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REPORT

SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MEETING
MEETING DATE: SEPTEMBER 26, 2017

FROM: Planning Services Department
DATE: September 12, 2017

SUBJECT: Public Meeting and Recommendation Report - ClubLink
Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Limited, Proposed
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft
Plan of Subdivision, File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-
17003/1519 - 1333 Dorval Drive

LOCATION: 1333 Dorval Drive'
WARD: 4 Page 1

RECOMMENDATION:

1. That the official plan amendment, zoning by-law amendment and draft plan of
subdivision applications by ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings
Limited, for 1333 Dorval Drive (File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-
17003/1519), be refused; and

2. That notice of Council’s decision reflects that the comments from the public
have been appropriately addressed.

KEY FACTS:

The following are key points for consideration with respect to this report:
* The subject lands are currently occupied by Glen Abbey Golf Course and the
RayDor Estate office building.
» The RayDor Estate building was designated in 1993 under Part IV of the
Ontario Heritage Act (By-law 1993-112) and does not form part of the subject
application.

! “1333 Dorval Drive" is a convenience address for the entire approximately 229 acre Glen Abbey property. The applicant has
taken the same approach in its applications. The property is shown on Figure 3.
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* A pre-consultation meeting was held with the applicant in November 2015
with respect to a proposal to redevelop the subject lands.

* On November 10, 2016 ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings
Limited (hereinafter ‘ClubLink’) submitted materials in support of applications
for an official plan amendment, zoning by-law amendment and draft plan of
subdivision to redevelop the property at 1333 Dorval Drive.

« The applications propose a total of 3,222 units, 5,429 m? of office
commercial, 5,841 m? of retail commercial space, 546 m? community amenity
uses, parks and open space and natural heritage system.

* The applications were determined to be incomplete by the town.

* Inresponse to a motion brought by ClubLink, the Ontario Municipal Board
(hereinafter ‘OMB’) issued a decision on June 7, 2017, determining that the
subject applications were complete as of the date of that decision.

« A public information meeting was held on July 19, 2017 at Town Hall, which
was attended by a total of 181 people.

Interim Control By-law

* Council passed an Interim Control By-law (hereinafter ‘ICB’) to restrict the
use of the Glen Abbey Golf Course to its existing uses for a period of one
year on February 1, 2016. The ICB was subsequently extended for an
additional one year on November 1, 2016.

» The applicant subsequently appealed the ICB to the OMB, and on May 10,
2017 the OMB issued its decision upholding the ICB.

* The purpose of the ICB was to allow the town time to undertake a town-wide
urban structure review, a land use economic and impact analysis study of the
Glen Abbey Property, and a cultural heritage landscape assessment
respecting the Glen Abbey Property, prior to making a decision on the
ClubLink development applications.

Planning Services Review

» The studies prepared by cultural heritage experts retained by the town
through the Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy conclude that the Glen
Abbey Property contains a designed cultural heritage landscape that meets
the criteria for cultural heritage value or interest as set out in Ontario
Regulation 9/06, under the Ontario Heritage Act and is a significant cultural
heritage landscape as defined in the PPS (2014).

* Consistent with Section 5.1.2 of the Livable Oakville Plan, a notice of
intention to designate the Glen Abbey Property under Part IV of the Ontario
Heritage Act was approved by Council on August 21, 2017 (Appendix A).

» The peer review undertaken for the town of the Cultural Heritage Landscape
Assessment & Heritage Impact Assessment submitted by the applicant found
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that the Assessment provides a flawed evaluation of the cultural heritage
landscape, and that, because of this, the impact assessment of the proposed
development is not accurate or relevant.

« The ‘Six Big ldeas’ contained within the Cultural Heritage Landscape
Assessment & Heritage Impact Assessment submitted by the applicant are
not appropriate conservation strategies for the conservation of the Glen
Abbey Property.

- Based on the work undertaken by the town for the property through the
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, and the advice from the town’s peer
review consultant, staff are of the opinion that any proposal resulting in
removal of the golf course would not conserve the cultural heritage value and
the heritage attributes of the cultural heritage landscape.

* In not conserving a significant cultural heritage landscape, the proposed
application are not consistent with Sections 1.7.1 (d) and 2.6.1 of the PPS
(2014), and do not conform to Section 4.2.7(1) of the Growth Plan (2017),
Section 167(5) of the Halton Official Plan and the cultural heritage objectives
and policies of the Livable Oakville Plan including Section 5.3.3 and 5.3.12.

» The applications fail to adequately consider the impact of the development on
the town’s urban structure. This is an important consideration as this
application, if approved, would compromise fulfilment of key Provincial policy
directives.

» The geographic area, proposed population, density, built form and building
heights of the proposed development is commensurate with a growth area, in
the Oakuville context.

* No existing or planned higher-order transit, frequent transit, public service
facilities or node are located in proximity to the subject lands that would
support consideration of these lands as a new growth area.

» The Growth Plan (2017) requires Halton Region to undertake integrated
planning with the town through a Regional municipal comprehensive review
to establish, amongst other things, new strategic growth areas (nodes or
corridors).

* The Glen Abbey Golf Course is not an appropriate location for a new node or
corridor, and does not uphold the town’s urban structure.

» The proposed removal of the Glen Abbey Golf Course would not preserve,
enhance and protect the distinct character, cultural heritage, living
environment, and sense of communitgl of neighbourhoods which is a guiding
principle of the Livable Oakville Plan.

* In addition, the internal, external agencies and technical peer review found
deficiencies with various reports and studies that accompanied the

2 Section 2.2.1 a), Livable Oakville Plan
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applications that did not fully demonstrate conformity with Provincial,
Regional and/or local policies or practice.

» Staff recommends refusal of the official plan amendment, zoning by-law
amendment, and plan of subdivision applications based on the review and
analysis provided herein.

BACKGROUND:

The purpose of this report is to introduce the planning applications as part of the
statutory public meeting and to provide a comprehensive staff evaluation and a
recommendation on the proposed official plan amendment, zoning by-law
amendment and plan of subdivision applications submitted by ClubLink.

A public information meeting was held on July 19, 2017 where a total of 181 people
attended. Public comments received as part of this meeting and up to the date of
this report are appended hereto as Appendix B.

A pre-consultation meeting was held on November 18, 2015 regarding a proposed
redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course with approximately 3,200 residential
units, and approximately 7,432 m? (80,000 ft?) of office and 7,432 m? (80,000 ft?) of
retail space in buildings ranging in height from two to twelve storeys. The scale of
the proposal caused staff to assess it as potentially proposing the development of a
new unplanned growth area in the town.

At its meeting of February 1, 2016, Council passed Interim Control By-law No. 2016-
024 (hereafter ‘ICB’), which was initially to take effect for one year, but on November
1, 2016 was extended by Council for one additional year. The ICB restricts the Glen

Abbey Golf Course to existing uses only pending completion of the following studies:

i. atown-wide Urban Structure Review;
i. aland Use Economic and Impact Analysis study of the Glen Abbey Golf
Course; and,
iii.  the Cultural Heritage Landscape assessment of the Glen Abbey Golf
Course.

The applicant appealed the town’s ICB to the OMB. On May 10, 2017 the OMB
issued its decision dismissing ClubLink’s appeal. The OMB’s decision held that the
magnitude of the proposal along with the potential for impact warrant consideration
of the planned function and overall town-scaled urban structure, as well as local
character and compatibility:
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No matter how it measures up to other approved growth areas in the Town,
the proposal will be very significant to the future structure of the Town and will
have implications that warrant study and carefully planned change. (para. 33)

In its conclusion, the OMB found that the interim control by-law is appropriate and
necessary:

It is justified and based on a legitimate planning rationale. It has been
enacted in good faith, does not unfairly target the subject proposal in
comparison with others and there is no evidence that it has been enacted for
purpose of delay or to frustrate the proper assessment of the merits of a
development application. It is in conformity with the Region of Halton Official
Plan and the Provincial Growth Plan, and is consistent with the PPS. (para.
93)

On November 10, 2016, before the studies required by the ICB were complete,
ClubLink submitted materials in support of an official plan amendment application,
zoning by-law amendment application and draft plan of subdivision which proposed
redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course inclusive of a total of 3,222 units,
5,429 m? of office commercial, 5,841 m? of retail commercial space, 546 m?
community amenity uses, parks and open space and natural heritage system.

In accordance with the Planning Act, the Town advised ClubLink that the foregoing
applications were incomplete. In staff's view, the applications were deficient in that
they failed to:

i. assess the impact of the proposed redevelopment on the urban structure
of the town, and in particular in respect of the town’s Growth Areas;

ii. provide an analysis of the economic impact of the loss of the Glen Abbey
Golf Course on the town; and,

iii.  submit a draft official plan amendment containing an area-specific plan or
policies for the proposed redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course
lands, as required by section 77 (5) of the Region’s Official Plan, and a
land use planning analysis addressing the criteria set out in that policy;

In response to a motion brought by ClubLink the OMB issued a decision on June 7,
2017 that determined that the subject applications were complete as of the date of
that decision.

Pursuant to the Planning Act, the town has 120 days from the OMB’s decision to
consider and decide on the merits of the application for rezoning (October 5, 2017),
and 180 days from the OMB’s decision to consider and decide on the merits of the
application for official plan amendment and plan of subdivision (December 4, 2017),
after which time ClubLink can appeal the applications to the OMB.



SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MEETING

From: Planning Services Department
Date: September 12, 2017
Subject: Public Meeting and Recommendation Report - ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink
Holdings Limited, Proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft
Plan of Subdivision, File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-17003/1519 - 1333 Dorval Drive
Page 6

Proposal

The applicant seeks approval to redevelop the Glen Abbey Golf Course inclusive of
residential, commercial, parks and open space, and natural heritage uses.

Figure 1: Proposed Draft Plan

A total of 3,222 residential units are proposed in the form of a range of housing
types inclusive of detached dwellings, townhouse, stacked townhouse and back-to-
back townhouse dwellings, residential apartment buildings, and mixed-use mid-rise
retail, office and apartment buildings ranging in height between two to twelve
storeys. The density of the development is proposed to be focused along ‘Street A’,
with a gradation to lower building heights toward the existing stable residential
neighbourhood to the west. The following chart provides an overview of the
allocation of uses and sizes.
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Number of | Net Density
Draft Plan Feature Units (UPSH) Area (Ha)
Low Density Residential
Detached — 9.2 m (30’) 52 25.7 2.02
Detached —9.75 m (32) 2 33.3 0.06
Detached — 12.2 m (40’) 27 22.7 1.19
Detached — 13.1 m (43’) 14 16.7 0.84
Detached — 15.2 m (50’) 5 15.6 0.32
Detached — 18.2 m (60’) 41 10.4 3.94
Subtotal 141 16.8 8.37
High Density Residenital
Townhouse & Apartment | 2492 | 1638 | 1521
Mixed Use
Townhouse & Apartment | 589 | 1743 | 3.38
Community Amenity
Ext. Paddoc Building | - - | 0.5
Parks & Open Space
Park - - 10.41
Open Space - - 0.21
Enbridge Easement - - 0.57
Natural Heritage
Woodlot - - 0.34
Natural Heritage System - - 32.47
Buffer - - 1.79
Infrastracture

SWM Pond - - 4.32
Roads - - 15.15
TOTAL 3222 119.5 92.72

Table 1: Draft Plan Statistics

In addition to the residential uses, 5,429 m? (58,438 ft) of office commercial and
5,841 m? (62,871 ft?) of retail commercial uses are proposed in mixed-use
residential and commercial buildings. An additional 546 m? (5,877 ft%) of community
amenity uses including a village market within the existing stable buildings, 10.41
hectares (25.72 acres) of parks, 0.78 hectares (1.66 acres) of open space, 32.47
hectares (80.24 acres) of natural heritage system, 0.34 hectares (0.84 acres) of
remnant wooded area, 1.79 hectares (4.42 acres) of buffer blocks, and 4.32
hectares (10.67 acres) of stormwater management ponds are proposed. A copy of
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the applicant’s draft official plan amendment and zoning by-law amendment are
attached as Appendices | and J, respectively.

As part of the development applications, the natural heritage system, inclusive of the
full Sixteen Mile Creek Valley lands would be dedicated to the Town. The RayDor
Estate, which is shown on the plan of subdivision for contextual purposes, would be
retained by ClubLink and its use as an office complex maintained.

As part of the development applications, ClubLink proposed “Six Big ldeas for an
Evolving Landscape.” These Ideas include a greenway park, a valley’s edge open
space, a Great Belvedere, the village market, the central park and social hub, and
valley open space, as shown in Figure 2.

In its Heritage Impact Assessment, Clublink’s consultant, ERA, advises that these
Six Big Ideas are intended to conserve the cultural heritage landscape in the valley
and on the valley’s edge and to enhance the master plan by rooting the design of its
parks and open spaces in the layered history of the site.®

3 Page 170, Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment & Heritage Impact Assessment
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Figure 2: Applicant’s “Six Big Ideas for an Evolving Landscape”

Location

The property is generally located at the south-east quadrant of Upper Middle Road
and Dorval Drive. The property is municipally known as 1333 Dorval Drive.*

P ClubLink Corportation ULC and
v ClubLink Holdings Limited AIRPHOTO
D SUBJECT LANDS 1333 Dorval Drive Corrmurity Development Commission
Z.1519.09 3 a2 LS SR Al A EAT WP D

Figure 3: Air Photo

Site Description & Surrounding Land Uses

The subject lands are approximately 92.72 hectares (229 acres) in size and have a
lot frontage of approximately 598 m (1,818 ft) on Dorval Drive and 704 m (2,309 ft)

4 “1333 Dorval Drive" is a convenience address for the entire approximately 229 acre Glen Abbey property. The applicant has

taken the same approach in its applications. The property is shown on Figure 3.
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on Upper Middle Road West. They are currently occupied by Glen Abbey Golf
Course and the RayDor Estate office building. The RayDor Estate building was
designated in 1993 under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (By-law 1993-112) and
does not form part of the subject application.

The surrounding land uses are as follows:

South: Sixteen Mile Creek and stable residential neighbourhood

West: Stable residential neighbourhood and Dorval Drive

North: Stable residential neighbourhood, Upper Middle Road West and Sixteen Mile
Creek

East: Sixteen Mile Creek, stable residential neighbourhood

POLICY & REGULATORY FRAMEWORK:

The applications are subject to the following policy framework including: the
Provincial Policy Statement (2014), the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden
Horseshoe (2017), Ontario Heritage Act, Halton Region Official Plan, and the
Livable Oakville Plan.

Provincial Policy Statement

The Provincial Policy Statement (2014) (hereinafter ‘PPS’) is intended to promote a
policy led system, which recognises that there are complex relationships among
environmental, economic and social factors in land use planning. The PPS
encourages the wise management of land to achieve efficient development and land
use patterns by directing growth to settlement areas and by promoting a compact
development form.

On February 24, 2014, the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing issued a new
PPS under Section 3 of the Planning Act. The new PPS replaces the 2005
statement and is effective April 30, 2014.

All planning decisions must be consistent with the PPS.
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017)

On May 18, 2017 the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017
(hereinafter ‘Growth Plan’) was released and it came into effect on July 1, 2017,
replacing the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006. The Growth
Plan is a long-term plan that works together with the Greenbelt Plan, the Oak
Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan and the Niagara Escarpment Plan to manage
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growth, build complete communities, curb sprawl and protect cultural heritage
resources and the natural environment.

All decisions made on or after July 1, 2017 in respect of the exercise of any authority
that affects a planning matter are required to conform to the Growth Plan (2017).

Ontario Heritage Act

The Ontario Heritage Act (hereinafter ‘OHA’) came into force in 1975 and it provides
municipalities and the provincial government with powers to conserve, protect and
preserve the heritage of Ontario. On August 21, 2017, Council approved a Notice of
Intention to Designate under Section 29, Part |V of the Ontario Heritage Act for the
Glen Abbey property that includes a statement of cultural heritage value and a
description of heritage attributes (Appendix A). One effect of this notice is that
Section 33 of the OHA is deemed to apply to the Glen Abbey Property. Section 33
prohibits any alteration of the property that is likely to affect the heritage attributes of
the property unless the owner has applied to the Council and has received Council’s
consent in writing to the alteration.

Region of Halton Official Plan

The OMB has issued a series of decisions regarding the partial approval of ROPA
38 to the Halton Region’s Official Plan (hereinafter ‘Halton Plan’). The policies of
ROPA 38 to Halton’s Official Plan are in force with the exception of site-specific and
policy-specific matters unrelated to this application.

The lands are designated “Urban Area” and “Natural Heritage System” according to
the Region’s Official Plan. The Urban Area is “planned to accommodate the
distribution of population and employment for the Region and the four Local
Municipalities”. One of the objectives of the Urban Area (Policy 72(1)) is to
“‘accommodate growth in accordance with the Region’s desire to improve and
maintain regional unity, retain local community identity, create healthy communities,
promote economic prosperity, maintain a high quality, sustainable natural
environment, and preserve certain landscapes permanently”. The range of permitted
uses and the creation of new lots in the Urban Area will be in accordance with Local
Official Plans and Zoning By-laws. All development, however, shall be subject to the
policies of the Regional Plan. Regional comments regarding policy context are
appended as Appendix C.

Livable Oakville

The Livable Oakville Plan was approved by the Ontario Municipal Board on May
10", 2011. A conformity exercise is currently underway which will consider, amongst
other things the PPS (2014) and Growth Plan (2017).
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The Glen Abbey Golf Course is recognized as a ‘Residential Area’ on Schedule A1
— Urban Structure of the Livable Oakville Plan. Schedule H (West Land Use) of the
Livable Oakville Plan designates the subject lands as Private Open Space and
Natural Area with a site-specific exception (extract of Schedule H (West Land Use)
attached as Appendix D)

Uses permitted within the Private Open Space designation include: legally existing
golf courses; legally existing recreational facilities; trails; existing cemeteries;
conservation uses including fish, wildlife and forest management; and, essential
public works including transportation, utility, watershed management and flood and
erosion hazard control facilities.

In addition, a site-specific exception permits the following on the portion of the
subject lands designated Private Open Space:

the following additional uses related to the principal golf course use may also
be permitted:

a) a hotel / conference centre with accessory facilities and uses thereto;

b) banquet and dining facilities;

c¢) limited retail, service commercial, manufacturing and storage;

d) recreational, educational and cultural facilities;

e) administrative offices and publication facilities; and,

f) maintenance / groundskeeper facilities, including existing residential uses.

On the portion of the Glen Abbey Golf Course property designated Natural Area,
Section 27.3.5 of the Livable Oakville Plan permits the existing golf course to be
restored and/or rebuilt to its previous condition if damaged or destroyed by a natural
disaster, subject to the following:

a) The owner shall prepare an environmental impact statement to
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Town, that erosion and any adverse
impacts to water quality, water quantity, slope stability, wildlife habitat,
existing vegetation and drainage shall be minimized and existing valley
slopes shall not be disturbed.

b) Necessary mitigation measures shall be implemented to the satisfaction of
the Town.

c) The necessary permits shall be obtained from Conservation Halton.

The Private Open Space and Natural Area designations do not permit the proposed
development. In order to permit the proposed development, the proponent has
applied for an amendment to the Livable Oakville Plan to permit a mixed use
development consisting of 141 detached dwellings, 299 townhouse, street
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townhouse, stacked and back-to-back townhouse dwellings, 2,782 apartment
dwellings, 5,429 m? (58,438 ft?) of office commercial and 5,841 m? (62,871 ft%) of
retail commercial uses in a mixed-use residential and commercial format, 546 m?
(5,877 ft?) of neighbourhood amenity uses, and park and open space uses. The
official plan amendment proposes to amend Schedule H — West Land Use by
changing the Private Open Space designation primarily to low, medium and high
residential land use designation, mixed use designation ‘Main Street 2’, and
commercial designation ‘Community Commercial’. In addition, an open space
designation is proposed in addition to adjustments to the Natural Area designation.
The proposed amendment would also replace most of the existing site-specific
exceptions with new exceptions.

Zoning By-law 2014-014

The subject lands are zoned as Private Open Space and Natural Area, with special
provision 114 applying to part of the Private Open Space Zone (02 Zone). The O2
zone permits community, open space and service commercial uses including a golf
course and accessory uses including a restaurant, retail store, and business office.
A complete list of the permitted uses in the O2 zone is attached as Appendix E.
Special Provision 114 permits the following additional uses:

a) Hotel

b) Manufacturing, accessory

c¢) Public hall, and Footnote 1 of Table 12.2, relating to the limitation to
accessory use only, shall not apply

d) Residential accommodation for caretakers and maintenance staff

The hotel and conference facilities have not been built. At its meeting of February 1,
2016, Town Council passed an ICB, which was initially to take effect for one year,
but on November 1, 2016 was extended by Council for one additional year.

The proponent has applied for a Zoning By-law Amendment to rezone the lands to
site-specific RL3, RL5, RL8, RL9, RL9, RM1, RH, RH, MU3 and C2 zones and O1,
N and SMF zones.

PLANNING ANALYSIS:

Physical Context

The subject lands are part of the neighbourhood known as ‘Glen Abbey
neighbourhood’ which is generally bound by Sixteen Mile Creek to the west, Upper
Middle Road West to the north, Fourteen Mile Creek to the east and the
employment / commercial area along the QEW to the south. The Glen Abbey
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neighbourhood is comprised of a mix of housing from single-detached to
apartments, although the majority of residential development is low-density in form.

The built form generally consists of the original housing stock of single-detached
dwellings, with the exception of some redevelopment and infill development which
have been developed over time. The housing stock is generally framed by a network
of suburban streets with maturing trees and expansive network of natural area and
public, and private open space.

Planning Services Review

The Growth Plan (2017) and PPS (2014) each provide that they are to be read in
their entirety and the relevant policies are to be applied to each situation. They are
more than a set of individual policies. When more than one policy is relevant, a
decision-maker should consider all of the relevant policies to understand how they
work together.

Planning staff circulated the development applications to internal departments and
external agencies, and the town retained a multidisciplinary team of experts to
undertake a peer review of certain submitted material and reports. The Growth Plan
(2017), PPS (2014), Halton Plan, Livable Oakville Plan and other relevant policies
and supporting guidelines were reviewed in their entirety, with relevant policies
applied.

Accommodating growth within the built boundary is a necessity, however, the way in
which this growth is accommodated requires careful consideration and balance of a
number of relevant components, applied on a Regional and town-wide basis.
Ontario’s policy-led land use planning and decision making system provides policy
directives through legislation,” policy statements and plans that provide for a wide
range of matters that must be considered in making planning decisions.

This requirement for balance is evident in both the PPS (2014) and Growth Plan
(2017). For example, Section 1.1.3.3 of the PPS provides:

Planning authorities shall identify appropriate locations and promote
opportunities for intensification and redevelopment where this can be
accommodated taking into account existing building stock or areas,
including brownfield sites, and the availability of suitable existing or
planned infrastructure and public service facilities required to
accommodate projected needs.

5 Section 2 of the Planning Act sets out a list of Provincial Interests that must all be considered in making any planning
decision.
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Intensification and redevelopment shall be directed in accordance with the
policies of Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources® and
Section 3: Protecting Public Health and Safety.

There is strong directive in Provincial policy for the Province, Region and town to
plan for, establish and invest in an urban structure of nodes and corridors to provide
a framework to assist in achieving these interests. This growth management
structure is carefully planned for by the Region and the town using a coordinated,
integrated and comprehensive approach through a municipal comprehensive
review.

When a development application is submitted that is inconsistent with the town’s
established urban structure, it warrants a comprehensive evaluation to ensure that
the policy framework reflected in the town’s urban structure is maintained.

Staff have considered, amongst other matters, a full range of factors through a
detailed review when forming the independent professional planning opinion
provided herein. However, through staff’s analysis of the applications, in relation to
the applicable policy context, relevant town studies and peer review, two
fundamental considerations emerged which informed the opinion to recommend
refusal of the development applications. These relate to the conservation of
significant cultural heritage resources and where and how to grow. Accordingly, the
analysis in this report focuses on two broad areas: (i) protecting what is valuable
(cultural heritage resources), and (ii) where and how to grow (urban structure).

Protecting What is Valuable - Cultural Heritage Resources

Policy Framework

As noted above, the Growth Plan (2017) and the PPS (2014) contain policy
directions regarding the need to accommodate intensification and redevelopment.
However, intensification and redevelopment must be directed in accordance with the
requirement to, amongst other matters, protect valuable resources, including
conservation of significant cultural heritage landscapes.

The Growth Plan (2017) recognizes that cultural Heritage Resources contribute to a
sense of identity and, support a vibrant tourism industry. These valuable assets
must be wisely protected and managed as part of planning for future growth.
Accommodating growth can put pressure on these resources, however,

Section 2: Wise Use and Management of Resources includes conservation of significant cultural heritage landscapes.
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conservation of Cultural Heritage Resources forms an integral part of the Ontario
policy-led land use planning and decision making system.

The Province, through the new Growth Plan (2017), has made a concerted effort to
strengthen policy directives to conserve Significant Cultural Heritage Landscapes.
The 2006 version of the Growth Plan, as amended, required “cultural heritage
conservation [not defined], including conservation of cultural heritage resources [not
defined], where feasible, as the built-up areas are intensified.”” In contrast, the 2017
Growth Plan requires that “cultural heritage resources [defined to include cultural
heritage landscapes] be conserved [defined as noted below] in order to foster a
sense of place and benefit communities, particularly in strategic growth areas.”® The
last phrase highlights the important role of Cultural Heritage Landscapes in areas
where rapid change could impact this sense of a community’s history and current
identity. Further, the 2017 Growth Plan now includes the following statements with
respect to Cultural Heritage Resources (with emphasis added):

As the GGH grows and changes, we must continue to value what makes this
region unique to ensure the sustained prosperity of Ontario, its people, and
future generations. While growth is an important part of vibrant, diversified
urban and rural communities and economies, the magnitude of growth that is
expected over the coming decades for the GGH presents several challenges:

Urban sprawl can degrade the region’s air quality; water resources; natural
heritage resources, such as rivers, lakes, woodlands, and wetlands; and
cultural heritage resources.’

Our cultural heritage resources and open spaces in our cities, towns,
and countryside will provide people with a sense of place.”

The GGH contains a broad array of important hydrologic and natural
heritage features and areas, a vibrant and diverse agricultural land base,
irreplaceable cultural heritage resources, and valuable renewable and
non-renewable resources. These lands, features and resources are
essential for the long-term quality of life, economic prosperity,
environmental health, and ecological integrity of the region. They
collectively provide essential ecosystem services, including water storage

! 4.2.4 (e), Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2006
8 4.2.7(1), Growth Plan (2017)

® 1.1, Growth Plan (2017)

194 2, Growth Plan (2017)
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and filtration, cleaner air and habitats, and support pollinators, carbon
storage, adaptation and resilience to climate change”.

These valuable assets must be wisely protected and managed as part of
planning for future growth...”?

A balanced approach to the wise use and management of all resources,
including those related to water, natural heritage, agriculture, cultural
heritage, and mineral aggregates, will be implemented in the GGH.”

The GGH also contains important cultural heritage resources that
contribute to a sense of identity, support a vibrant tourism industry, and
attract investment based on cultural amenities. Accommodating growth
can put pressure on these resources through development and site alteration.
It is necessary to plan in a way that protects and maximizes the benefits
of these resources that make our communities unique and attractive
places to live..."*

In addition to the foregoing, Section 1.7.1 (d) of the PPS (2014) provides that long-
term economic prosperity should be supported by encouraging a sense of place, by
promoting well-designed built form and cultural planning, and by conserving features
that help define character, including built heritage resources and cultural heritage
landscapes.

Section 2.6.1 of the PPS (2014) requires conservation of significant built heritage
resources and cultural heritage landscapes.'

Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage
landscapes shall be conserved. (emphasis added)

The Halton Region Official Plan provides a framework to help define cultural
heritage resources (including cultural heritage landscapes). It also encourages local
municipalities to identify these resources, and, where they are identified, to ensure
potential impacts to those resources are adequately studied and if necessary,
subjected to mitigation activities in accordance with Provincial requirements. Section
167(5) states:

" 4.1 Growth Plan (2017)
'2 4.1 Growth Plan (2017)
'3 4.1 Growth Plan (2017)
'* 4.1 Growth Plan (2017)
'* The 2005 PPS also included for conservation of significant cultural heritage landscapes.
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Encourage the Local Municipalities to prepare, as part of any Area-Specific
Plan or relevant Official Plan amendment, an inventory of heritage resources
and provide guidelines for preservation, assessment and mitigate activities.

Section 5 of the Livable Oakville Plan provides local cultural heritage objectives and
strong policy directives which similarly, and amongst other matters, require
identification, evaluation and conservation of cultural heritage landscapes in
accordance with the town’s Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy (policy 5.3.12).

The Town’s Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy

The Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy was endorsed by Council in January
2014 and set the foundation for the primary identification of candidate cultural
heritage landscapes and future inventory and evaluation of the same. The Glen
Abbey Golf Course property was identified as one of 63 properties across the town
in the inventory prepared in 2015 during phase one of the implementation of the
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy. In February 2016, as part of the completion
of the phase one inventory, Council identified the Glen Abbey Golf Course property
as a ‘high priority’ for evaluation as a cultural heritage landscape.

