the next 30 to 50 
years (Artuso, 2017; Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2015); and the limited land available for development 
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2015; Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a; Kushner & Ogwang, 2017; Pelley, 
2017; Pagliaro, 2017). To address some of these challenges, the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 
(Growth Plan) came into effect in 2006. In 2017, the Growth Plan was updated with a focus on supporting 
complete communities, reducing traffic, improving transportation options, providing a variety of housing 
options, revitalizing downtowns, protecting green spaces and farmland, curbing sprawl, and promoting 
economic growth in the long-term (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2018). In the Growth Plan, urban 
intensification is encouraged to address these challenges. While intensification is considered a solution for many 
of these issues, intensification is complex and may be difficult to integrate into municipal planning (Jenks, 
Williams, & Burton, 2000; de Roo, & Miller, 2000). 

The purpose of this report is to: 

• Understand how urban intensification policy is framed in GGH official plans; 
• Evaluate a number of GGH official plans to identify areas of strength and weakness; and, 
• Outline recommendations for strategic, efficient, and sensitive intensification policy. 

The research questions that will be addressed are: 

i. What are the strengths and weaknesses of urban intensification policy in the Greater Golden Horseshoe? 
i.i. Are the expectations of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) realistic? 

ii. What can the selected municipalities do in their policy frameworks to better implement urban 
intensification? 

iii. What role does tiering in the municipal planning process play in implementing intensification (e.g. upper-
tier, lower-tier versus single-tier)? 

The research for this report began by reviewing intensification literature, plan evaluation literature, and relevant 
Ontario legislation and policies. This was done in order to:  

• Gather essential background information on urban intensification;  
• Verify previous studies and research on urban intensification; and, 
• Identify the critical characteristics or features of strategic and successful urban intensification. Based on 

this literature review, a set of intensification policy evaluation criteria was developed into an evaluation 
framework to assess the quality, strengths, and weaknesses of the official plans in the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe (see Chapter 4.0). 

Ten municipalities from the GGH were then selected as a subset of GGH municipalities for evaluation. The 
municipalities were selected based on several factors, including: similar populations, density per square km, 
intensification policy, and/or their landlocked positions. Four Regional Municipalities (Halton, Peel, York, and 
Durham), a lower-tier municipality from each region (Burlington, Mississauga, Markham, and Whitby), and two 
single-tier municipalities (Toronto and Barrie) were selected.  
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Based on the literature review, an evaluation framework was also developed. This consists of several 
components: 

• Intensification criteria:
Criteria Description

C1: Strategic areas 
selected for intensification

Strategic areas are selected for urban intensification. This indicates that the municipality 
has carefully considered where intensification should take place (e.g. Downtowns).

C2: Avoid conflicting and 
harmful locations

Avoid conflicting uses and harmful locations (natural and man-made hazards). 
Intensifying an area does not put people or the environment at risk and uses that may 
conflict (e.g. housing and industry) are not in similar locations. This is not to be confused 
with C1 as specific locations or uses within the strategic areas are avoided to ensure 
safety. 

C3: Public Transit/Active 
Transportation 

encouraged

Transit connections, networks, and/or systems are encouraged to limit traffic congestion, 
generation, and auto dependence. Active transportation is also encouraged. 

C4: Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 

walkability promoted

The intensification in the urban area allows and promotes connectivity, accessibility, and 
walkability. 

C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

Mixed-uses are encouraged. This includes a mix of housing, retail, etc. 

C6: Green spaces and 
open spaces preserved, 

enhanced, and integrated

Intensification will not degrade or reduce open spaces, green spaces, greenbelts, (prime) 
agriculture, cultural heritage, and natural heritage. 

C7: Intensification forms 
properly integrated

All or some intensification types (listed below) are properly integrated in existing urban/
settlement areas: 

Brownfield redevelopment; 
Infill development; 
Redevelopment; 
Development of vacant/underutilized sites; 
Conversion or expansion of residential/institutional buildings; and/or, 
Greyfield.

C8: Intensification 
coordinates/compliments 

area (infrastructure)

The infrastructure, buildings, etc. coordinates with the area (e.g. height, shadow, setback).

C9: Design features of 
local area properly 

integrated (sensitive 
design)

The design and local characteristics of the area should be integrated, especially if historic 
or cultural elements/features are present in the area. 

C10: Minimum target As stipulated in the Growth Plan (2017), a minimum target is assigned to intensification.

C11: Maximum target The intensification of an area has a maximum target or intensification cap. This is done to 
avoid town cramming or the over saturation of infrastructure, services, and other land uses 
in the area. 

C12: Hard and soft 
infrastructure maximized 

and functional

The existing and/or approved area(s) for intensification has the service capacity (i.e. 
water, wastewater) and the ability to accommodate additional services such as community 
facilities, institutions, and employment. 
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• Plan components: 
• Evidence; 
• Goals and Objectives; 
• Policy (Level I); 
• Policy (Level II); 
• Background Information; and,  
• Maps, Tables, Diagrams.  

• General components: 
• Public Participation/Engagement; 
• Implementation and Monitoring; 
• Organization and Presentation; and, 
• Inter-organizational Coordination. 

Using the evaluation framework (see page 20), the official plans of the ten municipalities were evaluated by 
cross-checking each individual intensification criteria found in the official plans against each intensification 
evaluation component. Manifest and latent content analyses were used to search and evaluate the documents 
(Cope, 2016). First, ‘intensification’ was used to search the document and the sections where ‘intensification’ 
was found were read for context. If any criteria was not found through this preliminary search, key word 
searches developed through the literature review (e.g. connectivity, coordinate) were completed and the sections 
identified were read. A score of 0 or 1 was assigned based on whether the criterion was reflected in any of the 
plan components (0 = no; 1 = yes). For each criteria, a total score of 6 was possible, and for every plan, a total 
overall score of 72 was possible.  

The four general components were evaluated based on whether intensification was present in some capacity 
within the official plans. As the four general components are already required or commonly included as sections 
in official plans, a score of 0 signified that intensification was not present beyond the standard general 
requirement; a score of 0.5 indicated that there was some mention of intensification; and 1 was assigned if there 
was a clear representation of intensification within the official plan under the general component. Although 
numerical values were assigned for the general components, a total overall score was not calculated. The values 
were used to indicate the presence of intensification in relation to these components. It should be noted that this 
is a separate or secondary evaluation that does not rely on the intensification criteria. These components were 
separated from the main plan components during the evaluation pretests.  

Pretests were completed before the subset of municipalities were evaluated. This was done to adjust the 
evaluation framework and determine if it was applicable to Ontario municipalities. London, ON, and Guelph, 
ON were used as test cities.  

From the evaluation, the municipalities were ranked from best to worst in terms of intensification policies based 
on their total overall score (out of 72): 

1. Mississauga (63) 
2. Toronto (55) 
3. Markham (52) 
4. Whitby (46) (tied) 
4. Barrie (46) (tied) 

5. Burlington (45) 
6. Peel Region (41) 
7. York Region (37) 
8. Durham Region (36) 
9. Halton Region (34)  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The evaluation determined which criteria and general components were in need of improvement (orange) and 
which performed well (blue) and are shown in Table 1-1 and Table 1-2. In depth case study analyses of Peel 
Region, Mississauga, Toronto, and Barrie were then conducted to further identify specific areas of weakness or 
strength with respect to intensification policy. 
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Table 1-1

Intensification Policy Evaluation Results (Criteria)

C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification

C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations

C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged

C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability promoted

C5: Mixed-uses encouraged

C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated

C7: Intensification forms properly integrated

C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area (infrastructure)

C9: Design features of local area properly integrated (sensitive design)

C10: Minimum target

C11: Maximum target

C12: Hard and soft infrastructure maximized and functional

Table 1-2

Intensification Policy Evaluation Results (General Components)

Public Participation/Engagement

Implementation and Monitoring

Organization and Presentation

Inter-organizational Coordination



The following recommendations for intensification policy in Greater Golden Horseshoe municipalities emerged 
from this research: 

1. Coordinate with other municipalities and organizations 
2. Engage and collaborate with the community 
3. Explore viable intensifications forms  
4. Designate a chapter or section of the official plan to intensification 
5. Develop a companion intensification document  
6. Preserve and enhance green spaces, open spaces, and natural areas 
7. Address low scoring criteria identified in Table 16 
8. Developing intensification criteria is a valuable tool to evaluate the strength of intensification policies  

The report identifies and elaborates on areas of policy that require enhancement in official plans, and suggests 
that clear policies can be developed to enforce more sustainable, successful, and strategic intensification in the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Problem and Relevance 
Urban intensification is complex and has numerous effects on the environment, human health, economics, and 
culture (Jenks, Williams, & Burton, 2000). Benefits of urban intensification include environmental and 
agricultural protection (i.e. reduced greenfield and agricultural land conversion for development), the efficient 
use of developed services and infrastructure, and an increase in active transportation (The Neptis Foundation, 
2014a). Urban intensification and compact cities are common in European cities and the concepts are applied in 
North American cities through initiatives such as smart growth strategies. However, many scholars and planners 
still critique intensification policy frameworks, benefits, and ultimate sustainability (Jenks, Burton, Williams, 
1996; Williams, 1999; de Roo & Miller, 2000).  

Despite the criticisms and uncertainty surrounding urban intensification, it has been advocated in Ontario by the 
provincial government through the Places to Grow Act, 2005 and other documents such as the Provincial Policy 
Statement (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2018; Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2014). The Places to Grow Act 
seeks to limit detrimental impacts on the environment and to prevent unsustainable urban growth in Ontario. 
Due to a limited land supply, anticipated population and employment growth, and a mandate to protect the 
environment, the Government of Ontario has emphasized the need to reduce sprawl and to adopt urban 
intensification within the province (Artuso, 2017; Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2015).  

Places to Grow is one of the pivotal initiatives by the Government of Ontario to foster a prosperous and 
sustainable future (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2018). The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe 
(Growth Plan) was enabled under Places to Grow and one of its guiding principles is to encourage urban 
intensification (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a). Municipalities within the Greater Golden Horseshoe 
(GGH) are required to adhere to this plan and to implement urban intensification policies and practices in order 
to densify, reduce sprawl and protect the Greenbelt (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a). However, the area is 
rapidly growing (Kushner & Ogwang, 2017; Pelley, 2017), and municipalities need to develop intensification 
policies in a smart way that will not limit their ability to grow or negatively impact the environment (Williams, 
1999; Pagliaro, 2017).  

Although urban intensification policy is challenging to formulate in a manner that will foster sustainable 
development (de Roo & Miller, 2000) it is necessary and required in an area such as the GGH. Municipalities in 
the GGH face growth and planning challenges due to the Greenbelt and several other protected areas such as the 
Oak Ridges Moraine and the Niagara Escarpment (Figure 1). While significant amounts of land are still 
available for development, the expected increase in population in this fast growing area (The Neptis Foundation, 
2013; Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a) will place pressure on planners to adopt strong and effective 
intensification policy. Each of the selected municipalities are also landlocked by other municipalities, suggesting 
that whatever land is available for development will require smart intensification strategies and policy; 
otherwise any future growth will be limited to whatever developable land is available. This research is also 
relevant to municipalities across Ontario and Canada as it will inform urban planning policy, practices, and 
decisions that concern sustainable growth and growth management through intensification (Williams, 1999; 
Jenks, Williams, & Burton, 2000; Curry, 2017).  
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Figure 1: Protected Areas in GGH  
Source: Ministry of Municipal Affairs. (2018). Greenbelt Area. Retrieved from http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page13785.aspx.

1.2 Definition of Intensification 
The Provincial Policy Statement (2014) defines intensification as:  

The development of a property, site or area at a higher density than currently exists through: 
• redevelopment, including the reuse of brownfield sites; 
• the development of vacant and/or underutilized lots within previously developed areas; 
• infill development; or, 
• the expansion or conversion of existing buildings (p.43).  

Williams, Burton, & Jenks define intensification as a range of processes that makes an area more compact, built-
up, or used (1996, p.84). Intensification can take the form of built form and activity. Built form includes items 
listed in the Provincial Policy Statement (2014), as well as the subdivision of buildings, and development on 
undeveloped urban land. Activity intensification refers to the change of use or the increased use of buildings or 
sites that results in an increase in activity, people living, working, or travelling in the area. 
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It should be noted that urban intensification, or intensification, can been used interchangeably with the terms 
‘densification’, ‘compact’, and ‘compaction’ (Williams, Burton, & Jenks, 1996, p.84).   

1.3 Research Objective and Research Questions 
The objective of this report is to understand how urban intensification policy is framed in GGH official plans. 
By evaluating a subset of GGH official plans, the strengths and weaknesses of the intensification policy are 
identified and recommendations to improve intensification policies are made.  

i. What are the strengths and weaknesses of urban intensification policy in the Greater Golden Horseshoe? 
i.i. Are the expectations of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) realistic? 

ii. What can the selected municipalities do in their policy frameworks to better implement urban 
intensification? 

iii. What role does tiering in the municipal planning process play in implementing intensification (e.g. upper-
tier, lower-tier versus single-tier)? 

1.4 Scope 
This report focuses on municipalities in the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH). As the GGH is too large to study 
in its entirety, a subset of GGH municipalities was selected for evaluation. The four Regional Municipalities 
(Halton, Peel, York, and Durham), a lower-tier municipality from each region (Burlington, Mississauga, 
Markham, and Whitby), and two single-tier municipalities (Toronto and Barrie) were selected (Figure 2).  

These municipalities were selected based on similar populations, density per square km, intensification policy, 
and/or their landlocked positions (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2015; Statistics Canada, 2016). The 
municipalities were also selected because they are all affected by the land use management direction outlined in 
the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) and the plans for various protected areas in the 
region (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a). The future growth in the GGH will be challenging because of 
geographic barriers, political barriers, and expansion barriers (i.e. neighbouring municipalities). 

