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The GWCA recommends that the Town 
recognize that implementation of the 
Glen Williams Estate creates both an 
impetus and an opportunity to address 
a long-standing safety issue by: 

 
i) Implementing at least a formal path 
between Mountain Street and 
Wildwood Road– we prefer that a rural 
design, rather than an urban design, be 
used. 

 
ii) Installation of a Stop sign 
southbound on Confederation Street at 
Mountain Street; this will help to 
alleviate the risks created by the 
speeding and limited sight lines. 

 

 

 
 

GWCA DTSL/ 
Paradigm 

#1 We have no objection to implementing a formal path between Mountain Street and 
Wildwood Road or installing a stop sign southbound on Confederation Street at Mountain 
Street. We are happy to work with the Town on these issues. 
 

From the figures in the Cut & Fill plans (i.e. Fig 3), it appears that there will be 
about 50,000 to 77,000 cubic metres of fill to be trucked out under the 
current plan. This is approx. equivalent to 5,000 to 7,000 truckloads out and 
then a return trip i.e. 10,000 to 14,000 truck trips. 
It would be dangerous and unconscionable for the Town to permit such 
additional traffic without at least first installing a formal path on 
Confederation. 

 

ACTIONS Needed by and with the Town:    

• The GWCA requires a formal commitment to establish at least a 
“rural” style of path on the east side of Confederation from 
Mountain Street to Wildwood Road. This must be a pre-requisite to 
allowing trucking of fill and issuing of a building permit. 
 
In the event that this was not done ,and an injury or death occurred, 
there is a possibility that the Town would be found guilty of not just 
simple negligence but of gross negligence. 
 

• The GWCA has previously suggested the option of installing a Stop 
sign on Confederation Street for the southbound traffic at the exit 
from Mountain St. It could help with slowing down traffic before the 
hill and to the entrance of the development. However, it has been 
pointed out by others that this could cause safety risks from traffic 
coming up Confederation from the south.  
We request input and suggestions from Town staff as to options for 
reducing the risk arising from traffic going southbound on 
Confederation Street for those cars emerging from Mountain St and 
from the GWE development. 
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The significant open space to be 
deeded to the Town provides a unique 
opportunity to address prior concerns 
of The Glen and provide a base for cost 
effectively creating: 

 

The GWCA asks for Council’s support in: 
 

• Directing the Town Parks staff 
to create some trails and 
open spaces (using the low 
cost ideas proposed 
previously by GWCA). 

 
Encouraging Town Parks staff to involve 
the GWCA in the discussions. 
 

ACTION: The GWCA needs to meet 
with the Parks staff prior to final 
decisions to: 

• Provide input to the planning. 

• Gain an understanding of 
specific plans for trails. 

 
NOTE: 
EIR report Section 7.3.3 provides data 
on required tree replacement: 

It shows a need to plant 1,018 trees to 
offset the impact of removing 80 trees 
varying in size from 5 cm to 70+ cm in 
Diameter at Breast Height (DBH). 

GWCA Jennifer/ 
Geo 
Process 

#2 • Town staff are involved in the discussions related to trails. Town, Region and CVC 
staff are to meet to resolve issues pertaining to trail location vs. natural heritage 
policies and advise the landowner how to proceed. 

[The ideas and decisions (particularly those of CVC) should be shared 
with GWCA before all are locked down. 
ACTION: Meet with Town Parks dept.] 
 

• Glen Williams Estates is happy to work with Town staff on implementing trails and 
involving Town Parks staff. 

GWCA Comment: In order for GWCA want to have some input to 
decisions re locations of trails & allowing public access, we have to 
meet with Parks staff before all decisions are locked down by CVC. 

 

• The EIR includes the option for just a loop trail, behind Lots 13-16, which would be 
outside of the valley and top of bank setback, as well as the option to formalize the 
existing informal trail within the valley and provide for a potential connection to 
the subdivision on the west side of the valley, should the agencies be agreeable to 
using this existing informal trail. 