The phase two evaluation was carried out by a multidisciplinary team of experts and
provided a thorough review of the property’s history, existing site conditions and
potential cultural heritage value. With respect to the Glen Abbey Golf Course
property, the related staff report stated:

This property has been evaluated and found to have local, provincial and
national significance... The existing protection for this property is
insufficient to recognize and protect a significant cultural heritage
landscape... (emphasis added)

Phase two provided the evidentiary basis to identify the Glen Abbey Golf Course
property as meeting provincial Ontario Heritage Act criteria for heritage value, and
thus also meeting PPS (2014) criteria for heritage significance. The PPS (2014)
defines ‘significant’ in regard to cultural heritage as:

...resources that have been determined to have cultural heritage value or
interest for the important contribution they make to our understanding of
the history of a place, an event, or a people. (emphasis added)

Following the phase two evaluation of the property, Council formally recognized the
Glen Abbey Golf Course as a significant cultural heritage landscape on May 15,
2017. Council also directed that the property immediately proceed to phase three,
which is the implementation of protection measures.
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Phase three included additional research and evaluation by independent experts.
This work included an independent expert report on Cultural Heritage Landscape
Values that applied the Ontario Heritage Act framework and criteria for identifying
properties having cultural heritage value. The report concluded that the property,

including the designed cultural heritage landscape known as the Glen Abbey Golf
Course, has heritage value and significance. The report also provided that:

Glen Abbey is one of the most significant works by one of golf’'s most
significant figures, Jack Nicklaus. It ushered in a new era in tournament golf
course design with its stadium and hub-and-spoke features. Its design is
remarkable for the integration of artistry and craftsmanship, with many iconic
stretches including the challenge and beauty of the valley holes and the
drama of the final two holes. Its association with the Canadian Open has
given it international significance and ties to many of the leading figures in the
sport. It is a landmark not only on the Town of Oakville, but across Canada
and abroad. The property also contains associations with some previous
landscape layers, through surviving remnants or features.

In addition, phase three included a detailed review of the Glen Abbey Golf Course
property was conducted by an international golf course design expert. This expert
concluded that the golf course has a number of key attributes, including its ‘spoke
and wheel’ design. This expert’s report also found that the spatial arrangement of all
the holes and the relationship between them needs to be protected (valley holes,
table land holes and the central clubhouse which acts as the ‘hub’ of the wheel). The
other designed features of the golf course, including the greens, bunkers, lakes,
planting and landforms, such as spectator mounds make the property an important
early example of a stadium-style golf course.

Both the PPS (2014) and Growth Plan (2017) define ‘cultural heritage landscape’ as:

a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human activity
and is identified as having cultural heritage value or interest by a community,
including an Aboriginal community. The area may involve features such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites or natural elements that are valued
together for their interrelationship, meaning or association. (emphasis
added)

As identified by the expert retained by the town to peer review the Heritage
Assessment submitted by ClubLink, it is clear that the interrelationships between the
Glen Abbey Golf Course property component parts such as land uses, land forms,
water features, built features and circulation patterns were central considerations in
Jack Nicklaus’ design and remain fundamental to its understanding today. These
interrelationships encompass the entirety of the site.
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Based on the evidence of heritage value and attributes, reflected in the reports on
phases two and three of the Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, and in
accordance with Sections 5.1.2, 5.2.1(e) and 5.3.12 of the Livable Oakville Plan,
Council initiated the designation process under Part IV s.29 of the Ontario Heritage
Act (Appendix A). On August 21, 2017, Council approved a Notice of Intention to
Designate under Section 29, Part IV of the OHA for the Glen Abbey Golf Course
property. As required by the OHA, and in accordance with criteria for heritage value
set out in OHA Regulation 9/06, this Notice included a statement of cultural heritage
value and a description of heritage attributes (Appendix A)."®

To implement Council’s May 2017 direction regarding phase three of the town’s
Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy, staff are proposing amendments to the
cultural heritage policies of the Livable Oakville Plan. The proposed amendments
underscore the policy direction of the Livable Oakville Plan and the PPS (2014)
regarding the conservation of cultural heritage landscapes through retaining the
cultural heritage value or interest of a property. The proposed amendments also
reinforce the need to complete a heritage evaluation that addresses the OHA
requirements to state the cultural heritage value and describe the heritage attributes
of a cultural heritage resource before any impact assessment is completed (policy
5.3.2). The proposed amendments also recognize cultural heritage landscapes as
part of the town’s urban structure; and, contemplate the potential for site-specific
land use designations, policies and cultural heritage landscape conservation plans
(policy 5.3.4).

As described in more detail below, town staff are recommending, through an
amendment to the Livable Oakville implementing the Urban Structure Review, to
identify significant cultural heritage landscapes as an element of the town’s urban
structure. In that regard, it is recommended that the Glen Abbey Golf Course
property be identified on Schedule A1 — Urban Structure as containing a cultural
heritage landscape.

Review of Applicant’s Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment & Heritage Impact
Assessment

Staff have reviewed the Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment & Heritage
Impact Assessment: Proposed Redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Club,
Oakville prepared by ERA Architects Inc. dated November 9, 2016 (hereinafter the
‘ERA Report’) (Appendix F).

16 Section 33 of the Ontario Heritage Act prohibits any alteration of the property that is likely to impact the heritage attributes of
the property unless the owner has applied to the Council and has received Council’s consent in writing to the alteration. The
effect of the Notice of Intention to Designate for the Glen Abbey property is that s. 33 is deemed to apply. The applications
before Council do not include an application under s. 33 of the OHA.
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The ERA Report was completed prior to Council’s identification and recognition of
the property as a significant cultural heritage landscape on May 15, 2017. However,
the property had already been included in the town’s inventory of Cultural Heritage
Landscapes as part of phase one of its Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy. On
February 16, 2016 Council also identified this property as a high priority for detailed
assessment in phase two of the Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy. Following
that direction, staff proceeded to retain independent experts to carry out the detailed
phase two research and evaluation.

Staff’s initial review of the ERA Report revealed concerns with the evaluation of the
cultural heritage landscape of the property, the statement of cultural heritage value
or interest, the listing of heritage attributes and the resulting assessment of the
impact of the development application. The review indicated that the ERA Report
did not meet the requirements of the existing policy framework as outlined herein.
Among other things, it failed to appropriately identify the cultural heritage landscape,
which led to its failure to recommend protection measures that would conserve the
cultural heritage landscape.

Given the foregoing, staff recommended that the town retain the services of a peer
review expert to assist with the review of the ERA Report. The full peer review
assessment and heritage staff comments are appended to this report as Appendix
G. The reviews of both staff and the peer review expert share fundamental issues
with the ERA Report:

* The ERA Report does not properly identify the nature of the cultural heritage
landscape on the Glen Abbey Golf Course property. It identifies the
landscape as an ‘evolved’ cultural heritage landscape. This conclusion
incorrect. The ERA Report has not demonstrated why the property is
considered to be ‘evolved’ in the full context of the three types of
internationally recognized cultural heritage landscapes. As summarized in the
town’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy, the three types are: evolved,
designed and associative. The distinction between the types of cultural
heritage landscapes is critical and town staff and the peer review expert
share the opinion that the property is a ‘designed’ cultural heritage landscape,
not ‘evolved’.

» The flawed identification of the property as an ‘evolved’ landscape has led to
a flawed evaluation of the cultural heritage landscape.

» Contrary to statements made in the ERA Report, town staff and the peer
review expert accept that OHA Regulation 9/06 applies without qualification
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to the evaluation of cultural heritage value for designed cultural heritage
landscapes.

» The proposed Statement of Significance and list of heritage attributes in the
ERA Report do not reflect the property’s value as a designed cultural heritage
landscape.

* Given the conclusion that ERA’s identification and evaluation of the cultural
heritage landscape is flawed, ERA’s assessment of the impact of the
proposed development is not accurate or relevant because it is based on a
misleading and incomplete assessment of the cultural heritage landscape
itself.

» The ‘Six Big Ideas’ contained within the ERA Report are not appropriate
strategies to ensure that the cultural heritage value or interest of the Glen
Abbey Golf Course is conserved. While the ERA Report acknowledges that
there is cultural heritage value in the golf course and that the property is a
cultural heritage landscape, the ‘Six Big Ideas’ fail to retain the overall value
of the property as a designed landscape; instead, these ideas attempt to
fragment the cultural heritage value into individual components that do not
conserve the interrelated and integrated design of the golf course or its
relationships, meanings and associations.

» The residential, office, and retail components, although not discussed in the
ERA Report except for the brief mention in the introduction, together form the
most important big idea. None of these components are included in the ‘Six
Big Ideas’. These components occupy a majority of the site, they change the
site from open green space to an emphasis on built form, and, most
significantly in the context of the Heritage Impact Assessment, they remove
the Glen Abbey Golf Course in its present form as a cultural heritage
landscape of recognized significance.

Staff are also of the view that, contrary to the Livable Oakville Plan, the ERA Report
has not appropriately identified or evaluated the Glen Abbey Golf Course property in
accordance with the Town’s Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy (hereinafter ‘ the
Strategy’). Though the ERA Report references the Strategy, it has done so in ways
that ignore or take key points out of context. Examples include:

» Discussion of the ‘type’ of cultural heritage landscape. On pages 89 and 186-
187, the ERA Report identifies the property as ‘Continuing Evolved
Landscape.” The report does not include the definition of the other types of
cultural heritage landscapes. The ERA Report does not demonstrate how or
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why it determined that the property is an “evolved" landscape compared to
the Strategy’s listed alternatives of being a “designed” or “associative"
landscape.

» With respect to conservation priorities, the ERA Report fails to reference the
Strategy’s priority to conserving cultural heritage landscapes in situ and
complete. Instead, it assumes that the piecemeal protection of individual
elements of the cultural heritage landscape is permitted without qualification.
Although the Strategy does include reference to alternative approaches to
conservation, assessment of the alternative approaches must address the
priorities set out in the Strategy. The ERA Report does not address why the
preferred approach is removal of the golf course cultural heritage landscape.
The ERA Report also fails to acknowledge that a complete cultural heritage
landscape may be conserved on the property.

Cultural Heritage Conservation Conclusions

As previously identified, the PPS (2014) requires ‘significant cultural heritage
landscapes’ be ‘conserved’ (PPS, Part 2.6.1) and the Growth Plan requires that
cultural heritage resources be conserved (Growth Plan, Part 4.2.7(1)). ‘Conserved’
is defined by the PPS (2014) and Growth Plan (2017) as:

means the identification, protection, management and use of... cultural
heritage landscapes... in a manner that ensures their cultural heritage
value or interest is retained under the Ontario Heritage Act. This may be
achieved by the implementation of recommendations set out in a
conservation plan, archaeological assessment, and/or heritage impact
assessment. Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches
can be included in these plans and assessments. (emphasis added)

It is necessary for the cultural heritage value or interest to be retained under the
Ontario Heritage Act in order to conserve a significant cultural heritage landscape.
With respect to the applicant’s ‘Big Six Ideas’ which were intended to conserve the
landscape, the peer review expert found:

The ‘Big Six Ideas’ highlight the problems with erasing an intact cultural
heritage landscape. Hidden in these assumptions is the first, and most critical
intervention — removing most of the golf course so that Jack Nicklaus's design
survives only as a remnant. Once this has been accomplished, the golf
course remnant can be combined with the remnants of all the earlier periods
to create a landscape based on commemoration and interpretation. But it is
that first, hidden, step that runs counter to the central intent of cultural
heritage resource protection in Ontario’s regulatory environment.
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Based on the findings of the Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, inclusive of
phases one to three undertaken on the Glen Abbey Golf Course property and the

staff a

nd peer review expert analysis of the development application outlined herein,

the proposed development fails to retain the cultural heritage value or interest of the
significant cultural heritage landscape. Effectively, the proposed development would
remove a significant cultural heritage landscape and replace it with a high density

mixed

use development.

Moreover, based on the work undertaken by the town for the property through the
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, and the advice from the town’s peer review
consultant, staff are of the opinion that any development resulting in removal of the
golf course would not retain the cultural heritage value or interest, under the Ontario
Heritage Act. The peer review expert provided the following analogy:

Allowing new development parcels along the perimeter, or at random points
within the site, would be like allowing new residential, office and retail
components to intrude within the boundaries of Olmsted's Central Park in
New York City. The cultural heritage value in either case would be seriously
Jeopardized, even if significant 'remnants’ were preserved. New uses might
be introduced into the RayDor estate house, or the stables, just as the uses
of historic buildings in Central Park evolve from time to time. But overall, a
designed cultural landscape is shaped with intent - "at a specific time by a
specific person”, to quote the Ontario Heritage Trust...."”.

The proposed development would therefore not conserve a significant cultural
heritage landscape, thereby contravening Provincial, Regional and Town cultural
heritage resource protection requirements which form an integral part of the Ontario

policy-

led land use planning and decision making system including:

Section Sections 1.7.1 (d) and 2.6.1 of the PPS (2014), which requires
conservation of significant cultural heritage landscapes;

Section 4.2.7(1) of the Growth Plan (2017), which requires cultural heritage
resources to be conserved in order to foster a sense of place and benefit
communities, particularly in strategic growth areas;

167(5) of the Halton Region Official Plan, which provides a framework to help
define cultural heritage resources (including cultural heritage landscapes),
encourage local municipalities to identify such resources, and ensure that
development proposals that may impact these resources are adequately
assessed and, if necessary subjected to mitigation in accordance with
Provincial requirements;

v V.1.5. Peer Review of Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment and Heritage Impact Assessment
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iv.  The cultural heritage objectives and policies, including Section 5.3.3 and
5.3.12 of the Livable Oakville Plan, which require significant cultural heritage
resources to be conserved, in accordance with the town’s Cultural Heritage
Landscape Strategy.

v. The proposed amendments to the cultural heritage policies of Livable
Oakville, which underscore the policy direction regarding the conservation of
cultural heritage landscapes, under the OHA, the Planning Act and Provincial
Policy.

Where and How to Grow

Policy Framework

A foundational component of the Growth Plan (2017) is the population and
employment forecasts.'® By 2041, the Growth Plan forecasts Halton Region to grow
to 1,000,000 people and 470,000 jobs.'® Broadly, the Growth Plan (2017) directs the
vast majority of this growth to settlement areas, such as the town?. Within the
Region, a minimum of 40% of residential growth is directed to the delineated built up
area®'; however, this target is set to progressively increase to a minimum of 60% of
residential growth by the year 2031.%

The PPS (2014) and Growth Plan (2017) direct municipalities to use a coordinated,
integrated and comprehensive approach to land use planning, and infrastructure
and transportation planning and investments.? Moving forward, transit is the first
priority within the Greater Golden Horseshoe (hereinafter ‘GGH’) for transportation
investments to move people.?

The Growth Plan (2017) establishes a structure of Urban Growth Centres and Major
Transit Station Areas (nodes) and ‘priority transit corridors’ (corridors) within which
growth is directed. Within the town, the Lakeshore West GO line is a ‘priority transit
corridor’ and two GGH transit nodes are identified:

i.  Urban Growth Centre (Midtown): Required to be planned to achieve within 14
years (2031) a minimum of 200 residents and jobs per hectare®® (20,000
residents and jobs); and,

'® Section 2.1, Growth Plan (2017)
'9 Schedule 3, Growth Plan, 2017
%0 Section 2.2.1 (a), Growth Plan (2017)
Within the town the built up area consists of the lands generally south of Dundas Street.
%2 Section 2.2.2, the Growth Plan (2017)
%3 Section 1.2.1, 1.6.1, PPS (2014), Section 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.8, 5.2.3 Growth Plan (2017)
4 Section 3.2.3 (1),Growth Plan (2017)
% Section 2.2.3, Growth Plan (2017)
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ii.  Major Transit Station Areas (Bronte Go Station): Required to be planned to
achieve a minimum density of target of 150 residents and jobs per hectare®.

The Growth Plan (2017) requires Halton Region to undertake integrated planning to
manage forecasted growth, which will:?

i. establish a hierarchy of settlement areas, and of areas within settlement
areas including delineated built-up areas; strategic growth areas; locations
with existing or planned transit, with a priority on higher order transit where it
exists or is planned; and areas with existing or planned public service
facilities.

i. be supported by planning for infrastructure and public service facilities by
considering the full life cycle costs of these assets and developing options to
pay for these costs over the long-term; and,

iii.  provide direction for an urban form that will optimize infrastructure,
particularly along transit and transportation corridors, to support the
achievement of complete communities through a more compact built form;

The foregoing urban structure elements are required to be established through a
municipal comprehensive review undertaken by the Region, which will in turn
provide direction to its local municipalities.?®

Map 3 of the in force Halton Plan (conforms to Growth Plan, 2006) identifies the
aforementioned GGH nodes and corridors, and also adds a Regional layer of
higher-order transit corridors (within the town: Trafalgar Road, Bronte Road, Dundas
Street, and Highway 407). The current policies of the Halton Plan regarding
Intensification Areas currently require local municipalities to identify Intensification
Corridors and mixed use nodes with development densities and patterns supportive
of pedestrian traffic and public transit, to which development with higher densities
and mixed uses will be directed. For instance, section 72 (6) of the Halton Plan
provides that an objective of the Urban Area is:

To identify an urban structure that supports the development of Intensification
Areas.

This objective is further defined through the policies of Section 81 (1) and 81(2) of
the Halton Plan which state that it is the policy of the Region to:

% Section 2.2.4(3), Growth Plan (2017)
2" Section 2.2.1 (3), Growth Plan (2017)
% Section 2.2.1 (3), Growth Plan (2017)
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Direct development with higher densities and mixed uses to Intensification
Areas.

Require Local Official Plans to identify Intensification Areas with detailed
boundaries in accordance with the objectives and policies of this Plan.

The existing Halton Plan does not establish the full range of strategic growth areas
throughout the Region, but as noted above requires local municipalities to identify
Intensification Areas. Going forward, the Growth Plan (2017) will require the Region
to be responsible for establishing such areas through its municipal comprehensive
review.

When major growth areas are proposed, which includes the development or
redevelopment of communities and the development of Intensification Areas, the
policies of the Halton Plan require an area-specific plan to be undertaken by the
town to ensure that growth is planned for in a coordinated, integrated manner that
comprehensively implements the goals and objectives of the Halton Plan and is
supported by existing or planned infrastructure.?

Section 81 (3) of the Halton Plan provides that it is policy of the Region to:

Require the Local Municipalities to prepare detailed official plan policies or an
Area-Specific Plan for the development of a new Intensification Area or the
redevelopment of an existing Intensification Area, in accordance with
Sections 48 and 77(5) of this Plan. The provisions for Intensification Areas
may be incorporated as part of a larger community plan.

The Livable Oakville Plan provides important guiding principles with respect to
preserving and creating a livable community in order to:*

a. preserve, enhance, and protect the distinct character, cultural heritage,
living environment, and sense of community of neighbourhoods;

b. direct the majority of growth to identified locations where higher
density, transit and pedestrian oriented development can be
accommodated; and,

c. achieve long term economic security within an environment that offers a
diverse range of employment opportunities for residents. (emphasis added)

2 Section 48, 77(5), 81(3) Halton Region Official Plan
30 section 2.2.1,Livable Oakville Plan
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These principles form the foundation for a livable Oakville, guide the implementation
of Provincial and Regional Policy directives at a local level and are fundamental to
implementation of the Plan. The foregoing principles are implemented by the
detailed policies of Livable Oakville, which protect valuable resources such as
cultural and natural heritage resources, protect existing neighbourhood character,
and direct intensification primarily within defined growth areas that are generally
nodes on existing or planned higher-order transit routes.

Livable Oakville sets out an urban structure on Schedule A1 (Urban Structure),
which, amongst other matters, identifies six Growth Areas,31 in addition to
Employment Areas, Major Commercial Areas, Residential Areas and Major Transit
Stations. The urban structure of the town is further informed by other schedules and
policies of the plan, for example the corridors that are established in Part E. The
Growth Areas and corridors identified within Livable Oakville would represent
Intensification Areas, as defined in the Halton Plan, and strategic growth areas, as
defined in the Growth Plan (2017).

On February 1, 2016, Council directed that a review of the town’s urban structure
and related policies be undertaken, as a component of the town’s ongoing official
plan review. The Urban Structure Review was also identified as one of the studies to
be undertaken in connection with the ICB.

In connection with the Urban Structure Review, the town retained a planning
consultant to undertake a study, which was completed on May 15, 2017, with the
receipt by the Livable Oakville Sub-Committee of the consultant’s final study report,
entitled Urban Structure Review — Policy Directions Report. The recommendations
of the consultant’s report largely reaffirmed the town’s existing urban structure of
nodes>? and corridors, and confirmed that planned growth in these areas alone
would fully accommodate the intensification target of 14,390 residential units within
the built boundary by 2031. The study also concluded that the Town has more than
sufficient potential future housing supply to accommodate housing demand to 2041,
the estimated forecast of population and employment growth to 2041 can be
accommodated without significant changes to the Town’s urban structure, and
additional Growth Areas were not required for that purpose.

Notwithstanding the conclusion that additional growth areas would not be required to
accommodate forecasted growth to 2041, the study considered whether there were
locations in Oakville that could accommodate new or expanded nodes or corridors.

31 including the Midtown Urban Growth Centre

The consultant’s report recommended adoption of the term “node” to refer to the Growth Areas in the Livable Oakville Plan
and the mixed use nodes planned within North Oakville to reflect terminology used in the Growth Plan.
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The report indicated that a fundamental criterion for the creation of a new node
(growth area) or corridor was a location in relation to existing or planned major
transit infrastructure, particularly the inter-regional transit network, and that a site
such as the Glen Abbey Golf Course lands would not meet the criterion for an
appropriate location for a new node.

As noted previously in this report, the Glen Abbey Golf Course is recognized as a
‘Residential Area’ on Schedule A1 — Urban Structure of Livable Oakuville. Livable
Oakville establishes several categories of land use designations that are intended to
recognize and shape the town’s urban structure. For example, the Residential Area
within the Urban Structure is supported by several categories of Residential and
Commercial land use designations, as well as Institutional, Private Open Space,
Parks and Open Space, and Natural Area land use designations.

The Glen Abbey Golf Course is designated Private Open Space and Natural Area
on the Livable Oakville land use schedules. Section 3.7 of the Livable Oakville Plan
states that the open space system:

provides land and locations for public and private recreational
opportunities and physical linkages that enhance the community and
neighbourhood character. (emphasis added)

The placement of private open space lands, such as the Glen Abbey Golf Course,
within the Residential Area of the town’s urban structure recognizes that private
open space is a land use that is supportive of the surrounding stable residential
neighbourhood.

Livable Oakville also establishes special policy areas that identify lands subject to
further study or special policies. The Glen Abbey Golf Course lands are not
identified as a special policy area within the Livable Oakville Plan.

Section 4.1 of Livable Oakville provides that the majority of intensification in the
town is to occur within the Growth Areas.®® Section 4.3 then reiterates that the key
focus for intensification is within growth areas recognizing that some growth and
change may occur outside these areas provided the character of the area in which
the development occurs is preserved and the overall urban structure of the Town is
upheld:

It is the policy of the Plan that the key focus for development and
redevelopment to accommodate intensification will be the locations identified

3 Sections 26.3 and 26.4 of Livable Oakuville also recognizes the potential for intensification within corridors along Dundas
Street and Speers Road.



From:
Date:
Subject:

SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MEETING

Planning Services Department

September 12, 2017

Public Meeting and Recommendation Report - ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink

Holdings Limited, Proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft

Plan of Subdivision, File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-17003/1519 - 1333 Dorval Drive
Page 30

as Growth Areas. Lands outside of Growth Areas are predominantly stable
residential communities which consist of established neighbourhoods. While
the Plan encourages intensification generally throughout the built up area, it
also recognizes that some growth and change may occur in these areas
provided the character of the areas is preserved and the overall urban
structure of the Town is upheld. Intensification outside of the Growth Areas
including additional intensification opportunities such as infill, redevelopment
and greyfield and brownfield sites, will be considered in the context of this
Plan. (emphasis added)

Accordingly, Section 4.3 establishes a two-part test for intensification in Residential
Areas outside of Growth Areas relating to: (i) impact on urban structure; and (ii)
impact on the character of stable residential areas.

Section 11.1.8 of the Livable Oakuville Plan provides opportunities for intensification
within stable residential communities, on lands that are already the subject of a
residential land use designation:**

Intensification within the stable residential communities shall be provided as
follows:

a) Within stable residential communities, on lands designated Low Density
Residential, the construction of a new dwelling on an existing vacant lot, land
division, and/or the conversion of an existing building into one or more units,
maybe considered where it is compatible with the lot area and lot frontages of
the surrounding neighbourhood and subject to the policies of section 11.1.9
and allother applicable policies of this Plan;

b) Within the stable residential communities, on lands designated Low
Density Residential, there may also be sites at the intersection of arterial
and/or collector roads, or sites with existing non-residential uses, that have
sufficient frontage and depth to accommodate appropriate intensification
through development approvals. Intensification of these sites may occur with
Low Density Residential uses in accordance with section 11.1.9 and all other
applicable policies of this Plan; and,

c) Within the stable residential communities, on lands designated Medium
Density Residential and High Density Residential, there may be underutilized
lands on which additional development may be appropriate. Intensification of
these lands may occur within the existing density permissions for the lands

* In accordance with Section 11 of the Livable Oakville Plan, the lands identified as Residential Areas on Schedule A1, Urban
Structure, represent the areas that provide for stable residential communities.
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and may be considered subject to the requirements of section 11.1.9 and all
other applicable policies of this Plan.

The policies of Section 11.1.8 would not apply to intensification requiring the
redesignation of lands from a non-residential designation to a new residential land
use designation.

In summary, the policies of the Livable Oakville plan are structured so that:

(@) the majority of new growth to accommodate residential intensification is
directed to the six Growth Areas, and to defined corridors;

(b)  while intensification is permitted outside of Growth Areas and corridors, in
order to protect stable residential neighbourhoods there are strict policies for
placing intensification on lands with existing Low, Medium or High Density
Residential land use designations; and

(c) certain larger sites located outside of Growth Areas, which are not within
stable residential neighbourhoods, where redevelopment is anticipated are
identified as Special Policy Areas, and are subject to special policies
contemplating future comprehensive study before these areas can develop.

The policies of Livable Oakville do not contemplate or provide for any intensification
of the Glen Abbey Golf Course above and beyond the existing permissions under
the Livable Oakville Plan. As such, the introduction of a large-scale redevelopment
proposal of the nature proposed by ClubLink through a site-specific official plan
amendment needs to be considered through an assessment of how the proposed
development and implementing official plan amendment relate to the overall
structure of the plan, considering the guidance in Section 4.3 and the guiding
principles of the Plan.

The Proposed Development Would Constitute a New Growth Area (Node)

The proposed development is approximately 57 ha (141 acres) in size (net), and
would consist of approximately 6,581 people and 243 jobs for a total of
approximately 6,823 people and jobs (~120 people and jobs per hectare). The
development would constitute approximately 22% of forecasted residential growth
within the built boundary that is anticipated over a 25 year planning period (14,390
units).

As can be seen from Table 2 below, the level of development proposed on the Glen
Abbey Golf Course lands is substantial, and would be comparable to the existing
Growth Areas of the Town in terms of area, proposed population and density.
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Comparison of Growth Areas to Glen Abbey Proposal
Site Area . 35 36 | People Planned Density
A P lat J
rea Estimate (ha) opufation e and Jobs | (ppl/jobs) per hectare
Uptown 114ha 16,600 3,000 | 19,600 172
Midtown 100ha 12,000 8,000 | 20,000 200
Palermo 86ha 5,200 3,800 9,000 105
Kerr 66ha 5,000 1,500 6,500 98
Glen Abbey 57 ha 7,376% 243 7,618 133
Bronte 40ha 4,500 900 5,400 135
Downtown 25ha - - - -

Table 2: Comparison of Growth Areas to Glen Abbey Proposal

The development proposed by the applications would have the effect of establishing
a new node of high density residential development, supported by a mix of
commercial development.

In the larger town context, the proposed development would be very substantial, and
in staff’'s view is commensurate to the creation of new a growth area in the Oakville
context with respect to area, proposed population, density, built form and building
heights. Likewise, the proposed development would have the effect of creating a
new unplanned Intensification Area, as that term is defined in the Halton Plan. 8

As discussed above, in respect of intensification in the Residential Area outside of
Growth Areas, Section 4.3 of Livable Oakville allows “some growth and change ... in
these areas provided the character of the areas is preserved and the overall urban
structure of the Town is upheld.” The notion of ‘some growth and change’ being
permitted outside of the Growth Areas infers that such growth or change is not the
same scale, form or function to that principally permitted in a Growth Area. As noted
above, the proposed development is commensurate to a growth area with respect to
area, proposed population, density, built form and building heights. A proposal to
permit development commensurate to a Growth Area, outside of a Growth Area is
inconsistent with the premise of Section 4.3. The two specific tests established by
Section 4.3, regarding impact on overall urban structure of the town and impact on
character of stable residential communities, are discussed in more detail below.

% Population estimate based on 2021 People Per Unit (PPU) calculations from Halton Regions Best Planning Estimates.
Jobs estimates based on 500 ft2 per employee, consistent with 2013 Development Charges Background Study.