1.5 Structure of Report 
The report is structured as follows: 

Chapter 2 presents a summary of the literature reviewed, including plan evaluation literature, academic literature 
on urban intensification, and grey literature.  

Chapter 3 presents the methods used to carry out the research. This includes the plan evaluation framework, 
scoring system, and the steps in research. The limitations of the research are also discussed.  

Chapter 4 presents the results from the evaluation based on the intensification criteria and evaluation framework.  

Chapter 5 presents in depth case study analyses of four municipalities: Peel, Mississauga, Toronto, and Barrie. 

Chapter 6 discusses and provides answers for each of the research questions. Suggestions for future studies are 
also considered.  

Chapter 7 lists a set of recommendations based on the research.  

Chapter 8 presents a conclusion of the research and findings of this report.  
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Figure 2: Map of Selected Municipalities in the GGH
Selected study municipalities (upper-, lower-, and single-tier) highlighted in red.  

Source: City of Mississauga. (2015). Chapter 4: Vision. Retrieved from http://www6.mississauga.ca/onlinemaps/planbldg/MOP/
Chapter4-Vision.pdf. 
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2.0 Literature Review  
The review of both academic literature and grey literature was vital to inform various components of this report, 
including the development of intensification policy evaluation criteria. Review of different academic, peer-
reviewed articles, and grey literature led to: 

• The synthesis of essential background information on urban intensification;  
• Identification and understanding of previous studies and research on urban intensification; and,  
• Identification of critical characteristics or features of strategic and successful urban intensification. 

Based on these characteristics, an intensification policy evaluation framework was developed to assess 
the quality, strengths, and weaknesses of the official plans in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. This 
framework is presented in this chapter and further discussed in the methods (Chapter 3). 

2.1 Plan Evaluation 
Several research articles were reviewed to determine how to evaluate the official plans in the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe based on their intensification policy. General findings from the literature included the benefits of 
conducting plan evaluation. The purpose of completing a plan evaluation is to identify areas of improvement 
which policymakers and planners can then enhance. Common topics evaluated in plans include natural hazard 
mitigation, smart growth, and sustainable development (Berke & Godschalk, 2009). This suggests that urban 
intensification, which is associated with smart growth, can also be evaluated.  

The comprehensiveness of the plan is evaluated based on internal characteristics such as objectives, monitoring, 
and a fact base, as well as external characteristics such as inter-organizational coordination, organization and 
presentation, and compliance. Berke and Godschalk compiled a list of internal and external characteristics, and 
the papers by Mark R. Stevens (2013) and Baker, Peterson, Brown, and McApline (2012) helped to narrow 
down the plan components which were eventually used in this report (see page 17). It was interesting to note 
how certain plan characteristics coordinated with the issues presented in the intensification literature. Issues 
such as inter-organizational coordination and implementation were referred to in several intensification 
documents (de Roo, & Miller, 2000; Jenks, Burton, & Williams, 1996; Hayek, Arku, & Gilliland, 2010) and 
simplified the selection of plan components for the intensification policy evaluation. 

2.2 Academic Literature on Intensification 
The intensification literature covered a myriad of themes, topics, and dimensions, most of which were highly 
critical of intensification policy and of its application to urban environments. The main questions that appeared 
throughout the literature with respect to intensification were: 

• Is urban intensification sustainable? 
• How achievable is intensification? 

By reviewing the literature that sought to answer these and other questions, the problem areas of intensification 
in practice were identified and the importance of intensification policies and how they affect, direct, and manage 
the growth and development in municipalities were identified and described.  
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2.2.1 Key Readings 
Smart Growth strategies, transportation and urban sprawl: simulated futures for Hamilton, Ontario (Behan, 
Maoh, & Kanaroglou, 2008) was one of the few Canadian and Ontario examples of intensification found 
through the literature review. In this study, smart growth policy and urban residential intensification (URI) were 
explored in the context of the City of Hamilton from a transportation dimension. A series of development 
scenario models were developed using an integrated land use and transportation simulation model (IMULATE) 
to model the anticipated growth in Hamilton. The benefits of smart growth strategies in relation to transportation 
systems were explored, and it was found that the patterns that involved smart growth strategies outperformed 
other development strategies. This research was predominantly quantitative, but Behan et al. conducted 
background research on the relationship between transportation and sprawl, highlighting the adverse effects of 
congestion and air pollution on human health. Based on the scenarios explored through this analysis, smart 
growth strategies (including urban residential intensification) were advocated for creating environments where 
mixed-uses, walkability and transit are more prominent (Behan et al., 2008). 

The Compact City Fallacy (Neuman, 2005) assessed empirical evidence in order to determine whether compact 
cities are a form of sustainable development. Neuman compared the characteristics of the compact city with 
urban sprawl, and questioned whether a city can be sustainable if it functions at a higher concentration of 
densities and activities, especially when livable cities tend to have lower densities. The compact city fallacy that 
Neuman outlined through this paper is: “the compact city is neither a necessary or sufficient condition for a city 
to be sustainable and that the attempt to make cities more sustainable only by using urban form strategies is 
counterproductive.” This was a unique perspective on compact cities and it provided valuable insight as to what 
criteria should be considered in the intensification policy evaluation (e.g. mixed-use, capacity). Although this 
report focused primarily on environmental factors in relation to intensification, other factors such as social, 
economic, health, infrastructural, and fiscal should not be excluded, nor should the policy evaluation focus 
solely on form. Although this was a thought provoking paper, it relied heavily on presenting different sides to 
Neuman’s argument in a manner that relied heavily on outside research and papers, instead of concrete examples 
or case studies (Neuman, 2005).       

Williams’s (1999) paper, Urban intensification policies in England: problems and contradictions, was one of the 
few papers to discuss and explore intensification policy in depth. The paper explored the theory and origins of 
compact city policies, then illustrated and reflected on the divergence between theory and practice in England. 
The goal of the paper was to determine the policy failures in order to identify the issues that researchers, 
implementers, and policy-makers can then address. Some of the contradictions identified in the paper ranged 
from loss of open space in urban areas, lack of monitoring, and the changes in neighbourhood character. Also, 
when implementing intensification policies, several factors, such as the socio-economic context and the political 
environment can influence and affect how it is applied or devised. Williams warns of the potential consequences 
of pursuing intensification without completely understanding its effects and the real possibility of “town 
cramming”. Similar to Neuman’s paper, Williams emphasized the need to address more than the urban form, but 
the patterns and lifestyles that make up cities. Williams took a different approach in her review of intensification 
policy and identified the problems and contradictions of intensification policy (Williams, 1999).  

In Switzerland, a study titled Containing urban sprawl - Evaluating effectiveness of urban growth boundaries 
set by the Swiss Land Use Plan (Gennaio, Hersperger, & Bürgi, 2007) evaluated the effect and the success of the 
Swiss Land Use Plan. The study focused on the Plan’s ability to restrict the built-up area expansion to the 
specified building zones, and to promote more compact development (Gennaio, Hersperger, & Bürgi, 2007). 
With the greenbelt in the region, this study presented several similarities to the Greater Golden Horseshoe. With 
restrictions to development in the Greater Golden Horseshoe due to protected ecological areas such as the 
Greenbelt, the Oak Ridges Moraine, and the Niagara Escarpment, certain municipalities are restricted to growth 
in designated urban areas. This study emphasized the importance of evaluating the success and effects of growth 
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management strategies and acknowledged that development cannot be prevented. This study is different from 
the research conducted in this report because it looked at trends and changes over time and used quantitative 
methods (Gennaio, Hersperger, & Bürgi, 2007).  

Other sources have provided insight into comparison methods between cities, such as Searle and Filion’s (2011) 
study of Sydney, Australia and Toronto, ON. This paper also emphasized the need to involve locals in the 
process and to be aware of NIMBYism. Other papers provide a Canadian context on urban intensification. For 
example, Davison (2011) studied Collingwood, Vancouver, BC and found that neighbourhood design is 
important in urban intensification. In London, ON, brownfield redevelopment was assessed in order to promote 
urban intensification (Hayek, Arku, & Gilliland, 2010). Although the study relied heavily on interviews, it did 
offer an Ontario context on intensification. This paper was also useful as it described how there are financial and 
perception barriers to redeveloping brownfield sites and how to address these issues (e.g. incentives).  

Two books with compilations of research articles covering various themes for intensification were also reviewed 
for this report.  

The first is The Compact City: A Sustainable Urban Form? (Jenks, Burton, & Williams, 1996). Although this 
book and its articles are dated, the information was well organized, beginning with compact city theory. Its 
efficiency, sustainability and success was debated with examples from different countries. Different dimensions 
of compact cities were discussed, with special reference made to intensification. In this book, several issues 
were discussed, some of which were also discussed in Williams’s paper (i.e. town cramming) (1999) and 
Neuman’s paper (i.e. social and economic dimensions) (2005). A theme in this book, as well as other sources 
(Williams, 1999; Snashall, 2000; Neuman, 2005), was that intensification, if not done properly and without the 
proper input and involvement, can have negative repercussions on both the urban and natural environments. 
More sensitive planning controls are needed to achieve this balance. A later chapter focused on issues with the 
compact city approach and the author suggested complimentary policy for selective urban regeneration and 
urban centres (Knight, 1996, p.120). The importance of policy, one that supports a more regional and global set 
of goals, but allows for local solutions is necessary (Jenks, Williams, & Burton, 1996, 344).  

The second book is Compact Cities and Sustainable Urban Development (de Roo, & Miller, 2000). This book is 
also dated, but it refers to and builds on the themes and issues discussed in The Compact City (1996). Both 
Compact Cities and The Compact City referred to many of the criteria outlined in the evaluation through their 
collection of research articles and case studies. Achieving balance through intensification was mentioned in 
many articles such as Williams’s (1999), and was once again discussed in Compact Cities with special reference 
made to the difficulty of conserving the environment while accommodating necessary development. Some of the 
intensification criteria used in this report was derived from this book, including the issue of conflicting uses (de 
Roo, 2000, p.33), a capacity to urban intensification (Jenks, Williams, & Burton, 2000, p.18), and the 
importance of local context (p.20). The articles were somewhat repetitive and transportation (i.e. automobile 
dependency and traffic) made up a large portion of the material discussed in the book. One of the main sections 
of this book was on local participation and referred to strategies and methods to encourage local engagement in 
intensification, such as workshops, surveys, and public meetings (Snashall, 2000, p.185-186). Implementation, 
monitoring, evolving strategies, and policies were also included throughout the book (2000).     

2.3 Grey Literature 

Provincial Documents: 
The main provincial documents have been outlined below, with special attention brought to required 
intensification policies.   
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Planning Act: 
The Planning Act defines, outlines, and directs land use planning for municipalities within the province. The 
Planning Act includes direction on the subdivision of land, land use controls, future growth, and official plan 
contents. There was no direct mention of intensification in the Planning Act, but Section 2 (Provincial interest) 
clauses (q) and (r) indirectly promote intensification practices in municipalities: 

(q) the promotion of development that is designed to be sustainable, to support public transit and to be 
oriented to pedestrians;  

(r) the promotion of built form that,  
(i) is well-designed,  
(ii) encourages a sense of place, and  
(iii) provides for public spaces that are high quality, safe, accessible, attractive and vibrant (Ontario, 

1990).  

It was also important to determine the required contents of an official plan because the evaluation framework 
would incorporate both mandatory and elective plan components. Section 16 of the Planning Act, which focuses 
on official plans, was reviewed as part of the literature review. 

Based on the contents of Section 16, an official plan must contain the following: 
• Goals, objectives, and policies; 
• Policies and measures to ensure the provision of affordable housing; 
• A description of the measures and procedures to both inform and obtain public introspect on proposed 

official plan amendments, revisions, zoning by-laws, plans of subdivision, and proposed consents; 
• Policies that authorize the use of a second residential unit;  
• Policies that authorize inclusionary zoning (affordable housing) with goals, objectives, description of 

measures and procedures; and, 
• Climate change policies. 

As it is mandatory for an official plan to contain goals, objectives, and policies, these were selected as plan 
components in the evaluation framework (Ontario, 1990).  

Municipal Act: 
The Municipal Act defines the general and specific municipal powers within the Province of Ontario. This was 
essential when learning of the respective powers of the upper-, lower-, and single-tier municipalities. For an 
examination of the different tiers and the responsibilities of the different levels of municipal government, please 
refer to 2.6 Municipal Tiers (Ontario, 2001). 

Provincial Policy Statement (PPS): 
The PPS was issued under Section 3 of the Planning Act and provides more direction for land use planning and 
development within the province and suggests that the province is interested in promoting intensification 
activities. As such, the PPS was the only document to go into detail for intensification requirements within the 
province. The intensification criteria referred to several of the intensification requirements within the PPS, 
including the identification of areas appropriate for intensification (s.1.1.3.3), minimum targets (s.1.1.3.5), and 
service capacity (s.1.4.1(b) and s.1.6.6.2). It should be noted that these policies are the minimum standards and 
planning authorities, decision makers, and those with authority are able to go beyond the minimum standards so 
long as they do not conflict with the policies with the PPS (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2014). 
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The following documents shape the Greater Golden Horseshoe and identifies where and how growth should 
occur in the region. As the Greater Golden Horseshoe contains some of Canada’s most significant ecological and 
hydrological natural environments, and with over two-thirds of the province’s population located in the region 
(Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017b) these documents are necessary to manage the growth and development in 
the region.  

Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017): 
This is the update to the Growth Plan that took effect in 2006 (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a). The 
Growth Plan was issued under the Places to Grow Act, 2005 and specified the way in which Ontario can grow in 
a strategic and coordinated way (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2018). The 2017 update to the Growth Plan 
continues to work towards building complete communities, managing growth, protecting the natural 
environment, and curbing sprawl. This is the main document that municipalities in the GGH must adhere to in 
order to manage growth. The Growth Plan states that intensification must be prioritized in order for land and 
infrastructure to be efficiently used and to support transit (s.1.2.1). Intensification is also considered as a way to 
direct growth to settlement areas and efficiently use infrastructure (s.2.1). The Growth Plan makes it clear that 
intensification will be focused in strategic growth areas, and an “intensification first approach in development 
and city-building” will be used to make better use of the existing infrastructure, public service facilities, and to 
limit the continuous expansion of the urban areas (s.2.1).  

The Growth Plan’s intensification policy is spread throughout the document, but is mostly under Delineated 
Built-up Areas. In delineated built-up areas, a minimum of 60% of all residential development occurring 
annually will be within these areas for each upper- and single-tier municipality (s.2.2.2(1)). Municipalities must 
include strategies to achieve the minimum target in delineated built-up areas and the scale, transition of built 
form, strategic growth areas, and complete communities must be identified. Infrastructure and public services 
that support intensification are also encouraged (s.2.2.2).  

Other areas of the Growth Plan referred to the intensification target (e.g. employment areas, housing, water and 
wastewater systems), but delineated built-up areas was the section that provided the most detail.  

The Greenbelt Plan, the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (ORMCP), and the Niagara Escarpment Plan 
(NEP) work together to identify where urbanization should not occur to protect the agricultural land, and 
ecological and hydrological features that make up the landscape in the region. All of these Plans were updated 
alongside the Growth Plan in 2017 (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017b). Intensification is referred to in some 
manner within each of these Plans.  

Greenbelt Plan (2017): 
The Greenbelt Plan was approved under the Greenbelt Act, 2005 and forms the cornerstone of the Growth Plan. 
The Greenbelt Plan, the ORMCP and the NEP overlap, with the Greenbelt Plan referring to lands that build upon 
the ecological protections outlined in the ORMCP and the NEP. The Greenbelt Plan protects against any 
fragmentation or loss of the agricultural land and permanently protects natural heritage and water resource 
systems in the Greenbelt (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017b) (Figure 1). Limited growth is allowed in 
Hamlets within the Greenbelt, mostly through infill and intensification (s.3.4.4). For any settlement areas 
outside of the Greenbelt that are in the Protected Countryside, they are not permitted to expand into the 
Greenbelt (s.3.4.2(1)).  

ORMCP (2017): 
The ORMCP was updated in 2017 and is key to the province’s promotion of Smart Growth. The Oak Ridges 
Moraine is divided into four land use designations through this plan, 8% of which is designated as Settlement 
Areas, and the remaining divided amongst the land use designations of Natural Core Areas, Natural Linkage 
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Areas, and Countryside Areas. The Plan seeks to protect natural heritage features by restricting development and 
other uses in or near key features or sensitive features as identified in the ORMCP. The Settlement Areas within 
the Oak Ridges Moraine are contained and must minimize any impact or encroachment on the various features 
and functions under the Plan’s protection. Intensification, redevelopment, and transit-supportive densities are all 
promoted within Settlement Areas (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017c, s.18).  

NEP (2017): 
The NEP was approved in 2017 and protects the geological features of the Niagara Escarpment. The Niagara 
Escarpment and the NEP connect and compliment the natural systems protected by the ORMCP and the 
Greenbelt Plan. The NEP seeks to direct growth away from the Escarpment Natural Areas and Escarpment 
Protection Areas in a manner that is logical and causes the least possible disruption and damage to the 
environment and agriculture (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017d, s.1.6.1(6)).  

It should be noted that the Greenbelt Plan, the ORMCP, and the NEP do not apply to all areas within the selected 
municipalities; however, the policies within these documents may have external connections that municipalities 
must acknowledge and protect (e.g. water systems) (City of Mississauga, 2018, s.2.1.5).  

Municipal Tiers: 
During the review of the Provincial documents, the roles and responsibilities of the different levels of municipal 
government was also clarified. As Research Question 3 (below), focuses on the potential affect municipal tiers 
may have on intensification policy, a brief summary has been provided to define the roles and responsibilities of 
each tier. 

What role does tiering in the municipal planning process play in implementing intensification (e.g. upper-tier, 
lower-tier versus single-tier)? 

  
In Ontario, three types of municipalities exist: regional/upper-tier, lower-tier, and single-tier. An upper-tier 
municipality and several lower-tier municipalities make up a two-tier municipal structure, whereas a single-tier 
municipality does not form part of either an upper- or lower-tier municipality (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing, 2014; The Neptis Foundation, 2014b).  

Generally, the official plans for upper-tier municipalities are broad and includes responsibilities such as 
highways and public utilities. Through the official plans of regional municipalities, the responsibilities of the 
lower-tier municipalities are outlined without restricting their ability to implement their own policy. The official 
plans of lower-tier municipalities must not conflict with their respective regional official plan (Planning Act, s.
27(4)). Upper-tier municipalities also assume responsibility and authority over lower-tier municipalities in 
planning functions (Planning Act, s.15(a)). 

Single-tier municipalities have more freedom to determine the land use planning regulations, so long as they 
adhere to the Provincial legislation, responsibilities, and power. For example, single-tier municipalities are 
required to include policies identifying the minimum densities, number of residents, and jobs in major transit 
station areas (Municipal Act, s.11(3)).  

Within these three types of municipalities, the responsibilities and powers vary and may dictate the strength of 
the intensification policy, especially if there is a lack of coordination between tiers. 
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2.4 Other documents 
The Neptis Foundation, a nonpartisan group that posts research on urban regions, published a report in 2006 that 
focused on the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. The study found that the objectives of the 
Growth Plan were too difficult to achieve. The four areas of growth that were considered flawed or unachievable 
were intensification, urban growth centres, greenfield development, and growth projections.  

According to the study, the target (40% new residential development) was unable to distinguish between 
ineffective and effective urban intensification, and further steps and measures should be considered in order to 
match the desired Growth Plan outcomes. The report suggested measuring the policy outcomes for all types of 
development and monitoring the land available and able to accommodate intensification. This was an 
enlightening study, but the research focuses predominately on the Growth Plan objectives and a Provincial 
Government perspective (The Neptis Foundation, 2006). The research in this report focuses on the policies and 
perspectives of the municipalities that are affected by the Growth Plan and refers to the updated Growth Plan.  

In 2013, the Neptis Foundation also published a study of the Growth Plan to determine whether the adoption of 
the Plan’s targets had any meaningful impact on the growth of the region and whether it discouraged urban 
sprawl. The study looked at the intensification rate and the designated greenfield area density target in the study 
area, and the Official Plans from 110 municipalities (upper-, lower-, and single-tier) (The Neptis Foundation, 
2013). While this study looks at whether the Growth Plan has succeeded before its ten-year review, this report 
evaluates the official plans of a smaller selection of municipalities and seeks to determine how to better 
formulate urban intensification policy. 

2.5 Findings 
Overall, the literature on intensification determined how this research is different and how to shape the 
intensification policy evaluation. The literature took a very critical, and at times philosophical view of 
intensification. The literature focused primarily on the sustainability of intensification and this was typically 
addressed in literature that focused on sustainable development. The literature reinforced the concept that 
intensification is complex and multi-dimensional. Intensification was also criticized for not being properly 
researched or integrated into either local policy before its implementation.  

An issue that was found through the literature review was the lack of Canadian studies, especially Ontario 
examples. Hamilton, Ontario was involved in a study (Behan, Maoh, & Kanaroglou, 2008), and Toronto, 
Ontario was part of a city comparison with Sydney, Australia (Searle & Filion, 2011); however, there are not 
many intensification case studies or policy analyses in Ontario. Grey literature from the Neptis Foundation was 
one of the few sources for Ontario intensification studies, especially in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. However, 
even this was limited due to its focus on the Growth Plan before its update in 2017. Some literature also focused 
on more specific elements of intensification, such as brownfield redevelopment (Hayek, Arku, & Gilliland, 
2010).  

The grey literature on the various policies in place in Ontario, especially in the Greater Golden Horseshoe was 
essential to determining what is mandatory planning and intensification policy versus what is considered 
‘balanced’ intensification policy (Jenks, Burton, & Williams, 1996). It was necessary to gather this information 
to develop a proper set of intensification criteria that would represent a realistic and environmentally viable 
outcome. There was an overlap between the characteristics and requirements of intensification in the Growth 
Plan with the literature. This includes minimum targets, the efficient use of land, prioritizing intensification in 
strategic growth areas, effective transit, and active transportation (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a). 

The literature also indicates that analyzing intensification policy for its strengths and weaknesses is not new; 
however, Williams (1999) analyzed urban intensification policy for an entire country and Dupuis and Dixon 
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(2002) focused on one city. This report will be different as the study area will include several municipalities 
from different tiers.  

It was suggested that town cramming should be avoided, in which case maximum targets or capacities should be 
considered to limit urban development and possible negative repercussions on both the environment and 
livability (Jenks, Burton, & Williams, 1996; de Roo, & Miller, 2000). The literature also highlighted that 
intensification is not applicable everywhere and that it should be strategic (Jenks, Williams, & Burton, 2000, p.
19). The livability of urban areas must be considered when outlining the intensification policy so not only is the 
environment protected and enhanced, but the human environment is protected and enhanced too. 

The literature review and review of government documents provided information to develop the intensification 
evaluation framework and criteria discussed at length in the Methods chapter (Chapter 3).  

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !12



3.0 Methodology 
The following sections highlight: i. methods used in plan evaluation in previous studies, and ii. the steps used in 
this research to evaluate official plans and their intensification policies in the Greater Golden Horseshoe.  

3.1 Methods used in Plan Evaluation in Previous Studies 

Content Analysis and Scoring 
Both content analysis and scoring schemes are used in plan evaluation. Content analysis is used to draw 
conclusions from the text that are valid and replicable (Stevens, Lyles, & Berke, 2014). It should be noted that 
the scores assigned to the content contain a certain amount of error (Stevens, Lyles, & Berke, 2014). 

Category scores are commonly used to indicate whether the items are present within a plan in each category or 
in the entire plan (Stevens, 2013). The sum of each category score is added together to equal the overall plan 
quality score. Warnings about comparing plans using a comparative overall plan quality score were presented in 
Stevens’s (2013) article titled Evaluating the Quality of Official Community Plans in Southern British Columbia. 
Stevens argues that it is more useful to examine the category scores and the individual scores for each item 
rather than to seek plan quality insight from an overall score. This was taken into consideration for the 
evaluation of the official plans. While an overall score was assigned, the individual intensification criteria or 
category scores were individually assessed. In another paper, Stevens, Lyles, & Berke also referred to employing 
two or more coders to assign scores to the items. This was suggested in order for coders to compare and contrast 
scores and reduce the potential for bias (2014). This is a limitation of this report as there is only one researcher 
to conduct the evaluation. While the scoring system and plan components were altered to mitigate bias, there is 
still potential for bias.   

Multiple Criteria 
Baker et al.’s (2012) evaluation of local climate adaptation plans used more qualitative methods than other 
studies, but a scoring system was also used. In this study, multiple criteria were assessed against five plan 
components and were rated based on how well they were reflected with respect to each of the five plan 
components. This particular study had a total of eight criteria, and with the highest possible score of four (scale 
of 0 to 4), the highest possible score in each category was 32. The study used this quantitative coding system in 
its qualitative research and did not use statistical testing to test for reliability (2012).  

The Baker et al. study was used as a template for the design of the evaluation framework used in this study; 
however, it was not be directly applied to this report due to the topic (climate change), use of multilevel scores 
(0 to 4), and the time consuming nature of this type of evaluation. The researchers customized the evaluation to 
climate change and based its outcome criteria on this topic. The multilevel scoring system was used in the 
pretest for this report, but the subjective nature and time consuming nature of the task resulted in the adoption of 
a simplified scoring system, in this case, Stevens’s binary coding system (Stevens, 2013). Assigning a code on 
such a large scale (0 to 4) was difficult to justify in some cases, especially without other researchers to double-
check the validity. The multilevel scale also proved to be extremely time consuming. Despite this, cross-
checking the criteria against the plan quality components and a scoring system were maintained in the 
evaluation framework developed for this report.   

Test Cities or Pretests 
In an evaluation of Official Community Plans in British Columbia, the draft protocol (evaluation framework) 
was pretested. The individuals involved in the pretest each independently tested the draft protocol on five 
municipalities in British Columbia that were outside of the study. As the pretests progressed, the protocol was 
adjusted (Stevens, 2013). A similar method was used in this report where the official plans of municipalities 

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !13



outside of the municipal sample were evaluated. After each pretest, the evaluation framework was adjusted for 
the intensification policy evaluation. The pretests in Stevens’s study (2013) relied on quantitative methods and 
the pooled scores of several members, which was not possible in this report.  

An issue that was found early in the review of the evaluation literature was the quantitative nature of most of the 
policy evaluations, as well as the team dynamic that was used to assign scores during the evaluation (Baker, et 
al., 2012; Stevens, 2013; Stevens, Lyles, & Berke, 2014). This report relies on qualitative methods; however, 
based on the policy evaluation literature, quantitative scoring was integrated into the policy evaluation (see 
section 3.5 below).  