 

From Section 5.1.1.4 of EIR report: 
Trails within buffers are very limited throughout the plan. Two options have been provided for 
consideration: (1) utilize the existing informal trails; or (2) create a new looped trail behind Lots 
13-16. The existing trails are well developed and transitioning them to formal trails would not 
require any widening or tree removal. However, the existing informal trails are within the 
10m setback from top of bank as well as within the main valley/wetland. As a result of 
concerns raised by the agencies during the review of the 1st submission of the EIR, an 
alternative loop trail has been shown that provides for a new trail to be constructed behind 
Lots 13-16, outside of the 10m top of bank setback but within the 30m dripline setback. This 
option is proposed in an area of existing disturbance/historically altered topography so there 
are not anticipated negative impacts associated with Option 2. This option would result in the 
existing informal trails being restored and removed from active use. 
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The GWCA objects that the proposed 40% 
increase in density is overreaching and 
insensitive to the plans and desires of the 
community. 
 

At a Mar 31/21 meeting with 
Town staff and GWE staff, Jeff 
Markowiac indicated that … 
“… the Town is still assessing 
whether an exception on 
density  is OK and, if so, how 
much.  “ 

 

GWCA Glenn 
Wellings 

#3 The proposed increased density of development was addressed in detail through the 
Planning Justification Report.  
 
The proposed number of lots (i.e. 34 lots) is less than what the GWSP anticipated for this 
property. The GWSP land use schedule identifies 8.12 hectares of land designated “Hamlet 
Residential” on the subject property, which would equate to approximately 41 lots based 
on a density of 5 units per net residential hectare. With the additional environmental 
buffers and protections provided which increases the amount of land being dedicated into 
public ownership, the amount of land designated as Hamlet Residential has been 
significantly reduced to approximately 4.9 hectares.  

Comment:  
The fact that 8.12 hectares was designated Hamlet Residential in the GWSP is irrelevant.  
The calculation of the allowable number of lots must not include land which must be 
excluded for environmental reasons.] 
 
It is our opinion that the density proposed is not “overreaching and insensitive” nor will it 
result in development that is incompatible with the community. 

Comment:  
The intent & opinion of the community should be the determinant. The intent of 5.0 units 
per hectare was re-affirmed in the updated GWSP. 
The proposed design will be incompatible with the rules of the Updated GWSP; these are 
specifically intended to maintain the nature and character of the Glen. 
 

Who determined only 4.9 hectatares was available for development? 
As per a Dec 2, 2021 comment from G Macdonald (Town Planner), 
 “It’s more the applicant’s own technical and environmental studies in 
determining the limits of features, buffers, hazards, etc. that resulted in 
essentially (only) 5 ha of land being ‘suitable’ for development (subject to ongoing 
review for hamlet buffers, design, etc.).  Certainly CVC, the Region and the Town 
all have an interest in making sure the limits are set appropriately but it would 
have been the applicant’s own studies that resulted in the 5 ha.” 
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Impact on private wells is always a 
point of concern for affected residents 
in The Glen. 
 

Recommended Action: 
The GWCA recommends that the Town 
staff assess the extent of wells that should 
be tested and monitored and confirm 
GWE’s formal plans. 

GWCA DS #4 DS completed a desktop review within 250m of the site and completed a door to door 
survey within 100m of the external sanitary line.  
Our dewatering calculations indicated that the zone of influence from any dewatering 
along the sanitary works would be approximately 38m. So far our survey results show that 
residents within 100m of the external sanitary line are serviced with municipal water.  
 Based on the information received from the survey, any existing water wells are not 
currently used as a domestic drinking water supply. 
 

Comment to Town and GWE: 
  The GWCA feel that the well survey should be expanded. 
 

• GWCA understands that at least two wells on Tweedle St are still used for 
drinking water.  