37 Units in the townhouse & apartment category were split equally between medium and high density PPU.

38 ) . )
Regional Official Plan section 80.
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The Proposed Development would not Uphold the Town’s Urban Structure

The proposed development undermines fundamental growth management policy
directives at a Provincial and Regional level. The Growth Plan (2017) defines a
strategic growth area as:

within settlement areas, nodes, corridors, and other areas that have been
identified by municipalities or the Province to be the focus for accommodating
intensification and higher-density mixed uses in a more compact built form.
Strategic growth areas include urban growth centres, major transit station
areas, and other major opportunities that may include infill, redevelopment,
brownfield sites, the expansion or conversion of existing buildings, or
greyfields. Lands along major roads, arterials, or other areas with existing or
planned frequent transit service or higher order transit corridors may also be
identified as strategic growth areas.

The proposed redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course, as proposed, would
constitute the establishment of a new strategic growth area through a private
development application, which is contrary to growth management directives of the
PPS (2014), Growth Plan (2017), and Halton Region Official Plan that recognize
redevelopment at this scale needs to be carefully planned using a coordinated,
integrated and comprehensive land use planning process.* As noted above,
Section 2.2.1 of the Growth Plan (2017) requires strategic growth areas to be
established exclusively through a municipal comprehensive review undertaken by
the Region. Further, the Halton Region Official Plan requires the town to prepare an
area-specific plan to establish major growth areas, including the development or
redevelopment of communities or Intensification Areas.*

In Halton Region’s comments on the applications, one of the reasons provided for
not supporting the applications was that planning for new major growth areas should
occur by municipally-led process and not through a private development
application.”’

The establishment of a strategic growth area through a private development
application is not permitted by the Growth Plan or the Halton Region Official Plan,
could have serious adverse consequences and undermine how the town is
mandated to grow through the Ontario policy-led land use planning and decision
making system.

% Section 1.2.1, 1.6.1, PPS (2014), Section 2.2.1, 3.2.1, 3.2.2, 3.2.8, 5.2.3 Growth Plan (2017), Section 48, 77(5), 81(3)
Halton Region Official Plan

0 Section 48, 77(5), 81(3) Halton Region Official Plan
“ Page 4, Halton Region Comments dated August 25, 2017.



SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MEETING

From: Planning Services Department
Date: September 12, 2017
Subject: Public Meeting and Recommendation Report - ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink
Holdings Limited, Proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft
Plan of Subdivision, File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-17003/1519 - 1333 Dorval Drive
Page 34

As previously discussed, Section 2.2.1(3) of the Growth Plan (2017) requires upper-
tier municipalities (Halton Region) to establish a hierarchy of settlement areas and
areas within settlement areas (including strategic growth areas), that are to be the
focus for growth through a municipal comprehensive review. Further, this policy
requires an urban form that will optimize infrastructure and align growth with transit
and transportation corridors. This is consistent with Section 1.2.4 (b) and (d) of the
PPS (2014), which requires upper tier municipalities to identify areas where growth
or development will be directed, including the identification of nodes and the
corridors linking these nodes and where transit corridors exist or are to be
developed, identify density targets.

It is a guiding principle of the Growth Plan (2017) to prioritize intensification and
higher densities to make efficient use of land and infrastructure and support transit
viability*?. Significant cost savings can be achieved by ensuring that existing
infrastructure is optimized before new infrastructure is built. This principle is
integrated into the policies of the Growth Plan (2017) and applies to all forms of
infrastructure®.

Section 3.2.1 (2) of the Growth Plan (2017) provides that planning for new or
expanded infrastructure will occur in an integrated manner, including evaluations of
long-range scenario-based land use planning and financial planning, and will be
supported by infrastructure master plans, asset management plans, community
energy plans, watershed planning, environmental assessments, and other relevant
studies where appropriate, and should involve:

a) leveraging infrastructure investment to direct growth and development in
accordance with the policies and schedules of this Plan, including the
achievement of the minimum intensification and density targets in this Plan;
b) providing sufficient infrastructure capacity in strategic growth areas;

c) identifying the full life cycle costs of infrastructure and developing options
to pay for these costs over the long-term; and

d) considering the impacts of a changing climate.

Section 3.2.1 (3) of the Growth Plan (2017) provides that infrastructure investment
and other implementation tools and mechanisms will be used to facilitate
intensification and higher density development in strategic growth areas. Priority will
be given to infrastructure investments made by the Province that support the
policies and schedules of the Plan.

2 1.2.1, Growth Plan (2017)
3 3.1, Growth Plan (2017)
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The Growth Plan (2017) specifically requires all decisions on transit planning and
investment will be made according to certain criteria, including:**

b) prioritizing areas with existing or planned higher residential or employment
densities to optimize return on investment and the efficiency and viability of
existing and planned transit service levels;

¢) increasing the capacity of existing transit systems to support strategic
growth areas;

d)expanding transit service to areas that have achieved, or will be planned to
achieve, transit-supportive densities and provide a mix of residential, office,
institutional, and commercial development, wherever possible;

e) facilitating improved linkages between and within municipalities from
nearby neighbourhoods to urban growth centres, major transit station areas,
and other strategic growth areas;

f) increasing the modal share of transit...

The Growth Plan (2017) requires this integrated planning to be supported by the
town by developing a local strategy within the delineated built up area (area
generally south of Dundas Street), to achieve the minimum intensification target,
which will:*

a) encourage intensification generally to achieve the desired urban
structure;

b) identify the appropriate type and scale of development and transition of
built form to adjacent areas;

c) identify strategic growth areas to support achievement of the
intensification target and recognize them as a key focus for
development;

d) ensure lands are zoned and development is designed in a manner that
supports the achievement of complete communities;

e) prioritize planning and investment in infrastructure and public service
facilities that will support intensification; and

f) be implemented through official plan policies and designations, updated
zoning and other supporting documents. (emphasis added)

Section 4 of the Livable Oakville Plan provides that in managing growth and change,
the use of existing infrastructure and public service facilities should be optimized,
wherever feasible before consideration is given to the development of new
infrastructure.

4 Section 3.2.3 (2),Growth Plan (2017)
%52 .2.2 (4) of the Growth Plan (2017)
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With respect to the transit component of urban structure, Section 8.12.2 of the
Livable Oakville Plan provides the following local policy direction:

Development plans shall be designed with specific regard to the safe,
convenient and efficient provision of public transit as well as pedestrian and
cycling facilities. In particular, to facilitate the development of a transit-
supportive urban structure, the following measures will be reflected in
all development proposals:

a) densities supportive of transit, which are commensurate with the
type and frequency of transit service planned for the area and/or
corridor, particularly near transit stops and stations; (emphasis added)

This transit supportive urban structure is supported by the Ministry of Transportation
Transit-Supportive Guidelines (‘Guidelines’), which provide guidance on creating a
pattern of development within existing communities and new development capable
of promoting and supporting increased transit ridership in existing and planned
systems. The Guidelines recommend an urban structure based on transit nodes and
corridors to best achieve transit-supportive development, which will reduce
automobile usage and make efficient use of infrastructure:*®

Identify higher-density, mixed-use nodes (Guideline 1.1.2) and corridors
(Guideline 1.1.3) within each settlement area. Tie these areas into existing
and planned transit investments and vary their size and intensity
according to the level of planned transit service. (emphasis added)

With respect to nodes, section 1.1.2 of the Guidelines provides that:

Focusing urban growth within nodes and supporting these nodes with
higher levels of transit service is fundamental to linking land use and
transit, reducing walking times to and from uses and supporting the more
efficient delivery of transit service. (emphasis added)

Section 1.1.2 (1) (3) of the Guidelines provides that nodes are to be planned at focal
points in the transit system such as intersecting corridors, transfer points or stations
with a density and mix of uses at nodes that is appropriate for the existing or
planned level of transit service and planned function of the node. The largest, most
densely developed nodes are to be located at major focal points in the transit
system.

Section 1.1.4 (1) of the Guidelines requires protection of the positive qualities of the
built-up area while supporting ongoing change such as sensitive infill that can

% Section 1.1.1 (13) of the Transit-Supportive Guidelines
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enhance the transit-supportive nature of these areas. Further, subsection 5
provides:

Situate transit generating uses such as shopping centres, higher density
housing, employment uses or institutions close to existing or planned
transit routes. (emphasis added)

Section 1.1.2 of the Guidelines also encourage the preservation of cultural heritage
resources and discourage the demolition of heritage sites.

The subject lands are not located within a node (Section 1.1.2) or a corridor (Section
1.1.3) where urban growth is to be focused, however they are located within the
settlement area (noted in Figure 4 as grey).

— . - v e——,

1
L

_~— seitlement area

Figure 4 - Figure from Section 1.1 — Transit-Supportive Guidelines

As discussed previously in this report, consistent with the foregoing directions from
the above policies and guidelines providing for higher-density development being
directed to transit nodes and corridors, Livable Oakville establishes six growth areas
(nodes) and identifies two major transit stations, together with corridors for
development along transit routes. All of these elements are proposed to be shown
on a revised Schedule A1 — Urban Structure through the urban structure review.

The proposed development would consist of 3,222 units, which equates to an
average density of approximately 53 units per hectare. According to Section 1.1.7 of
the MTO Guidelines, the proposed density exceeds the minimum 45 units per
hectare suggested for “very frequent bus service”, which is defined as one bus every
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five minutes (5-minute headway) with potential for bus rapid transit or light rail
transit. The Growth Plan (2017) defines “frequent transit” as service that runs at
least every 15 minutes in both directions throughout the day and into the evening
every day of the week. However, the Glen Abbey Golf Course lands are not located
at a planned transit node or along one of the town’s planned higher-order transit
corridors — Trafalgar Road and Dundas Street — which are envisioned to be provided
with higher frequency transit service.

The Transportation Considerations Report by BA Group submitted in support of the
applications recommends the introduction of a new primary transit route to service
the lands. The proposed route connects the Oakville GO Station to the Uptown Core
via Cross Avenue, Speers Road, Kerr Street, Dorval Drive, Upper Middle Road,
Sixth Line and Dundas Street. The service is proposed to operate at 12-minute
headways during both the morning and afternoon peak hours (30 minutes
thereafter), and serve existing stops located on roads outside the development
lands and new stops along a new major collector road proposed within the
development. This level of service does not meet the standards for frequent or
higher-order transit noted above.

The peer review consultant retained by the town to review the Transportation
Considerations Report advised that the route proposed is somewhat circuitous and
lengthy, traveling through the catchment areas of existing services, and would serve
to connect the Glen Abbey Golf Course lands to existing transit nodes more like a
feeder service than a typical transit corridor. Accordingly, it is unlikely to generate
much additional transit ridership or foster transit-supportive development outside of
Glen Abbey, or a mode share within the development beyond existing trends.

The peer review consultant further concluded that it is unlikely that there is any
transit strategy that could provide the level and quality of transit service needed to
facilitate transit-supportive development within the lands, without diverting resources
from existing and already planned services, or imposing additional cost for the town.

The development proposed by the applications at overall number of units and
densities expected in a growth area, but located outside of a node supported by an
appropriate high frequency or higher-order transit route (corridor), is not in
conformity with the Provincial, Regional and Town policies for transit-supportive
development. Moreover, there would appear to be no reasonable justification for the
town to devote the financial resources necessary to provide a level of transit service
to the Glen Abbey Golf Course lands needed to support transit-supportive
development. Such expenditures should be reserved to enhance service along
existing and planned transit corridors servicing planned nodes.

Allowing the proposed level of development in this location, outside of a planned
Growth Area or Corridor, may slow the rate of growth in other growth areas in which
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investments have been made or are planned. For example, within the town,
significant public resources have been dedicated to support growth in the approved
nodes corridor components of the in force urban structure, including the following:

i.  The Federal and Provincial Governments have allocated $13.5 billion*’ to the
GO Regional Express Rail project (GO expansion) which includes more
frequent and quicker travel times along the Lakeshore GO Line;

ii. The Province plans to invest approximately $58 million*® for higher-order
transit along Dundas Street via bus rapid transit;

iii.  The Province plans to invest additional funding for Bus Rapid Transit along
Trafalgar Road.

iv.  The Province plans to invest additional funding for an extension of the 407
Transitway which is currently subject to an environmental assessment

v. Halton Region is investigating the funding of infrastructure to develop
Midtown;

vi.  The Town has substantially revised its transit system in 2016 and invested
$10,000,000; and,

vii.  The Town intends to invest approximately $25,000,000 in the acquisition of
land in Midtown to create a transportation network that will support planned
growth required by the Province.

The proposed development imposes a significant risk of undermining the town’s
urban structure by redirecting growth from identified nodes and corridors, delaying
timely development within those areas that is required to make effective and efficient
use of existing and planned public investment. Specifically, this could also direct a
significant proportion of growth away from existing or planned higher-order transit
which would be contrary to an established principle of the Growth Plan of
coordinating transit infrastructure with growth management by directing growth,
especially higher-density development, to areas with existing or planned higher-
order / frequent transit.

Urban Structure Conclusions

Significant future growth has been forecasted by the Province to be accommodated
within the town. In accordance with Provincial policy directives, this growth will be
focused within the built boundary (lands generally south of Dundas Street). The way

4 Province of Ontario Statement dated March 31, 2017 entitled ‘Federal Investment in Transit to Help Continued
Transformation of Ontario's GO Network”
8 Metrolinx ‘Quick Wins”
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in which this growth is accommodated requires careful consideration and balance of
a number of relevant components. These components include matters of Provincial
Interest as provided in Section 2 of the Planning Act, and other matters set out in the
PPS (2014), Growth Plan (2017), Halton Plan and Livable Oakville Plan.

The Ontario policy-led land use planning system provides clear policy directive for
municipalities to establish an urban structure of nodes and corridors. The Province,
through the Growth Plan (2017), Halton Region through the Halton Plan, and the
town through the Livable Oakville Plan has defined, established and invested in an
urban structure. The urban structure coordinates land use and infrastructure
requirements and establishes a framework and policy context for decision making
that provides certainty for the planning process. It is also fundamental in achieving a
number of Provincial interests, and guides public and private investment decisions.

Despite the policies of the Growth Plan (2017), which are explicit that a municipal
comprehensive review undertaken by Halton Region is necessary to establish a new
Strategic Growth Area or Intensification Area, the applicant is proposing a
development commensurate with a new Growth Area in terms of area, proposed
population, density, built form and building heights. In the Oakville context, this
would constitute very substantial development, which would comprise of
approximately one quarter of the forecasted growth to 2031 on one site, within a
stable residential community. The proposed development has been proposed in the
absence of an adequate identification of the urban structure of the town by the
applicant or any meaningful analysis of the impact of the proposal on the town’s
urban structure.

Staff are of the opinion that a municipal comprehensive review undertaken by Halton
Region would be required to consider a development of the nature proposed, which
would carefully assess the proposed development in a coordinated, integrated and
comprehensive manner. This review would also consider first principles of growth
management being the Provincial Interests defined herein. Through the town’s
Urban Structure Review, it was determined that the subject lands are not an
appropriate location for the creation of a new growth area, given the absence of
existing or planning transit service that would support the creation of a new node.
Further, the town has confirmed through its Urban Structure Review where and how
the town will accommodate future growth to achieve its intensification target to 2031,
and its estimated population and employment forecast to 2041.

The applicant has attempted to address one aspect relevant to urban structure,
being transit-supportive development, by proposing a new bus route to service the
proposed development entirely within the catchment area of existing Oakville Transit
routes. The town’s peer reviewer further concluded that it is unlikely that there is any
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transit strategy that could provide the level and quality of transit service needed to
facilitate transit-supportive development within the lands, without diverting resources
from existing and already planned services, or imposing additional cost for the town.

The proposed development imposes a significant risk of undermining the town’s
urban structure by redirecting growth from identified nodes and corridors, delaying
timely development within those areas that is required to make effective and efficient
use of existing and planned public investment. Specifically, this could also direct a
significant proportion of growth away from existing or planned higher-order transit
which would be contrary to an established principle of the Growth Plan of
coordinating transit infrastructure with growth management by directing growth,
especially higher-density development, to areas with existing or planned higher-
order / frequent transit.

Fails to Preserve Neighbourhood Character

A result of directing growth to identified nodes and corridors and making effective
and efficient use of existing and planned public investment is to preserve, enhance,
and protect the distinct character, cultural heritage, living environment, and sense of
community of neighbourhoods where residential intensification is not focused.

This is one of the guiding principles of the Livable Oakville Plan (policy 2.2.1(a)).

As discussed previously in this report, Section 4.3 of the Livable Oakville Plan
provides that any intensification outside of Growth Areas must preserve the
character of those areas.

Section 11.1.9 of the Livable Oakuville Plan provides the following criteria to maintain
and protect the existing neighbourhood character and is applied to new
development within the context of the Plan.

a. The built form of development, including scale, height, massing, architectural
character and materials, is to be compatible with the surrounding
neighbourhood.

b. Development should be compatible with the setbacks, orientation and
separation distances within the surrounding neighbourhood.

c. Where a development represents a transition between different land use
designations or housing forms, a gradation in building height shall be used to
achieve a transition in height from adjacent development.

d. Where applicable, the proposed lotting pattern of development shall be
compatible with the predominant lotting pattern of the surrounding
neighbourhood.
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e. Roads and/or municipal infrastructure shall be adequate to provide water
and wastewater service, waste management services and fire protection.
Surface parking shall be minimized on the site.

g. A proposal to extend the public street network should ensure appropriate
connectivity, traffic circulation and extension of the street grid network
designed for pedestrian and cyclist access.

h. Impacts on the adjacent properties shall be minimized in relation to
grading, drainage, location of service areas, access and circulation,
privacy, and microclimatic conditions such as shadowing.

i. The preservation and integration of heritage buildings, structures and
uses within a Heritage Conservation District shall be achieved.

J.  Development should maintain access to amenities including
neighbourhood commercial facilities, community facilities including
schools, parks and community centres, and existing and/or future public
transit services.

k. The transportation system should adequately accommodate anticipated
traffic volumes.

I.  Utilities shall be adequate to provide an appropriate level of service for
new and existing residents.

)

Section 11.1.9 must be interpreted within the context of all of the policies of the
Plan, including the policies regarding residential intensification outside of growth
areas (Section 4.3) and the intensification policies for stable residential communities
(Section 11.1.8). Section 11.1.9 was intended to provide guidance to assess the
impact of intensification that is otherwise contemplated by the policies of the Plan.
However, it is staff’'s opinion that Section 11.1.9 was not intended to justify a whole-
scale change in land use on a large site commensurate in scale to a Growth Area
within a stable residential neighbourhood.

In staff's view, given the amount of change and growth being proposed, a much
more detailed analysis of the surrounding stable residential neighbourhood is
warranted, commensurate to a secondary plan. This level of analysis was not
provided in support of the application.

When the proposed development is reviewed in the context of Provincial Policy, as a
secondary plan would be, it is clear that cultural heritage landscapes help define the
character of the area. For instance, the PPS (2014) recognizes that long term
economic prosperity should be supported by encouraging a sense of place, by
promoting well-designed built form and cultural planning, and by conserving features
that help define character, including cultural heritage landscapes. Similarly, the
Growth Plan requires cultural heritage resources to be conserved in order to foster a
sense of place and benefit communities.



SPECIAL PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL MEETING

From: Planning Services Department
Date: September 12, 2017
Subject: Public Meeting and Recommendation Report - ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink
Holdings Limited, Proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft
Plan of Subdivision, File No's OPA 1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-17003/1519 - 1333 Dorval Drive
Page 43

Further, Section 3.7 of the Livable Oakville Plan states that the open space system:

provides land and locations for public and private recreational
opportunities and physical linkages that enhance the community and
neighbourhood character. (emphasis added)

The Glen Abbey Golf Course is part of the Glen Abbey stable residential community.
This is consistent with the original policies for the Glen Abbey Community and
provided that:

Glen Abbey Golf Course measures some 205 acres and will remain
permanently as a golf course or some other open space use®.

While it is recognized that this policy has since been repealed, the point is that the
Glen Abbey Golf Course was designed to be part of the surrounding stable
residential community from the onset.

The PPS (2014) also recognizes that long term economic prosperity should be
supported by encouraging a sense of place, by promoting well-designed built form
and cultural planning, and by conserving features that help define character,
including cultural heritage landscapes.® Similarly, the Growth Plan requires cultural
heritage resources to be conserved in order to foster a sense of place and benefit
communities®”.

This prominent open space feature forms part of a defining open space
characteristic of the stable residential community. Further, the Glen Abbey Golf
Course is a significant cultural heritage resource which helps define the character of
the surrounding area, and the town, and fosters a sense of place. The proposed
development would diminish the character of the area by removing this important
feature.

Halton Region Comments
Halton Region has confirmed that it does not support the development proposal,
citing a number of key concerns including:

*  “The proposed development of 3,222 residential units would permit a level of
development that is comparable to the Town’s planned growth areas.

* “The subject lands are not within a regionally mapped Intensification Area
(i.e. Urban Growth Centre or Major Transit Station Area). In addition, the

49 Section 10c, The Glen Abbey Community
%0 17.1 (d), PPS (2014)
®1 4.2.7(1), Growth Plan (2017)
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Town’s Urban Structure Review and drafted amendments have also
confirmed that the subject lands should be not planned or identified as a
locally defined Intensification Corridors or a Mixed-Use Node. The ROP
therefore does not support the significant form of intensification being
proposed for these lands as these lands are not within a defined
Intensification Area.”

» The Traffic Impact Statement and Functional Servicing Reports did not
provide a level of detail required “to support the level of development or a
new major growth area.”

* “Given the importance of a municipal comprehensive review process in
planning for growth as directed by the 2107 P2G [Places to Grow] Plan, it
would inappropriate to decide at this point in time how future strategic growth
areas will be defined and planned for the 2041 planning horizon in a
piecemeal application by application manner.”

» The applications and supporting technical studies contain insufficient detail to
characterize the natural heritage system and identify the impacts of the
proposed development.

* Itis noted that Conservation Halton identified “significant issues from a
natural heritage and natural hazards perspective.”

The Region’s comments conclude that “the growth being considered through this
development proposal as contemplated is not consistent with the PPS [2014] and
does not confirm to the P2G [Growth Plan], GBP [Greenbelt Plan] and the ROP
[Region Official Plan].” Regional comments regarding policy context are appended
as Appendix C.

The Applicant’s Planning Justification Report

The Planning Justification Report dated November 2016 (hereinafter the ‘PJR’)
submitted in support of the application has not considered any 2017 Growth Plan
policies and failed to identify or apply fundamental Halton Region Growth
Management polices with respect to area-specific plans. Moreover, the PJR did not
review the MTO Transit-Supportive Guidelines or Urban Structure Review
conclusions and, in staff's view, failed to adequately consider the impact of the
proposal on the urban structure of the town.

The PJR reached the following conclusions:

The Glen Abbey Golf Club lands are located within the Urban Area and Built
Boundary of the Town of Oakuville. The land use policies for the low, medium
and high density residential designations do not preclude intensification
opportunities such as infill and redevelopment provided they are considered
in the context of the Livable Oakville Plan policies. The residential,
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commercial, open space, and natural area components of the proposed
redevelopment are consistent with the components associated with a
‘Residential Area”. The integrity of the Town’s vision and intent of achieving
the desired Urban Structure is therefore maintained and is not undermined by
the proposed redevelopment. °?

The proposed redevelopment will also maintain the integrity of the Town’s
vision and intent of achieving the desired Urban Structure and will not
undermine it. The proposed redevelopment is also in accordance with the
intensification policies of the Livable Oakville Plan and maintains the
character of the Glen Abbey Community. >

Staff does not accept these findings. As previously identified, Section 4.3
(Residential Intensification Outside of the Growth Areas) of the Livable Oakville Plan
provides that the key focus for intensification is within existing growth areas and it is
recognized that some growth and change may occur outside these areas provided
that the character of the area is preserved and the overall urban structure of the
Town is upheld. The analysis provided did not fully consider the impact of the
proposal on the urban structure of the town, aside from the above statement that
redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course would constitute an urban land use in
the built-boundary, and the conclusion that the policies of the Livable Oakville Plan
regarding intensification in low, medium and high density residential designations do
not preclude intensification outside of these areas.

The PJR also submitted the following in support of the application:

The proposed redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Club lands will
contribute to the achievement of the minimum population/employment
forecasts and minimum intensification/density targets of the Growth Plan and
will not undermine the Town’s Urban Structure.

Staff do not agree that the proposed redevelopment can be justified on this basis.
As described above, and as concluded through the Urban Structure review, the
Livable Oakville Plan fully accommodates the intensification target of 14,390
residential units within the built boundary by 2031 (without amendment to the Plan).
Staff also note that Section 5.2.4 of the Growth Plan (2017) provides that outside of
a municipal comprehensive review, the forecasts in Schedule 3 and Schedule 7
cannot be applied on a site-specific scale as the basis for approving or refusing
proposals for development. Finally, the only means that the proposed development
could contribute to the achievement of the minimum population/employment

2 pJR page 21
* PJR page 31
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forecasts and minimum intensification/density targets of the Growth Plan would be
by diverting planned growth away from primary growth areas served by existing or
planned higher-order transit.

In respect of the coordination of planning and infrastructure requirements, the PJR
provides that:

The proposed development provides opportunities for intensification and
redevelopment and will result in an efficient development pattern that will
optimize the use of land, infrastructure and public service facilities.

This general conclusion is not substantiated by a review of capacity of existing
public service facilities and provides a limited analysis of other infrastructure. The
proposed development has greenfield characteristics and similar infrastructure
requirements. This includes an extension of water and wastewater services,
extension of the public street network, new stormwater infrastructure and a new
public transit route that would otherwise not be required.

The lack of comprehensive justification and analysis to support the proposal
highlights the need for a coordinated and comprehensive approach that integrates
planning for infrastructure and growth as required by the Growth Plan (2017)
through a municipal comprehensive review.

Urban Structure OPA

As discussed above, the town’s Urban Structure Review was one of the land use
planning studies related to enactment of the ICB for the Glen Abbey Golf Course
lands. The Urban Structure Review has allowed the town to consider and make
decisions on important growth management issues, before deciding whether new
development on the Glen Abbey Golf Course property at the scale proposed by the
applications might be appropriate. As discussed above, the Urban Structure Review
essentially confirmed the town’s existing urban structure in terms of nodes (growth
areas) and corridors, concluded that the creation of new growth areas is not
necessary to accommodate estimates of forecast growth, and that the Glen Abbey
Golf Course lands are not an appropriate location for a new growth area. °

Through a separate report to be considered at the same meeting as this report, staff
are recommending the adoption of an official plan amendment (‘Urban Structure
OPA”) that has the effect of updating Schedule A1 - Urban Structure of the Livable
Oakville Plan, together with related policies. The updated Schedule A1 - Urban
Structure continues to show the majority of the tableland portion of the Glen Abbey
Golf Course as ‘Residential Areas,” however the those lands within the natural area
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land use designation are now shown on updated Schedule A1 - Urban Structure as
‘Natural Heritage System’.>

The policies for the ‘Residential Areas’ proposed by the Urban Structure OPA
provide that these areas will include residential uses and a range of compatible
facilities such as school, places of worship, recreational and commercial uses that
serve the residents of the town. The Glen Abbey Golf Course fits within the
Residential Area as a compatible supporting recreational and commercial use. As
explicitly noted on the current and proposed Schedule A1 - Urban Structure, the
‘Residential Areas’ element of the urban structure does not predetermine any
particular land use designation, as there are several land uses that are required and
appropriate within the ‘Residential Areas’ urban structure element.

The Urban Structure OPA also proposes to identify cultural heritage landscapes as
elements of the urban structure to be identified with a symbol on Schedule A1 —
Urban Structure. Given its recognition by Council as a significant cultural heritage
landscape through the Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, the Glen Abbey Golf
Course is also identified as a cultural heritage landscape on Schedule A1 — Urban
Structure included in the Urban Structure OPA.

The Urban Structure OPA also proposes a new Section 28.2.3 that is intended to
provide guidance regarding matters to be reviewed in assessing development
applications proposing site-specific amendments to the town’s official plan.
Proposed Section 28.2.3 provides:

28.2.3 Submissions must demonstrate that the proposed amendment:

a) is consistent with the Town’s mission and guiding principles.

b) does not undermine the Town'’s urban structure in terms of:
i) directing growth to identified nodes and corridors, and ensuring their
timely development in a manner that makes effective and efficient use
of existing and planned investment and achieves the planned
objectives for these areas;
ii) protecting natural heritage systems;
iii) protecting waterfront open space, parks and other public open
space;
iv) conserving cultural heritage resources; and,
v) the maintenance of the character of established residential areas,
employment areas and major commercial areas.

* Natural Heritage System is an urban structure element that is proposed to be added to Schedule
A1 — Urban Structure by the Urban Structure OPA on a town-wide basis.
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c) is consistent with Provincial, Regional and Town plans for multi-modal
transportation systems, municipal services, infrastructure and public service
facilities.

d) does not result in adverse fiscal impacts for the Town.

e) is an appropriate use for the land.

f) is compatible with existing and planned surrounding land uses.

g) is not more appropriately considered under a required comprehensive
Official Plan review or a municipal comprehensive review.

h) does not establish an undesirable precedent if approved.

i) satisfies all other applicable policies of this plan.

The foregoing criteria are not intended to provide new “tests” for site-specific official
plan amendments, but rather are intended to summarize important matters to be
considered in assessing such applications under existing provincial policy, the town
and regional official plans, and principles of good planning.