The main takeaways from the literature on plan evaluation was the need to include plan quality components 
such as objectives and goals, topic specific criteria (i.e. intensification criteria), and a scoring system. The 
literature also confirmed that topics similar to intensification have been and can be evaluated. While not all 
elements of previous evaluation studies can be used for this report, their methodology was useful to understand 
the key components to a plan evaluation. From Baker et al.’s (2012) study specifically, analyzing each of the 
intensification criteria against plan components was maintained to evaluate how well each criteria was reflected 
in the plan components. This would determine the quality of the intensification policy in the official plans. 
Content analysis would also be used, as well as a series of pretests to adjust the evaluation framework. 

3.2 Plan Evaluation Methods/Steps in Research

Review of Academic and Grey Literature
The review of academic and grey literature provided background information on intensification and also 
provided valuable insight on past studies and research on intensification. The literature review, including the 
review of provincial policies, informed the development of an evaluation framework with intensification criteria 
to be applied to the selected GGH Official Plans (see Table 2). The key elements of an evaluation framework 
were identified (e.g. plan quality components, criteria, scoring system, content analysis, pretests), as were the 
potential limitations of the evaluation framework (e.g. time, cross-check scores, bias). In addition to this, the key 
words related to intensification and the intensification criteria were recorded for later use in the content analysis 
(Table 1).  

TABLE 1: INTENSIFICATION CRITERIA KEY WORDS 

Criteria Key Search Words

C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification • Urban Growth Centre 
• Transit nodes 
• Corridors 
• Intensification Areas 
• Designated 

C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations • Natural hazard 
• Human hazard 
• Man made hazard 
• Conflicting use

C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged • Transit  
• Active transportation

C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability 
promoted

• Connectivity 
• Walkability 
• Pedestrian Oriented 

Criteria
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Review of Relevant Legislation and Policy Documents in GGH 
The main Provincial legislation and policy documents that affect the stratified sample of municipalities were 
reviewed (see Chapter 2 section 2.3). The documents were first reviewed by completing a manifest analysis in 
which the key words ‘intensification’, ‘intensify’, and ‘compact’ were used to search the surface of the 
documents. The sections where these words were located were then read in depth for context (Cope, 2016). The 
sections of these documents that referred specifically to land use planning were also reviewed to ensure that 
information was not missed. The purpose of reviewing these documents was to determine the relevant planning 
and intensification specific policies that are required in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. This review also assisted 
in the development of the evaluation criteria. 

C5: Mixed-uses encouraged • Mixed-use

C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, 
enhanced, and integrated

• Open space 
• Green space 
• Public space 
• Green/greenbelt 
• Conserve 
• Preserve

C7: Intensification forms properly integrated • Brownfield 
• Infill 
• Redevelopment 
• Urban regeneration  
• Conversion  
• Expansion  
• Greyfield

C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area 
(infrastructure)

• Coordinate 
• Compatible 

C9: Design features of local area properly integrated 
(sensitive design)

• Design

C10: Minimum target • Target 
• Minimum

C11: Maximum target • Target 
• Maximum

C12: Hard and soft infrastructure maximized and 
functional

• Services 
• Facilities  
• Water  
• Wastewater 
• Municipal services  
• Infrastructure 

GENERAL COMPONENTS • Public Participation/Engagement: engagement, 
consultation, consult, participation. 

• Implementation and Monitoring: implement(ation), 
monitor(ing) 

• Inter-Organizational Coordination: coordination

Key Search WordsCriteria
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Test Cities 
The evaluation framework (i.e. plan quality components, criteria, scoring system, content analysis) underwent a 
series of pretests using cities outside of the selected municipalities to ensure the framework was functional and 
applicable to Ontario municipalities, and to adjust the framework wherever necessary (Stevens, 2013). The test 
cities selected for the pretests are all located within Ontario (to test applicability) and were confirmed before 
pretesting to have an intensification initiative within their official plans.  

The first test city was London, Ontario. This municipality was selected for the pretest because its updated 
official plan focuses on intensifying the city (City of London, 2016). Although London is outside of the Greater 
Golden Horseshoe, its new city-wide initiative to intensify was considered valuable when pretesting because the 
plan components, scoring, key words, and criteria could be adjusted based on a plan focused on intensification. 
London is also similar to municipalities located in the Greater Golden Horseshoe because of its mix of urban, 
natural systems, and agricultural land. As a mid-sized city with a population 383,437 in the year 2016 (Statistics 
Canada, 2016), it falls within the population range of some of the lower- and single-tier municipalities in the 
case studies.  

The second test city was Guelph, Ontario. This municipality was selected for the pretest because it is within the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe and must adhere to similar Provincial policies as the case studies. Guelph’s official 
plan focuses on creating a complete community and its policies are informed by this initiative (City of Guelph, 
2018). With a population of 131,794 in 2016 (Statistics Canada, 2016), it falls within the lower population range 
of the selected municipalities.   

After conducting the pretests on London and Guelph, the intensification criteria was narrowed down to 12 
criteria; the plan components were adjusted to include Plan Component 6: Maps, Tables, Diagrams; the scoring 
system was altered to a binary coding system based on Stevens’s study (2013); key search words were selected; 
and general components was separated from the main evaluation.  

Evaluation of Official Plans 
The official plans were first analyzed using a manifest analysis, then a latent analysis. The key word 
‘intensification’ was used to search the documents, then those sections were read for context. Any intensification 
criteria found in these sections were evaluated. This involved cross-checking the criteria against the plan 
components to determine how well each criteria was reflected in the official plans, thereby confirming areas of 
weakness or strength with respect to intensification policy. For example, each of the 12 intensification criteria 
would be assessed based on the six plan components (Evidence, Objectives, Policy (Level I), Policy (Level II), 
Background Information, Diagrams), and assigned a score. The comprehensiveness of the intensification policy 
would be reflected in the number of plan components addressed for each intensification criteria.  

If the word search using ‘intensification’ did not yield sections where certain criteria were present, individual 
word searches using the key words compiled during the Literature Review and pretests (Table 1) were used and 
the sections were read for context. If any applicable intensification criteria was present, it was then evaluated. 
This was done to minimize the risk of missing criteria.  

Evaluating the intensification criteria against plan components not only indicated the strengths and weaknesses 
of each municipality’s official plan, but it allowed for an assessment of the quality of the intensification policy 
and how well it was incorporated in the official plan (Stevens, 2013; Stevens, Lyles, & Berke, 2014).  

In a secondary step, the general components were each evaluated against the official plans. ‘Intensification’ was 
used to search to document, or the key words for the general components were used if the first search did not 
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yield any results. Once the search words were located, the section was read for context. This evaluation would 
indicate how well intensification was reflected in more general planning components (e.g. public participation).  

Plan Components 
As discussed above and in the Literature Review (Chapter 2), plan quality components or plan components were 
integral to evaluations. Each study found through the Literature Review had their own set of plan components 
and while this report drew inspiration from these studies, the final set of plan components used in the policy 
evaluation was finalized based on the pretests. 

1. Evidence: 
It was found after the pretests that not all intensification criteria was present within official plans. It was 
important to identify which intensification criteria were only mentioned for analysis and discussion purposes.  
   
2. Goals and Objectives: 
This plan component was included in the evaluation framework after the Literature Review and pretests. 
Objectives and goals are mandatory within official plans (Planning Act, s.16). The objectives and goals identify 
where the municipality aims to be in the future and considers local values. For this evaluation framework, the 
goals and objectives should be intensification specific. It is beneficial if this component has clear, measurable 
objectives or targets to serve as a gauge for success (Stevens, 2013).  

3. Policy (Level I) and,  
4. Policy (Level II): 
Originally, Policy was one plan component; however, after the pretests and adjusting the scoring system from a 
multilevel system to a binary scoring or coding system (discussed below), it became necessary to have a two-
tiered policy component. It was found that because policy is required in Ontario official plans, some criteria was 
included in the policy, but it was general policy that combined criteria. Detailed information for each criteria 
was not always present (e.g. location, timing, type), which complicated the scoring of the policy. Also, if certain 
criteria was not found using the first search with the key word ‘intensification’, the criteria may have been found 
within other policy statements not always related to intensification. Based on these findings from the pretests, 
the policy component was divided into two components.  

Policy (Level I) refers to broad policy statements which tend to include the intensification criteria in a broad 
policy statement, or listed as a requirement in association with another intensification policy (i.e. complete 
communities). Policy (Level II) refers to policy statements where intensification criteria is clearly specified and 
detailed (e.g. density, type, uses permitted). This separation also revealed which criteria did have policy, but 
requires more specifications (i.e. local application). Criteria that had Policy (Level II) were also awarded a point 
for Policy (Level I).   

5. Background Information: 
Some form of information base or fact base was found within the evaluation literature. This component was 
used to evaluate how well municipalities researched the intensification criteria in a local context. Background 
information on the current context, the future aims of the community, and research (e.g. population forecasting, 
environmental assessments) were considered valuable to better understand how the intensification criteria and 
policy could affect the municipality.  

6. Maps, Tables, Diagrams: 
This was not explicitly included in the majority of evaluation literature; however, visual aids, representations, 
and clear indicators of how the intensification criteria would be implemented and/or affect the city was 
considered important after the pretests. The City of London’s official plan devoted areas of the Plan to mobility 
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frameworks, growth forecasts, and other maps, tables, and figures to reinforce its policies (City of London, 
2016).  

The purpose of using plan components in the evaluation framework was to test the comprehensiveness of a 
municipality’s intensification policy. Each urban intensification criteria was evaluated against each plan 
component to determine the intensification policy’s comprehensiveness in the official plans.  

Intensification Criteria 
The intensification criteria was developed through the Literature Review. Based on the critiques, issues, studies, 
and themes found in the literature, 12 urban intensification criteria were outlined and included in the evaluation 
framework as the written protocol (Table 2). The criteria attempts to balance environmental features, 
characteristics, and elements of efficient and effective intensification policy with other dimensions to ensure a 
municipality is livable (i.e. social, economic, health) (de Roo, & Miller, 2000). The intensification criteria were 
used to assess the desirable features of intensification and determine the extent to which the official plans 
contain these desirable features. A score was assigned to each criteria to indicate how well that item was 
represented in the official plan. 

TABLE 2: INTENSIFICATION CRITERIA 

Criteria Description

C1: Strategic areas 
selected for intensification

Strategic areas are selected for urban intensification. This indicates that the municipality 
has carefully considered where intensification should take place (e.g. Downtowns).

C2: Avoid conflicting and 
harmful locations

Avoid conflicting uses and harmful locations (natural and man-made hazards). 
Intensifying an area does not put people or the environment at risk and uses that may 
conflict (e.g. housing and industry) are not in similar locations. This is not to be confused 
with C1 as specific locations or uses within the strategic areas are avoided to ensure 
safety. 

C3: Public Transit/Active 
Transportation 

encouraged

Transit connections, networks, and/or systems are encouraged to limit traffic congestion, 
generation, and auto dependence. Active transportation is also encouraged. 

C4: Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 

walkability promoted

The intensification in the urban area allows and promotes connectivity, accessibility, and 
walkability. 

C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

Mixed-uses are encouraged. This includes a mix of housing, retail, etc. 

C6: Green spaces and 
open spaces preserved, 

enhanced, and integrated

Intensification will not degrade or reduce open spaces, green spaces, greenbelts, (prime) 
agriculture, cultural heritage, and natural heritage. 

C7: Intensification forms 
properly integrated

All or some intensification types (listed below) are properly integrated in existing urban/
settlement areas: 

Brownfield redevelopment; 
Infill development; 
Redevelopment; 
Development of vacant/underutilized sites; 
Conversion or expansion of residential/institutional buildings; and/or, 
Greyfield.

Criteria

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !18



General Components 
In the Literature Review, components such as public engagement were considered necessary to create effective 
and efficient intensification policy and for its proper implementation ((Snashall, 2000, p.185-186). The 
components in Table 3 were initially part of the main plan components; however, after the pretests, they were 
removed and included as their own section or separate evaluation. It was found that it is difficult to properly 
evaluate these plan components against each criteria. After the pretests, the general components were separated 
and evaluated against sections in the documents where the term ‘intensification’ was located. This general 
assessment still allowed for an evaluation of intensification policy against plan quality components, but in a 
broader sense. It is worth emphasizing that the general components are not evaluated against the intensification 
criteria, but the official plan document is analyzed to determine whether these components are present with 
specific reference to intensification.  

TABLE 3: GENERAL COMPONENTS 

C8: Intensification 
coordinates/compliments 

area (infrastructure)

The infrastructure, buildings, etc. coordinates with the area (e.g. height, shadow, setback).

C9: Design features of 
local area properly 

integrated (sensitive 
design)

The design and local characteristics of the area should be integrated, especially if historic 
or cultural elements/features are present in the area. 

C10: Minimum target As stipulated in the Growth Plan (2017), a minimum target is assigned to intensification.

C11: Maximum target The intensification of an area has a maximum target or intensification cap. This is done to 
avoid town cramming or the over saturation of infrastructure, services, and other land uses 
in the area. 

C12: Hard and soft 
infrastructure maximized 

and functional

The existing and/or approved area(s) for intensification has the service capacity (i.e. 
water, wastewater) and the ability to accommodate additional services such as community 
facilities, institutions, and employment. 

DescriptionCriteria

Component Description

Public Participation/
Engagement

Each municipality should consider additional policies that require public consultation for 
matters that relate to intensification. 

Implementation and 
Monitoring

Both implementation and monitoring are common elements in official plans. In this case, 
implementation and monitoring related to intensification should be present in official plans. 
This may include steps, guidelines, monitoring agencies, timelines, etc. 

Organization and 
Presentation

Is intensification policy spread throughout the document? Is it clear which section refers to 
intensification? The readability, interpretability, and organization were taken into 
consideration.