• Also the house owned by Dave Cox on Confederation St (south of the 
development) we believe is served by a well used for drinking water. 
 
We were unaware of these facts at Mar 31/21 meeting with Town. 
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Reference: Preliminary 
Hydrogeological Investigation- 

Section 4.1.1 Pre-
development Subcatchments 

For Subcatchment areas B3 and C1 
combined, this results in a net 
decrease in area of 7,282 m2. 

If our understanding is correct, then we 
have concerns for several homes located 
on Confederation St. just south of the 
development.In such case, we will want 
to know what measures will be taken to 
ensure this reduction in the amount of 
catchment does not cause water 
problems for those homes? 
 

Status: Concern resolved 

GWCA DS #5 • The reduction in the drainage catchment area for these homes means there 
is less overland flow directed onto these properties.  

[I.e. a lesser amount of water will be flowing to the area of these 
homes.] 
The proposed stormwater management system will provide a benefit for 
these properties and reduce potential impacts from large storm events.  

[I.e. the SWM system (Note: Not a Pond) will capture and slow the 
flow near these homes.] 

 
• The Town, CVC, and MECP will not approve the development if increases in 

peak flows are proposed on adjacent properties – the Drainage Act prohibits 
increases in peak flows on downstream properties. 
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Reference: GWSP Section 3.8  
(i.e  a buffer) 
GWCA Comment and 
Question 

 

The plan does not appear to 
specifically provide for this buffer 
along the north property line of the 
development. 

 

• What is the justification for 
the lack of a buffer as 
required by the GWSP? 

• If no buffer is incorporated 
into the plan, can the Town 
guarantee that the 
neighboring property will 
remain as NHS / PROTECTED 
COUNTRYSIDE AREA. 

GWCA Glenn 
Wellings/ 
Jennifer 

#6 • The neighbouring property will remain within the Greenbelt Plan. The 
proposal by GWE does not affect the Greenbelt Plan designations. The 
Greenbelt Plan policies do allow for certain activities to take place within the 
NHS/Protected Countryside and any works within those areas will need to 
demonstrate compliance with those policies 

• As discussed in the Planning Justification Report and noted above, the lands 
immediately north are within the Greenbelt Plan. The Greenbelt Plan was 
approved following the approval of the GWSP and contains policies that 
restrict development thus ensuring the long-term protection of the Protected 
Countryside/NHS. While a planting strip along the north property line is 
achievable and a reasonable approach, there is no planning rationale for the 
Hamlet Buffer.  
 

[GWCA disagree with the preceding statement. The provision of a 
Hamlet Buffer was contained in the GWSP approved by the OMB and 
re-affirmed in the recent update of the GWSP.  
Is GWE suggesting that the OMB did not assess the rationale in 
approving provisions for a buffer?] 
 

• The land use to the north is an agricultural field and the proposed residential 
use is not anticipated to have a negative impact on the use of those lands. 
The addition of a buffer would not result in any lesser impacts along the 
northern property line 

 
[GWCA Comment: 
A buffer could provide a space for intense planting. 
See CVC comment letter #2, item 8 re needing more density of 
plantings than proposed i.e., “However the planting densities for trees 
are proposed at 5 m centres, and that would cover "up to 60% of the 
area"; this density is much less than typical.  
Considering anticipated die-off of planted material, typical planting 
density is usually planned at 1200 trees/ha (i.e., 2-4 m on centre) to 
achieve a treed community”] 
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• If a lot of earth is moved, it 
will alter current rain 
absorption. 

• This plus absorption loss due 
to the installation of homes 
and paved surfaces increases 
the need for measures to 
ensure adequate infiltration 
is maintained. 

 

Conclusion: There is a need to ensure LID 
measures to improve absorption are 
incorporated into the plans. 