Several of the criteria relate to elements of the town’s urban structure, particularly
those set out in clause 28.2.3(b). That clause summarizes matters to be considered
under the existing policies of Livable Oakville, and regional and provincial policy,
including the requirement to direct growth to nodes and corridors, the protection of
the natural heritage system and public open spaces, the conservation of cultural
heritage resources, and the protection of the character of developed areas.

For the reasons expressed elsewhere in this report, it is staff's view that the site-
specific amendment to the town’s official plan proposed by the applications does not
meet the criteria set out in proposed Section 28.2.3.

Agency and Peer Review Comments

The applications and a number of the reports submitted in support of the
applications were circulated to the Region and Halton Region Conservation
Authority and were the subject of a separate peer review.

The peer reviewers retained by the town were asked to identify issues which may
affect the principle of land use, the specific land uses proposed in the applications,
or might otherwise significantly impact the configuration of the proposed
development. The peer reviewers were also asked to identify any other issues or
concerns.

The comments of the town’s peer reviewers, and technical comments from the
Region and Conservation Halton, are attached as Appendix H.
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While it is acknowledged the cultural heritage and urban structure sections of this
report identify critical issues with the redevelopment of this site, a number of
technical deficiencies were identified with various reports and studies that
accompanied the applications that did not fully demonstrate conformity with the
Provincial, Regional and/or local policies or practice.

As discussed above, it is the view of planning staff that the applications must be
considered comprehensively in the broader context of the urban structure which
does not contemplate development of this scale in this location. A number of the
peer reviewer's comments indicate on technical grounds that a broader study area is
required to properly evaluate the impacts of the proposed redevelopment.

Examples include:

» itis noted that there is a lack of a holistic, system-based assessment of the
Sixteen Mile Creek and McCraney Creek drainage areas,

» there is evidence of slope instabilities in the vicinity of the site, including on the
east side of the Creek adjacent to the site, which have not been assessed; and

» the study area of the Transportation Impact Assessment must be expanded.

Although these are technical comments which are not based on a policy analysis,
they underscore the view that the size and scope of this development requires
studies which take in a larger study area in order to properly understand the impacts
of the applications.

Matters Raised at the Public Meeting

The following section provides a staff response and analysis of the matters raised at
the public information meeting and comments submitted as of the date of this report.

A total of 181 people attended the public information meeting on July 19, 2017.

Attendees were asked to fill out comment cards and outline what they like about the
proposal and what they do not like about the proposal. All public comments received
as of the date of this report are included in Appendix B of this report.

Based on the comment cards received, the vast majority of attendees did not like
anything about the proposal. However, few (14) did like the dedication of the Sixteen
Mile Creek valley for a public use, and some (7) did appreciate the detailed
renderings and amount of work the applicant put into their proposal.
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Based on the comment cards received, the top concerns of attendees in descending
order include:

a) Traffic Impact

b) Loss of world Famous Golf Course and Heritage Site

c) Intensity of Development (number of units)

d) Negative Impact to Natural Heritage System

e) Loss of Green Space

f) Negative Impact on Planned and Approved Urban Structure of
Town

g) Negative Impact to Neighbourhood Character

h) Intensity of Development (height)

i) Negative Economic Impact

j) Negative Impact to Existing Service Levels and Infrastructure

k) Lack of Accommodation for New Students

[) Negative Impact on Area Real Estate Value

m) Removal of Large Trees

n) Loss of Small Town Feel

0) Loss of Golf Course for Public Use

Residents’ concerns with the application have been discussed through the review of
the development application. Detailed technical comments including traffic impact,
natural heritage impact, cultural heritage and urban structure have been
summarized in the preceding sections of this report and detailed comments included
in Appendix B of this report. The technical review, including the peer review, found a
number of issues with the proposed development and the supporting studies
including cultural heritage, natural heritage and urban structure.

CONCLUSION:

Planning staff circulated the development applications to internal departments and
external agencies, and the town retained a multidisciplinary team of experts to
undertake a peer review of certain submitted material and reports. The Growth Plan
(2017), PPS (2014), Halton Region Official Plan, Livable Oakville Plan and other
relevant policies and supporting guidelines were reviewed in their entirety, with
relevant policies applied. The application proposes a development which
contravenes numerous Provincial, Regional and town policy requirements which
form an integral part of the Ontario policy-led land use planning and decision making
system. Some of these deficiencies are fundamental, and not resolvable through
design revisions. In summary, staff's analysis of the applications concluded the
following:
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» the applications engage several matters that are fundamental to the Ontario
policy-led land use planning and decision making system process, including:
the conservation of significant cultural heritage resources; achieving
intensification and redevelopment by planning for growth in a coordinated and
comprehensive manner; directing growth to planned strategic growth areas
that will be supported by infrastructure investments, including transit; planning
for growth to make effective and efficient use of infrastructure, and to
increase the use of transit; and maintaining the character of existing
communities - while intensification generally and development in the built-up
area are important objectives, they must be balanced against other important
Provincial, Regional and Town objectives based on comprehensive and
strategic planning;

» the development proposed by the applications would have the effect of
removing a significant designed cultural heritage landscape, and replacing it
with urban development, thereby failing to conserve a significant cultural
heritage landscape, having cultural heritage value and significance according
to Provincial criteria, in contravention the cultural heritage resource policies
of the PPS (2014), Growth Plan (2017), Halton Plan and the Livable Oakville
Plan;

» the applications propose development commensurate to a new unplanned
Growth Area (within the Livable Oakville policy context), Intensification Area
(within the Halton OP policy context), and strategic growth area (within the
Provincial Growth Plan (2017) policy context), considering the development’s
area, proposed population, density, built form and building heights;

 the creation of a new strategic growth area outside of a municipal
comprehensive review does not conform to policies of the Growth Plan
(2017).

» the Region has confirmed that the applications do not conform with the
Halton Region Official Plan.

» the applications propose development commensurate to a new unplanned
strategic growth area in a location that is not served by any existing or
planned level of transit service that would attract a mode share of transit
beyond existing trends, contrary to Provincial, Regional and Town policy;

» the applications are inconsistent with the town’s policy framework in the
Livable Oakville Plan that establishes where and how the town will
accommodate growth;
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the town has confirmed through its Urban Structure Review where and how
the town will accommodate future growth to achieve its intensification target
to 2031, and its estimated population and employment forecast to 2041;

the town’s Urban Structure Review also determined that the subject lands are
not an appropriate location for the creation of a new growth area, given the
absence of existing or planning transit service that would support the creation
of a new node;

the proposed development could direct a significant proportion of growth from
existing or planned higher-order transit which would be contrary to an
established principle of the Growth Plan (2017) of coordinating transit
infrastructure with growth management by directing growth to areas with
existing or planned higher-order / frequent transit;

the applications represent a substantial deviation from the approved and in-
force growth management strategy of the Livable Oakville Plan that could
undermine the Town’s urban structure by redirecting growth from identified
nodes and corridors, delaying timely development which would result in the
ineffective and inefficient use of existing and planned investment.

the development proposed by the applications would fail to preserve the
character of the area, by removing a significant cultural heritage resource
which helps define the character of the surrounding area, and the town, and
fosters a sense of place;

the development as proposed is not consistent with / does not conform to
Provincial, Regional and Town policy requirements regarding protection of
the natural heritage system; and,

the technical review and peer review generally found that many of the reports
and studies submitted in support of the applications contained technical
deficiencies that did not fully demonstrate conformity with the Provincial,
Regional and/or local policies or practice.

Considering all of the foregoing, staff are of the view that the applications do not
represent good planning and are not consistent or in conformity with applicable
Provincial, Regional and Town policy, and that approval of the applications would
not be in the public interest. Accordingly, staff recommend that the applications be
refused.
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CONSIDERATIONS:

(A) PUBLIC
Notice for the meeting regarding this development application was provided
through a mailing to all properties within 120 m of the subject property and
to other residents who expressed interest in the application.

Public comments received to date have been addressed identified in the
‘matters raised by the public’ section of this staff report and discussed
throughout this report.

(B) FINANCIAL
There are no direct financial implications from this report.

(C) IMPACT ON OTHER DEPARTMENTS & USERS
There are no immediate impacts.

(D) CORPORATE AND/OR DEPARTMENT STRATEGIC GOALS
This report addresses the corporate strategic goal to:
* be the most livable town in Canada

(E) COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY
A review of the sustainability objectives of Livable Oakville has been
included as part of this report.
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Submitted by:
Mark Simeoni, MCIP, RPP
Director, Planning Services



Appendix A — Notice of Intention to Designate

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO DESIGNATE

Take notice that, on August 21, 2017, Oakville Town Council issued a Notice of Intention to Designate
the property, including all lands and premises known as ‘Glen Abbey Golf Course’, located at 1333
Dorval Drive, Oakville, Ontario (the Property), under s.29, Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O.
1990, c. O.18, as amended.

Description of the Property

In the Town of Oakville in the Regional Municipality of Halton, the full legal description of the Property
is as follows:

Part of Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar) designated as Parts 1, 3,
4 and 5 on Plan 20R-5211, except Parts 1, 2 and 3 on Plan 20R-12459, Oakville, being the lands in PIN
24872-0765;

Part of Lot 19, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar), designated as Part 5 on Plan 20R-
12459, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0766,

Part of Lot 18, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar) designated as Parts 2 and 3 on Plan
20R-10207, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0767;

Part of Lot 20, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar), designated as Parts 1 to 7 on Plan 20R-
13074, except Parts 2 to 8 on Plan 20R-14125, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0792;

Part of Lots 18 and 19, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar), designated as Parts 1 and 2 on
Plan 20R-5071, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0062;

Part of Lots 18 and 19, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar), designated as Part 3 on Plan
20R-5071, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0063;

Part of Lots 18 and 19, Concession 2 South of Dundas Street (Trafalgar), designated as Part 4 on Plan
20R-5071, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0064, and

Block 102, Plan 20M-382, Oakville, being the lands in PIN 24872-0441.

The Property consists of approximately 229 acres and is physically comprised of tablelands and valley
lands alongside the Sixteen Mile Creek. In the past, this property has been occupied by Indigenous
peoples, has contained a farm and sawmill, the private RayDor estate, a Jesuit religious retreat and a
country club. In the 1970s, this property was transformed by professional golfer and golf course designer,
Jack Nicklaus, into a designed cultural heritage landscape known as the Glen Abbey Golf Course. All of
these references to earlier layers exist within the present form as set out by Jack Nicklaus.

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest

Design/Physical Value

Glen Abbey is one of Canada's most famous golf courses. It was the first course in the world to
significantly enhance the spectator experience by combining stadium design with a hub-and-spoke layout.
The success of the design influenced later golf course design both in Canada and internationally.

The golf course is notable for its high degree of craftsmanship and artistic merit. The sequence of valley
holes are considered among the most beautiful and challenging in the sport. The 17th and 18th holes have



been recognized as among the most successful finishing holes in international championship play. The
spectator mounds not only provide for intimate and unobstructed viewing, but also frame the fairways and
greens. The design of the clubhouse reinforces the spectator experience and successfully integrates
architecture and landscape.

The golf course is a very good representative of the emphasis on finesse rather than pure strength, in the
'strategic' tradition of golf design. This success stemmed from the designer's intimate knowledge of
Augusta National and other outstanding courses around the world, in his role as the world's best
championship golfer of all time. The course also reflects his strong commitment to combining the
functional and the aesthetic.

The clubhouse building, both in its original form and with its matching wings, demonstrated a new
relationship between architecture and landforms in heightening the drama of finishing play for spectators.

The RayDor estate house, in the relatively rare French eclectic style, is a high quality and early example
of 20th Century estate homes in Oakville. The stable building is a rare example of estate outbuildings
from that era.

Historic/Associative Value

The direct historic association of Glen Abbey Golf Course with the Canadian Open, Canada's pre-eminent
golf event, has given the course a significant place within the history of the Town of Oakville, as well as
an enhanced awareness across Canada and within the international golfing community. The course has
become directly associated with Hall of Fame winners of the Canadian Open at Glen Abbey, including
Lee Trevino, Curtis Strange, Greg Norman, Nick Price, Mark O'Meara and Vijay Singh. It is also famous
for specific golf shots, including Tiger Woods' dramatic shot on the final hole of the 2000 Canadian
Open.

Jack Nicklaus, the designer of Glen Abbey, is one of the greatest golfers in golf history, possibly the best
tournament player of all time. His record of 18 majors has never been equaled. He has also become a
highly recognized and admired golf course architect. Jack Nicklaus has noted that he regards Glen Abbey
as one of his most creative and important designs. It is one of the most significant works by one of golf's
most significant figures.

The clubhouse demonstrates the work of Crang and Boake Ltd., a firm founded in 1952, which grew to
become one of Canada's largest architectural firms in the late 20th Century. The design of the clubhouse
and its sympathetic additions are fully integrated within the golf course landscape.

In addition to the golf course, the Property contains remnants of earlier layers in the cultural heritage
landscape that were intentionally included within the Nicklaus designed landscape. The RayDor estate
house and its associated outbuildings, especially the unique stables, are remnants from the property’s
early 20th Century estate era and directly connect the property to André Dorfman, a nationally significant
figure in the development of the mining industry in Canada.

The dramatic valley area sustains many of the natural features that connect this property to its long
occupation by, and association with, various First Nations communities, including Haudenosaunee and
Mississauga.

The direct association of Glen Abbey with the Royal Canadian Golf Association, now Golf Canada,
connects it to the larger amateur and professional golfing community across the country and around the
world.



Contextual Value

The Property is a landmark within the Town of Oakville. The quality of the golf course, and its
connection to the Canadian Open, have been important in defining the character of this community and
giving it a distinct place within the larger Toronto metropolitan area, and beyond. The course is also a
central defining feature of its immediate neighbourhoods, which were created in response to the
construction of the course.

The Property retains a high level of authenticity and integrity, continuing to host tournament,
championship and recreational golf and still exhibiting the combination of land forms, water features,
built features, plantings and circulation patterns that reflect Nicklaus's original vision.

Description of Heritage Attributes

Attributes supporting historical and associative value of the Property:

The historic use and ongoing ability of the property to be used for championship, tournament and
recreational golf;

The historic use and ongoing ability to host championship and other major tournaments, such as
the Canadian Open;

The close and ongoing association of the course design with Jack Nicklaus/Nicklaus Design;

The elements of the property constructed during the RayDor Estate Era and with Andre Dorfman,
a nationally significant figure in the development of the mining industry in Canada.

Attributes supporting design and physical value of the Property:

The pioneering stadium-style golf course design with its unique hub and spoke layout;

The organization of the various open parkland holes, water holes and valley holes to provide a
dramatic championship sequence;

The spatial organization of each tee, hazard, plantings, fairway and green as evidence of
Nicklaus's design philosophy of strategy and risk/reward;

The carefully-designed visual unfolding of each hole as part of the golfing experience, both
aesthetic and functional;

The integrated spectator experience, including the hub and spoke layout, central clubhouse and
spectator mounds;

The circulation patterns during championship, tournament and recreational play, for golfers,
spectators and visitors;

The ecology of the river valley as a delicate balance between natural features and the landscape of
golf;

The landforms and their role in shaping a new era in golf course design;

The subtle use of water features to achieve both aesthetic pleasure and challenging hazards;

The clubhouse designed by Crang and Boake Inc., and its relationship to both the landscape of the
18th hole and the overall hub-and-spoke layout;

The RayDor Estate house exterior designed by architects Marani, Lawson & Morris, including
the carved stone exterior, red clay tile roof, leaded casement windows, main entrance with
ornamental surround and solid oak door, hipped dormers and stone chimneys with clay pots;
The outbuildings associated with the RayDor Estate, including the stable buildings, designed by
architects Marani, Lawson & Morris.



Attributes supporting contextual value of the Property:

*  The key views that represent that designed cultural heritage landscape as experienced from the
public realm and within the course:

O

O O O O

O

The visual overview from the Smith Triller Viaduct;

The view from the 11™ hole with a long shot into the valleylands;

The spectator’s view of the green of the 18" hole;

The golfer’s view of the green of the 18" hole from the bunkers (the Tiger Woods shot);
The long view up the valleylands from the 14™ hole;

The water vistas and picturesque landscape of the 9™ hole;

*  The nature of the open space within the surrounding residential neighbourhoods related to a
distinct sporting culture with a unique type of parkland setting;
*  The visual and historical connections to the surrounding residential neighbourhood.

Attributes supporting the overall cultural heritage value or interest of the Property:

» Jack Nicklaus's unique integration of land use, traditional practices, land patterns, spatial
organization, visual relationships, circulation, ecological features, vegetation, landforms, water
features, and built features.

More Information

Further information respecting the proposed designation is available from the Town. Any inquiries may
be directed to Susan Schappert, heritage planner at 905-845-6601, ext. 3870 (TTY 905-338-4200), or by
email at susan.schappert@oakville.ca.

Objection to Designation

Any objection to this designation must be filed no later than September 25, 2017. Objections should be
directed to the Town Clerk, 1225 Trafalgar Road, Oakville, Ontario L6H 0OH3.

The last date to file a notice of objection is September 25, 2017
NOTICE dated August 24, 2017.



Appendix B - Public Comments









I wanted to raise my concern about the proposal to develop Glen Abbey Golf Course for the
main reasons below:

1. Huge loss to Oakville as a city who hosts decades of Canadian Open. We will be like any
other city or town in Canada.

2. This is a Culture Heritage not only for Oakville but also for Canada and US.

3. This is against Socially Responsible investing in any sort. Check out what ESG means in
global investment industry and why is it important for everyone.

S=socially responsible.

www.cfainstitute.org/ESG

Many thanks for your great work.

Best,
Grace















6. | would appreciate details as to how the developer will protect area residents from noise , dirt, dust and groundwater
contamination during construction and would appreciate details on efforts being made to mitigate environmental
impacts of the construction and ongoing commercial operations to local fauna and flora in the valley and adjacent
woodlands and wetlands.

7. 1 would appreciate impact assessments from local school boards regarding the suitability of plans to accommodate
school age children and the impact on nearby schools and existing tax rates.

Thank you for you consideration of this request for information and thank you in advance for keeping informed in
writing of all decisions on the zoning change application and development proposal.

Regards,

Paul Nardozzi

- Bonnybank Court,

Oakville, Ontario

LeM1V7

Sent from my iPad



























Franca Piazza

From: jill anderson_

Sent: Tuesday, July 18, 2017 6:05 PM

To: Town Clerk

Cc: _Ward4

Subject: Opposition to development of Glen Abbey Golf Course
Hello,

As a resident and taxpayer of Oakville I oppose the plan to develop Glen Abbey Golf Course into a mixed
residential and retail corridor.

Do not allow developers with the goal of their own corporate and personal finances detract from our "liveable"
Oakville and the people who live here. The OMB holds too much power and our own council caved in, under a
veil of secrecy in something affecting the current people of this community in the Saw Whet and Deerfield Golf
Course debacle. Our family fought for Merton lands for years only to have land which could have extended the
parklands of Bronte Creek Provincial Park into a high density housing - higher than original estimates! This
land could have been kept for green parkland accessible to the neighbouring 5000-7000 families within a walk,
ride or run for peace and recreation. Instead it will be turned into a residential area for 1000 families. There was
no need to build there. It was not zoned as such.

Now, it feels as though history will repeat itself again. The greedy developers, misguided OMB, disinterested
town staff and weak council will ignore the people of Oakville and our precious environment for the sake of the
almighty dollar once more. Traffic congestion and loss of irreplaceable green space in our community will reign
despite the people's best efforts.

We should cut the pretence and switch the "liveable Oakville" name tag to just "buildable Oakville".

Honestly | know my words are negative and passionate. | didn't respond after the secret vote to approve Merton
Lands but I can't sit idly by whilst it happens again.

Sincerely,
Jill Anderson
- Stationmaster Lane








































































Franca Piazza

From: Lisa Doran _
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 5:15 PM
To: Town Clerk

Subject: Glen Abbey Golf Course

My family and | moved to Oakville in 1971 when | was 4. All through my childhood the golf course has been
prt of the fabric of Oakville. I am very against the proposed development of Glen Abbey Gold Course. | don't
understand why it is even being considered. Glen abbey IS Oakville!!! Known the world over as one of the most
beautiful golf courses and a landmark of epic proportions!!! I am travelling and unable to attend tonight's
session but wish I could! This is outrageous!!!

Lisa Doran










































even fit all the kids into the older schools due to the amount of developing happening around. It's a major problem that
you're overseeing.

The way Oakville is going and looks like it's going to keep going it's going to really make me reconsider moving my family
from the over population and feeling of a concrete jungle. Nobody wants Oakuville to turn into a city like Mississauga.

Keep Glen Abbey please. Do what's right for Oakville. Not what lines your pockets with more money. Do what's right for
the residents like myself and their children. Keep Oakville Green, don't think about just the money. There's other ways

to make money.
Thank you for listening.

Sincerely your live long Oakville resident,

Tristan Rees









3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?

e Cionse Wocd_ ono

Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Councif on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
r—e[Jort going to Town Council on September 26.
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3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input recejved at today’s Public information Meeting will help inform the final recommendat&;(/: /
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3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at todays Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?

Name: ( nye | e Email:

Public input received at today’s Public information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public inpu(Zeceived at today’s Public information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.






3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.






3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help infarm the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.







3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?

They f‘ca..é(,(;; haveo F ,nchm;(/ci \Hw.r -]m:},{ desmena v'a{zfu(__
Wl ttese’ lpe  piah end “wrclusive holsive wol fitro
or— il #  any Yo stad ottt Co Wb
M@(QL.!QW/VL\—DOJ) n_ emd oy b«’«/*\—(‘ low /l«\t’,éw u:jﬁu(,k
e, \/JJiA)hU{/(A,, {vmo«c,é pfow#ﬂ e, f  gNisTng
residen s ? | . /

Sidémn :

v

Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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Public input received at today’s Public information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Councif on September 26.














































































































































































































































































































































































Best Regards,

Alana Lewis | Principal

First Canadian Place
100 King Street West | Suite 5700
Toronto, Ontario | M5X 1C7

www.edgesearchpartners.com



















3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.
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3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.










and make Oakville the first Ontario town to really embrace safety, including pedestrian only streets and
segregated bike lanes (where possible) for the sake of the overall health, safety and enjoyment of residents and
visitors. All of the major 4 and 6 lane boulevards in the upper Oakville area are wide enough to use such
designs, including Street A in the Glen Abbey development.
In summary, if the project goes ahead, lets do it right for everybody. It is understandable the developer wants to
extract as many dollars per square foot as he can and this is best achieved by going vertical. | fear this is going
to be similar to the developments North of Dundas where buildings are so closely packed that is beginning to
remind me of the miles of Soviet style suburban housing in Moscow and Budapest. | really don’t think Oakville
should develop like that.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. | do hope some of the above may be useful to Council in finding a
balance in which everyone can win. If | can be of any assistance in clarifying the above, please give me a call.
Stephen N Cullen

Woodfield Road
Oakville On L6H 6Y7
























Franca Piazza

From: LInda Tudball_
Sent: Thursday, August 03, 2017 6:08 PM

To: Town Clerk

Subject: Glen Abbey Golf Course

Dear Sir or Madam,

| am writing to voice my strong opposition to the rezoning of Glen Abbey Golf Course to enable the building of
a large housing subdivision.

It is my understanding that the zoning of this area is for recreation and as such, | would hope that the Town
would uphold this or rezone it appropriately as a culture and heritage zone.

| am not a golf course member nor a resident of Fairway Hills who would be directly affected by years of noise,
disruption and traffic caused by construction but an Oakville resident who cares about the heritage and the
green spaces we have in our town and as such, | expect to be able to trust the zoning restrictions set by the
Town.

The Royal and Ancient Golf Club (founded 1784) in St. Andrews, Scotland is regarded as the "Home of Golf".
It has been nurtured and managed in order to maintain this reputation. Glen Abbey, although a baby in
comparison, is the "Home of the Canadian Open" and perhaps needs some creativity in its management and
development to make it more profitable if that is the issue.

Surely the protection of these interests is of great value in a town that has maintained some of its historical
buildings and promoted its history. This gives Oakville the charm and character missing from so many other
towns who have decided to demolish and rebuild.

This whole issue begs the question, "Why bother with town planning and zoning if it can be changed whenever
a better offer comes along?" and, more importantly, the decision made will set a precedent for future Oakville
and its residents.

Yours faithfully,
Linda Tudball (Mrs)



















































Franca Piazza

From: Roger H I

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 1:29 PM
To: Town Clerk
Subject: Glen Abbey

| am deeply concerned about the proposed development at Glen Abbey. While an owner is certainly within
their right to apply for rezoning and development, | certainly hope that the decision-makers make the prudent
decision to deny rezoning and development. My position on this matter really focuses on the intangible value
that the course brings to the town, along with the detrimental impacts of new development.

Glen Abbey is Canadian Golf. It is the most prestigious course in Canada. It has shaped Oakville's heritage. It is
also a natural habitat for a number of animals, being adjacent to Sixteen Mile Creek. So why would we want to
lose this? |, undoubtedly, believe that all Oakville residents would like to see the course stay. However, as is
the case with many things in our society, money is the driving factor. Does the desire of a few wealthy
individuals outweigh the majority of the town? | certainly hope not. Once the course is gone, it is gone forever,
and along with it one of the things that makes Oakville unique.

And for what? To continue to fill the pockets of the rich? The proposed development is simply laughable. It
adds no value to the town, and simply creates havoc. With thousands of residences proposed to be added, the
plan lacks the infrastructure to support it. Where will kids go to school? There are no new ones in the plan.
What about medical offices? None. Grocery stores? None. Community Centers? None. You see where i am
going. All the proposed plan does is create congestion, which will impact everyone living in the area
negatively. So again, why do we need more residences here? Last | checked the town already approved a
future development plan to accommodate growth. So why would Oakville stray from that plan?

Roger Helmy



Franca Piazza

From: Sameh Gabrail_

Sent: Wednesday, August 09, 2017 5:28 PM

To: Town Clerk

Subject: reference file number:OPA 1519.09 Save Glen Abbey GC

Dear Sir/Madam,

I’m writing to you to express my outrage and disappointment at the proposed plans to destroy Glen Abbey Golf
Club and replace with a high-density development of residential, commercial and retail space.

Glen Abbey Golf Club is a historic landmark for the town of Oakuville, in existence for over 40 years and the
host of the Canadian Open 29 times. The plans to construct 3,222 housing units on this existing space, including
nine apartment buildings and an additional 122,000 square feet of retail/commercial space, are short-sighted and
do not align with the Oakville Livable Plan.

The negative impacts of this planned redevelopment include but are not limited to:

* The loss of one of Oakville’s widely known landmarks

* Loss of significant green space

* Significant increases in traffic congestion

» Other, as-yet unknown environmental impacts affecting local plants and wildlife

| believe it is important to preserve the historic and natural green space at Glen Abbey for future generations.
Destroying Glen Abbey is simply the wrong decision to make.

Thank you,

Sam Gabrail









Franca Piazza

From: Olivia Heffernan_

Sent: Thursday, August 10, 2017 12:49 PM
To: Town Clerk
Subject: OPA 1519.09

Dear Sir/Madam,

I’'m writing to you to express my outrage and disappointment at the proposed plans to destroy Glen Abbey Golf Club and
replace with a high density development of residential, commercial and retail space. As a young Oakville-ian, | had
always considered Oakville a place to put down roots and start a family. With this proposal, | am rethinking this idea and
looking in other areas for neighbourhoods just like Glen Abbey, but without the obsession with development.

Glen Abbey Golf Club is a historic landmark for the town of Oakuville, in existence for over 40 years and host of the
Canadian Open 29 times. The plans to construct 3,222 housing units on this existing space, including nine apartment
buildings and an additional 122,000 square feet of retail/commercial space, are short-sighted and do not align with the
Oakville Livable Plan.

The negative impacts of this planned redevelopment include but are not limited to:

* The loss of one of Oakville’s widely known landmarks e Loss of significant green space e Significant increases in traffic

congestion e Other, as-yet unknown environmental impacts affecting local plants and wildlife

| believe it is important to preserve the historic and natural green space at Glen Abbey for future generations.
Destroying Glen Abbey is simply the wrong decision to make.

Thank you,
Olivia Heffernan

Sent from my iPhone
























3. What additional information would you like to share with us about the proposal?
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Public input received at today’s Public Information Meeting will help inform the final recommendation
report going to Town Council on September 26.












Franca Piazza

From: Arlene KiIey_
Sent: Tuesday, August 15, 2017 1:45 PM
To: Town Clerk

Cc: Arlene Kiley

Subject: File number: OPA 1519.09

Dear Sir/Madam,

I’m writing to you to express my outrage and disappointment at the proposed plans to destroy Glen
Abbey Golf Club and replace with a high density development of residential, commercial and retail
space.

Glen Abbey Golf Club is a historic landmark for the town of Oakuville, in existence for over 40 years
and host of the Canadian Open 29 times. The plans to construct 3,222 housing units on this existing
space, including nine apartment buildings and an additional 122,000 square feet of retail/commercial
space, are short-sighted and do not align with the Oakville Livable Plan.