Inter-organizational 
Coordination

While an official plan applies to a specific municipality and area, for the successful 
implementation of its intensification policy, a cross-boundary, multi-level approach is taken. 
Departments outside of the planning department, entities, jurisdictions, and levels of 
government may be involved.     
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3.3 Evaluation Framework and Scoring System 
During the evaluation of each official plan, a score sheet was used that featured the evaluation framework 
adopted for this report (Appendix A). The evaluation process was similar to a check-list where each 
intensification criteria (Table 2) was individually assessed against all six plan components (above), and assigned 
a score. A higher total criterion score was possible as more plan components were identified. It was important to 
cross-check each intensification criteria against the six plan components as this would indicate how strategic, 
comprehensive, and effective the intensification policy was for the municipality. It would also determine the 
areas of strength and weakness in the municipality’s intensification policy.  

Each intensification criteria was assessed against all six plan components and assigned a score. For all other plan 
components, a score of 0 was assigned if the intensification criteria did not appear in the official plan under a 
plan component. For example, if there was no evidence of the criteria in the official plan, a score of 0 was 
assigned under Evidence. Should a criterion not be evident in a plan, all other components were assigned a score 
of 0 and resulted in a criterion score of 0. If there was evidence of a criterion, a score of 1 was assigned under 
Evidence. This continued until all criteria were evaluated. 

Although a multilevel scoring system such as Baker et al.’s was initially used in the pretests, Stevens’s binary 
scoring system was adopted instead (Stevens, 2013). For this report, a score of 0 indicates that the plan 
component was not present for a criterion, and a score of 1 indicates that the plan component was present for a 
criterion. 

This process would continue for all intensification criteria until they were checked against each plan component. 
A total of 6 points was possible for each criteria and an overall total score of 72 was possible for each official 
plan (6 total points possible per criterion ✖  12 criteria = 72 points overall).  

To assess the areas of strength and weakness in the official plans, scores within the range of 0 to 3 were 
considered ‘weak’, whereas scores within the range of 4 to 6 were considered ‘strong’. This was based on the 
scoring system in Baker et al.’s study and adjusted based on the pretests. It should be noted that scores for a 
criterion can include any combination of plan components and vary for each municipality and each criteria. For 
example, the plan components Evidence, Goals and Objectives, and Background Information could be a 
combination for a criterion.   

The scoring of the general components used a binary score in the pretests, but it was adjusted. The scoring is 
similar to a binary score, where if the general components were included in the plan without reference to 
intensification, a score of 0 was assigned. If the general components were included in the plan with specific 
reference to intensification, a score of 1 was assigned. An adjustment was made to include a score of 0.5 to 
indicate whether the general component included a vague reference to intensification. The total sum of the 
general components was not calculated, as this evaluation was simplified to determine whether intensification in 
these general components was clearly described and present. 

3.4 Case Study Analyses 
Once the evaluation was completed, the results were used to select municipalities for further analysis. 
Municipalities were selected either for high total scores, or for unique intensification policies. The intent of the 
case study analysis was to identify best practices in intensification policy, and to explore the official plans in 
more detail. The municipalities selected were Peel Region, Mississauga, Toronto, and Barrie.  

The official plans of these municipalities were read in detail, with special attention paid to the intensification 
sections and/or chapters of these plans. The intensification policies that were considered unique or strong were 
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highlighted and discussed in the analysis. The intensification policies were also compared to policies of other 
municipalities, further explored, or emphasized. 

3.5 Limitations 
This is a simplified version of the evaluation and scoring systems discussed in the various plan evaluation 
literature. This version was also developed because of the time-consuming nature of the multi-scale scoring 
systems, as well as the potential for bias by assigning a specific value to each intensification criteria and plan 
component. That is not to say that this scoring system and evaluation framework is without bias. Without 
partners to deliberate with or cross-check the final scores, there is a potential for bias, missing information, and 
reliability. Some of these limitations were addressed by attempting to refine the evaluation framework in the 
pretests.  
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4.0 Results  

The official plans of each of the selected municipalities (Halton Region, Peel Region, York Region, Durham, 
Burlington, Mississauga, Markham, Whitby, Toronto, and Barrie) were evaluated based on the evaluation 
criteria presented in Chapter 3. The municipality name, population, and plan information are outlined in Table 4.  

TABLE 4: MUNICIPAL OFFICIAL PLANS 

4.1 Official Plan - Intensification Evaluation  
The evaluation framework described in Chapter 3 was used to assess the official plans of the ten municipalities 
(Table 4). This evaluation specifically addressed the intensification policy within the official plans. The final 
total scores for each municipality are summarized in Table 5 and the final ranking is listed below. For the 
summary of evaluation results, please refer to Appendix B and for each municipality’s individual scoring sheet, 
please refer to Appendix C. The quality of the intensification policy was assessed by scoring how well the item, 
or each criteria, was reflected against each plan component. The official plans showed different levels of 
comprehensiveness with regard to their intensification policies. A perfect score (72) was not achieved by any of 
the municipalities. 

1. Mississauga 
2. Toronto 
3. Markham 
4. Whitby(tied) 
4. Barrie (tied) 

5. Burlington 
6. Peel Region 
7. York Region 
8. Durham Region 
9. Halton Region  

Municipality Population 
(2016)

Plan Name Plan Status

Regional Municipality of 
Halton

548,435 Halton Region Official Plan (2009) Interim Office 
Consolidation (Sept. 2015)

Regional Municipality of 
Peel

1,381,739 Region of Peel Official Plan Office Consolidation 
(December 2016)

Regional Municipality of 
York

1,109,909 York Region Official Plan Office Consolidation (April 
2016)

Regional Municipality of 
Durham

645,862 Durham Regional Official Plan Office Consolidation (May, 
2017)

City of Burlington 183,314 Official Plan of the Burlington 
Planning Area

Office Consolidation (Oct. 
2017)

City of Mississauga 721,599 Mississauga Official Plan Office Consolidation 
(March 2018)

City of Markham 328,966 Planning Markham’s Future: City of 
Markham Official Plan 

Office Consolidation (April 
2017)

Town of Whitby 128,307 The Whitby Official Plan Consolidation (2016)

City of Toronto 2,731,571 Toronto Official Plan Consolidation (June 2015)

City of Barrie 145,614 The City of Barrie Official Plan Office Consolidation (Jan. 
2017)
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TABLE 5: EVALUATION SCORES 

Municipalities Score

Halton 34

Peel 41

York 37

Durham 36

Burlington 45

Mississauga 63

Markham 52

Whitby 46

Toronto 55

Barrie 46

Total possible score 
= 72
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The results for each municipality are presented as follows: 

Regional Municipality of Halton: 
The Regional Municipality of Halton scored a total overall score of 34 out of 72 and ranked 9th. Halton 
performed well with intensification policy related to C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public 
Transit/Active Transportation encouraged, and C10: Minimum target, scoring a 4 or 5 for these criteria (see 
Table 6). Halton performed poorly with intensification policy in the remaining criteria, with the weakest criteria 
scoring 0 and 1 for C11: Maximum target and C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations respectively. The 
majority of criteria was found in a section of the Plan which referred to the required policy in Area Specific 
Plans. Halton’s Plan showed no additional evidence of intensification related Public Participation/Engagement 
(0) and the Plan somewhat organized intensification policy (0.5), but Halton performed well in Implementation 
and Monitoring (1), and Inter-organizational Coordination (1).  

TABLE 6: HALTON REGION RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

3 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

3 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

1 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

3 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

4 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

3 C11: Maximum 
target

0 Organization 
and Presentation

0.5

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

3 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

2 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

1
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Regional Municipality of Peel: 
The Regional Municipality of Peel scored a total overall score of 41 out of 72 and ranked 6th. Peel performed 
well with intensification policy related to C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public Transit/
Active Transportation encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated, C7: 
Intensification forms properly integrated, C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area, C10: Minimum 
target, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure, scoring between 4 and 6 in these criteria (see Table 7). Peel 
received a score of 6 for C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, as all of the plan components were 
present in relation to this criterion. The remaining criteria had weaker scores ranging from 0 to 3. Similar to 
Halton, there was no evidence of C11: Maximum target in the Plan. Peel’s performance was strong in all general 
components except Public Participation/Engagement. For more information about intensification policy in Peel, 
please refer to Chapter 5 section 5.1. 

TABLE 7: PEEL REGION RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

6 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

3 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

2 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0.5

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

1 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

5 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

5 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

4 C11: Maximum 
target

0 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

4 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

1
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Regional Municipality of York: 
The Regional Municipality of York scored a total overall score of 37 out of 72 and ranked 7th. York performed 
well with intensification policy related to C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C6: Green spaces and 
open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated, C10: Minimum target, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure, 
either scoring a 4 or 5 (see Table 8). The remaining criteria had weaker scores ranging from 0 to 3. The criteria 
that scored 0 and 1 were C11: Maximum target and C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations, respectively. 
The highest scoring criteria, C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification and C10: Minimum target, received 
a score of 5. York’s Plan received a score of 5 for C10: Minimum target because it contained policy for 
minimum housing supply/development targets in designated areas through intensification and redevelopment. 
Facts and information about York Region housing and development were also found (Region of York, 2016, s.
3.5.3a). York performed well in all general components except Public Participation/Engagement as the Plan 
indicated that the region would only raise awareness about the benefits of intensification (s.5.3.12).  

TABLE 8: YORK REGION RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

3 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

3 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0.5

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

1 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

4 C10: Minimum 
target

5 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

3 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

3 C11: Maximum 
target

0 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

3 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

1
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Regional Municipality of Durham: 
The Regional Municipality of Durham scored a total overall score of 36 out of 72 and ranked 8th. Durham 
performed well with intensification policy related to C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public 
Transit/Active Transportation encouraged, C5: Mixed-uses encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open spaces 
preserved, enhanced, and integrated, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure, either scoring a 4 or 5 (see Table 
9). The remaining criteria had weaker scores between 0 and 3, with C11: Maximum target receiving the lowest 
score (0). Some Maps, Tables, and Diagrams were included for C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation 
encouraged, but there was no relevant figures for the remaining criteria. Durham performed well in 
Implementation and Monitoring, but did not perform very well in the remaining general components.  

TABLE 9: DURHAM REGION RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

4 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

4 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

3 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

2 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

4 C10: Minimum 
target

3 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

5 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

2 C11: Maximum 
target

0 Organization 
and Presentation

0.5

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

2 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0
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Burlington: 
Burlington scored a total overall score of 45 out of 72 and ranked 5th. Burlington performed well with 
intensification policy related to C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C2: Avoid conflicting and 
harmful locations, C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged, C5: Mixed-uses encouraged, C7: 
Intensification forms properly integrated, C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area, and C12: Hard and 
soft infrastructure, scoring either a 4 or 5 (see Table 10). The remaining criteria all received a score of 3. 
Burlington used Sustainable Development principles to guide its vision and policy, and several principles 
overlapped with the intensification criteria (City of Burlington, 2017). While the Plan included some 
background information, it was not criteria specific and points were lost. Burlington performed well in 
Implementation and Monitoring, but performed poorly in the other general components.  

TABLE 10: BURLINGTON RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

4 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

3 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

5 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

3 C10: Minimum 
target

3 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

4 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

4 C11: Maximum 
target

3 Organization 
and Presentation

0.5

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

4 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0.5
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Mississauga: 
Mississauga scored a total overall score of 63 out of 72 and ranked 1st. Mississauga performed well in all 
criteria except for C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations (see Table 11). The Plan contained some general 
policy for this criterion, but lacked detailed policy, facts, and visual representation. The remaining criteria had a 
score that ranged from 4 to 6. Mississauga received a score of 6 in several criteria, including C1: Strategic areas 
selected for intensification, C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open 
spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated, C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area, C9: Design, 
C10: Minimum target, and C11: Maximum target. This was primarily due to the clear policy direction outlined 
for each of the criteria and the inclusion of background information and some visual representation. Mississauga 
performed well in Organization and Presentation, but performed poorly in the other general components. For 
more information about this municipality and its intensification policy, please refer to Chapter 5 section 5.2.  

TABLE 11: MISSISSAUGA RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

6 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

5 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

6 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0.5

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

3 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

6 C10: Minimum 
target

6 Implementation 
and Monitoring

0.5

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

6 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

5 C11: Maximum 
target

6 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

4 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

6 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0.5
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Markham: 
Markham scored a total overall score of 52 out of 72 and ranked 3rd. Markham performed well with 
intensification policy in all criteria except C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability and C11: Maximum 
target, with scores of 3 and 2 respectively (see Table 12). The remaining criteria scored between 4 and 6. In 
Markham’s Plan, it was clear that the municipality strived to align its land use framework with sustainable 
community development (City of Markham, 2017), and provided detailed policy for the majority of the criteria. 
Scores of 6 were seen in C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public Transit/Active 
Transportation encouraged, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure. Markham performed well in all general 
components except Inter-organizational Coordination.  

TABLE 12: MARKHAM RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

6 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

4 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

4 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

1

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

4 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

5 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

6 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

4 C11: Maximum 
target

2 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

3 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

4 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

6 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0
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Whitby: 
Whitby scored a total overall score of 46 out of 72 and was tied for 4th with Barrie. Whitby performed well with 
intensification policy in all criteria except C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations, C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged, C7: Intensification forms properly integrated, and C11: Maximum target (see Table 13). The 
remaining criteria scored either a 4 or 5. Some of the policy was vague within this Plan (e.g. C6: Green spaces 
and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated), but the municipality referred to all criteria with a fairly 
strong degree of comprehensiveness. Whitby performed well in Implementation and Monitoring, but performed 
poorly in the remaining components.  