Note: 

The CVC letter of Oct 19, 2021 notes 
under heading of Water Balance that: 

“  The water balance assessment and 
analyses completed for the subject site 

concludes that there will likely be a 
post-development drop in 
infiltration of approximately 39% 

across the site, when compared to the 
pre-development condition (which is to 
be mitigated for). “ 

   and 

Mitigation 
Note: The post-
development water 
balance with mitigation 
(table); the post­ 
development water 
balance (feature 
based) with mitigation; 
and the conceptual 
mitigation plan/LID plan 

are satisfactory. 
 

Question for GWE: 
In doing the water balance calculations, 
what allowance, if any, has been used for 

GWCA U-Tech #7 Correct – the proposed hard surfaces (roofs, driveways, and roads) associated with the 
development will have less infiltration (absorption) and will generate more runoff. 

 
This change will be managed with the proposed stormwater management strategy, 
which relies heavily on the use of Low Impact Development (LID) infiltration 
measures along the internal road and prior to discharge to the wetland to the south. 
The proposed LID measures ensure the following general principles are addressed in 
accordance with the MECP (Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks), 
Town of Halton Hills and Credit Valley Conservation requirements: 

• The “site wide” water balance is maintained under post- development 
conditions (i.e. mimicking the existing infiltration volumes as close as 
possible) 

• The “feature-based” water balance is maintained under post-development 
conditions for the wetland to the south of the development to ensure it 
does not receive too much or too little runoff. 

• Erosion control to ensure that the more rapid and larger volume of runoff 
from hard surfaces does not impact natural features downstream of the 
site. 

• The post-development peak flows generated on the site do not exceed the 
existing flows. 

• Water quality treatment in accordance with the MECP Level 1 (80%) TSS 
removal target. 

 
All of the above items have been demonstrated to be suitably addressed in the FSR 
through the use of LID measures on site. 
 

Note: 

Section 10 of the EIR states in the Planning Act … section of the table that 

“Hydrogeological investigations have been completed and no impacts to 
groundwater or surface water features are anticipated as a result of the 
proposed development. [The preceding conflicts with CVC comment shown in 
the left column re reduced infiltration.] Linkages among groundwater and 
surface water resources will be maintained and the amount of impervious 
surfaces has been minimized. LID measures, rather than an end-of-pipe 
stormwater pond, will be provided which will enhance groundwater 
infiltration and reduce thermal impacts.” 
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loss of land for infiltration due to 
installation of swimming pools? 
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If the Storm Drainage Block is retained at 
the proposed location, the developer 
must ensure that adequate swales are 
provided to ensure that excess water will 
not create flooding risks for homes 
located along Confederation Street. 
 

Status: 
The GWCA has concerns re the ability of 
swales alone to control the water flows 
during storms. It is a recognized fact (e.g. 
the insurance industry) that climate 
change is increasing storm flows. 
 
During a sudden melt in Spring 2022, a 
local resident observed flooding just north 
of Preston’s due to water 
 draining from the swamp. Adding the 
increased drainage from the 12 – 15 
Dorian property acres  (due to adding 
hard surfaces) plus the water that  
flows into the bowl from the Archdekin 
property will make flooding at the bottom 
of the hill worse. 
Since Confederation already gets flooded 
now, the development will only add to the 
problem. 
 
Recommendations: 
The Town should consider hiring an 
engineer to do their own water balance 
assessment. 
 
Further consideration should be given to 
installation of a SWM Pond as on other 
developments. The Glen has experienced 
significant flooding issues on The Chase 
development even with a SWM Pond. 

GWCA U-Tech #7 As noted above, it is a requirement by multiple agencies that peak flows are managed on 
site to prevent impacts to downstream owners. The FSR Stormwater Management section 
demonstrates that post-development peak flows do not exceed the existing peak flows. 
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The following measures are proposed 
to manage stormwater and meet the 
criteria and objectives: The proposed 
drainage areas will be conveyed as 
follows: • External area (5.9 ha) – all 
flows up to and including the 100-year 
event to be captured in a 450 mm 
storm sewer within the 5 m easement 
between Lots 8 and 9, and conveyed 
through the site to the south storm 
outfall; 
 

Comment: The storm sewer and the 
associated 5 m easement do not 
appear to be marked on the current 
drawings. 