The negative impacts of this planned redevelopment include but are not limited to:
» The loss of one of Oakville’s widely known landmarks

* Loss of significant green space

» Significant increases in traffic congestion

* Other, as-yet unknown environmental impacts affecting local plants and wildlife

| lived on Priory court for 20 years and now live in Upper Glen Abbey. Glen Abbey is very much part
of the neighbourhood and with the Open although there was some traffic (in no way a comparison to
the traffic that will be created by this development) it was always an exciting time. | own a Dog
Training Centre and have taken my classes to the trails outside the Golf course by Dorval, it is green
space that should not be developed and will destroy any wildlife that exists. Although not an avid
golfer | have golfed the course and was in awe. There is enough development in Oakville overall why
do you need to destroy this landmark.

| believe it is important to preserve the historic and natural green space at Glen Abbey for future
generations. Destroying Glen Abbey is simply the wrong decision to make.

Thank you,

Arlene Kiley



















































In Slate, Henry Grabar points out that grasslands around the city could have absorbed some of the nearly 52 inches of

rain that have fallen so far — had they not been cut by development. To make matters worse, he writes, officials

“encouraged development in low-lying, flood-prone areas without regard to future risk.”

At CityLab, Tanvi Misra notes that the failure to prepare for floods often hurts low-income, minority communities the
most. These communities “are most vulnerable to flooding, or near petrochemical plants and Superfund sites that can
overflow during the storm. This is especially true for Houston.”

So far, Harvey has submerged an area greater than 15 times the size of Manhattan. “It’s basically impossible for any of
us to get our heads around the scope of just how much damage there’s going to be when this is over,” MSNBC’s Chris

Hayes tweeted (although these maps, from The Times, give us a good idea).

On a more uplifting note, Time’s Maya Rhodan has the backstory of the Houston sheriff’s deputy whose helping of two
small children ricocheted around social media.

In The Times. Frank Bruni writes, of Trump’s Texas trip: “The weather around him changes. The weather inside him

doesn’t. It’s a warm bath of self-regard — the biggest ever, I'd wager — and it overrides everything else.”

The full Opinion report from The Times follows, including Lisa Lyneé Daniels on Houston’s imperiled students.

...jana

Smaller firm focus. Big firm experience.

Jana Schilder, Co-Founder
The Legal A Team

- Goldhawk Trail
Oakville, ON Canada L6M 3Y5

Mobile 416.831.9154

Email jana@janaschilder.com
Web www.ThelLegalATeam.com
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SUBJECT: Submission for Consideration by The Town of Oakville
Concerning the Development of the Glen Abby
Property by ClubLink Corporation

This is an important decision time for Council and the Town of Oakville. This is not about the
saving of a golf course. It is about addressing the interference of outside agencies to the
Town’s Strategic Planning process and its right to make decisions in support of the Livable
Oakville and Growth Strategies that have been developed and approved at multiple levels of
government. It is also about the preservation of green space which is a limited and important
part of the Town.

The issue at hand really boils down to the question of whether the Strategic Planning process
that the Town and other communities go through is valid; or whether we allow outside
agencies such as developers and the OMB, to make decisions that negate the effort and
thinking of the Town, its staff, and its Council. Their purpose is to ensure that there is a credible
plan for organized and structured growth that serves the current and future community and
meets the guidelines set out by the Region and the Province for sustainable growth and
development. Surely it was not the intent of the Legislature to allow an appointed board, the
OMB, to overturn valid citizen-elected council decisions as could be the case here.

If we allow these outsiders to by-pass this process to benefit not the community but the
developer, project by project, then we are essentially saying that “anything goes” and that all of
the planning effort done is worthless. That is what is potentially happening here and on which
you need to address at the September 26" Special Council meeting.

In support of this, it is important to reflect on what has happened recently in the review
process of the OMB and its mandate — basically, this type of outside interference has been
recognized as wrong and not best suited to the needs of those communities that have put in
place credible and workable growth strategies designed to enhance their communities.

Green space is an important but very limited commodity that must be managed not only for
today but for future growth. There are three kinds of green space:
1. The lands controlled directly by the Province and the Town — e.g. Bronte Park and the
various parklands within the Town. These are protected. They will not increase in size.
2. The undeveloped farm lands and forests that surround the Town, but which are included in
the growth plans of the Town. These green spaces have already been conceded to
development with some caveats for maintaining some open space in the development
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plans. An example would be the recent decision and loss of the Saw Whet property to
development. These areas, when lost, effectively reduce the overall green space of the
Town.

3. The privately held lands such as the two remaining golf courses — Glen Abbey and the
Oakville Golf Club. These lands are a part of the Town’s green space. They are integral parts
of the residential areas in which they are situated and they are in jeopardy constantly by
the potential for development. Their loss decreases the net of green space for the Town
and the residents.

Overall, green space should not be further reduced in any manner, particularly as the
population grows. Unfortunately, this is what is happening, project by project, across this
community and others. This is the direct result of the same issue facing the Glen Abbey site
and the proposed development plan by ClubLink.

As Council, you have an important decision to make and it can go one of two ways. One is good
for the community today and for the future, and the other is not.

The First Decision Opportunity:
Council could decide to allow ClubLink’s project to go forward, in conflict with the recent

decisions of the Heritage review process and the decision to support the recommendation. It
could and may happen at this time or after many appeals and much time and money are spent
by both the Town and the developer.

This development is the equivalent of dropping a small-sized village into the middle of a fully
developed residential community with no change to the infrastructure, only increased density,
traffic, noise etc.

In making this decision, there are winners and losers:
o There is only one winner and that is the developer and its shareholders. They stand to

gain hundreds of millions of dollars by converting the land to housing units. Those
dollars do not go to the Town and its residents.
o However, the losers are many:

o The Town loses green space. The Livable Oakville and Strategic Growth plan
continues to be under threat / challenge. There will be added costs that will fall to
the Town since growth in this area was unplanned and will therefore need
infrastructure improvement at a cost yet to be fully understood. This will increase
the overall taxation burden of all residents of Oakville over time.
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For example, the “magnanimous” gift of the valley area as park lands is a false
offering because it is land the developer cannot use. By passing it off to the Town,
it is pushing the cost of development and maintenance of these lands to the Town,
and to the Oakville taxpayers.

o There is the loss of international exposure and the future loss of any economic
gains to the community, should the Open return to Oakville. Once the course is
gone, so goes this international exposure and economic opportunities, forever.

o The residents of Oakville will suffer the chaos of short and long-term development
pressure; traffic burdens from the short-term activity of the builders and their
suppliers, and the long-term pressure on the infrastructure and traffic in a
restricted road environment (regional roads Dorval Drive and Upper Middle Road).
These roads are already experiencing pressure and forcing traffic to find other
routes to the QEW, the 407 and the various GO stations.

o The residents living adjacent to the development site will experience pressure on
their property values and also will experience directly the issues associated with
the development activity — dust, traffic, noise, and uncertainty for an extended
period of time.

o And finally, but of lesser importance, golfers, locally, and from across Canada and
elsewhere will no longer be able to enjoy the opportunity to experience a
championship course where many of the legends have played and where there
have been many memorable moments. Yes, it is recognized that the Open moves
and it is never a certainty that it will return to Oakville. However, this is a course
designed for the Open and it makes sense to keep it in the rotation. Golfers never
get the opportunity to play at many of the other courses on the rotation as they
are private golf courses. This is just an added benefit of the existing course.

The Second Decision Opportunity:
Council should make a significant and positive decision by rejecting the development proposal.

It supports the Livable Oakville and Strategic Growth plan developed, approved and
implemented for the Town. It supports the recent directional change that the Province has put
forth for the mandate and operating plan for the new improved OMB process. It basically, puts
the “Town’s money where its mouth is” by sticking with its Livable Oakville and Growth
strategies, supporting the future of the Town.
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This is a tough decision and one that will be challenged at many levels with both overt and
covert pressure upon the Town. It will require the Town to continue to spend money to defend
its decision. The developer has very deep pockets and many political tentacles spread across all
levels of government. They will not give up easily. However, | believe it will be money well
spent, even after all the costs heaped upon the Town through the OMB process that the
developers initiated are tallied up. Many communities will be watching. The Town’s decision
could be precedential to Ontario communities that have similarly invested time and money to
ensure that they have well thought-out and approved growth strategies in place.

Why the Second Option is the Right Decision.

It supports the decisions of livability and growth that have already been well thought through
and implemented as approved by the Town and the Province. It is recognized as a very
thorough and comprehensive plan for today’s and for the futures needs.

Council has seen community support for this decision. Support will increase if it is seen that
Council does, in fact, believe in what it has put in place. This decision reverses the order of
winners and losers with the residents today and in the future benefiting from it.

The Heritage review of the golf course itself was very thorough and comprehensive. What the
current owner will choose to do remains unclear. It would make sense to continue to operate it,
to continue to invest in it with up-grades and modernization and to compete for the
opportunity to host future Open Championships. That is their decision and one that Council
cannot either predict or influence. The course is a cash flow positive contributor for the
corporation, and could continue to be a crown jewel in their golf facility offering. It could be
sold to another owner to be operated as a golf course but these are not things that should
influence this decision.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important decision concerning our
community and its continued development,

Dan Carruthers
30 year Resident and Property Owner in Oakuville
I Dorval Drive

Oakville ON L6M 3725
I (Home)
I (Ce!)
|
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Franca Piazza

From: Jeannette Carcasson I

Sent: Saturday, September 09, 2017 9:41 AM
To: Town Clerk
Subject: Save glen abbey

| urge you to continue with your fight to save Glen Abbey. Today more than ever we must realize the
importance of green spaces and preserving our heritage.

























































Appendix C: Halton Region — Policy Comments

Oakville, ON L6H 0H3

Dear Mr. McConnell:

RE: Proposed Amendments to the Town of Qakville’s Official Plan, Zoning By-law and a
Draft Plan of Subdivision Application
Clublink Corp. ULC and Clublink Holdings Ltd. (Glen Abbey Golf Course)
1333 Dorval Drive
Town Files: OPA1519.09, Z.1519.09 and 24T-17003/0

The purpose of the Local Official Plan Amendment (LOPA), Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA)
and Draft Plan of Subdivision (DPS) applications for 1333 Dorval Drive (Subject Lands) are to
permit the redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Clubs lands to permit 141 detached dwellings,
299 townhouse dwellings, 2,782 apartment dwelling units, retail and office commercial space,
parks and open space, and natural heritage uses (Development Proposal).

The proposed amendments include re-designating and rezoning the lands from ‘Private Open-
Space’ and ‘Natural Area’ designations to various residential, open space, parks and natural
heritage designations to implement the Development Proposal. A DPS application has also been
submitted that would create new public streets, lots and blocks for future residential/mixed-use
development, parkland and open space blocks, and blocks to define the natural heritage system.
The effect of these applications is to permit the redevelopment of a ‘private golf club’ for urban
residential/mixed-use and natural heritage uses.

Regional Planning Staff have reviewed the subject applications within the context of Provincial
Plans and policies and the Regional Official Plan (ROP) and offer the following comments,

Planning Policy Framework:




The Province, through the 2006 P2G, provides specific planning direction on how to manage
growth to support the achievement of complete communities and the planning for infrastructure
to support growth. This policy direction is supported by PPS policy. The policy direction of the
2006 P2G Plan was implemented through Amendment No. 37, 38 & 39 to the ROP. The ROP
provides a Regional Structure, as shown on Map 1 that represents the Region’s basic position on
the use of land and natural resources within its planning area (Section 50 of the ROP) to the
planning horizon of 2031.

Planning Analysis Relating to Growth Management:

The Regional Structure is accompanied by a growth strategy for Halton based upon the
distribution of population and employment for the planning horizon year of 2031. The Region’s
growth strategy provides the foundation for land use planning at a Regional and local level. The
Region’s growth strategy also provides direction on how population and employment growth, to
the year 2031, is to be distributed.

Local Official Plans, covering the whole of each Local Municipality, are necessary extensions of
the Regional Plan and arc intended to direct development in accordance with local desires while
adhering to policies of the ROP (Section 47). drea-Specific Plans, such as secondary plans are to
be prepared by Local Municipalities for settlement areas such as new communities,
Intensification Areas, and Hamlets in accordance with policies of the ROP (Section 48). The
ROP, and by extension Local Official Plans and Area-Specific Plans, provide the planning
framework for implementing Provincial Plans and addressing matters of provincial interest based
upon an integrated, comprehensive and coordinated approach.

The subject lands are located within the Urban Area and within the Built Boundary as identitied
in the ROP. The Regional Tntensification and Density Targets (Table 2) and Regional Phasing
(Table 2A), sets out the number of housing units within the Built Boundary in the Town of
Oakville. To address the planned growth for Built-Up Areas, the ROP provides objectives and
policies for Intensification Areas. Intensification Areas are lands identified by the Region or its
Local Municipalities within the Urban Area that are to be the focus for accommodating
intensification and include Urban Growth Centres, Major Transit Station Areas, Infensification
Corridors and Mixed Use Nodes.

The ROP requires Local Municipalities to prepare Area-Specific Plans or policies for major
growth arcas, including the development or redevelopment of communities (Section 48, Section
77(5), and Section 81(3)). The intent of these policies is to ensure that growth is planned for in a
coordinated and integrated manner that considers the goals and objectives of the ROP and is
supported by existing or planned infrastructure,

Regional Staff understand that the Town of Oakville, as directed through the Interim Control By-
law for the Subject Lands, has now completed Urban Structure Review of the Liveable Oakville
Plan, the North Oakville East, and the North Oakville West Secondary Plans. Through this
process the Town has validated its Urban Structure and clarified policy direction on where and
how to grow to 2031, While the Town’s Urban Structure Review Final Report and draft
Amendments to the Liveable Oakville Plan and the North Oakville Secondary Plans have been
completed, a Town decision on these amendments has not been provided to date,



Given this direction, Regional Staff do not support this proposal on the basis of the following
policies and rationale:

1. The proposed development of 3,222 residential units would permit a level of
development that is comparable to the Town’s planned growth areas. In fact, the density
of the Development Proposal is similar to or greater than other Intensification Areas that
were subject to a coordinated and comprehensive planning process which is missing in
this case.

2. The subject lands are not located within a regionally mapped Intensification Area (i.e.
Urban Growth Centre or Major Transit Station Area). In addition, the Town’s Urban
Structure Review and drafied amendments have also confirmed that the subject lands
should not be planned or identified as a locally defined Iniensification Corridors or a
Mixed-Use Node. The ROP therefore does not support the significant form of
intensification being proposed for these lands as these lands are not within a defined
Intensification Area.

3. The policy direction of the ROP provides for a comprehensive municipally led process to
define and establish Intensification Areas. This direction permits Local Municipalities
and the Region to carefully assess, amongst other matters, the fiscal and physical impacts
of considering new growth areas on a larger scale. In considering the Development
Proposal and supporting technical studies, it is not clear to the Region how the proposal
would impact the Region’s and Town’s planned growth in identified and planned growth
areas, recognizing that significant public resources have been dedicated to support
growth in such areas. The lack of comprehensive justification and analysis to support
the Development Proposal reaffirms the Region’s policy direction that the planning for
new major growth areas should be municipally led undertakings.

4. The scope of analysis completed as part of the Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) and
Functional Servicing Reports (FSR) did not provide the level of detail required to
support the level of development or a new major growth area for these lands.

5. 1t is not clear how this Development Proposal addresses the affordable housing
provisions of the PPS and ROP, and in doing so, how the Development Proposal would
result in a complete community.

6. On July 1, 2017, the 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017 P2G)
took effect. The 2017 P2G Plan provides direction on how to manage growth to the 2041
planning horizon. In accordance with Policy 2.2.1 (3) of the 2017 P2G, the planning for
forecasted growth to the year 2041 must establish a hierarchy of settlement areas and
arcas within settlement areas that are to be the focus of growth, Further, this policy
requires an urban form that will optimize infrastructure and align growth with transit and
transportation corridors, The 2017 P2G requires this approach to be implemented
through a municipal comprehensive review that is initiated by an upper-tier level or
single-tier municipality. The 2017 P2G further requires the 2041 growth targets and
forecasts, the delineation of strategic growth areas, and the density targets to be achieved
by lower-tier municipalities to be defined and accommodated by planning authorities
through a municipal comprehensive review.

On January 26, 2016 in response to questions from the Town relating to this proposal, Regional
Staff advised that the ROP does not specifically require a municipal comprehensive review to
implement this application. This is based on the policy direction of Section 48, Section 77(5),
and Section 81(3) of the ROP which provides for a comprehensive municipal led process to
identify new Intensification Areas that are supported by the policies of the ROP. The Region



further stated that the Town led Urban Structure Review would be an appropriate vehicle to
comprehensively address this requirement.

As discussed above, the Town has now completed an Urban Structure Review of the Livable
Oakville Plan which has validated its Urban Structure and growth to 2031. This process is
consistent with the direction of the Region’s January 26, 2016 letter wherein the Town led a
comprehensive process to identify/confirm where intensification is to occur to 2031. Consistent
with ROP policy and the 2017 P2G, the planning for new major growth areas should occur
through a municipally led process, and not through a privately initiated development application
such as the Development Proposal Clublink has brought forward.

The conformity exercises required by the 2017 P2G Plan have not been completed by the Region
to date. The 2017 P2G Plan places a significant level of importance on the regionally led
coordinated and comprehensive analysis on planning for growth. Given the importance of a
municipal comprehensive review process in planning for growth as directed by the 2017 P2G
Plan, it would be inappropriate to decide at this point in time how future strategic growth areas
will be defined and planned for to the 2041 planning horizon in a piecemeal application by
application manner.

Planning Analysis relating to Protecting Natural and Cultural Resources:

To maintain Halton’s reputation as a great place lo live, while accommodating anticipated
population growth, landscape permanence is identified as a fundamental value in Halton’s
Planning Vision. This means that significant importance has been placed on permanently
protecting and enhancing Halton’s natural heritage, as well the rural countryside character for
which the Region is known. This vision is also based upon the notion that Halton will undertake
the necessary steps to ensure that growth will be accommodated in a fashion that is sensitive to its
heritage and culture. This concept of landscape permanence is reflected in the goals, objectives
and policies of the ROP.

The Regional Structure, as shown on Map | of the ROP, also designated the subject lands as
‘Regional Natural Heritage System’ (RNHS). To achieve the objectives of this vision, the ROP
provides direction with respect to the identification, refinement, and/or boundary adjustments to
the RNHS through Subwatershed studies, an individual Environmental Tmpact Assessment (EIA),
or similar studies accepted by the Region.

In support of this Development Proposal, the proponent has prepared a number of technical
studies to define the Key Features and Hazards associated with these lands. A review of the
Development Proposal and supporting technical studies has identified that there is insufficient
detail provided to characterize the system, including up-stream and down-stream impacts, and
characterization of Key Features was not provided in accordance with ROP policy direction.
Without more comprehensive and detailed information, it is unclear to Regional Staff how the
submitted natural heritage and natural hazard technical studies have addressed the policies of the
PPS, the 2017 P2G and the ROP.

The ROP also provides policy direction for the identification and protection of Culiural Heritage
Resources. The ROP encourages Local Municipalities to prepare, as part of any Area-Specific
Plan or relevant Official Plan Amendment, an inventory of heritage resources and provide
guidelines for preservation, assessment and mitigative activities. In doing so, the ROP provides a
framework to help define these resources and to ensure that any development proposals are



adequately studied to consider potential impacts to those resources, and if necessary and
appropriate, any mitigation activities in accordance with Provincial requirements,

The Region understands that the Town, through its Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy, has
undertaken a review to understand and define cultural landscapes within Oakville. In the context
of the process, Town Council has recognized the Glen Abbey property as a significant cultural
heritage landscape, and Town Staff and Town Council have recommended that the lands be
designated as a property of cultural heritage value or interest under Part TV of the Ontario
Heritage Act. As noted above, ROP policy supports measures to define and protect cultural
heritage resources. In assessing the Development Proposal the Town must ensure that the
significant cultural heritage resources are protected.

The PPS provides policy direction for the ‘Wise Use and Management of Resources” and for
‘Protecting Public Health and Safety’. For example, the PPS requires:

o the protection of natural features and functions, improving and restoring water quality
and quantity;

e conservation of cultural heritage and archaeological resources; and,

e the protection of public health and safety,

Based upon a review of the Development Proposal and the submitted technical studies and report,
it does not appear as though these policy requirements of the PPS have been adequately
addressed. For example, Conservation Halton in their July 31, 2017 comment letter identified
significant issues from a natural heritage and natural hazards perspective with the Development
Proposal and the supporting technical studies.

According to the Greenbelt Plan (GBP), the Subject Lands are traversed by an Urban River
Valley that forms part of an external connection between the Greenbelt Natural Heritage System
and other features such as the Lake Ontario shoreline, The intent of the Urban River Valley
policies of the GBP is to provide opportunities for additional connections to help expand and
integrate the Greenbelt and its systems into the broader landscape. Based upon a review of the
supportive studies provided as part of this application, there is no reference as to how this policy
direction of the GBP has been addressed.

Conclusion:

The Development Proposal has been considered the context of Provincial and Regional public
policy framework, as contemplated and required through the Planning Act. The Regional
Structure, as discussed above, provides clear direction on how to manage and plan for
intensification. The Development Proposal seeks approval for a new major growth area and a
significant intensification of uses that have not been subject to a rigorous assessment process as
contemplated through the PPS, P2G and ROP. This is evident in the fact the Town has completed
a comprehensive review of their current Urban Structure which confirms the subject lands are not
considered for major growth. 1In fact, the density of the Development Proposal is similar to or
greater than other Intensification Areas that were subject to a coordinated and comprehensive
planning process.

This Development Proposal would result in a departure from the Town’s vision for growth and
would result in a new major growth area in the Town that was not planned for in an integrated,
coordinated, and comprehensive manner. As such, and based upon the above noted comments,



the growth being considered through this development proposal as contemplated is not consistent
with the PPS, and does not conform with P2G, GBP and the ROP.

T trust that the above noted comments are helpful. Please let us know if you require anything
further on the above.

Sincerely,

Curt Benson, MCIP, RPP
Acting Director of Planning Services
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Appendix F: Heritage Planning Comments

Town of Oakville
Memorandum
To: Mark Simeoni, Director, Planning Services
From: Susan Schappert, Heritage Planner
Date: September 7, 2017
Subject: Heritage Planning Comments re: Glen Abbey Development Application
Background

In 2009, the Livable Oakville Plan directed that a cultural heritage landscape strategy be completed. The
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy was endorsed by Planning and Development Council in January
2014.

The property at 1333 Dorval Drive, known as ‘Glen Abbey’ was identified as one of 63 properties across
the town in the inventory prepared in 2015 during Phase One of the implementation of the Cultural
Heritage Landscape Strategy. In February 2016, as part of the completion of the Phase One inventory,
Council identified the Glen Abbey property as a ‘high priority’ for assessment as a cultural heritage
landscape.

Following the Phase Two evaluation of the property, undertaken by Letourneau Heritage Consulting,
Council formally recognized Glen Abbey as a significant cultural heritage landscape on May 15, 2017 and
directed that the property immediately proceed to Phase Three, which is the implementation of
protection measures.

Additional research and evaluation were undertaken by independent experts Ken Moodie and Julian
Smith as part of Phase Three. On August 21, 2017, Council approved a Notice of Intention to Designate
under Section 29, Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act for the Glen Abbey property that includes a



statement of cultural heritage value and a description of heritage attributes. The last date to file a notice
of objection for the Notice of Intention to Designate is September 25, 2017.

See ‘Context Documents for Reference’ list at the end of this memo for a list of the background
documents related to cultural heritage landscapes, if additional details are required.

Description of Development Application

The official plan amendment, zoning by-law amendment and draft plans of subdivision
propose the removal of the existing Glen Abbey golf course in order to construct 3,222
residential units. The units are proposed in the form of a range of housing types
inclusive of detached dwellings, townhouse, stacked townhouse and back-to-back
townhouse dwellings, residential apartment buildings, and mixed-use mid-rise retail,
office and apartment buildings ranging in height between two to twelve storeys. The
density of the development is proposed to be focused along ‘Street A’, with a gradation
to lower building heights toward the existing stable residential neighbourhood to the
west.

In addition to the residential uses, 5,429 m?* (58,438 ft?) of office commercial and 5,841 m? (62,871 ft?) of
retail commercial uses are proposed in mixed-use residential and commercial buildings. An additional
546 m? (5,877 ft%) of community amenity uses including a village market within the existing stable
buildings, 10.41 hectares (25.72 acres) of parks, 0.78 hectares (1.66 acres) of open space, 32.47 hectares
(80.24 acres) of natural heritage system, 0.34 hectares (0.84 acres) of remnant wooded area, 1.79
hectares (4.42 acres) of buffer blocks, and 4.32 hectares (10.67 acres) of stormwater management
ponds are proposed.

As part of this development application, it is proposed that the natural heritage system, inclusive of the
full Sixteen Mile Creek Valley lands would be dedicated to the Town. The RayDor Estate House will be
retained by the applicant and its use as an office complex maintained.

The applicants have submitted a Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment and Heritage Impact
Assessment in support of the development application.

Policy Framework for Evaluation

The impact of the proposed development application on the cultural heritage value of the Glen Abbey
property is reviewed against applicable policies, which include: the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS)
2014; the 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe Area; the Ontario Heritage Act and
Ontario Regulation 9/06; the Livable Oakville Plan; and the Town of Oakville’s Cultural Heritage
Landscapes Strategy. Together, these policies provide a framework on how to identify and protect
significant cultural heritage landscapes. They also provide direction that the management and use of
significant cultural heritage landscapes should conserve the cultural heritage value or interest and
heritage attributes of these landscapes.

The impact of the proposed development application has also been reviewed against the town’s Notice
of Intention to Designate for the Glen Abbey Property, issued on August 24, 2017.



Town of Oakville’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy

The town’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy provides general and specific guidance on how to
conserve cultural heritage landscapes. Its general guidance identifies the three types of cultural
heritage landscape accepted internationally: designed, evolving, and associative. It also provides
priority to conserving cultural heritage landscapes in situ and complete.

Phase Three of the town’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy is now underway to implement
protection measures to conserve significant cultural heritage landscapes.

Ontario Heritage Act

The Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) provides tools to protect cultural heritage resources through
designation under the Act. Ontario Regulation 9/06 is the evaluation framework that shall be used to
identify cultural heritage value.

The town has issued a Notice of Intention to Designate the Glen Abbey property under Section 29, Part
IV of the OHA. This Notice is based upon the town’s application of Ontario Regulation 9/06 to the Glen
Abbey property and its conclusion that the property meets multiple criteria for cultural heritage value.
The Notice states the identified cultural heritage value of the Glen Abbey property and also describes its
heritage attributes.

Provincial Policy Statement

The PPS 2014 defines a cultural heritage landscape as follows:

“a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human activity and is identified as having
cultural heritage value or interest by a community, including an Aboriginal community. The area may
involve features such as structures, spaces, archaeological sites or natural elements that are valued
together for their interrelationship, meaning or association.” [emphasis added]

As made explicit in the PPS, the cultural heritage value of cultural heritage landscapes is found in their
interrelationships, meanings and associations - not in their isolated components. The components are to
be "valued together", not separately.

Section 2.6.1 of the PPS states that significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved. By
“conserved”, the PPS means that a landscape is identified, protected, managed and used in a manner th

Growth Plan
The 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe also addresses cultural heritage. It states:

4.2.7.1: "Cultural heritage resources will be conserved in order to foster a sense of place and benefit
communities, particularly in strategic growth areas."

All decisions made on or after July 1, 2017 in respect of the exercise of any authority that affects a
planning matter will conform with the 2017 Growth Plan.



Livable Oakville Plan

The existing policies of the Livable Oakville Plan include strong policy guidance for the Town to conserve
cultural heritage resources. Specifically, Section 5.3.12 states:

The Town shall identify, evaluate and conserve cultural heritage landscapes in accordance with the
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy.

Proposed Heritage Official Plan Amendment

Arising from Phase Three of the town’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy, Planning staff are
proposing amendments to the cultural heritage policies of the Livable Oakville Plan. The proposed
Official Plan Amendment (OPA) underscores the policy direction of Livable Oakville regarding the
conservation of cultural heritage landscapes. The proposed OPA also reinforces the need to complete a
heritage evaluation that addresses the OHA requirements to state the cultural heritage value and
describe the heritage attributes of a cultural heritage resource before any impact assessment is
completed. It also implements the PPS 2014 direction to address the cultural heritage value or interest
of a property under the OHA,; it recognizes cultural heritage landscapes as part of the town’s urban
structure; and it provides for site-specific land use designations, policies and cultural heritage landscape
conservation plans.

Staff and Peer Review of ERA Report

Heritage Planning staff have reviewed the Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment & Heritage Impact
Assessment: Proposed Redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville prepared by ERA Architects
Inc. dated November 9, 2016 (ERA report).

The ERA report was completed prior to Council’s identification and recognition of the property as a
significant cultural heritage landscape on May 15, 2017. The property had already been identified by
Council as a high priority potential cultural heritage landscape on February 16, 2016, and had proceeded
to the detailed research and evaluation phase.

Heritage Planning staff’s initial review of the ERA report revealed concerns with the evaluation of the
cultural heritage landscape of the property, the statement of cultural heritage value or interest, the
listing of heritage attributes and the resulting assessment of the impact of the development application.
The review indicated that the ERA report did not meet the requirements of the existing policy
framework as described on page two of this report, as it failed to appropriately identify the cultural
heritage landscape, which led to its failure to recommend protection measures that would conserve the
cultural heritage landscape.