TABLE 13: WHITBY RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

3 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

4 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

0.5

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

3 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

4 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

4 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

3 C11: Maximum 
target

3 Organization 
and Presentation

0.5

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

4 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

4 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

5 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0
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Toronto: 
The City of Toronto scored a total overall score of 55 out of 72 and ranked 2nd. Toronto performed well in all 
criteria, by scoring either a 4 or 5 (see Table 14). Toronto performed well in all components except 
Implementation and Monitoring. For more information about this municipality and its intensification policy, 
please refer to Chapter 5 section 5.3.  

TABLE 14: TORONTO RESULTS 

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

5 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

4 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

1

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

5 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

5 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

0.5

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

5 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

4 C11: Maximum 
target

4 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

5 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

5 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

1
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Barrie: 
Barrie scored a total overall score of 46 out of 72 and was tied with Whitby for 4th. Barrie performed well with 
intensification policy in all criteria except C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations, C4: Connectivity, 
accessibility, and walkability, and C11: Maximum target, where scores of either 2 or 3 were assigned (see Table 
15). Barrie performed well in all general components except Inter-organizational Coordination. For more 
information about this municipality and its intensification policy, please refer to Chapter 5 section 5.4. 

TABLE 15: BARRIE RESULTS 

4.2 Overall Evaluation Results 
The criteria where municipalities did not perform well in the evaluation were those that scored between 0 and 3. 
Table 16 identifies the criteria where the majority of municipalities performed poorly (orange) and those that 
performed well (blue). The criteria with the lowest overall performance by municipalities are: C2: Avoid 
conflicting and harmful locations, C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability, C7: Intensification forms 
properly integrated, C9: Design, C11: Maximum target, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure. Despite the 
scores received by municipalities for C7: Intensification forms properly integrated, and C12: Hard and soft 
infrastructure, these were identified as criteria in need of improvement. This is explained in Section 6.1. The 
general components where the majority of municipalities performed poorly (orange) and where municipalities 
performed well (blue) are shown in Table 17. Appendix D includes summary Tables 1D and 2D for the weak and 
strong criteria, and Table 3D for the strong and weak general components.  

Criteria Score Criteria Score Criteria Score General 
Components

Status

C1: Strategic 
areas selected for 
intensification

5 C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

5 C9: Design 
features of local 
area properly 
integrated 
(sensitive design)

4 Public 
Participation/
Engagement

1

C2: Avoid 
conflicting and 
harmful 
locations

3 C6: Green 
spaces and open 
spaces 
preserved, 
enhanced, and 
integrated

4 C10: Minimum 
target

4 Implementation 
and Monitoring

1

C3: Public 
Transit/Active 
Transportation 
encouraged

5 C7: 
Intensification 
forms properly 
integrated

4 C11: Maximum 
target

2 Organization 
and Presentation

1

C4: 
Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 
walkability 
promoted

2 C8: 
Intensification 
coordinates/
compliments 
area 
(infrastructure)

4 C12: Hard and 
soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 
functional

4 Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

0.5
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TABLE 16: OVERALL CRITERIA RESULTS 

TABLE 17: OVERALL GENERAL COMPONENT RESULTS 

Intensification Policy Evaluation Results (Criteria)

C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification

C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations

C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged

C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability promoted

C5: Mixed-uses encouraged

C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated

C7: Intensification forms properly integrated

C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area (infrastructure)

C9: Design features of local area properly integrated (sensitive design)

C10: Minimum target

C11: Maximum target

C12: Hard and soft infrastructure maximized and functional 

Intensification Policy Evaluation Results (General Components)

Public Participation/Engagement

Implementation and Monitoring

Organization and Presentation

Inter-organizational Coordination
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5.0 Case Study Analyses 
Based on the scores from the policy evaluation and analysis, the highest scoring municipalities, as well as those 
with unique intensification policy were selected as case studies. These included the following municipalities: 
Regional Municipality of Peel, Mississauga, Toronto, and Barrie. The purpose of conducting specific case study 
analyses was to highlight notable intensification policy, practices, and strategies within the official plans. This 
also allowed for a comparison of different policies amongst the municipalities.  

5.1 The Regional Municipality of Peel 
The Regional Municipality of Peel is located between the Regional Municipalities of Halton and York and 
north-west of the City of Toronto. The municipality extends north into the Oak Ridges Moraine and the Niagara 
Escarpment. The region is made up of several lower-tier municipalities: the Town of Caledon, the City of 
Brampton, and the City of Mississauga (Figure 3).  

Figure 3: Map of the Region of Peel
Source: The Neptis Foundation. (2014). Upper-Tier/Single-Tier/Lower Municipalities. Retrieved from http://www.neptis.org/geoweb/

data-catalogue/upper-tiersingle-tierlower-municipalities. 
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Various areas of the Regional Municipality of Peel are affected by several Provincial documents and policies 
(listed below), in addition to its own official plan (Table 4). 

• Planning Act; 
• Municipal Act; 
• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; 
• Niagara Escarpment Plan; 

• Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan; 
• Greenbelt Plan,  
• Lake Simcoe Protection Plan; and, 
• Parkway Belt West Plan.     

In the intensification policy evaluation, the Region of Peel was the highest scoring regional municipality and the 
sixth highest overall with a total score of 41 out of 72. Peel scored highest in C1: Strategic areas selected for 
intensification, and lowest in C11: Maximum target. The scores for each criteria in this municipality ranged from 
0 to 6, with a score of 4 occurring the most (C7: Intensification forms properly integrated, C8: Intensification 
coordinates/compliments area, C10: Minimum target, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure) (see Table 7).  

All of the general components referred to intensification and performed well (1), with the exception of Public 
Participation/Engagement. Public Participation/Engagement was vague (0.5) because of the policy that stated 
the region work with area municipalities to educate the public about residential intensification and compact 
housing development (Region of Peel, 2016, s.5.8.2.11). There was no clear policy or indicator that suggested 
public consultation or other forms of engagement (e.g. workshops, surveys) would be implemented in relation to 
intensification.   

Several of Peel’s intensification policies referred to specific lower-tier or local municipalities and directed how 
they should move forward with their own intensification policy. For example, under section 5.3.3.2.5, area 
municipalities are required to identify the appropriate locations of intensification corridors and other 
intensification areas. Section 5.3.2.6 of the Plan also directed area municipalities to include certain policies 
within their official plans for transit-supportive opportunities related to intensification. 

Another element that was included in Peel’s official plan was a section on intensification incentives. The 
incentives that were highlighted related to upgrading and improving regional services and infrastructure in the 
identified intensification areas, collaborating with other municipalities and levels of government to promote 
intensification areas and intensification practices, and supporting affordable housing in intensification areas (s.
7.6.2.28).  

5.2 Mississauga 
The City of Mississauga is a lower-tier municipality located in the Regional Municipality of Peel (Figure 4). 
Mississauga is the largest of the lower-tier municipalities that make up the Region of Peel, with a population of 
721,599 in 2016 (Table 4). Mississauga is the one of the most densely developed municipalities, ranking third 
after Toronto and Hamilton (City of Mississauga, 2015, s.4.3).   

The City of Mississauga must conform to several policies and legislation at higher levels of government. The 
documents mentioned in Mississauga’s official plan include: 

• Planning Act; 
• Provincial Policy Statement; 
• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; 
• Parkway Belt West Plan; 

• Greenbelt Plan (does not apply; however, external 
connections); and,  

• Greater Toronto Transportation Authority Act, 
2006; and, 

• Region of Peel Official Plan.  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These documents, as well as Mississauga’s official plan, guide the growth and development in the municipality. 
The approval authority for the City of Mississauga’s official plan and any plan amendments is with the Region 
of Peel.   

Figure 4: Map of Mississauga

Source: City of Mississauga. (2015). Chapter 4: Vision. Retrieved from http://www6.mississauga.ca/onlinemaps/planbldg/MOP/

Chapter4-Vision.pdf.

It should be noted that portions of the City of Mississauga’s official plan are under appeal or require regional 
approval, and were marked as such in the Official Plan office consolidation. These sections were ignored and 
therefore not included in the evaluation. All other portions of the plan were included as part of the intensification 
policy evaluation.  

In the evaluation, the City of Mississauga was the highest scoring municipality overall with a score of 63 out of 
72. The majority of intensification criteria received a score of 6 (C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, 
C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, 
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and integrated, C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area, C9: Design, C10: Minimum target, and C11: 
Maximum target), with only C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations scoring a 3. All other criteria scored a 4 
or 5 (see Table 11). 

Organization and presentation performed well in Mississauga’s Plan. Public Participation/Engagement was 
vague (0.5) despite the chapter assigned to promoting collaboration. Intensification was not specifically 
mentioned, but community involvement in future planning decisions was noted. Intensification was mentioned 
in the Implementation and Monitoring chapter as part of a holding provision and received a 0.5, because more 
clarification was needed for intensification specific implementation and monitoring. There was some mention of 
Inter-organizational Coordination in the Guiding Principles (s.4.4), and this component received a 0.5 as a 
result.    

The official plan for Mississauga was organized around intensification. The land use designations with different 
levels of intensification were introduced early in the official plan and integrated throughout the entire document 
before they were each discussed individually. Mississauga made it clear that it was entering a new stage of 
intensification and urbanization and developed its official plan around this. The City of Mississauga also made it 
clear that the protection, enhancement, and restoration of its Natural Heritage System was integral to the City’s 
future (s.4.5). Mississauga plans to accommodate its projected growth through intensification and 
redevelopment in already developed areas as part of the end of its greenfield growth phase (s.5.1).   

The official plan included background information and facts that could support its intensification goals and 
policies. Tables, maps, and diagrams of important information such as the density range and the urban hierarchy 
(where appropriate growth and intensification will occur) (s.5.3) provided clarification of policies.  

The official plan also included a specific section on Intensification Areas (s.5.5). The majority of intensification 
specific policy was located in this section and almost all of the intensification criteria was in this section as well. 
This chapter had a policy for each location that clarified whether it was an intensification area. 

A key element of this official plan was how the minimum target and a maximum target (C10 and C11) were 
provided for almost every location. Some locations did not have a specified maximum height, density range, or 
population to employment ratio, but Mississauga was one of the few municipalities to consider maximum targets 
(s.5.3). 

The layout for each intensification area included a brief introduction that described the type of area (e.g. 
Downtown), the type of growth expected, the goals, and the designated areas for each type of development. The 
minimum density and density range were usually included (based on residents and jobs per hectare), and many 
of the different intensification criteria were in the policy (e.g. mixed-uses, transit services, active transportation, 
and community infrastructure). These attributes altered somewhat for each location; for example, in the 
Community Nodes, the existing form, density, character, and/or historical character would need to be 
complimented (s.5.3.3) by the new development or intensification.  
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5.3 Toronto 
The City of Toronto is located north along Lake Ontario and is surrounded by the Regional Municipalities of 
Halton, Peel, York, and Durham (Figure 5). The City of Toronto’s population was 2,731,571 in 2016 (Table 4), 
and expects to accommodate 1.66 million jobs and 3.19 million residents by 2031 (City of Toronto, 2015, 
Chapter 2, s.2.1). Toronto is one of two single-tier municipalities in the municipal sample.  

The City of Toronto must comply with a variety of the policies and legislation that include, but are not limited 
to: 
• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; 
• Planning Act; 
• City of Toronto Act, 2006; 

• Metrolinx Regional Transportation Plan; and,  
• Provincial Policy Statement. 

 

Figure 5: Map of the City of Toronto
Source: The Neptis Foundation. (2014). Upper-Tier/Single-Tier/Lower Municipalities. Retrieved from http://www.neptis.org/geoweb/

data-catalogue/upper-tiersingle-tierlower-municipalities. 

In the City of Toronto’s official plan, reurbanization is used instead of intensification. According to Toronto’s 
official plan, re-urbanization is a “co-ordinated approach to the redevelopment of land within the existing urban 
fabric to accommodate regional growth…” (Chapter 2, p.2-2). This is part of what makes Toronto a unique case; 
the city is fully urbanized with no greenfield land available. As a result, the City of Toronto must re-urbanize 
within the city to accommodate future increases in population. This is different from the other sample 
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municipalities as greenfield development is still possible. Some municipalities included in the sample, such as 
Mississauga, are prioritizing intensification and urbanization, but many municipalities are still able to direct 
future growth to greenfield areas that they have designated for future development.  

In the evaluation, the City of Toronto was the second highest scoring municipality overall with a score of 55 out 
of 72. All of the intensification criteria was included to a high level of detail, with no criteria scoring lower than 
a 4, but none of the criteria was assigned a score of 6 (see Table 14). The City of Toronto provided context, 
background information, and facts for the majority of the intensification criteria, but there was a lack of 
diagrams, maps, and tables to reinforce the information within the online document. An interactive map was 
provided online, but this plan component should correspond with the intensification policy within the text.  

Toronto did very well in the general components. Public Participation/Engagement was present in the Plan (1) 
because of the reurbanization related Avenue Study. For the major streets and arterial corridors within Toronto, 
important consideration is given to ensure that transit services, pedestrian environment, new housing, and jobs 
are carefully integrated into the Avenues. Local Avenue Studies are tailored for each situation and the residents, 
stakeholders, and businesses are involved in the reurbanization program. Organization and Presentation and 
Inter-organizational Coordination were also present within the official plan. The plan’s intensification policies 
were well presented, and in the Downtown section in Chapter 2, for example, it was very clear that the City of 
Toronto is interested in seeking investments and working with higher levels of government and public/private 
partnerships for various aspects of reurbanizing (Chapter 2, p.2-10). In the official plan, the Implementation was 
clear with respect to intensification, but Monitoring was less clearly represented within the plan. Implementation 
and Monitoring was therefore considered vague (0.5). 