GWCA U-Tech #7 The 5m easement is shown on both grading alternatives. Please refer to drawings 3A & 3B 
 

Status: Concern resolved 
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1 - Will the sewer pipe from the GWE 
development (i.e. 102 Confederation 
St.) to the Glen pumping station have 
to be pressurized in order to go under 
the river? 

 

2 – If Yes: 
 

• Where will the pump be 
installed? 

• What provisions will be installed 
in case of a power outage or a 
pump failure e.g. a large holding 
tank 

GWCA U-Tech #8 The proposed sanitary sewer servicing the subject lands along Confederation Street to the 
existing pump station will be a “gravity” sewer (no pumping required). The sewer will 
drain sewage from the subject lands under “free-flow” conditions and will not be 
pressurized at any location. Section 5.2 of the FSR describes the proposed sanitary outfall 
and Figure 8 illustrates the proposed alignment and profile of the sewer. 
 

Status: Uses a Gravity Flow design. 
 No pump is needed. 
              Concern resolved 
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The planning documents do not easily 
provide a clear indication of the scope of 
the cut and fill operations required to 
accomplish the planned design. Hence the 
dramatic change to the topology and 
ecology is not readily evident. 

GWCA U-Tech #9 Figure 3C has been prepared to illustrate the cut/fill areas and associated depths. 
 
 

Note - EIR Section 3.2.6.2 states that, 

 “As noted above, a portion of the lands north of the Subject Lands 
are within the Natural Heritage System of the Greenbelt Plan …  
Some grading on the lands to the north is proposed in order to assist 
with minimizing the use of retaining walls on the Subject Lands. 
   
THIS IS A HUGE CHANGE. 
 

As per the table on Figure 3C, there is 50,481 more cubic meters of 
soil that is “cut” than is filled. This is equivalent to about 5,000+ 
truckloads (50,000/10 i.e. 10 cu metres per truckload) to be put 
somewhere.  
In addition, if the Archdekin land to the north is not approved for 
dumping, approximately an added 27,000 cubic metres of fill will 
have to be trucked out from the site i.e. about an additional 2,600 
truckloads.  
 

  ?? - What will be done with the excess soil: 
-   Will it require trucking from the site? 
-    Will topsoil be re-installed 
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Based on a walking tour of the 
property by members of the GWCA, 
the following is understood: 

 
The planned changes to the property 
will require:The removal of a 
significant hill about 6 metres high on 
the northern boundary of the property. 
 

As per lines on Figure 3C, the cuts 
will be as much as 9 meters.  
 

Possibly the filling of a valley located in 
the property to the north with resulting 
major changes in water flows on the two 
properties. 

GWCA U-Tech #9 The proposed grading changes are required to provide a suitable road slope 
(i.e. to avoid excessively steep slopes within the subdivision) as well as to 
provide the minimum density of lots required for the zoning requirements. 
 

[The problem of suitable road slopes could be resolved by building less 
homes on the northern section of the property. 
 
The above statement regarding providing a “minimum density of lots” is 
very misleading.  

 There is not a minimum density needed to meet zoning requirements. 

 There is a maximum density prescribed by the GWSP (i.e. 5 units per 

hectare). 
 

The filling of low-lying areas within the lands to the north is currently being 
coordinated with that landowner. This strategy achieves the following 
objectives: 

• Eliminates the need for retaining walls 
• Provides a flatter surface for agricultural use by the owner to the north 

as opposed to a deeper “bowl”. 
• The proposed grading changes on the property to the north do not 

impact peak flows downstream of the subject lands. 
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Is removal of the hill necessary? 

The plan assumes grading of the 
property to the north in order to 
merge with the level planned for 
location of the new homes. 