As Heritage Planning staff had concerns with the ERA report, described briefly above, they
recommended that the town retain the services of a peer reviewer to assist with the town’s review of
the ERA report. The peer review of the ERA report was completed by Julian Smith, of Julian Smith &
Associates Architects (and is attached to this memo). Mr. Smith is internationally renowned as an
expert on cultural heritage landscapes and has provided the town with a report on the cultural heritage



landscape values of the Glen Abbey property as part of the implementation of Phase Three of the
Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy.

Heritage Planning staff and Mr. Smith have identified and share fundamental issues with the ERA report:

The ERA report does not properly identify the Glen Abbey property. It identifies the property as
an ‘evolved’ cultural heritage landscape. This conclusion is flawed and incorrect. The ERA report
has not demonstrated why the property is considered to be ‘evolved’ in the full context of the
three types of internationally recognized cultural heritage landscapes. As summarized in the
town’s Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy, the three types are: evolved, designed and
associative. The distinction between the types of cultural heritage landscapes is critical and the
town and Mr. Smith share the opinion that the property is a ‘designed’ cultural heritage
landscape, not ‘evolved’.

The flawed identification of the property as an ‘evolved’ landscape has led to a flawed
evaluation of the cultural heritage landscape.

Contrary to statements made in the ERA report, Mr. Smith and Heritage Planning staff accept
that Ontario Regulation 9/06 applies without qualification to the evaluation of cultural heritage
value for designed cultural heritage landscapes.

The proposed Statement of Significance and list of heritage attributes in the ERA report do not
reflect the property’s value as a designed cultural heritage landscape.

Given the conclusion that ERA’s identification and evaluation of the cultural heritage landscape
is flawed, ERA’s assessment of the impact of the proposed development is not accurate or
relevant because is it based on a misleading and incomplete assessment of the cultural heritage
landscape itself.

The ‘Six Big Ideas’ contained within the ERA report are not appropriate conservation strategies
for the conservation of the Glen Abbey golf course. While the ERA report acknowledges that
there is cultural heritage value in the golf course and that the property is a cultural heritage
landscape, the Six Big Ideas fail to retain the overall value of the property as a designed
landscape; instead, these ideas attempt to fragment the cultural heritage value into individual
components that do not conserve the interrelated and integrated design of the golf course or its
relationships, meanings and associations.

The residential, office, and retail components, although not discussed in the ERA report except
for the brief mention in the introduction, together form the most important Big Idea. Itis
surprising that none of these components are included in the ‘Six Big Ideas’. These components
occupy a majority of the site, they change the site from open green space to an emphasis on
built form, they fundamentally alter the ecology of the site and its adjacent neighbourhoods,
and, most significantly in the context of the Heritage Impact Assessment, they destroy the Glen
Abbey golf course in its present form as a cultural heritage landscape of recognized significance.



Staff are also of the view that, contrary to the Livable Oakville Plan, the ERA report has not appropriately
identified or evaluated the Glen Abbey property in accordance with the Town’s Cultural Heritage
Landscape Strategy. Though the ERA report references the Strategy, it has done so in ways that ignore
or take key points out of context. Examples include:

e Discussion of the ‘type’ of cultural heritage landscape. On pages 89 and 186-187, the ERA report
identifies the property as ‘Continuing Evolved Landscape.’ The report does not include the
definition of the other types of cultural heritage landscapes. The ERA report does not
demonstrate why/how it determined that the property is an “evolved" landscape compared to
the Strategy’s listed alternatives of being a “designed” or “associative" landscape.

e Conservation priorities. The ERA report fails to reference the Strategy’s priority to conserving
cultural heritage landscapes in situ and complete. Instead, it assumes that the piecemeal
protection of individual elements of the cultural heritage landscape is permitted without
qualification. Although the Strategy does include reference to alternative approaches to
conservation, assessment of the alternative approaches must address the priorities set out in
the Strategy. The ERA report does not address why the preferred approach is removal of the golf
course cultural heritage landscape. The ERA report also fails to acknowledge that a complete
cultural heritage landscape may be conserved on the property.

Conclusions

e The proposed development would remove the current designed cultural heritage landscape -
the Glen Abbey golf course - and replace it with a new urban landscape. Heritage Planning staff
are of the opinion that any proposed development that removes the golf course would
therefore fail to conserve the cultural heritage value and the heritage attributes of the cultural
heritage landscape.

e Heritage Planning staff are of the opinion that, as the proposed development fails to conserve
the cultural heritage value provided by the Glen Abbey golf course designed landscape, it is not
consistent with the PPS 2014 and also does not conform to the 2017 Growth Plan.

e Heritage Planning staff are also of the opinion that the failure of the proposed development to
conserve the cultural heritage value of the Glen Abbey property as a designed cultural heritage
landscape means that the development fails to conform to the Livable Oakville Plan regarding its
cultural heritage objectives and policies. This conclusion is reinforced by the application of
policies set out in the proposed official plan amendment on cultural heritage policies.



Recommendation

e Heritage Planning staff do not support the proposed development as it fails to conserve the
significant cultural heritage landscape of the Glen Abbey property and recommends that the
application be denied.

Context Documents for Reference:

e Livable Oakville Plan (Town of Oakville, 2009)

e Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy (Town of Oakville, 2013)

e Planning and Development Council Report — ‘Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy’ (Town of
Oakville, January 2014)

e Phase One: Inventory report for 1333 Dorval Drive (Laurie Smith Heritage Consulting, 2015)

*  Planning and Development Council Report ‘Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy
Implementation: Phase One Inventory’ (Town of Oakville, February 2016)

e Phase Two: Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment (Letourneau Heritage Consulting, 2017)

e Planning and Development Council Report ‘Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy — Phase Two
(Town of Oakville, May 2017)

e Glen Abbey Golf Course Heritage Review (Ken Moodie, 2017)

e Cultural Heritage Landscape Values and Attributes of the Glen Abbey Property (Julian Smith,
2017)

e Council Report ‘Notice of Intention to Designate - 1333 Dorval Drive (Glen Abbey Golf Club)’
(Town of Oakville, August 2017)

e Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment and Heritage Impact Assessment (ERA, November
2016)

e Peer Review of ‘Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment and Heritage Impact Assessment’
(Julian Smith, August 2017)

¢ Notice of Intention to Designate — Glen Abbey Golf Course 1333 Dorval Drive (Town of Oakville,
August 2017)

e Proposed Cultural Heritage Policy Updates Official Plan Amendment, (Town of Oakville,
September 2017)

’
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I.1

1.2

1.3

PEER REVIEW
of
CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT
AND HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT
ERA ARCHITECTS INC.
Nov.9 2016

INTRODUCTION
MANDATE

This report has been produced in response to a request from the Town of Oakville to
carry out an independent peer review of a document entitled Cultural Heritage
Landscape Assessment and Heritage Impact Assessment, prepared by ERA Architects Inc.
It was submitted to the Town by Clublink Corporation ULC and Clublink Holdings Ltd.
in support of its development applications for a proposed mixed-use development of
the Glen Abbey Golf Club.

That document is hereafter referred to as 'the ERA Report'.

It should also be noted that the full property of approximately 229 acres, identified in
the ERA Report as the Glen Abbey Golf Club, is hereafter referred to in this report as
simply 'Glen Abbey'.

SCOPE

As part of the peer review, arrangements were made for the author to make a day-long
visit to the site during its hosting of the Canadian Open. Additional documents related
to the Town's cultural heritage landscape framework and to Glen Abbey were made
available for consultation and review. The author's report on the values and attributes
of the Glen Abbey property, as well as the Town's report on an intention to designate,
were occurring in parallel with this report. The peer review itself was undertaken
independently, drawing on these resources plus the author's own experience working
with cultural heritage landscape theory and practice at the local, national and
international levels.

LITERATURE REVIEW
The following material was reviewed:
e ERA Architects Inc. Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment and Heritage

Impact Assessment: Proposed Redevelopment of the
Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville



Town of Oakville Livable Oakville: Town of Oakville Official Plan

o Oakville Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy

o Terms of Reference for a Heritage Impact Assessment
for Cultural Heritage Landscapes

o Terms of Reference for a Heritage Impact Assessment
Required as part of a Complete Planning/Heritage
Application

o Notice of Intention to Designate - 1333 Dorval Drive

Julian Smith & Associates Cultural Heritage Landscape Values and Attributes of
the Glen Abbey Property

e Letourneau Her. Consult. Final Report: Cultural Heritage Landscape Strategy
Implementation - Phase II: Cultural Heritage Report.
1333 Dorval Drive (Glen Abbey Golf Course), Oakville,

Ontario
¢ Halton Region Halton Region Official Plan
e Government of Ontario Ontario Heritage Act
o Planning Act
o Provincial Policy Statement
e Ontario Heritage Trust Cultural Heritage Landscapes: An Introduction

e Min. of Municipal Affairs 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
e Min. of Tourism & Culture Heritage Conservation Principles for Landuse Planning

e City of Kitchener/Landplan Cultural Heritage Landscapes

e Parks Canada Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada

e UNESCO World Heritage Centre: Cultural Landscapes

o World Heritage Convention: Operational Guidelines

o Recommendation on the Historic Urban Landscape

In addition, reference was made to other related documents and best practices in the
cultural heritage landscape field. This included reviewing the work of the Cultural
Landscape Foundation based in Washington, D.C. as well as the activities of the Cultural
Landscape International Scientific Committee of ICOMOS (advisory body to UNESCO),
and the Joint Culture/Nature Initiative of ICOMOS and IUCN related to cultural
landscapes and UNESCO's World Heritage Convention.



I1.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

There are five fundamental and inter-related concerns with the E.R.A. document. The
first three have to do with the Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment, the fourth with
the Heritage Impact Assessment, and the fifth with the overall report.

1.

A review of the evidence indicates that Glen Abbey is, first and foremost, a designed
cultural landscape, not an evolved cultural landscape as suggested in the ERA
document. The evidence seems quite clear, and this distinction is critical.

The assessment process for a designed cultural landscape is compatible with the
criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06, despite the claims in the ERA document.
The partial, component-based approach suggested in that document, while perhaps
relevant for some evolved cultural landscapes, is not particularly relevant or
informative in the Glen Abbey situation.

The Statement of Significance needs to be rewritten to reflect a full and proper re-
assessment, one that treats the property as a whole before considering its
components. This is the only way to recognize its full significance.

The Heritage Impact Assessment is not relevant in its present form, because it is
based on a misleading and incomplete Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment.
The authenticity and integrity of the site, as a designed and significant cultural
heritage landscape, are seriously undermined by the proposed redevelopment. This
broader impact must be assessed first, before deciding how to measure the impact
on individual components.

Overall, the report fails to identify the key cultural heritage values of the property in
question, and to highlight their significance. It fails to properly identify the heritage
impact of the proposed development on these cultural values, which is severe and
irreversible. Such an approach undermines the Provincial Policy Statement
directive that significant cultural heritage landscapes shall be conserved.

These concerns are discussed in more detail below, following a broader discussion of
cultural heritage landscape theory and practice.

Note: Words in italics are either original to the texts being quoted, or are introduced in
the body of the report by the author. In the latter case, they refer to terms that are
defined (or form part of definitions) in the reference documents.



II1.

CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE FRAMEWORK

The conservation of significant cultural heritage landscapes is part of the official
planning framework for Ontario. = The intent is set out in the Provincial Policy
Statement (2014) as follows:

2.6  Cultural Heritage and Archaeology
2.6.1 Significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes
shall be conserved.

Cultural heritage landscape:

a defined geographical area that may have been modified by human activity and
is identified as having cultural heritage value or interest by a community,
including an Aboriginal community. The area may involve features such as
structures, spaces, archaeological sites or natural elements that are valued
together for their interrelationship, meaning or association.

As noted in the Ontario Heritage Trust's 2012 document, Cultural Heritage Landscapes -
An Introduction, the term 'cultural landscapes' was introduced into the heritage field in
the 1990s, by the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO). There was need for a term to apply to sites that combine both natural and
cultural significance, and that represent the interaction between human activity and the
natural environment. The term also allowed a recognition of both tangible and
intangible features - hence the reference in the definition to 'interrelationships,
meanings and associations'.

The term 'cultural heritage landscapes' used in Ontario legislation is a variation on the
more general term 'cultural landscapes'’, and recognizes that these have been
designated for their 'cultural heritage value'.

The Ontario Heritage Trust, in its guidance document, goes on to define the primary
categories of cultural landscapes as first set out by UNESCO. They can be summarized
as follows:

e designed cultural landscapes - clearly defined and designed intentionally by man.

e organically evolved cultural landscapes - a response to an initial cultural
imperative, taking on its present form by association with, and in response to, its
natural environment

e associative cultural landscapes - places where the value arises from powerful
religious, artistic or cultural associations with the natural elements, rather than
with material cultural evidence (which may be insignificant or absent)

These categories are used both in Ontario and internationally, and are specifically
adopted by the Town of Oakville in its Cultural Heritage Landscapes Strategy of 2014.



The reason for these categories is to simplify the approach to identification, assessment
and management.

A designed cultural landscape, such as Versailles, can be understood and treated in
ways not so different from those applied to designed buildings or artifacts. Plantings
and other natural elements may mature and be replaced over time, but the design
intentions that underlie these elements must be understood and respected. Notable
works by notable designers are given pride of place in this category, as they represent
key achievements in human history. The creations of landscape architect Frederick
Law Olmsted are treated not so differently from the creations of building architect
Arthur Erickson.

An evolved cultural landscape, by contrast, is not the result of any one designer, at any
one time, but rather a slow evolution of an urban or rural landscape through thousands
of individual design decisions by hundreds of individual property owners. Evolved
cultural landscapes are the most common form of designated cultural landscapes both
in Canada and internationally, and the majority are rural. From rice terraces in the
Philippines to the Loire Valley in France to the Grand Pré landscape in Nova Scotia,
these landscapes are anonymous but culturally specific. The definition makes it clear
that the present form of an evolved cultural landscape must reflect this process of
evolution. The full and correct term for this category is organically evolved cultural
landscape, reflecting this ongoing dynamic.

An associative cultural landscape is applied to places where the natural elements are
dominant, and where it is the cultural associations that give the place its significance.
Ayers Rock, or Uluru, the dramatic sandstone rock formation in central Australia, was
one of the first associative cultural landscapes on the World Heritage List, and the
category has since been applied to other indigenous sites in Canada and around the
world.

In terms of assessing heritage impact, it is important to measure the effects on the
authenticity and integrity of the cultural heritage landscape. These two terms, again
developed by UNESCO and applied globally, are used to judge the significance of the
site, at the time of designation, and then to measure the enhancement or loss of
significance during a time of change.

Authenticity is used primarily for cultural sites, and relates to the "meanings and
associations" referred to in the PPS definition. It occurs at the intersection of the
tangible and the intangible, as for example when traditional practices continue to bring
a place to life. Integrity is used for both natural and cultural sites, and is oriented more
towards the physical completeness and health of the place.



IV.

IV.1

IV.1.1

REVIEW OF THE CULTURAL HERITAGE LANDSCAPE ASSESSMENT

The purpose of a cultural heritage landscape assessment is to explore whether a given
place is a significant cultural heritage landscape. This begins by deciding what its
boundaries are, what category best describes the place within these boundaries, and
whether the place exhibits sufficient authenticity and integrity to evaluate its
significance. If so, its significance is then tested against the criteria of design value,
historical value, and contextual value.

The process must be supported both by comprehensive historical research, and by an
assessment of current value. For cultural heritage landscapes, current value must
address the questions of interrelationships, meanings and associations - the three key
categories identified in the Provincial Policy Statement.

The ERA report provides comprehensive historical research, but a limited assessment
of current value.

FUNDAMENTAL ISSUES

There are three fundamental issues with the Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment
in the ERA report, which are the following:

Failure to recognize Glen Abbey as a designed cultural landscape.

Although the ERA report appears to be following the required framework, by using the
UNESCO categories of cultural landscapes as a starting point for the assessment, it fails
to justify the decision to label Glen Abbey as an evolved rather than designed cultural
landscape.

To begin with, it does not provide, in either the text or the appendices, the definitions of
the three categories of cultural heritage landscape - designed, evolved, and associative -
that are required as the basis for this discussion. It simply excerpts, from these
documents, the definition of an evolved cultural landscape without comparison to the
other two.

By doing so, it fails to address the clear relationship between Glen Abbey and the
designed cultural landscape category. This relationship is central to the discussion.

Glen Abbey was fully designed by the legendary professional golfer and golf course
architect, Jack Nicklaus, in the 1970s. Although there have been minor alterations since
then, the course contains almost the entirety of Jack Nicklaus' original and
groundbreaking design. The boundaries he was working with are essentially
unchanged today. The interrelationships between its component parts - land uses, land
forms, water features, built features, circulation patterns, and so on - were central
considerations in Nicklaus' design and remain fundamental to its understanding to this
day. These interrelationships encompass the entirety of the site.



These characteristics are what make this a designed cultural landscape - a place that is
fully formed at a particular point in time, as a result of a conscious design process.

As the Ontario Heritage Trust guidelines point out, the categories designed and evolved
are both significant and mutually exclusive. To quote the Trust:
e A cultural landscape may be designed at a specific time by a specific person or it
may have evolved organically over a long period time (and may still be slowly
evolving).

Designed cultural landscapes almost always contain remnants of earlier landscapes or
natural features, but this does not fit them into the definition of evolved cultural
landscapes. The remnants of earlier landscapes become consciously integrated into a
new design, which establishes a new and defining character.

In an evolved cultural landscape, by contrast, the present form, as defined by the Ontario
Heritage Trust, would itself reflect the process of evolution. This is why the more
accurate term is organically evolved cultural landscape.

The agricultural landscape of this area, when it still existed in the early 20th Century,
was an evolved cultural landscape. It was the result of hundreds of design decisions by
many different property owners over a long period of time, sharing only a few cultural
assumptions and practices. And there may be a few golf courses, such as some of the
very earliest links courses, which have evolved over decades or centuries to their
present form.

But Glen Abbey, as with most iconic 20th Century courses, fits quite precisely the
definition of being "designed at a specific time by a specific person".

Jack Nicklaus himself refers to Glen Abbey as his design (and in fact his first solo
design), and also refers to the stadium nature and the hub-and-spoke design as features
of his work at that time, in that place.

The use of the designed cultural landscape category for golf courses is reflected in the
work of the Cultural Landscape Foundation, the pre-eminent proponent for the
recognition of significant cultural landscapes in North America. It should be noted that
in the U.S., about 60 golf courses are listed on the National Register of Historic Places,
and 4 of these have been registered as National Historic Landmarks. In all cases, it is
the golf course as a whole, as an interrelated set of natural and cultural features, that is
listed.

[t is both important and appropriate, within Ontario's established regulatory system, to
classify Glen Abbey as a designed cultural heritage landscape. This determination then
has consequences for all subsequent sections of the report.



IV.1.2

Assessment of Glen Abbey under Ontario Regulation 9/06

The Assessment of Cultural Heritage Value is a key section of the ERA report. This
section begins by questioning the applicability of Ontario Heritage Act Regulation 9/06
to Glen Abbey. It uses the argument that these criteria are not useful in assessing the
"broad geographic and temporal scale of cultural heritage landscapes and the imprint
of varied patterns of use by different ethnic, religious, and cultural groups on these
landscapes".

But these are not the conditions at Glen Abbey. It does not have a broad geographic or
temporal scale - it has clear, fixed boundaries and a design imprint from the 1970s,
virtually unchanged. The golf course has had only one pattern of use and one cultural
group (golfers and golf spectators) since its emergence as a designed cultural landscape.
The use of Ontario Regulation 9/06, in its intended form, is therefore reasonable and
appropriate.

The report also says the criteria are difficult to use when applied to only a portion of
the property. Again, this is neither necessary nor relevant when considering Glen
Abbey. No one is debating, currently, the question of whether one portion or another of
the Glen Abbey property has cultural heritage value. The question is whether the golf
course as a whole - the designed cultural landscape envisioned by Jack Nicklaus,
embodied as a physical reality, and experienced by hundreds of thousands of people
over many years - has cultural heritage value.

As made very explicit in the Provincial Policy Statement, the cultural heritage value of
these places is found in their interrelationships, meanings and associations - not in
their isolated components. The components are to be "valued together", not separately.

The interrelationships at Glen Abbey involve the full range of components for cultural
landscape assessment, as set out in the Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of
Historic Places in Canada. This is one of the key references noted by the Town of
Oakville for assessing cultural heritage landscapes.

The defined components are the following (with their nature at Glen Abbey noted in
brackets):

e Land Use [golf course]

e Traditional Practices [playing of recreational and tournament golf]
e Land Patterns [serpentine nature of the 18-hole course]

e Spatial Organization [hub-and-spoke design, stadium features]

e Visual Relationships [for golfers, for spectators, for passers-by]

e (irculation [adaptation to topography, golfing patterns]
e Ecological Features [valley, river, marshland, woodland]

e Vegetation [trees, special grasses]

¢ Landforms [shaping of tees, fairways, greens, viewing berms]
e Water Features [river, water features]

e Built Features [clubhouse, RayDor, stables, etc]

10



IV.1.3

These interrelationships exist at the scale of the golf course as a whole.

The meanings and associations of Glen Abbey are those attitudes towards the place that
exist within various communities of interest. These include, but are not limited to, the
communities comprised of Club Link members and other recreational golfers,
professional golfers participating in tournament golf events, spectators at golfing
events, and passersby with visual views into and across the golf course. They also
include meanings and associations that exist within the local neighbourhood, the Town
of Oakville, the metropolitan Toronto region, and Canada as a whole - all communities
of interest for whom the Glen Abbey can be seen to exist as a contributor to sense of
place and sense of identity.

As stated very succinctly in the 2017 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe,
4.2.7.1: "Cultural heritage resources will be conserved in order to foster a sense of place
and benefit communities, particularly in strategic growth areas." This last phrase
highlights the important role of cultural heritage landscapes in areas where rapid
change is undermining this sense of a community's history and current identity.

A property's meanings and associations can extend to earlier aspects of the site's
history, through surviving remnants. But in the case of a designed cultural heritage
landscape such as Glen Abbey, these are very much secondary, as is evident in the
current community discussions about the site and its values. The Town of Oakville, in
recognizing the significance of Glen Abbey, is referring to the golf course and its setting
as an integrated whole.

It is necessary, therefore, that the assessment of cultural value apply Ontario
Regulation 9/06 to this overall property, as required by the PPS, before examining the
parts. And it is the present form that must be used, in accordance with the PPS and the
principles outlined in the reference documents.

Appendix I contains notes on how such an application of Regulation 9/06 would occur.
This exercise is missing from the ERA report. As can be seen, the results indicate that
Glen Abbey, in its present form, is of significant cultural heritage value.

Statement of Significance

The Statement of Significance in the ERA report is unfortunately not relevant to the
question of Glen Abbey's significance as a golf course. Instead, it speaks only to the
significance of portions of the golf course that relate to the valley and the valley edge.

This limitation is unfortunate given that the opening part, 'Description of the Cultural
Heritage Landscape’, begins logically enough. It describes the site as having 78 acres of
valley lands and 151 acres of table lands. And it correctly identifies the fact that it has
evolved through several phases, until its most recent transformation when, in 1976,
"the celebrated golfer, Jack Nicklaus, designed the Glen Abbey Golf Club".

11



IV.2

The problem is that this evolution, as discussed above, does not make Glen Abbey an
organically evolved cultural landscape, because its final phase was a transformation by
Nicklaus into a designed cultural landscape. The Nicklaus landscape defines its present
form.

The second part, 'Cultural Heritage Value', never addresses this present form. It instead
limits itself to remnants of earlier phases in the area's development, and related
portions of the current layout. The key question - does Glen Abbey have value as a
designed cultural heritage landscape - is neither asked nor answered.

This problem of definition makes the third section, on Attributes, not relevant to the
discussion of cultural heritage value.

Best practice in the assessment of cultural heritage landscapes begins with choosing
the correct category, based on international practice, and the application of this
practice within Ontario's regulatory structure.

Appendix II contains notes for a more appropriate approach to a Statement of
Significance for Glen Abbey.

OTHER ISSUES AND CONCERNS
There are some related concerns, particularly in the assessment portion, that reflect the
more fundamental issues noted above.

The ERA report applies the Ontario Regulation 9/06 criteria not only to the current golf
course, but to the 'Country Club and Ski Hill' era, the 'Estate Era’, the 'Jesuit Seminary’
era and so on. This is both unnecessary and misleading. These are not the subject of
the assessment. Only to the extent that the current Glen Abbey golf course contains
remnants of these eras are they relevant.

Nicklaus was aware of these remnants. He retained, for example, the RayDor house and
the stables. But he made the conscious decision to isolate them from the key
functioning of the golf course, by building a new clubhouse and surrounding the stable
area with plantings. This was part of imposing a complete new design vision.

Also, it should be noted that it is incorrect or misleading to keep referring to the valley
holes and the 18th hole as having exclusive significance in terms of Glen Abbey's
cultural landscape value. The valley holes have high scenic value. The 18th hole can
witness dramatic finishes. But as was evident in the recently-completed 2017 Canadian
Open, neither golfers nor spectators at Glen Abbey divide the course this way. Every
hole has the potential to be dramatic or game-changing. Every hole and every public
space is directly related to the Canadian Open experience, and carries Jack Nicklaus'
design ideas. Spectator movement is related to this reality.

12
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This is why the cultural heritage landscape concept is important. As set out in the
Provincial Policy Statement definition, it is the interrelationships that are critical. The
whole is greater than the sum of the parts.

And finally, the contextual significance discussion lacks information about the
meanings and associations attached to Glen Abbey, both past and present. These relate
to its role in the cultural imagination and sense of identity, both for the residents of
Oakville and for the larger national and international golfing community.

REVIEW OF THE HERITAGE IMPACT ASSESSMENT

As stated in the Town of Oakville's Terms of Reference for a Heritage Impact Assessment
of Cultural Heritage Landscapes, such a report is intended to be
"a study to determine the impact of a proposed development on the cultural
heritage value of a cultural heritage landscape (CHL) and to recommend an
overall approach to the conservation of the resources of that landscape".

It is therefore critical to understand the cultural heritage value before proceeding to the
determination of impact.

FUNDAMENTAL ISSUES

There is an underlying and fundamental issue with the ERA Heritage Impact
Assessment. It is based on an inappropriate definition and a misleading assessment, as
set out in the Cultural Heritage Landscape Assessment report.

This then leads to a failure to address the key cultural heritage values, against which
the impacts are supposed to have been assessed.

The Terms of Reference for a Heritage Impact Assessment, referred to above, list the
various components required in the report. These are as follows:

e Introduction to the cultural heritage landscape

¢ Research and analysis

e Statement of Significance

e Assessment of existing condition

¢ Description of the proposed development

¢ Impact of development on heritage attributes

e Mitigation and conservation strategies

e Appendices

The following sections deal with each of these items in turn. For convenience, the first
three items are grouped together.

13
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V.1.2.

V.1.3.

Introduction, Research and Analysis, Statement of Significance:

In the ERA report, the first three sections are covered under the Cultural Heritage
Landscape Assessment, and are therefore not repeated in the Heritage Impact
Assessment.

However, the serious problems with the landscape assessment carry over to the
heritage impact assessment. Because of the failure to address the cultural heritage
value of Glen Abbey in its present form, namely as an internationally significant and
active golf course, there is no assessment of the heritage impact on that significance.

This is a serious issue. The whole apparatus of cultural heritage legislation, regulation
and policy in Ontario is designed to address the current reality of properties with
potential cultural heritage value. The criteria related to physical, historical and
contextual significance are meant to identify areas of value as understood by the
various communities of interest.

It is worth noting that the Terms of Reference state that the Statement of Significance
"will be written in a way that does not respond to or anticipate any current or proposed
interventions on the site". This is a further reminder that the question of cultural
heritage significance has neither to do with past realities nor potential future realities -
it has to do with the present reality.

Assessment of existing condition:
This section is very detailed for the buildings, but entirely missing for the landscape.

This is a serious omission, since the landscape is the focus of the Assessment. Its
condition assessment is specifically requested in the terms of reference.

As stated previously, the golf landscape - the combination of landforms, water features,
plantings, circulation patterns, and so on - is the central feature of the current designed
landscape at Glen Abbey.

Although missing from the report, it is safe to say that overall the current landscape is
in excellent condition. Golf courses, especially tournament golf courses hosting major
events, are among the most carefully managed landscapes in the world, with an
attention to form, texture and detail virtually unmatched in any other landscape form.

Description of the proposed development:

This description is very detailed - more than sufficient to provide a clear basis for
assessing its impact. All that is really necessary to know is that the development would
essentially erase and replace the current designed landscape with a new urban
landscape.
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V.1.4.

V.1.5.

Impact of the proposed development

The impact of the proposed development is very problematic and highly consequential.
It is surprising that only one page in a 238-page report is devoted to this impact. The
proposed development undermines both the authenticity and integrity of the current
designed cultural heritage landscape - the Glen Abbey golf course with all its
"interrelationships, meanings and associations". Ironically enough, it is a new designed
landscape that replaces it, one with an entirely different vision.