The layout of the reurbanization policy was similar to Mississauga’s official plan. Areas within the City were 
outlined, the goals, priorities, and vision were described, and policies were highlighted. For most areas, the 
policy touched on several intensification criteria in detail, including a connected and coordinated transit system, 
maintaining or developing service infrastructure, and maintaining and improving both the public realm, parks, 
and other open spaces. Residential intensification and job intensification were also in the policy for certain 
areas.  

The City of Toronto also selected key attributes, such as the public realm and tall buildings, and outlined 
additional policy. It was interesting to note how intensification was integrated in the policy for tall buildings. 
The policy section confirmed tall buildings as a form of intensification, designated locations (e.g. Downtown, 
Centres), identified what tall building proposals should address, and how they should be designed. The plan 
went from broad areas to more specific policies, and embraced the intensification criteria within the policy.  

The City of Toronto was also very clear about improving existing parks, creating linkages, and improving public 
open spaces and green spaces within the city. Other plans referred to Natural Heritage Systems, but many of the 
plans lacked clarity with regard to green spaces, open spaces, and linkages within the intensification designated 
areas. It is difficult to achieve this balance between intensification and urbanizing or reurbanizing an area (de 
Roo, & Miller, 2000), but this is something that Toronto did seamlessly.  

Something else of note in the City of Toronto’s Official Plan was the height and/or density incentives, and the 
heritage conservation incentives. The City of Toronto is attempting to achieve a more balanced growth by 
highlighting Section 37 of the Planning Act where extra height and density is granted for a project if community 
benefits are secured. This includes transit improvements, additional parkland, and public art. This is pursued by 
the City of Toronto because the City recognizes that planning issues are not limited to compatibility, form, 
function, and servicing. More human aspects such as community services and green space need to be integrated 
in intensification projects to ensure that the quality of life in the city is maintained (Chapter 5, p.5-2). The City 
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of Toronto seeks to protect the heritage within the city, especially as intensification and growth continue to affect 
the city. Heritage in this case refers to views, heritage properties, landscapes, and natural heritage systems 
(Chapter 3, s.3.1.5).  

5.4 Barrie 
The City of Barrie is a single-tier municipality located in the Simcoe area, north of the City of Toronto and the 
Regional Municipality of York, and along the western shore of Lake Simcoe (Figure 6). Barrie had a population 
of 145,614 in 2016 (Table 4), and has a population forecast of 210,000 and employment forecast of 101,000 by 
the year 2031 (City of Barrie, 2017, s.2.3). 

Figure 6: Map of Barrie
Source: The Neptis Foundation. (2014). Upper-Tier/Single-Tier/Lower Municipalities. Retrieved from http://www.neptis.org/

geoweb/data-catalogue/upper-tiersingle-tierlower-municipalities. 

The policies and legislation that affect the City of Barrie include:  
• Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe; 
• Provincial Policy Statement; 
• Lake Simcoe Protection Plan, 2009; 

• Planning Act; and, 
• Municipal Act. 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The City of Barrie is aware of the need to be more environmentally sustainable with its future growth, and states 
that intensification is key to its growth management strategy (s.2.3 (d)). Barrie expanded its municipal 
boundaries in 2010 (s.2.1) and must direct future growth to the built-up areas and the limited designated areas (s.
2.3(b)). Downtown Barrie is the only urban growth centre for the City of Barrie (s.1.3).     

In the intensification policy evaluation, the City of Barrie was tied for fourth with Whitby with an overall score 
of 46 out of 72. Most of the intensification criteria was assigned a score of 4 or 5, with only C4: Connectivity, 
accessibility, and walkability, and C11: Maximum Target assigned a score of 2, and C2: Avoid conflicting and 
harmful locations was assigned a 3 (see Table 15).   

The general components for this Official Plan were either vague (0.5) or present (1). The Public Participation/
Engagement was included in the planning principles of the Plan (s.8.2.3), but it refers to new growth areas and it 
is unclear whether this applies to intensification. Inter-organizational Coordination was vague as conservation 
authorities were mentioned, but it was unclear whether it applied to intensification or if other groups are 
involved. Both Implementation and Monitoring, and Organization and Presentation were present.  

The City of Barrie’s Official Plan was selected as one of the case studies because of its emphasis on C7: 
Intensification forms properly integrated. Barrie was the only municipality to include an extensive list of the 
different intensification forms (s.3.3). Several other intensification criteria such as a C10: Minimum target and 
C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area are mentioned in the general policy that lists the different 
forms of residential intensification (s.3.3.2.1(c)). Brownfield redevelopment is also highly encouraged in Barrie, 
with the City able to facilitate redevelopment of the brownfield sites and establish programs for private sector 
redevelopment (s.3.8.2.2(b)).  

Similar to other plans, Barrie has a designated intensification section, but intensification was still discussed 
throughout the Plan. 
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6.0 Discussion 
This chapter includes a discussion based on the Research Questions (below). Each Research Question will be 
discussed separately. 

i. What are the strengths and weaknesses of urban intensification policy in the Greater Golden Horseshoe? 
i.i. Are the expectations of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) realistic? 

ii. What can the selected municipalities do in their policy frameworks to better implement urban 
intensification? 

iii. What role does tiering in the municipal planning process play in implementing intensification (e.g. upper-
tier, lower-tier versus single-tier)? 

6.1 Research Question 1 

What are the strengths and weaknesses of urban intensification policy in the Greater Golden Horseshoe? 

Strengths: 
The areas of strength identified from the evaluation are highlighted blue in Table 16. The majority of 
municipalities performed well in these criteria by scoring 4 to 6 points. All municipalities in the subset received 
high scores for C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation 
encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated, and C10: Minimum target 
with the exception of one or two municipalities. The majority of municipalities also performed well in C5: 
Mixed-uses encouraged and C8: Intensification coordinates/compliments area. These criteria were most 
commonly referred to in municipal official plans and were (for the most part) required under the Growth Plan. 

Municipalities also did well in the general components for Organization and Presentation, and Implementation 
and Monitoring. Most municipalities separated their intensification policy into sections or chapters, but many 
failed to specify whether the policy was related to intensification. Municipalities performed well in 
Implementation and Monitoring as intensification was commonly referred to in implementation sections of 
official plans. It was also found through the evaluation that municipalities tended to perform well in either 
implementation or monitoring, but not both. In future evaluations, researchers should consider separating this 
component. 

The results from the evaluation and the case study analyses revealed that municipalities with limited growth and 
development opportunities (e.g. Toronto, Barrie), or municipalities that choose to intensify (e.g. Mississauga), 
have developed strong intensification policy within their official plans. This commitment to intensification is 
evident within their official plans. Intensification was used as a theme and goal in many of these official plans, 
and this may have allowed for them to score well in the majority of criteria. 

Weaknesses: 
The criteria that requires improvement for all municipalities is highlighted orange in Table 16 and is discussed 
below.  

C2: Avoid conflicting and harmful locations  
Some official plans had evidence or specifically referred to natural hazards and human hazards. Some plans had 
policy that directed development to avoid these locations, but if development were to occur, it would only move 
forward with a risk assessment and other area assessments (e.g. Burlington, Markham, Toronto). Intensification 
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was not always directly associated with conflicting areas or harmful locations in plans, nor was it found through 
the key word search (Table 1). This criterion may be too specific, but municipalities should be aware of the 
limitations to developing in areas, especially if there is an environmental or human health risk associated with 
developing in those areas.  

C4: Connectivity, accessibility, and walkability  
The majority of municipalities received a score of 3 in this criterion, while Mississauga, Whitby, and Toronto 
performed well (4, 4, and 5, respectively). Throughout the evaluation, it was found that many municipalities 
combined connectivity and walkability with mixed-uses and transit-nodes. For example, the majority of plans 
included evidence of this criterion, an objective for a more walkable and connected high-density or mixed-use 
area, and a general policy statement that listed or referred to walkability in a mixed-use community. 

C7: Intensification forms properly integrated  
While many lower- and single-tier municipalities scored well (4 and 5), the majority of official plans only 
referred to one form of intensification such as reurbanization, redevelopment, infill, and/or brownfield 
development. In many cases, there was only an objective related to infill development or brownfield 
redevelopment. At times the policy stated that the municipality would seek infill development (or another form 
of intensification), but many plans lacked detailed policy or sections dedicated to the various forms of 
intensification and/or how they would be applied locally.  

C9: Design features of local area properly integrated 
Half of the municipalities performed poorly in this criterion. The Regional Municipalities had the lowest scores 
(2 or 3) while the lower- and single-tier municipalities performed well (6 and 4), with the exception of 
Burlington (3). The lower scores may be due to the different municipal tiers; lower-tier municipalities were 
more specific and their urban design policy was either parallel to the intensification criteria or in a design 
section. 

C11: Maximum Target  
In the literature review, it was a common theme that town cramming should be avoided, in which case a 
maximum target or cap should be enforced (Chapter 2). Based on the evaluation, this criterion was not evident 
in any of the regional official plans. The lower- and single-tier municipalities performed fairly well, with some 
municipalities such as Mississauga (see Chapter 5 section 5.2) providing a range (e.g. housing, density, height).  

C12: Hard and soft infrastructure (services)  
This was considered a criterion that performed poorly because many of the official plans referred mostly to 
community services such as recreation facilities, community centres, etc., while service infrastructure for water, 
gas, etc. was not mentioned in much detail. In future research, hard infrastructure and soft infrastructure should 
be separated to ensure that a score can be assigned to the specific infrastructure and to prevent grouping the 
results. However, it was interesting to see how much emphasis was placed on the human side of intensification 
during this research. Municipalities such as York and Markham ensured that communities affected by 
intensification would receive the necessary community services, while other municipalities such as Toronto 
distinguished between the hard and soft infrastructure and considered the effects of intensification. With respect 
to hard infrastructure, there was a lack of detailed policy that clearly stated existing infrastructure or planned 
infrastructure will be able to sustain intensification.   

The General Components that performed poorly in the evaluation were Public Participation/Engagement, and 
Inter-organizational Coordination (Table 17). The majority of municipalities did not address (0) or were vague in 
their official plans (0.5) for Public Participation/Engagement, with the exception of Markham, Toronto, and 
Barrie. Official plans contained a general public participation statement or statements, but there was a lack of 
information regarding how the municipalities would move forward with intensification strategies and how the 
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community would be involved in the process. Some plans did encourage ‘informing’ or ‘educating’ the public 
about intensification, but public engagement methods such as workshops were not mentioned. The analysis for 
Toronto revealed that the City has included detailed information for how to engage the public and other groups 
for certain intensification projects within the city (see Chapter 5 section 5.3). This was one of the few cases 
where a municipality made it very clear how they would involve the public. Both the intensification literature 
and evaluation literature referred to the importance of engaging the public and determining whether the 
intensification of an area is socially acceptable (Snashall, 2000, p.185-186; Jenks, Burton, & Williams, 1996), 
and municipalities should place more emphasis on how to engage the public in intensification projects within 
their plans. 

Inter-organizational Coordination also performed poorly in six of the municipalities. The Regional 
Municipalities referred to their lower-tier municipalities and how to coordinate actions; however, municipalities 
in general lacked information or specifications for how they would work with neighbouring municipalities and 
organizations. Municipalities tended to coordinate on transit connections, networks, and public transit, but this 
was sometimes separated from intensification policies. The upper-tier and lower-tier coordination was also 
highlighted. Otherwise, municipalities failed to clearly indicate how to coordinate intensification activities and 
policies in their official plans. 

Another issue in the majority of official plans was the combination of several criteria in a statement. For 
example, policy statements that referred to complete communities listed requirements and criteria such as 
mixed-use, active transportation, and public transit connections together. Criteria specific information such as 
the location, type, or density was typically lacking. This suggests that municipalities are attempting to address 
certain requirements in the Growth Plan, such as complete communities, and have yet to develop strategies and 
specific policies for these intensification items. When municipalities identified specific criteria in their policy 
(Policy (Level II)), it was found to be those with dedicated intensification sections within their official plans, or 
under chapters for designated intensification areas. The criteria were also separated into their own policy 
statements.  

It was also found that few municipalities had Background Information and/or Maps, Tables, Diagrams. While 
municipalities introduced chapters or sections in their official plan with an information section, there was 
limited local context related to intensification or its future application. The municipalities that received a point 
for this component were explicit as to how intensification would directly affect areas within the municipality, 
and/or the changes to expect and plan for. There was a lack of visual representation within the official plans that 
clearly represented the intensification policy. Although the official plans were reviewed via their online copies 
and many maps were located in an Appendix, the maps represented very general information or was not criteria 
specific. Municipalities such as Mississauga excelled in this component (see Chapter 5 section 5.2).    

For a region such as the Greater Golden Horseshoe where different barriers (e.g. natural, municipal, political) 
prevent development beyond boundaries or in certain areas, addressing the poor scoring criteria and enhancing 
the stronger criteria and general components is necessary if growth and development can proceed in an efficient 
and effective manner.  

6.2 Research Question 1.5 

Are the expectations of the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) realistic? 

The evaluation revealed that municipalities meet the requirements of the Growth Plan by performing well in 
criteria such as C1: Strategic areas selected for intensification, C3: Public Transit/Active Transportation 
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encouraged, C5: Mixed-uses encouraged, C6: Green spaces and open spaces preserved, enhanced, and 
integrated, and C10: Minimum target. These were all referred to in the Growth Plan either in descriptive 
sections or in the policies (Ministry of Municipal Affairs, 2017a, s.1 and s.2). For most of the criteria listed 
above, the official plans went beyond general policy and included detailed policy (Level II), context for the local 
area, background information, maps, tables, and/or diagrams.  