 
GWCA would note that the land to the 
north is designated NHS/Protected 
Countryside Area. 

GWCA U-Tech #9 As noted in the preceding response, the proposed grading changes 
/ cutting of the hill are required to provide a suitable road slope (i.e. to avoid 
excessively steep slopes within the subdivision) as well as to provide the minimum 
density of lots required for the zoning requirements. 

 

GWCA notes that: 

• Even with the grading proposed, the plan exceeds the approved density 
level of 5 units per hectare by 40%. 

• The necessity of removing the hill could be avoided by deleting some of the 
planned properties e.g. 

o Those numbered as say #4 to #9 

o This would also reduce the density to about 5.6 units. 
o It would also considerably reduce the impact on the environment. 

 

 
The Grading Plan (Figure 3A) assumes grading of the property to the north. Figure 3B 
(Alternative Grading Plan) shows the proposed grading assuming no works are undertaken 
to the north. This requires the use of extensive retaining wall. 
 

 If no dumping is permitted in the property to the north, it also means trucking 
of about 27,000 additional cubic metres off-site. 
 

   And option 3B (Alternative Grading Plan) still involves removal of the ridge. 
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- Who has authority to approve 
such activity and change to the 
farmland? 
- Is the Town in favor of such a 
change impacting on the 
environment? 

See section H4.3.13 of the 
GWSP, 

H4.3.13 SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE 
CHANGE See Page 29 of 106 
The Town of Halton Hills is committed to 
sustainable growth and development. 
The Town of Halton Hills sets a goal to be 
a Net Zero municipality by 2030.  
In accordance with Section C19 of the 
Town of Halton Hills Official Plan, to 
facilitate sustainable development 
practices, all development applications 
shall promote energy conservation, 
water conservation and quality, the 
natural environment, … 
 
See section H3.8 of the GWSP, 
3.8 Design Review The Design Review 
process shall…. The Design Review 
process shall monitor the realization of 
the vision for Glen Williams including: 
• Preservation and promotion of the 
character of Glen William’s built form; 
• Protection and enhancement of Glen 
William’s open space network and 
natural environment 

   The proposed grade changes would take place through the Town’s Site Alteration 
Permit process with the Town being the approval authority. 

 
We defer to the Town to respond to the final question. 

 

Note the following from section H4.1 of the updated GWSP: 
H4.1 OVERALL GOAL OF THE SECONDARY PLAN  
The goal of the Glen Williams Secondary Plan is to protect and preserve the natural and 
cultural heritage features of the Hamlet and to guide change that maintains and 
enhances the unique character and natural environment of the Hamlet. 
 
We would also point out the following statement from section H4.2 of the updated 
GWSP: 
a) ii) providing for limited new growth in designated and planned areas through 

development that is sensitive to the natural environment and topography of Glen 
Williams …     and 

c) To protect natural heritage by i) preserving , protecting and enhancing the Hamlet’s 
natural heritage system, 

  

 Note:  
The forested area on the 2nd hill contains 50 – 60 yr. old sugar maples with some well over 
100 yrs. old. The Town has stated that it intends to become carbon neutral in a little over 7 
½ years. Such objective will certainly be set back by removing trees and soil.  
If the development is allowed to encroach on the natural heritage land, there would be in 
the range of 3,000 years of tree growth removed, just along the fence line!  This does not 
count trees inside the property line. 
 

Climate change is real. The future of life on this planet depends on it being addressed. 
Governments need to do more than talk about it. Removing landforms and trees, not 
allowing natural drainage but instead draining water away from where it would naturally 
penetrate are huge factors in the fight against climate change.  
Removal of hills will add to wind damage. It will destroy micro-climates that some species 
of plants and insects need to survive.  We can not continue to strip away topsoil that takes 
thousands of years to process and haul it away to bury somewhere. 
 

   There is no attempt to even address any of these concerns.  
 