Although brief reference is made in the text to this new  "master-planned
neighbourhood . . . that incorporates residential, office, and retail components”, the
actual volume and scale of this new landscape are not spelled out. What is clear, from
the perspective drawings, is that this is a complete and irreversible intervention,
converting the entire property into new physical forms and interrelationships.

The very first paragraph of this impact section refers to "the removal of the golf course”
as if it were a given. And yet nowhere in the report, as noted above, has the cultural
heritage value of that golf course - the defining feature of the property - been explored.

Given that the PPS framework for dealing with cultural heritage landscapes specifically
defines an inclusive, holistic approach, rather than a component-by-component
approach, it is a concern that the impact statement does the opposite - separating the
brief discussion into a section on the Valley Lands, then on the Table Lands, and
nowhere a section on the two together.

The interrelationships, the meanings, the associations - key characteristics of cultural
heritage landscapes as set out in the Provincial Policy Statement - are ignored. This is a
significant omission.

Mitigation and conservation strategies

As with the rest of the impact assessment, this section does not address the key issue at
hand - namely, what mitigation and conservation strategies might be used to sustain
the authenticity and integrity of the existing cultural heritage landscape.

For a landscape of significant value, conservation strategies begin with a continuation
of its land use, traditional practices, land patterns, spatial organization, visual
relationships, circulation, ecological features, vegetation, landforms, water features,
and built features. As outlined in the reference documents, these are the components
that create the cultural heritage landscape to begin with, and that constitute its key
qualities.

In the case of Glen Abbey, the clearest way to implement such a conservation strategy is
ongoing use as an 18-hole golf course.

Such a determination would not freeze the golf course in time, but instead allow future
changes to be sensitive to the values embedded in the present form. If it completely
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ceases to be a golf course exhibiting the overall forms and relationships created by Jack
Nicklaus, then the designed cultural heritage landscape will cease to exist.

The ERA report, in the discussion of mitigation and conservation strategies, bases its
comments on two points - a focus on the site's history and natural heritage [rather than
its present form| and a focus on the valley and valley edge [rather than the site as a
whole]. This is stated in the introductory section, and repeated in the discussion of the
"Six Big Ideas For An Evolving Landscape".

The 'Six Big Ideas' highlight the problems with erasing an intact cultural heritage
landscape. Hidden in these assumptions is the first, and most critical intervention -
removing most of the golf course so that Jack Nicklaus's design survives only as a
remnant. Once this has been accomplished, the golf course remnant can be combined
with the remnants of all the earlier periods to create a landscape based on
commemoration and interpretation. But it is that first, hidden, step that runs counter
to the central intent of cultural heritage resource protection in Ontario's regulatory
environment.

Greenway Park (Big Idea 1), for example, is said to interpret the "spatial qualities and
principles associated with golf course and picturesque park design" - but this after
having destroyed a genuine example of this kind of landscape in the process. The
description of Greenway Park is particularly ironic as reference is made to a proposed
Block 169 park in the midst of a new housing development. This park is described by
ERA as follows:

Block 169 takes on a 'dog leg' shape, "which references this common form of golf
hole, but also interprets a strategy utilized by Olmsted, most famously informing
the design of the 'long meadow' of Prospect Park, where a gentle curve ensures
that a view of the entire space is not possible, creating the sense of a larger
landscape that unfolds as one moves through it.

Jack Nicklaus was as aware as anyone of the power of Olmsted's work. He loved
Augusta National, which was designed by the Olmsted firm in partnership with Bobby
Jones. Because of his sensitivity to Olmsted, he was recently asked to redesign the golf
course at Olmsted's famous Delaware Park in Buffalo. He designed the 9th hole at Glen
Abbey to have exactly the type of Olmsted feature referenced by ERA. As described by
DuToit Allsop Hillier in their Views Analysis of Glen Abbey, (see Letourneau Report):

The 9th hole provides the longest water vista along its scene. Planted edges and
mounding extend the apparent length of the pond by hiding its end behind trees
and landforms, suggesting its indefinite continuity.

In many ways Glen Abbey (with the Jack Nicklaus imprint), is to Canada what Augusta
National (with the Bobby Jones imprint) is to the U.S. And both contain clear Frederick
Law Olmsted influences. Why would one first erase Glen Abbey, and then consider ways
to commemorate it?
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Valley's Edge Open Space (Big Idea 2) has a similar interpretive mission. It recalls the
Estate Era by adapting parts of the original RayDor estate entrance drive as a trail, and
recalls the Glen Abbey era by creating the 'Rolling Fairways', an active and passive
recreation space. The RayDor estate drive already plays this kind of vestigial role in the
current Jack Nicklaus design, and would not be particularly enhanced in this new
iteration. Of more concern, clearly, is the use of a new 'Rolling Fairways' landform to
commemorate the culturally-significant landforms erased by the proposed new
development.

The Great Belvedere (Big Idea 3) is equally problematic. It is an entirely new
construction, and is meant to interpret a "19th Century picturesque park belvedere", a
form and a landscape that have never existed on this site. The proposal is that it be set
near the existing 11th tee, one of the best-known and dramatic sites of the existing golf
course. Along with the water vista at the 4th hole, this is another of the 6 key existing
views identified by DuToit Allsop Hillier. There is no clear reasoning for substituting a
false memory for a true and culturally-significant component of the existing site.

The Village Market (Big Idea 4) is an adaptive reuse of the stables building. This puts
an over-emphasis on the RayDor estate by undermining the Glen Abbey era. Jack
Nicklaus had already done an adaptive reuse of this building in his overall design, and
that use seems more related to the existing cultural heritage landscape.

The Social Hub and Central Park (Big Idea 5) has several more ironic associations
with the golf course being proposed for elimination. The name itself refers to the
famous 'hub and spoke' idea of Nicklaus's design. Similarly, a 'wall of champions' and a
'great lawn' commemorate the Canadian Open and the 18th hole - both of which could
remain living cultural attributes of the site rather than being first removed and then
memorialized.

The Valley Open Space (Big Idea 6) is left aside since a transfer of ownership from
private to public is proposed.

The residential, office, and retail components, although not discussed in the ERA
report except for the brief mention in the introduction, together form the most
important Big Idea. They occupy a majority of the site, they change the site from open
green space to an emphasis on built form, they fundamentally alter the ecology of the
site and its adjacent neighbourhoods, and, most significantly in the context of a
Heritage Impact Assessment, they destroy Glen Abbey in its present form as a cultural
heritage landscape of significance.

The golf course was designed to occupy the entire property, and the present
boundaries remain as the logical limits to a defined cultural heritage landscape. The
interrelationships that define the cultural heritage value encompass the entirety of the
site.

17



VI

Allowing new development parcels along the perimeter, or at random points within the
site, would be like allowing new residential, office and retail components to intrude
within the boundaries of Olmsted's Central Park in New York City. The cultural
heritage value in either case would be seriously jeopardized, even if significant
'remnants’ were preserved. New uses might be introduced into the RayDor estate
house, or the stables, just as the uses of historic buildings in Central Park evolve from
time to time. But overall, a designed cultural landscape is shaped with intent - "at a
specific time by a specific person”, to quote the Ontario Heritage Trust. And it is
understanding this intent, and the physical form it takes, that allows one to assess its
value and to evaluate the true impact of proposed developments. This is why Heritage
Impact Assessments exist.

Unfortunately, this understanding is not evident in the ERA report, and an assessment
of the whole is never made.

CONCLUSIONS

The ERA report provides good historical research, but does not appear to apply cultural
heritage landscape categories and criteria in the way envisioned by the Provincial
Policy Statement and elaborations on this Statement by the Ontario Heritage Trust or
the Town of Oakville.

This is unfortunate, because Glen Abbey Golf Course provides a clear and compelling
example of a designed cultural landscape with high design, historical and contextual
value. It retains very high levels of authenticity and integrity, continuing to serve as a
challenging setting for both recreational and tournament golf in tune with its original
design intentions.

The cultural heritage field was expanded in a significant way in 2005, with the first
mention of Cultural Heritage Landscapes in that year's Provincial Policy Statement. The
commitment of the Government of Ontario to the protection of landscapes of significant
cultural heritage value is strong and clear.

The ERA report avoids the key question confronting the Town of Oakville, the owners
of Glen Abbey, and the various communities of interest. That question is whether the
golf course, in its present form, constitutes a cultural heritage landscape of sufficient
cultural heritage value to be preserved. The answer, when properly assessed, is yes.
But the report avoids this question by attributing an incorrect category at the outset,
and then further breaking down the site into individual components without ever
considering the key issue of their shared value, based on interrelationships, meanings
and associations. The heritage impact assessment, in turn, is flawed by never linking
future interventions to the present form and its values.
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The impact of the proposed development is highly consequential. It would essentially
remove the current designed cultural heritage landscape, the Glen Abbey golf course,
and replace it with a new urban landscape.

If Glen Abbey were a building, designed by someone as notable as Jack Nicklaus, and
was considered to be one of that designer's most creative and important works, it
would almost certainly be designated and conserved. That idea, of designating
privately-owned property because of its cultural heritage value, was new and
challenging when first introduced in the Ontario Heritage Act of 1974. Since then the
principles behind this legislation have been largely accepted. This is particularly true
when people accept the idea of keeping the essential authenticity and integrity of such a
building, but allowing those subtle forms of evolution that are needed to accommodate
new needs and opportunities.

The Glen Abbey golf course provides a similar opportunity to move forward, but in the
newer category of significant cultural heritage landscapes. It is unfortunate that the
ERA report does not focus on this opportunity, which is important in a broader
historical sense, as well as critical to the debate about the future of this property.

Julian Smith
2017.09.06
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APPENDIX I
NOTES ON ASSESSMENT UNDER ONTARIO REGULATION 9/06

Without attempting to redo the entire assessment, the following comments apply a
more holistic and appropriate cultural heritage landscape approach.

Applying the Ontario Regulation 9/06 Criteria:
As mentioned in the text, it is important to apply the criteria as written - namely, as
criteria designed to assess the property as a whole.

This is not only because of this being a designed cultural landscape, and therefore easily
adapted to the criteria framework. Whether designed, evolved, or associative, every
potential cultural heritage landscape has to be assessed first as a whole, in order to
discover whether value exists or not. This is the clear direction in the PPS -
components are to be evaluated not in isolation, but together.

Specifically, the following are not consistent with the PPS definition:
e changing 'The property has design value" to "The property features component
parts or zones which possess design value"
e changing "The property has historical value" to "The property features
component parts or zones which possess historical value:
e changing "The property has contextual value" to "The property features
component parts or zones which possess contextual value".

By adjusting the criteria in this way, and applying Regulation 9/06 as intended, the
aesthetic, historical and contextual values of the golf course landscape become more
evident, and their significance is much easier to identify. The quality of Jack Nicklaus's
original design, and the positive associations built up over more than 40 years,
highlight this significance.

Assigning equal weight to six different layers in the site's history

This is an equally problematic approach, given that the present form of the cultural
heritage landscape is not the result of this evolution, but rather a designed landscape
replacing these earlier landscapes and containing only a few surviving remnants.

To start the design assessment, for example, with a discussion of the RayDor Estate is
highly inappropriate given the preponderance of the golf course landscape. The
remnants of the RayDor estate have been fully integrated into Jack Nicklaus's design,
and are now components of that design. This is the starting point for understanding
their current design value.
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The historical assessment is similarly skewed by assuming equal weight to all eras. In
terms of length of commentary, the first Criteria (2.i) has a predominant focus on the
RayDor estate era, despite its remnants being a relatively insignificant component of
the present property. The second Criteria (2.ii) privileges the RayDor estate era and the
Country Club and Ski Hill era, the latter particularly surprising since there are virtually
no surviving traces at all. Only a single sentence is assigned to the historical and
associative values of the present golf course, despite its having by far the broadest and
deepest associative and historical value within Oakville, Canada and internationally.

The same problem is found in the contextual assessment, specifically Criteria (3.ii). The
RayDor estate is given far more prominence than the golf course, in terms of physical,
functional, visual and historical linkages to its surroundings. Yet it has virtually
disappeared as a cultural landscape, and this assessment is meant to be about the
current situation. It is also worth noting that particular attention is given to the views
from the RayDor estate house into the valley - a feature that has long since disappeared
with the plantings that shape the golf course experience.

All these eras carry design, historical and contextual values only to the extent that they
survive as remnants in the present form, the Glen Abbey golf course. This is the
framework within which they need to be understood. Glen Abbey, after all, is 'the
property' being assessed under Ontario Regulation 9/06. And as can be seen, it carries
a high level of significance with or without these additional layers of association.

Limiting the value of the Glen Abbey golf course to a few holes and a clubhouse
This is a repeated theme that seems to be completely unsupported by evidence from
players, spectators or the community.

In its most dramatic form, the assertion is made in the very first Criteria (1.i) that the
amphitheatre zone of the 18th green and the original portion of the clubhouse are the
only components of the course that possess some design value. This is simply not
reflected in the comments over the years from professional or amateur golfers, or
spectators, or townspeople. There is design value connected with the every hole, and it
is the interrelationships, meanings and associations of these components valued
together that create the cultural heritage landscape.

Criteria (2.i) asserts that "the valley holes and the amphitheatre-like hub in the vicinity
of the 18th hole green are the portions of the property that are directly associated with
the Canadian Open." This is a very misleading statement. Every playing surface and
every viewing berm is directly associated with the Canadian Open, because they form
an integral part of that experience for both golfer and spectator.

Criteria (2.ii) sets out a similar assumption, without evidence: that only the valley holes,
and the 18th green, have the potential to contribute to an understanding of the golfing
community and the culture associated with spectatorship and competitive golf at the
Canadian Open. On the contrary, every part of the golf course has this potential.
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The problem comes to a head in Criteria (2.iii), which states: "The valley holes and the
amphitheatre-like hub in the vicinity of the 18th hole green are the portions of the golf
club which demonstrate and reflect Nicklaus’ design ideas." This is simply not true.
Nicklaus has spoken extensively about Glen Abbey, and he has made it very clear that
his design ideas are reflected in every tee, fairway and green, as well as in the spectator
experience not at one hole, but throughout the course. In fact, he has gone to pains to
indicate the significance of his design ideas in the tableland holes as much as in the
valley holes. He considered the 8th hole, for example, to be one of his best. There is no
clearer repudiation of the claims put forward under this and the other criteria
mentioned above.

Failure to recognize a craftsmanship or artistic value:

The claim is made under Criteria (1.ii) that the craftsmanship or artistic value of Glen
Abbey is largely attributable to its natural setting. Therefore, the golf course is not
considered to display these qualities in and of itself.

This directly contradicts the idea of cultural heritage landscapes, which exist at the
intersection of culture and nature. It is recognized that neither one nor the other exists
in isolation, but that they can be brought together in ways that become highly valued.

Particularly when talking about designed cultural landscapes, including parks and golf
courses, craftsmanship and artistic value always emerge out of a particular way of
dealing with a natural setting. If the ERA argument were applied, it would be difficult to
assign value to any designed landscape, whether an Olmsted park or an English estate
landscape or a Japanese garden.

It is more appropriate to recognize the achievement of Jack Nicklaus in crafting a
beautiful course out of a combination of a natural setting and a cultural shaping of that
setting.

Failure to recognize contextual value:
There are two criteria under the contextual category to which ERA assigns no value - its
importance in defining the character of an area, and its importance as a landmark.

To address its importance in defining the character of an area (Criteria 3.i), it would
seem that the opinion of Town of Oakville residents is the key determining factor. And
that opinion is clearly in support of the importance of Glen Abbey in defining the
character of both its immediate neighbourhoods and the Town of Oakville itself. This
significance comes from its identity not just as open space but as a world-famous golf
course.

Although the report admits that the property may support the suburban character of its

neighbourhoods, it is probably more accurate to say that it is valued by these
communities to differentiate them from the more typical suburban character of other
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neighbourhoods. A world famous golf course is not typical of suburbia.

A similar consideration applies to the question of Glen Abbey as a landmark (Criteria
3.ii). It is not possible for ERA to answer this question without reference to the
opinions of Oakville residents and the larger golfing community both in Canada and
internationally. To use ERA's own definition of 'landmark’ from the OED, Glen Abbey is
clearly a prominent object in its neighbourhood or district. And in fact this prominence
extends much further afield.

[t is important to remember that contextual criteria must be based on both the tangible
and intangible qualities of a cultural heritage landscape.
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APPENDIX II
NOTES ON STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE

As indicated, the Statement of Significance in the ERA report uses a component-based
approach, without ever considering the golf course as a whole. This is unusual for any
cultural landscape, but particularly inappropriate for a designed cultural landscape.

A Statement of Significance for Glen Abbey Golf Course should instead be structured
more as follows:

Description
The intent of the description is to focus on the existing landscape - its use, its form, its
boundaries. Instead it focuses on past history and evolution.

Cultural Heritage Value

The ERA report was intended to address the cultural significance of the current Glen
Abbey property. And yet in neither the description nor the section on cultural heritage
value do the words 'golf course' appear.

This is unacceptable for a cultural heritage landscape when the present form - as a
functioning golf course - retains both a high level of authenticity and integrity, within a
defined geographical area whose boundaries have remained essentially unchanged
since it was first designed.

The authenticity of Glen Abbey is underscored by its ongoing use for both tournament
and recreational golf, reflecting its original design intent. Its integrity is underscored
by the fact that only minor alterations have been made since its inception, and Jack
Nicklaus himself has consulted on many of these changes.

The cultural heritage value of Glen Abbey, therefore, is more appropriately expressed in
ways that highlights these qualities. Mention should be made of how cultural heritage
value emerges from the pioneering quality of the golf course design, the significance of
the course in relation to the stature and career of Jack Nicklaus, the unique nature of its
association with the Canadian Open, the connections it has with some of the most
prominent figures in the international golfing community, and the importance of its
role as a defining feature of the Town of Oakville. References to earlier layers is
relevant primarily to the extent that the golf course responded to and incorporated
some of the existing features, including not only built features but the unique qualities
of the valley and table lands.

It then needs to be pointed out that this cultural heritage value is enhanced by the high
degree of authenticity and integrity.
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Attributes

The ERA report does not provide either general or specific attributes that relate to the
overall designed cultural landscape. Instead, these sections focus on particular valley
and valley edge components.

This section identifies, as its very first attribute, "the layered and evolving character of
the landscape, reflecting different patterns of use by numerous social and cultural
groups over time; uses have included cultivation of land for agricultural purposes,
habitation, recreation, and public gathering".

The current cultural landscape is neither strongly layered nor evolving. The
agricultural and private habitation landscapes have been almost completely replaced,
and the current landscape of golf is not evolving in any significant way. There are
associations with earlier layers through some of the remnant pieces, but these too have
been consciously integrated into the new design.

These problems continue with the other attributes, most of which have very little to do
with the landscape's current form and use. The remnants of the RayDor estate,
highlighted in attributes such as the siting and views of the stable building, are not
prominent elements for most visitors to the site. They retain some remnant
significance but within what is now a larger context.

No evidence is given for the choice of attributes. The Oakville community, and the local
and international community of golfers, are important voices in identifying Glen
Abbey's attributes. For the most part, these are people who experience the golf course
as a single, designed entity.
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Appendix H: Agency and Peer Review Comments

Halton Region Technical Comments

OPA 1519.09, Z1519.09 and 24T-17003/0
LOPA, Zoning Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision — Preliminary FSR Comments

Clublink Corporation ULC and Clublink Holdings Limited
1333 Dorval Drive

Adam,

| have reviewed the above noted application for a LOPA, zoning amendment and draft plan of subdivision
and have the following comments:

An Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report prepared by SCS Consulting Group Ltd.,
dated October 2016, was submitted in support of the application. These preliminary comments will be
in regards to this FSR.

Water Servicing:
Iltem #1:

The proposed subdivision is located on the boundary of two water pressure zones. These zones are
Zone 3 and Zone 2. Currently the subject property is serviced from the Zone 2 pressure zone. The FSR
proposes to connect the entire development to the Zone 3 pressure zone by providing to connections to
the existing Zone 3 water system. One connection would be to the existing 750mm diameter watermain
located on Upper Middle Road and the other would be to with a connection to the existing 200mm
diameter watermain located at the end of Greeneagle Drive cul-de-sac where the 200mm diameter
watermain crosses Dorval Drive. This proposal will only provide two watermain connections to this very
large development and there is some concern that two connections may not provide enough security of
the system should one of these connections be lost.

The FSR does provide some analysis on the proposed water system and some modeling was completed
for Maximum Daily Demand conditions for two alternatives. One alternative was having both
connections in operation and the other was with the connection to the 750mm diameter watermain on
Upper Middle Road closed. There is some concerns with the pressures achieved with only the one
connection in operation. Further consideration should be given to providing a further additional supply
connection to the development for system security reasons.

Consideration should also be given to extending the 300mm watermain shown on Street C across Dorval
Drive to connect to the existing 400mm diameter watermain on Oak Meadow Road instead of
connecting this main to the 200mm diameter watermain as proposed.

The FSR should also be revised to provide additional water modelling for the Average Daily Demand and
Peak Hour Demand and include node diagrams.



Issue:

That an additional secondary watermain feed be provided to this development in order to provide
security of the system to this development.

Iltem #2:

The FSR shows that the proposed watermain connection to the existing watermain system on
Greeneagle Drive will cross through the proposed SWM Pond facility located in this area. This will
require a Regional easement. The location of this watermain in the SWM Pond is a concern to the
Region due to the potential access and maintenance issues associated with such an alignment.

Consideration should be given to changing the alignment of this watermain to have it located within a
municipal road allowance.

Issue:

That Regional watermains not be located within the SWM pond blocks.

ltem #3:

The draft plan of this subdivision proposes a cul-de-sac for Street D. The proposed watermain required
to service this roadway will result in a permanent dead-end watermain. This will result potential water
quality issues, maintenance problems and additional costs to the Region. The Region prefers that cul-

de-sacs be avoided due to this reason and that if they are to be included that provisions be made in the
draft plan to allow for proper looping of the watermain.

Issue:

That looping of the proposed watermain system be provided on street cul-de-sacs to ensure that dead-
end watermains are avoided.

Wastewater Servicing:
ltem #4:

The FSR does provides analysis of the impact of the flows generated from this proposed development on
the downstream sanitary sewer system that these drain to. This analysis indicates that there are
sections of downstream sewer that will have capacity issues. The FSR notes that the hydraulic grade line
analysis for these sections of sewer shows that there is no issue with the capacity being exceeded in
these sewers. The Region has a concern with this and would require further analysis of this issue and
may require upgrades and/or replacement of these sections of sewer to address this issue.

Issue:

The impact that the sanitary drainage flow from the proposed development will have on the
downstream sanitary sewer system.



Item #5:

Please note that the sanitary drainage flow from this development eventually drains to the Third Line
Pump Station. There is no mention of this pump station in the FSR and therefore the impacts to this
pump station from the flows from this development have not been addressed. The FSR should be
revised to provide analysis on the impacts this development will have on the Third Line Pumping Station
and indicate if improvements and/or expansion of the station will be necessary to accommodate the
proposed flows from this development. Should expansion of the station be necessary then the funding
requirements and/or mechanism will also have to be determined prior to the development proceeding.

Issue:

The impact to the downstream Third Line Pumping Station from the flows generated by the proposed
development has not been addressed in the FSR.

Stormwater Drainage on Dorval Drive and Upper Middle Road:

The FSR does not adequately address what the impacts of the development will be in regards to the
existing storm drainage system on Dorval Drive and Upper Middle Road. The FSR does not note if any
improvements to the storm infrastructure on Upper Middle Road or Dorval Drive will be required as a
result of the proposed development. The FSR should be revised to address this issue.

Halton Region Transportation Planning Comments:

Transportation Planning has reviewed the above noted OPA, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Draft Plan
of Subdivision and have the below transportation planning comments.

Based on the information provided, Halton Transportation Planning are not in a position to approve the
Transportation Considerations Report by BA Group (October 2016) and the Noise Feasibility Study
(October 2016) by HGC Engineering.

There is currently not enough information contained and/or analysed in the Transportation Reports

(Transportation and Noise) to fully and accurately assess the development impacts and related
mitigation measures.

Transportation Considerations Report — BA Group (October 2016):

The report has not been structured to be consistent with the suggested structure outlined in Halton
Region’s Transportation Impact Study (TIS) Guidelines.

1.Study Area:

Due to the development traffic volumes and impacts to the surrounding road network, the study area is
insufficient as analyzed in the report.



2.Existing Traffic Counts:

The Study turning movement counts (used for existing conditions) show different volumes from Halton’s
2016 traffic counts. Halton Transportation Planning cannot support the existing conditions traffic
volumes used in the report.

3.Background Traffic Analysis:

A Sensitivity Analysis was not completed as part of the report to include area background development
traffic, such as Bronte Green, Oakville Green, Cortel, etc.,

4. Study Analysis:

An appendix was not included with traffic signal timing and turning movement counts used (obtained
from Halton Region and independent data collection contractor) in the Study.

Appropriate horizon years are required in order to best capture the traffic demands of total build-out as
well as interim periods.

Clarification was not provided on which growth rate was used to calculate AM peak hour volumes in
future Background scenario.

The trip generation calculations need to be revised using appropriate rates and appropriate peak
periods.

The trip generation calculations need to be updated to include the use of ITE rates for the high density
residential trip generation.

The statement is inaccurate that the intersection of Upper Middle Rd at Dorval/West Oak Trails is
“operating under capacity”, while showing the v/c ratio of 1.04 (over capacity).

Mitigation measures were not included to address movements which are approaching capacity for the
intersection of Dorval Drive at Old Abbey Lane/site driveway.

The results of the link capacity analysis which are greater than v/c ratios of 0.85 and appropriate
recommendations for mitigation, was not identified.

Growth rates used for both the Phase 1 analysis as well as the Future Total Analysis were not reviewed
to ensure they are consistent to prevent inconsistencies in background growth volumes.

Figure 6 shows incorrect route map illustrations as per current Oakville Transit information.
5.Upper Middle Road at Street A:

A diversion has been assumed in the TIS for traffic by-passing the intersection of Upper Middle at Dorval
Drive, by using the new development road Street A. The diversion percentage has not been stated, nor
has it been justified. The diversion percentage works out to approx. 25%.

-there is a need to identify the volume and percent diversion assumed,;

-there is a need to provide reasoning and justification for this diversion;




-there is a need to complete a sensitivity analysis with less diversion: at 10%, and at 0%;

The TIS assumes that Upper Middle Road will be widened “to 6 lanes in the year 2027.”
-a sensitivity analysis was not completed to assume Upper Middle Road will not be widened in 2027 (no
widening to 6 lanes).

The Figure 17 total traffic volumes differ from the HCM analysis total traffic volumes at the Upper
Middle Road at Street A intersection.

Upper Middle Road at Street A: The required design (storage, taper) of the development westbound
left-turn lane for this new intersection is of concern, due to the limited spacing available (150m) from
the new intersection easterly to the start of the structure This leaves minimal space to design the left-
turn lane without impeding onto the structure. The structure space must be maintained without the
westbound left-turn lane on it, in order to protect for the future widening of Upper Middle Road.

6.Recommendations, Mitigation & Report Structure:

A summary of the recommendations was not included in accordance with Halton Region’s TIS
Guidelines.

Queue analysis and recommended/required mitigation measures was not completed as part of the
report, for all study area intersections.

7.Ministry of Transportation:

Due to the impacts to the QEW ramps at Dorval Drive, the Ministry of Transportation must review and
approve the development impacts to their ramps.

Regional Right-of-Way:

Any lands within 47m measured from the north side of Upper Middle Road southerly that are part of the
subject property shall be dedicated to the Regional Municipality of Halton for the purpose of road right-
of-way widening and future road improvements.

Any lands within 17.5m of the centre line of the original 66ft right-of-way of Dorval Drive (Regional
Road 17) that are part of the subject property shall be dedicated to the Regional Municipality of Halton
for the purpose of road right-of-way widening and future road improvements.

A daylight triangle measuring 15m along Upper Middle Road (Regional Road 38) and 15m along Street A
shall be dedicated to the Regional Municipality of Halton for the purpose of road right-of-way widening
and future road improvements.

A daylight triangle measuring 15m along Dorval Drive (Regional Road 17) and 15m along Old Abbey Lane
(north leg) shall be dedicated to the Regional Municipality of Halton for the purpose of road right-of-way
widening and future road improvements.



A daylight triangle measuring 15m along Dorval Drive (Regional Road 17) and 15m along Street B shall
be dedicated to the Regional Municipality of Halton for the purpose of road right-of-way widening and
future road improvements.

All lands to be dedicated to Halton Region shall be dedicated with clear title (free and clear of
encumbrances) and a Certificate of title shall be provided, in a form satisfactory to the Director of Legal
Services or his designate.

Access:
Access is proposed at the following locations:

Upper Middle Road at Street A: This intersection is approximately 500m east of Dorval Drive, but only
approximately 150m from the start of the 16 Mile Creek structure. The report did not address the
potential impacts from the development traffic (westbound left-turn volumes) and the potential for
impeding onto the 16 Mile Creek structure. The structure space must be maintained without the
westbound left-turn lane on it, in order to protect for the future widening of Upper Middle Road.