Where the criteria was not explicitly outlined in the Growth Plan (e.g. C11: Maximum target), plans did not 
score as well. Municipalities need to address the low scoring criteria as they continue to grow and develop. This 
is not limited to the criteria marked for improvement, but to all scores. These criteria may have scored poorly 
because they were not explicitly mentioned in the Growth Plan or upper-tier official plans. This lack of 
foundation for intensification policies may have made it difficult for municipalities to generate their own policy 
and/or to address intensification in a detailed manner. This demonstrates the importance of strategic direction 
from the Province to municipalities. 

A potential issue with developing an intensification framework that can address all of the criteria, or the criteria 
specifically mentioned in the Growth Plan comprehensively, is the level of municipal resources present (i.e. 
staff, financing). Some municipalities (e.g. smaller municipalities) may not have the resources to competently 
address or develop strong intensification policy beyond what is outlined in the Growth Plan. In cases such as 
this, coordination, incentives, and public/private partnerships may be necessary.    

6.3 Research Question 2 

What can the selected municipalities do in their policy frameworks to better implement urban intensification? 

While conducting the evaluation, several issues with the official plans and intensification policy became 
apparent. These issues include: lack of clarity, confusing terms and/or language, and scattered information. 

Municipalities can begin to address these issues by: 
• Using clear, simplistic language;  
• Dedicating a section or policy statement to the criteria;  
• Dedicating a section or chapter to intensification;  
• Stating whether the item and its policy (i.e. area, corridor, open space, mixed-use) is related to intensification 

(if a section/chapter is not dedicated); and, 
• Using terms cohesively throughout the plan (i.e. densify or intensify).  

These were some of the prevailing issues that were found throughout the official plans, and while some of these 
elements were not evaluated, they became apparent through the evaluation and case study analyses.  

6.4 Research Question 3 

What role does tiering in the municipal planning process play in implementing intensification (e.g. upper-tier, 
lower-tier versus single-tier)? 

It was found that upper-tier municipalities have more general policies than their respective lower-tier 
municipalities. The scores of the upper-tier municipalities ranged from 34 out of 72 to 41 out of 72, and were the 
lowest total overall scores; however, the official plans of upper-tier municipalities were found to be more 
general to allow for local decision-making while also providing guidance to lower-tier municipalities. Certain 
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policies in upper-tier municipal official plans directed lower-tier municipalities to focus on areas to intensify 
(e.g. urban growth centres, regional intensification corridors), identified density targets, and/or identified uses in 
specific areas (e.g. commercial, office, residential). As a result of the general policies, lower-tier municipalities 
were not restricted from implementing their own policies. 

There was not a vast difference between scores from single-tier municipalities and lower-tier municipalities, but 
Toronto and Barrie were the only single-tier municipalities in the evaluation and ranked in the top four with 
scores of 55 and 46, respectively. Single-tier municipalities do not have an upper-tier municipality with whom 
planning authority rests, which may have affected how well they performed in the evaluation. The analyses for 
Toronto and Barrie highlighted their ability to make planning decisions with limited intervention from higher 
levels of government. For example, Barrie is able to encourage and facilitate certain intensification forms such 
as brownfields, and establish programs for redevelopment (City of Barrie, 2017), and Toronto adopted different 
incentive programs to protect and enhance certain features of the city (e.g. heritage, community benefits) against 
intensification and growth effects (City of Toronto, 2015).  

6.5 Future Evaluations and Case Study Analyses 
In future evaluations of intensification policy, the intensification criteria used should be further refined to make 
them more specific. The intensification criteria for this report covered a variety of desired outcomes that were 
discussed in both the intensification literature, Growth Plan, and other relevant legislation. As the evaluation of 
the selected municipalities progressed, it became apparent that some criteria such as C6: Green spaces and open 
spaces preserved, enhanced, and integrated, and C12: Hard and soft infrastructure should be separated further. 
These criteria were too broad and it became difficult to score if one component was reflected more clearly in the 
official plan than the other. Future evaluations should also separate Implementation and Monitoring, and add 
other criteria, such as intensification incentives, and/or priority to brownfield and other forms of intensification. 
Case study analyses could focus on smaller sample sizes, but still identify best practices. 
This study is not without its limitations, but the findings from this research have helped to identify areas in need 
of improvement in order to better frame intensification policy in the future.  

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !47



7.0 Recommendations 

1. Coordinate with other municipalities and organizations 
Any coordination between municipalities and organizations should be made clear in the official plan. In a region 
such as the Greater Golden Horseshoe where there may be a spillover of activities and effects (e.g. transit 
system, natural system linkages, protected areas), municipalities and organizations should work together to 
ensure that intensification can occur seamlessly in the region, while also avoiding potential negative effects (e.g. 
conflicting uses, over saturation of resources).   

2. Engage and collaborate with the community 
Municipalities should engage the public in the decisions and projects that occur in their communities. This 
should go beyond the required consultation for plans (Planning Act). Workshops, surveys, design charrettes, and 
other collaboration and engagement methods and tools should be used to ensure the community can accept the 
intensification in their community and provide insight for how it could be implemented.      

3. Explore viable intensifications forms  
There are many forms of intensification and municipalities were either unclear in their official plans about what 
forms were feasible or viable, or they did not consider other intensification forms. Municipalities should assess 
where intensification forms are possible within their communities and outline this information in their official 
plans.   

4. Designate a chapter or section of the official plan to intensification 
The municipalities that scored well in the evaluation organized their official plans by either breaking down the 
municipality by area (e.g. Downtown, Neighbourhoods) and outlining the intensification policy by area, or the 
policy was under an intensification section in the official plan. These two manners clearly identified where and 
how the municipality would intensify. This does not mean that intensification policy cannot be located in other 
sections of the official plan; however, in those instances, municipalities need to be explicit and identify the 
policy as part of the intensification initiative.  

5. Develop a companion intensification document  
If the intensification policy was unclear or criteria was not addressed, municipalities should consider a 
companion document for intensification that could explore intensification further without conflicting with the 
official plan. This document may also be useful for municipalities that wish to expand on their policies or focus 
on certain areas. If such a document is currently approved for use alongside the official plan, this should be 
clearly stated in the official plan.  

6. Preserve and enhance green spaces, open spaces, and natural areas 
Preserving and enhancing natural areas is the backbone to the Growth Plan; however, in areas subject to 
development, careful consideration should be made as to whether green spaces should be developed or enhanced 
in the urban areas. The policy should be clear about how this will be accomplished.    

7. Address low scoring criteria identified in Table 16 
Municipalities should attempt to address these criteria in their official plans. These are the overarching issues for 
the municipalities selected for this report and municipalities in the GGH should find solutions to address these 
issues, and refer to the best practices of other municipalities (Chapter 5), and/or the plans that performed well in 
the evaluation.  
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8. Developing intensification criteria is a valuable tool to evaluate the strength of intensification policies 
Whether it is done for an entire region (all of the Greater Golden Horseshoe), or Regional Municipalities (and 
their lower-tier municipalities) and single-tier municipalities work together, an evaluation protocol (such as the 
intensification criteria developed for this report) could be used to ensure that intensification policies are 
comprehensive (what are the strengths and weaknesses?), that the region does not have conflicting policies, and 
the needs of the region and requirements of the Growth Plan are met.  

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !49



8.0 Conclusion 
Since the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe was first introduced in 2006, municipalities have 
begun to adopt intensification related policies for the growth and development under their authority. With the 
recent update to the Growth Plan (2017), how these municipalities will address stricter minimum targets is yet to 
be seen. 

Due to the complex and multi-dimensional nature of intensification, as well as the requirements in the Growth 
Plan, the criteria had to reflect an outcome that balanced not only growth and natural or environmental 
preservation/enhancement, but considered the livability, feasibility, and appropriateness of intensification in 
areas. As the evaluation demonstrates, municipalities have adopted intensification policies in their official plans, 
but how well the criteria was reflected in their policy varied. None of the municipalities excelled in all of the 
criteria, and many have struggled to outline policy for criteria that was not first addressed in the Growth Plan.  

The relationship between upper-tier and lower-tier municipalities was also explored in this report. While all 
official plans should address intensification in their policy, the degree to which they address intensification 
differs. It is clear that for upper-tier municipalities, their responsibility lies with policies that provide guidance 
and direction. If locally specific intensification policies were implemented at the upper-tier level, it would limit 
the ability for lower-tier municipalities to address issues or intensification items locally.   

This research attempted to gain a better understanding of how well official plans address intensification in 
policy. The evaluation and case study analyses suggest that intensification can be difficult to address in policy, 
but it is necessary to enhance the weaker policies in order to implement intensification that is strategic and 
sustainable.  

Several recommendations were also outlined as a result of the evaluation and case study analyses. These 
recommendations are meant as a suggestion for more efficient and effective intensification policies in the 
Greater Golden Horseshoe. 

The next step for future research is to expand on this policy evaluation and case study analyses and determine 
how the plans have been implemented and if they are working. 
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Appendix A 

Table 1A: Score Sheet
Plan Component Evidence Objectives and 

Goals
Policy (Level 

I)
Policy (Level 

II)
Background 
Information

Maps, Tables, 
Diagrams

Total

Criteria

C1: Strategic areas 
selected for 

intensification

C2: Avoid conflicting 
and harmful 

locations

C3: Public Transit/
Active 

Transportation 
encouraged

C4: Connectivity, 
accessibility, and 

walkability promoted

C5: Mixed-uses 
encouraged

C6: Green spaces and 
open spaces 

preserved, enhanced, 
and integrated

C7: Intensification 
forms properly 

integrated

C8: Intensification 
coordinates/

compliments area 
(infrastructure)

C9: Design features 
of local area properly 
integrated (sensitive 

design)

C10: Minimum 
target

C11: Maximum 
target

C12: Hard and soft 
infrastructure 
maximized and 

functional

/72

General Components Public 
Participation/
Engagement

Implementation 
and Monitoring

Organization 
and 

Presentation

Inter-
organizational 
Coordination 
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Appendix B 

Table 1B: Summary of Results (Criteria)

Criteria

Municipalities

Regional/Upper Lower Single

Halton Peel York Durham Burlington Mississauga Markham Whitby Toronto Barrie

C1 5 6 5 4 5 6 6 5 5 5

C2 1 1 1 2 5 3 4 3 5 3

C3 4 5 3 5 4 6 6 4 5 5

C4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 5 2

C5 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 5 5

C6 3 5 4 4 3 6 5 4 5 4

C7 3 4 3 2 4 5 4 3 4 4

C8 3 4 3 2 4 6 4 4 5 4

C9 3 2 3 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C10 4 4 5 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C11 0 0 0 0 3 6 2 3 4 2

C12 2 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 4 4

Total 
(out of 
72)

34 41 37 36 45 63 52 46 55 46
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Appendix C 
Halton Region 

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !56



Peel Region
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York Region 
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Durham Region 
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Burlington
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Mississauga
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Markham
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Whitby

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !63



Toronto
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Barrie

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !65



Appendix D 

Note: Municipalities with higher scores in the weak criteria were highlighted for research purposes. 

Table 1D: Weak Criteria

Criteria

Municipalities

Regional/Upper Lower Single

Halton Peel York Durham Burlington Mississauga Markham Whitby Toronto Barrie

C1 5 6 5 4 5 6 6 5 5 5

C2 1 1 1 2 5 3 4 3 5 3

C3 4 5 3 5 4 6 6 4 5 5

C4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 5 2

C5 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 5 5

C6 3 5 4 4 3 6 5 4 5 4

C7 3 4 3 2 4 5 4 3 4 4

C8 3 4 3 2 4 6 4 4 5 4

C9 3 2 3 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C10 4 4 5 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C11 0 0 0 0 3 6 2 3 4 2

C12 2 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 4 4

Total 
(out of 
72)

34 41 37 36 45 63 52 46 55 46

Strong

Weak

THE STATE OF URBAN INTENSIFICATION - SYDNEY TASFI !66



Note: Municipalities with lower scores in the strong criteria were highlighted for research purposes. 

Table 2D: Strong Criteria

Criteria

Municipalities

Regional/Upper Lower Single

Halton Peel York Durha
m

Burling
ton

Mississa
uga

Markha
m

Whitby Toronto Barrie

C1 5 6 5 4 5 6 6 5 5 5

C2 1 1 1 2 5 3 4 3 5 3

C3 4 5 3 5 4 6 6 4 5 5

C4 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 5 2

C5 3 3 3 4 4 5 4 3 5 5

C6 3 5 4 4 3 6 5 4 5 4

C7 3 4 3 2 4 5 4 3 4 4

C8 3 4 3 2 4 6 4 4 5 4

C9 3 2 3 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C10 4 4 5 3 3 6 4 4 4 4

C11 0 0 0 0 3 6 2 3 4 2

C12 2 4 4 4 4 4 6 5 4 4

Total 
(out of 
72)

34 41 37 36 45 63 52 46 55 46

Strong

Weak
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Note: Scores of 0 and 0.5 were considered “weak”.

Table 3D: General Components (Strong and Weak)

Municipalities Public 
Participation/
Engagement

Implementation 
and Monitoring

Organization 
and Presentation

Inter-
organizational 
Coordination

Regional/Upper

Halton 0 1 0.5 1

Peel 0.5 1 1 1

York 0.5 1 1 1

Durham 0 1 0.5 0

Lower 

Burlington 0 1 0.5 0.5

Mississauga 0.5 0.5 1 0.5

Markham 1 1 1 0

Whitby 0.5 1 0.5 0

Single
Toronto 1 0.5 1 1

Barrie 1 1 1 0.5

Strong

Weak
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