 

Note also the Town’s stated commitment to the environment: 
In May 2019, Town Council declared a climate change emergency in Halton Hills. Through 
adoption of the declaration the Town is committed to taking concrete actions and achieve 
a net-zero target by 2030. 
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The Town is focusing on corporate and community-wide actions to reduce or remove 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions ….. Effective mitigation can reduce climate change 
impacts, therefore reducing the level of adaptation required by a community. 
Similarly, mitigation actions help us to adapt to climate change and to protect 
and preserve the Town's natural assets and ecosystem. To achieve measureable 
results, the Town has adapted a Low Carbon Resilience Framework. 
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Need for adequate and timely 
involvement of the CVCA 

 
Also, the CVCA should comment on 
the proposed grading of land 
classified as NHS / PROTECTED 
COUNTRYSIDE AREA. 
It is difficult to see how grading of 
prime agricultural land, with attendant 
destruction of precious topsoil, can 
conform to a “protected” designation. 

 
It is recommended that the Town staff 
discuss the scope of the planned changes 
with the CVCA in depth at an early stage 
in the review to avoid major issues in later 
stages of the review. 
 

At the Mar 31/21 meeting of GWCA 
with Town staff and GWE, Jeff 
Markowiac noted that the CVCA 
had since done a detailed review of 
the submitted plan and submitted 
questions. 

 
On Dec 9/21, G MacDonald provided 
copies of the CVCA questions & 
comments re Submission 1 & 2. 

GWCA Jennifer #9 • Grading would take place through a site alteration permit and would 
need to conform to the submission requirements of the site alteration 
by-law. If Greenbelt Plan policies are applicable, Policy 3.2.2 states the 
following: 

 For lands within the Natural Heritage System of the Protected 

 Countryside, the following policies shall apply: 

 
1. The full range of existing and new agricultural, agriculture-related and 

on-farm diversified uses and normal farm practices are permitted 

subject to the policies of Section 3.2.2.2. 

3. New development or site alteration in the Natural Heritage System (as 

permitted by the policies of this Plan) shall demonstrate that: 

a. There will be no negative impacts on key natural heritage 

features or key hydrologic features or their functions; 

b. Connectivity along the system and between key natural heritage 

features and key hydrologic features located within 240 metres of 

each other will be maintained or, where possible, enhanced for the 

movement of native plants and animals across the landscape; 

c. The removal of other natural features not identified as key 

natural heritage features and key hydrologic features should be 

avoided. [NOTE: The plan to remove the hill at the north 

does not comply with this intent!] Such features should be 

incorporated into the planning and design of the proposed use 

wherever possible; 

d. Except for uses described in and governed by the policies of 

sections 4.1.2 and 4.3.2, 

 
i. The disturbed area, including any buildings or structures, 

of the total developable area will not exceed 25% (40% 
for golf courses); and 

ii. The impervious surface of the total developable area will 
not exceed 10%; and, 

e. At least 30% of the total developable area will remain or be 
returned to natural self- sustaining vegetation, recognizing that 
section 4.3.2 establishes specific standards for the uses described 
there. 

 

• The CVC will be circulated with the site alteration permit application for 
comments. 
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The hill planned to be removed on the 
north side of the property contains 
significant mature trees. Their loss will 
have a significant environmental impact. 
Such a change is inconsistent with the 
Town’s stated policy re protecting the 
environment. 

GWCA Jennifer/ 
Geo 
Process 

#9 This woodland was assessed to determine if it meets the Region’s criteria 
to be considered a significant woodland. It does not meet the minimum 
size criteria to be considered a significant woodland. The Region has agreed 
with this analysis. 
  
The wooded area was also assessed to determine if it met the criteria to be 
considered Significant Wildlife Habitat however, it does not. As a result, the 
wooded area is not required to be maintained on the subject property.  
 
A significant amount of tree planting and restoration work is proposed 
within the substantial buffers to the valley/ woodland/ wetland, in areas 
that are currently agriculture lands as well as restoration within a portion 
of the valley in an area that is currently disturbed by recreational vehicle 
use. 
 

GWCA would point out that: 
Note:  

• The forested area on the 2nd hill contains 50 – 60 yr. old sugar maples with 

some well over 100 yrs. old. The Town has stated that it intends to become 

carbon neutral in a little over 7 ½ years. Such objective will certainly be set 

back by removing trees and soil. If the development is allowed to encroach on 

the natural heritage land, there would be in the range of 3,000 years of tree 

growth removed, just along the fence line!  This does not count trees inside the 

property line. 

• No amount of tree planting will overcome the environmental impact of 

removing the ridge and removing the topsoil from the area. Such actions are 

directly in conflict with the Town’s stated policies of addressing climate 

change. 

• The planned density of replacement plantings is not adequate as per CVC 

comment #8 in their Oct 19/21 letter. 
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The GWCA has significant  
concerns re the thoroughness and 
reliability of the results from the 
Traffic Impact Study (TIS) filed by 
Dorian. 
 

Specific GWCA concerns: 
• The development and 

implementation of Bishop Court 
Phase 2 will cause additional  
traffic on Confederation Street  
similar to the scope for the GWE 
development. This is not taken 
into account.  
See Additional Detail #1 in 
column 4.  

• A considerable number of citizens 

question the realism of the 

estimate of number of vehicles 

going in and out of the subdivision 

on a typical weekday e.g. 

Confederation can expect only 29 

vehicles from 34 Homes during 

peak morning hours?.  

See Additional Detail #2 in 

column 4. 

 

• A considerable number of citizens 
question the realism of the 
measure of vehicle speeds for 
traffic travelling on Confederation. 
The measures reported do not 
align with anecdotal evidence. 
The survey was conducted on only 
a single day. This is inadequate to 
get an accurate measure of traffic 
flows. 

GWCA  #10 

New 

 
 

Additional Detail #1 

• As the consultant for both the Dorian development and the Bishop Court 

development, Glenn Wellings is well aware ot the potential impact of 

Bishop Court development & implementation on the traffic for 

Confederation Street. 

HOWEVER, such impacts are not specifically factored into the analysis 

or conclusions. 

 

• See correspondence from: Sarah Ahmed 

[mailto:sahmed@ptsl.com]   Sent: Tuesday, December 10, 2019 9:49 

AM To: Pasquini, Alexsandria of Town of Halton Hills re the …  Scope 

of Work 
 

   Task 2 states. 

“Task 2 – Traffic Forecasting and Analysis: We will prepare vehicle traffic forecasts 
for each planning horizon and analysis period. The components of the traffic 

forecasts will be as follows: • Existing (Base Year) – 2020 volumes will be derived 

from the traffic counts collected in Task 1; • Future Background Volumes for the 
remaining horizon year of five from the date of the study will be estimated by 
applying a growth rate to the Existing volumes and adding anticipated trips from 
nearby approves and in-stream developments. Growth rates and developments to 
include in the background traffic forecasts will be confirmed with the Town and 
Region, as outlined in Task 1 “ 

• The 5 year horizon limit for planning is inadequate when it is known 

that Bishop’s Court is actively being planned and the site prepared.  
 

Additional Detail #2 
• Based on other expensive end homes in the Glen, there will be a minimum of 

2 cars per home and typically both homeowners working. It is more realistic to 

assume 1.5 cars leaving each home in the morning for a total of say 34 x 1.5 = 

51, rather than the 29 assumed in the TIS report.  

• There will also be traffic for school buses to a number of schools – or 

additional private car trips. 

• There will also be delivery vehicles (e.g. couriers, appliance deliveries) on a 

daily basis. 
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• No mention is made of the truck 
traffic that will exist during 
construction and the risks this will 
create – see notes in Issue # 1. 
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