Dorval Drive at Old Abbey Lane: The existing signalized intersection of Dorval Drive at Old Abbe Lane is a
4-leg intersection, with the golf course entrance on the east leg. This is proposed to become a full 4-leg
intersection. The report did not consider or recommend the requirement for traffic signal modifications
(signal heads, traffic controller upgrade), the requirement for a northbound right-turn lane, the
requirement for the extension of the existing southbound left-turn lane, median works, and any other
associated road works .

Dorval Drive at Street B: It is noted in the report that a restricted right-in/right-out intersection, located
300m north of Old Abbey Lane. Dorval Drive has an existing centre median in place for the access
restriction (landscaped treed/grass median).

Agreements:

The owner must enter into a Servicing Agreement (through the Development Project Manager) for the
completion of required Works for all development associated road improvements (traffic signals, turn
lanes, intersection construction, existing traffic signal modifications (signal heads, traffic controller
upgrade), median works, illumination, pavement markings/signage, utility/infrastructure relocation,
etc.,). The owner is responsible for all costs associated with the improvements detailed as part of the
works and must submit for approval detail design drawings and cost estimates.

Noise Feasibility Study — HGC Engineering (October 2016):

For noise studies to be reviewed and approved by Halton, every effort must be made to mitigate noise
levels to as close to 55dBA as technically, economically and administratively feasible.

Halton's minimum recommended barrier height is 2.4m and the maximum height is 3.5m. All noise
barriers shall be constructed of Western Red Cedar or Concrete and can be a combination of an acoustic
wall and earth berm.



Lots with exposure to Dorval Drive traffic noise are Lots 35-39, 40, 43 and 49. The report does not
review the impacts of road noise and whether noise mitigation is required for these specific lots.

Lots with exposure to Upper Middle Road traffic noise are Lots 1-4. The report does not review the
impacts of road noise and whether noise mitigation is required for these specific lots.

Balconies and terraces in all apartment/condo buildings will be less than 4m in depth and will not
require noise mitigation.

Townhouses will have decks or patios, but will be less than 4m in depth and will not require noise
mitigation.

Block 142 — Townhouses at Upper Middle Road & Street A, recommendation for 2.4m noise barrier to
achieve 56 dBA. The recommended noise barrier height must be to achieve 55 dBA.

Block 155 — Townhouses along Dorval/exposure to Dorval Drive road noise was not analysed.

Block 156 — Townhouse along Dorval/exposure to Dorval Drive road noise was not analysed.

Central Air Conditioning — Central Air Conditioning was not reviewed and considered for the Townhouse
units (Block 142) with exposure to Upper Middle Road traffic noise. Central Air Conditioning was not
reviewed and considered for the units with exposure to Dorval Drive traffic noise, as the Study only

recommends forced air venting.

Warning Clauses A, B, C & D look accurate and acceptable. Town of Oakville must review and approve
the warning clauses.



Conservation Halton Comments

July 31%, 2007

Mr. Charles McConnell, MCIP, RPP

Manager- Planning, Current Planning - West District
Town of Oakville, Planning Services Department
1225 Trafalgar Road

Oakville, ON

L6H 0H3

BY MAIL & E-MAIL
Dear Mr. McConnell,

Re:  Application for Official Plan Amendment; Zoning By-Law Amendment; and Draft Plan of
Subdivision — Glen Abbey Golf Course Lands
File Number: OPA 1519.09, Z,1509.09 and 24T-17003/0
1333 Dorval Drive, Oakville
Parts of Lots 17, 18, 19, and 20, Concession 2, 5.1.5
ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Limited

Part A - Introd vetion

Conservation Halton (CH) staff has reviewed the above-noted application as per our responsibilities under
Ontario Regulation 162/06; the Provincial Policy Statement (PPS) (delegated reaponsibility for comiments
relating to provincial interests under Sections 3.1.1-3.1.7 inclusive); the Memorandum of Understanding
(MOU, 1999) with Halton Region; and as a public body under the Planning Act. These responsibilities
are not mutually exclusive. Comments that pertain to items contained in the MOU may also apply to
areas regulated under Cntario Regulation 162/06.

The following comments relate to the items marked as “applicable” for this specific application.
Comments under Ontario Regulation 162/06 are clearly identified and are requirements. Other comments

arc advisory.

Oniario Regulation 162/06 Applicable
Lake Ontarin/Burlington Bay/Hamilton Harbour Shoreline Hazards &/for allowances ]
River and Stream Valley Hazards (flooding/erosion) &/or allowances [<]
Wetlands &/or Other Areas* (<
Hazardous Lands (Unstable Soil/Unstable Bedrock) L]

CH Permit Requirements [

One Window ed Authorii r PPS
Matural Hazards (Sections 3.1.1-3.1.7 inclusive) =

CAMOU
Impacts on Lakes and Rivers B
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Wildlife Flabital

Endangered & Threatened Species

Fish Habitat

Stormwater Management (as per Schedule [)
Sub-watershed Planning/Master Drinage Planning

r Col 3 a
Niagara Escarpment Plan
Watershed Plan
Greenbelt Plan
Source Protection Man
Hamilton Harbour Remedial Action Plan

OXKEEO  HXXEE

Part B - Proposal

An official plan amendment, zoning hy-law amendment, and draft plan of subdivision are being proposed
for the Glen Abbey Golf Course lands in the Town of Oakville. The approximately 93 ha parcel of land is
generally located in the south-cast quadrant of the Upper Middle Road and Dorval Drive intersection. The
lands include tablelands as well as a portion of the Sixteen Mile Creek and valley. A mixed use
subdivision including low, medium, and high density residential, as well as other community amenities is
proposed. Three stormwater ponds are proposed to serve the development, two of the ponds are proposed
1o outlet to Sixteen Mile Creek, the third is proposed to outlet to a tributary of Glen Oaks Creek - also a
regulated watercourse. There is a woodlot near Dorval Drive that is proposed to be retained; there are 2
regulated wetlands {less than Zha) within the woodloL

Staff have received and reviewed the following documents submitied with this application:

Cover Letter for Official Plan Amendwmeni, Zoming By-Law Amencmeni, and Draft Plan of
Subdivision; prepared by Glen Schmarr & Associates; dated November 10, 2016

Plarming Justification Report, prepared by Glen Schmarr & Associates; dated November 2016;
received hume 23, 2007

Functional Servicing aned Storarwater Management Repori, Proposed Re-Development of the Glen
Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville; prepared by SC§ Consulting: dated Uctober 2046, received
June 23, 2007

Environmenial Impact Assessment, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment, Town of Oakville,
Ohitario; prepared by Beacon Environmenial, dated October 2016, received June 23, 2047

Tree Vegetation Study and Tree Protection Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment, Town of
Oakville: prepared by Beacon Envirommental; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017
Geomorphic Assessment; prepared by Beacon Enviranmental; dated October 2016; received June
23, 27

Erelimimary Geotechmical Investigation, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment Chakville, Omario;
prepared by Golder & Associares, dated October 2016, received June 23, 2017

Prefiminary Hydvogeological Assessmeni, Proposed Residential Developmeni, Glen Abbey Golf
Course, Oakville, Omiario; prepared iy Golder & Associates, dated October 2016; received June 23,
2017

Divaft Plan of Subdivision Clublink Corporation ULC & Clublink Helddings Limited; prepaved by
Glen Scimarr & Associates; dated November 1, 2016; received June 23, 2007

Official Plan Amendmeni; prepaved by Glen Schearr & Associates Inc., dated Ociober 2016,
received June 23, 2007
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*» Zoning By-Law Amendmient; prepared By Glen Schmarr & Associales fnc.; daved October 2016,
received June 23, 2007

* Figure 2, Existing Conditions (ELC communities), Glen Abbey Community; prepared by Beacon
Enviranmental: dated October 2006; received June 23, 2017

= Figure 5.1, Preliminary Grading Plam, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-clevelopment; prepared by SC8
Consulting Group, dated October 2016, recefved June 23, 2007

* Fignre 2.2, Post-Development Storm Drainage Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-Development;
prepared by SCS Consulting; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017

= Figure 2.7, Storm and Sanitary Servicing Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-Development; prepured by
SC'S Consuliing; dated Octaber 2016; received June 23, 2017

In addition Conservation Halton stafl also considered the following information on the Town of
Oakville's website as part of our review process:

s Phase | Envirommental Site Assessment; prepared by Golder Associates; dated October 2016
s Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment; prepared by Golder Associeates; dated October 2016

Pari C — Recommendation

Consarvation Halton stzll are not in a position to support drafl plan approval or provide conditions of
approval, Similarly we are not in a position to support the official plan amendment and zoning by-law
amendment. At this time, there are fundamental aspects of the subdivision which cannot be supported by
Conservation Halton's regulatory and use policies. In addition many of the technical studies submitted are
insufficient to support the proposed development. Conservation Halton’s detailed comments are provided
in Part D below, a summary of the key issues is provided in Part E.

Part I — Detailed Comments

Conservation Halton's detailed comments are provided in 3 parts. Part | are our requirements under
0. Reg. 16206 and the PPS, Part 2 arc our advisory eomments under the MOU, Part 3 are other advisory
comments as a Public Body under the Planming Act.

1,1 - Ontario Regulation 162/06 & One Window Delegated Authority under P

Sixteen Mile Creck is # regulated watercourse pursuant to 0. Reg. 162/02. Sixteen Mile Creek is
considercd a major valley system and therefore Conservation Halton regulates 15m from the greatest
flooding or erosion hazard. The Sixteen Mile Creek system would be considered a Watural Hezard
pursuant to Section 3.1 of the PPS, Glen Ouks Creek to which SWM Pond B is proposed to outlel to is
also a regulated creek. The following comments are related 1o Conservation Halton's technical and policy
respousibilities under O. Reg, 162706 and Sections 3.1.1-3.1.7 of the PPS. These comments should be
cansidered requirements and would need to be addressed prior to draft plan approval. We have provided
the comments based on the report or drawing in which the information was primarily presented in.

3

D. 1.1, Planning Justification Report dated November 2016

I. Section 5.5, Natural & Cultural Heritage, Page 41 — Sixteen Mile Creck is a major valley
system and Conservation Halton policy requires a setback of 15m from the greatest natural
hazsrd. In this case, as the Aooding hezard is contained within the valley, a 15m sethack is
required from the greater of the staked lop of bank and long term stable top of bank. The

development proposal, land use concept, and all supporting reports must be revised Lo provide the
appropriate setback. An “effective”™ buffer as described in the Flanning Justification Report is not
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an acceptable alternative. Similarly, Conservation Halton staff strongly recommends that the
sethack be included as part of the natural arca block as opposed to separate blocks designated and
zoned open space. In addition we note that the tableland significant woodlot and buffer are
proposed to be zoncd open space, we would recommend that this significant woodland and
appropriate buffer be designated and zoned natural arca,

Section 2.0, Site Description and Surrounding Land Use — RayDor Estate, Page 1 -
Conservation Halion staff recognize that the Raydor Estate is not included as part of the
application. However, by virtue of the application the block containing Raydor Estates is being
created, The Raydor Estates block would be encumbered by the long term stable top of bank and
15m scthack. PPS and Conservation Halton policies do not allow the creation of new lots
cortaining hazard lands. However it is recognized that this is a unique situation. We require that it
be demonstrated that there is a sulTicient building covelope to replace the building or a portion of
the building if required or that the development application would recognize that the block is
suitable only for the current existing use and commit that the existing building cannot be
replaced. This could be done through a rezoning or other appropriate instrument.

[.1.2 Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report dated October 2016

kR

Section 2.4, Proposed Storm Drainage, Page 11 — Although it is nol explicitly described in the
FSR or other technical reports we assume that for the outlets of Pond A & C an open cut of the
valley wall is proposed. Please note that Conservation Halton Policy 3.51 j) requires the use of a
drop shaft and tunncl technigue for valleys greater than 6im. The land use concepl, draft plan,
FSR, EIA, geotechnical and other reports should be revised to reflect this requirement.

Section 2.5.4, Water Budget and Infiltration Methodology Details, Page 12 - There are two
small wetlands contained within the usbleland wodland that need to be considered when
discussing water budgets and infiltration, We note on Figure 2.3 the existing drainage area for
the woodland is 1.21ha. However details on the wetland catchment areas are not included. A
feature based water balance is required for these two features to ensure that there is no impact on
the hyvdrologic function of these wetlands from the development, Mitigation measure may be
required (o ensure that pre to post conditions for the wetlands is maintained depending on the
results of the water balance.

Figure 4.1 - Watermain Servicing Plan - The existing 300 mm diameter watermain to be
removed may be located within the regulated erosion hazard. A permit will be required to
support the removal and any excavation within the hazard. Depending on the location and extent
of impact, a geotechnical assessment may be required 1o support the proposed removal.

D.1.3. Enviremmental Impact Assessmrent dated Ociober 2016

6.

Section 2.5, Conservation Halton and the Conservation Authorities Act, Page 7 - Please note
that in addition to the regulation and policics listed, Conservation Halton also regulates wetlands.
There are two tableland weitlands within the woodland at the closest to Dorval Drive that need to
be cansidered from a regulatory aspect which are not discussed. These wetlands ave less than 2
hectares in size, therefore the regulated sethacks for these features are 30m from the welland
limit. Development may be pormitied between 15 — 30m from this limit, provided there are no
impacts on the hydrologic function of the wetlands. This should be added to this section of the
report and the regulation limits shown sccordingly on the draft plan. The necd 1o evaluate the
lydrologic functions of the wetlands are discussed sbove.
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1.

Section 7.1, Effecis Assessment and Figure 3 - Staked Features and Development Limit,
Page 38a: The provided 8.5 x 11 Figure was not at a sufficient scale to assess all constraints, nor
did it contain all potential constraint limits associated with development of this parcel. To
confirm that the proposed development respects all constraints, at a minimum a full-sized, scaled
Figure (12 2000 or better) that includes the following information is required:

Topographic base mapping (contours)

Acrial Photograph

Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision

Top of Bank as staked by Conservation Halton (November 2, 2015) plus 15m setback
Long term Stable Top of Slope (as evaluated by the Geotechnical Consultant and
approved by Conservation Halton) plus 15m setback

Extent and location of where a Toe Erosion Hazard is applied

Cross Section Locations Analyzed relafive to Slope Stability

The staked wetland, woodlot dripline and appropriate sethacks

Please note - additional elements would need to be shown should any of the Headwater
Drainage Features presenl on site merit a management strategy involving protection ot
conservation.

oo o009

g8 oo

Seetion .5, Conservation Halton amd the Conservation Authorities Act, Page 50 - Cur
policies as it pertains to the stable top of bank of Sixteen Mile Creek and the wetlands within the
woodland on the tableland have not been adhered to, Please revise the report to be in keeping
with Ontario Regulation 162/06 and its associnted Policies, Procedures and Guidelines for the
Administration of Ontario Regulation 162/06 and Land Use Planning Policy Document.

D.1.4. Preliminary Geotechnical krvesiigation dated October 2016

9,

Section 5.10,1, Background, Page 14 - The reforenced document “Determining Regulatory
Limits in the Conservation Halton's Jurisdiction” dated August 2013 is intended (0 be a graphic
and overview of Conservation Halton's policies only, it is not intended 1o be a technical guidance
document. Conservation Halton requires slope stability analysis to be completed in accordance
with Provincial Guidelines as indicated in MNR's 2002 Teclmical Guide - River and Stream
Svstems Erosion Hozavd Limit and the attached Geotechnical Principles for Stable Slopes
prepared by Terraprobe Lid. and Aqua Solutions, dated Junc [998.  For slope stability
assessments, we require achievement of a minimum Faclor of Safety of 1.5 (for nonmal
groundwater conditions) and 1.3 (for elevated groundwater conditions such as seasonally high
water tables) based on an Effective Stress Analysis. The report should be updated to retleet this.

. Section 5.10.2, Methodology and Parameter Selection, Page 15 - Clarification should be given

us to wlhy the loose fill material identificd as part of Slope B had o different Bulk Unit Weight
than the Loose Fill analyzed in Slope C, when both required a blow count of 7. This is noted, but
evaluation of parameter sclection has been deferred to the Town's Peer Review Consultant.

. Section 5.10.3, Slope Stability Results and Section 5.10.4, Erosion Hazard Limit Analysis,

Pages 15 & 16 - While stable inclinations ranging between 22H:1 V and 26H:1V may be
appropriate, the provided report does not provide sufficient documentation of the analysis
undettaken to confirm these inclinations. Additional documentation is required to demonstrate
that overburden materials at the stated inclinations achieve a minimum Factor of Safety of 1.3
under normal conditions and 1.2 under a seasonally high water table. The recommended stable
shale inclination of 1.6H;1V is accepted.
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12.

Seetion 5.10.4, Erosion Hazard Limit Analysis, Page 16 - Given the variations in depth of fill
and elevation of the top of bedrock, application of a composite Stable Slope Angle of LTH: 1V o
determine the Jocation of the sable top of slope line universally across the propeity is notl
supported unless additional documentation is provided to demonstrate that this composite
inclination fully contains the hazard peross the entire property.

. The attachment fmporsant Information und Limitations of This Report identifies that the report

has a validity of 18 months, unless Giolder is requested 1o review and, if nocessary, revise the
report. The attachment indicates the report is for the sole benefit of the cliznt and “No ather party
may use or rely on this report or amy portion thereof without Golder's express writien consent.”
Golder's wrilten consent was not received as parl of this submission. The report is also identified
as a 'Preliminary Dnvestigation’. The Preliminary Investigation references the need to complete
additional detailed assessments. Receipt of express written consent for Conservation Hallon o
rely on Golder's analysis as an approved user of this report and all subsequenl reparts, or
addendums associated with development of this property is required. An assessment to extend
the report validity for any reliance on the report should construction commence after April 2018
may also be required. To support detailed design, specific geotechnical asscssment of the
proposed stormwater management facilities, dewatering {should there be potential for slope
stability impacts or hydrologic impacis 1o regulated wetlands) and any construction impacting the
valley wall or long term stable top of slope will also be required.

. Figure 1 - Site and Borchole Location Plan - The borehole spacing exceeds the 100m spacing

recommended in the MNR Technical Guidelines. Per Table 3:  Shale Bedrock Depths and
Elevations, the bedrock elevation varies considerably across the tableland portion of the property
from a reparted low of 122.2 masl to a reported high of 135.8 masl. Bedrock Depths from
horeholes 3, 5, 6, 7, and & {(which are located closest to the edge of the valley wall and extend
sequentially from north cast to south west along the 16 Mile Creck Valley) mis vepeoted at 1222
m, 126.5m, 127.3m, 124 3m, and 125.6m. The borcholes also display similar variahility in the
elevation of the top of till. Given the variability, additional boreholes should be advanced to
refine the slope stability analysis. Failing thal, discussion associated with the slope stability
analysis should indicate how these discrepancies have been recagnized in the analysis and what
eonservative factors have been incorporated in the design to account for this.

. Figures 2 through 5 — Slape A through D Stability Analysis (Static) - The water surface

clevation considered in the existing condition slope stability analysis has not been clearly
documented by the provided Figure.

. Figures 2 through 5 - Slope A through I Stability Analysis {Static) and Figure 6 Slope

Setback Analysis - The source and sufficiency of the topographic mapping utilized in the
analysis is unclear. The analyzed slope sections shown in Pigures 2 through 5 all appear uniform
(i.e. there is mo variation in steepness along the slope face associated with each individual cut
slope). Photos included in Appendix C show the slope steepness varies significantly, as is typical
of natural slope conditions. Mear vertical sections of slope were noted ncar the shale and
overburden fnterface. The topographic information shown in plan view in Figure 6 is provided at
a scale of 1:6,000, and does not clarify the source of the topographic information that was relied
upon, indicating only Base Plan Received from SCS Consuliing Group, Dated April 10, 2015,
Please provide additional detail on the source and accuracy of the topographic infonmation and
provide a larger scale plan view with legible contour clevations. Please also clarify how the e
of slope was measured where the watercourse and toe of slope are co-incident, (i.¢. is toe of slope
te base of the channel at the outside bend or is it measured based on the water’s edge?)
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17.

I8

Figure 6 - Slope Setback Analysis -

a. Figure 6 appears to indicate that 13 slope profiles may have heen assessed, however
analysis of existing conditions was only provided for sections A-D. Supporting analysis
and/or cross section plots for seetions 1-9 were not provided.

b. The provided plan has not been provided at a scale sufficient to eniible the reviewer to
assess and confirm the accuracy of the placement of the Top of Stable Slope Line.
Larger scale plans that more clearly identify the topography of the slope face are
required.

. RayDor Estate’s Retained Lands - the figure provides stable slope line through the
RayDor Estate Site but does not show the location of existing buildings. Please include
the location of the existing buildings on this figure.

General Commeni - The preliminary geotechnical report fuils 1o assess the impact that pond
construction will have on long term slope stabilicy. Per Figure 2.5 Stormwater Management Pond
A in SC8's October 2016°s Functional Servicing and Stormwater Masagement Report, Pond A
will involve construction of & pand berm up to 3 m high, with the toe of berm aligned with the
praposed Limit of Development. Section 5.8.2 SWM Pond Berm Construction and Inspection
and Mainienance of the Geotechnical Report identifies that prior to berm construction, underlying
fill material {which is anticipated to extend to a depth of up to 4 m) must be stripped and replaced
with engineered fill. Section 5.3 of the Geotechnical Report indicates engineered fill must be
extended outward and downward in a 1:1 slope beyond amy scttlement sensitive area. This
implics an anticipated disturbance area of 8 m or greater may be required cxtending beyond the
limit of development. Additional disturbance may be required for the construction should the
recommended detailed global instability analysis determine features such as shear keys will be
required.  Per Figure 3 Staked Features and Development Limit, contained in the Beacon EIA,
the Limit of Development Line has been based on a 10 m Stable Top of Bank Buffer. The
evaluation of the Long Term Stable Top of Slope failed to consider what impact proposed
construction activitics (particularly those with the potential to extend within the buffer) wonld
have on bank stability.

. General Comment - The preliminary geotechnical report did not evaluate the impact of outlet

construction {associated with Ponds A and B) on the future Long Term Stable Top of Slope. Per
Figure 2.5 of the SCS report and the Recommended Mitigation Measures in the ElA, the
praponent is considering an open cut installation of the outfall. Per Conscrvation Halton's Palicy
3.51 (i), outfalls to valleys with wall heights greater than & m should normally be constructed
using trenchless methods. The Geotechnical Report should evaluate whether the cutfalls could be
constructed using irenchless methods. If renchless methods cannot be used, the impact proposed
trenched outfall construction would have on valley stability and the development envelope should
be nssessed, and the extent of the impacted area estimated and evaluated through the ELA

. Slope Stability Analysis Summary Comment - The conclusions of the Slope Stability Analysis

is not sufficiently supported by documented analysis. Prior to supporting the conclusions of the
report, the following will be required:

»  Analysis of additional boreholes located adjacent to the slope crest andior discussion
indicating what conservative assumptions have been considered in the analysis recognizing
the extent of the variation in overburden thickness and compaosition and top of bedrock
elevation across the sie
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e Detniled Effective Stress analysis demonstrating that the indicated 2.2H:1V to 26H:1V
will be stable end achicve a minimum Factor of Safety of 1.5 under normal conditions and
a minimum Factor of Safety of 1.3 under temporary conditions (such as under seasonally
high groundwater levels):

s  Assessment of slope stability impacts associated with pond construction and pond outfalls,
and

e Documentation musi be presented at an appropriatc scale to allow for a technical
confirmation of the report conclusions,

D, 2 - CH/Halton Region MOU

The following comments arc related to Conscrvation Halton’s Memorandum of Understanding, with
Halton Region and the Area Municipalities. These comments should be considered advisory and we
recommend that they be addressed prior to draft plan approval. We have provided the comments based on
the report or drawing in which the information was primarily presented in.

D.2.1 Funciional Servicing and Stornowater Management Report dated October 2016

2l

22,

23.

Section 1.1, Purpose of the Functional Servicing and Stormwater Manugement Report,
Page 1 - This report indicates that both the RayDor Estate (014 Abbey Building) and the RCGA
structures will be maintained on site outside of the Re-development application, The location of
each of these separate buildings is unclear, Please provide clarification if these are a single or
separate buildings and provide the location of these buildings. All other reports refer to the
Raydor Fstates building only.

Section 2.1, Stormwater Ronoff Control Criteria, Page 4 -

a. The provided document has not evaluated how development will impact downsiream
flood risk for the drainage contributing to the Glen Oak Tributary, Until a more fulsome
assessment is completed, the selected quantity control eriteria of post to pre control for
the 1:2 year to 1:100 year storm events and no control for the Regional storm is not
supported for the Glen Oak catchment area,

b Section 4.1.2 Glen Oak Tributary of Beacon's October 2016 Environmental [mpact
Assessment, deseribes the Glen Oak Tributary as entrenched and subject 1o active
erosion, The tributary is noted to originale off-site to the south of Dorval Drive, 1t is
unclear how re-development of the Glen Abbey Golf Course will impact this headwater
feature, and whether the proposed 48 hour Detention of the 25 mm rainfall event will
adequately mitigate against the increased runoff volumes and flow durations that will be
experienced by this drainage feature,

Section 1.2, Existing Drainage, Page 5 - The text provided in this section indicates that
Catchment 101 spills to Catchment |04, which drains to a DICB that is connected to & sewer that
flows southeast along Dorval Drive, The ultimate watcrcourse receiver and location of storm
sewer outfall is ot identified. The existing conditions hydrologic model models catchment 101
as draining solely to catchment 102, The available contour information appears to show potential
for a spill paths to both catchment 102 and catchment 104. 1L is unclear whether or not the
existing conditions and nssociated stormwater management targets have been accuralely
madelled. Tt is unclear whether direction of excess flow from catchment 101 to catchment 102 as
apposed to cotchment 104 could represent an impactful diversion,
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4,

25,

26.

27.

28.

Section 2.2.1, Existing Site Characterization, Page 5 - It is unclear why the selected munoff co-
efficient for Lawn is significantly lower than the runoff co-¢fficient for forest (ie. 0.13 vs 0.35),

Section .3, Best Management Practices, Page 6 - mentions thal a single in-silu percolation Lest
was completed 1o estimate a percolation mte, which is used to estimate post development
infiltration mitigation across the entire site. No details are provided in terms of location, soils
encountered, how well the single test represents the conditions across the entire site, efc,

Section 2.4, Proposed Storm Drainage, Page 10 - The adequacy of the proposed drainage plan,
stormwater management strategy and hydrologic modeling cannot be confirmed in advance of
documentation of the Headwater Drainage Feature classification and establishment of associated
management recommendations for all of the headwater drainage features present on-site. Should
evaluation and classification of features resull in management recommendations of protection,
conservation, mitigetion, or recharpe protection for any of the headwater drainage features
identified on site, the proposcd stormwater management strategy must be revised to demonsirate
how the form andior function of the headwater feature will be maintained.

Section 2.5.4, Water Budget and Infiliration Methodology Details, Page 12 -

a. Shallow groundwater contour map and proposed grading plan should be used to assess
areas suitable for low impact development measures in terms of pre to post development
loss of infiltration mitigation. Based on the above asscssment a spatial assessment should
be completed to estimate if there is enough area for different LID techniques to achicve

required miligation targer.
b, This section references the Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment by Golder, but the
actual numbers for pre-development infiltration volume for pre-development and post

development without mitigation scenarios differ from the Golder assessment (Table 5 and
Table 7).

¢. The third paragraph mentions that various LID measures, will be constructed where
fensible, to maintain of ncrease pre-development infiltration rates, and then it states that
through construction of the proposed measures it i3 anticipated that a post development
infiltration volume of approximately 109,000 m3 can be achieved. This is a reduction of
infiliration volume by some 10,900 m3, Stafl would appreciate a clear message of what

is actually proposed.

d. It is unclear why all infiliration mitigation measures are proposed to capture 100 % of 15
mm rainfall and if this is sofficient (o meet the pre-development infiltration. Please note
that the water budget calculations provided in the Golder hydregeological assessment
were based on infiltrating 85% of available rooftop surplus. For example: what is the
relationship between the 15 mm rainfall captured from rooftops on annual basis and 85%
of rooftop water surplus as proposed in the Gobder report?

Seetion 2.6.4, General Pond Design Criteria, Page 16 -
a Tt is recommended that the ponds be sized to maintain a minimum 0.3 m frecboand above the

anticipated design high waler level. It is further recommended that to account for
construction tolerances, climate change, ete. a minimum of 0.1 m frecboard be accounted for
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30.

3l.

between the invert of the emergency spillway and the controlled water level, As the
Regional storm has not been modelled, it is unclesr whether or not the pond blocks have
been sized to provide the recommended degree of frechoard. For Ponds A & C, which are
located adjacent to the Sixteen Mile Creck Valley, conveyance of all flows, up o and
including the Regional Storm, through the outlet control structure, may be supported,
however, it is advised that the outlet struciure be designed to reduce potential for blockage,
and that a passive overland flow route to the valley also be provided as a fail-snfe
mechanizm.

. Recent research has demonstrated that, due to winter salting practices, stratification occurs in
SWM wet ponds and the coolest water that is released from the bottom also has clevated salt
levels, Therefore, in order to minimize poteatial salt concentrations and provide some
thermal mitigation, we recommend the use of submerged outlets which are to be located
approximately at the midpoint of the permanent pool depth, and a minimum of (L.6m from
the bottom of the facility, and 1.0m below the surface of the permanent pool. A multiple
outflow configuration that blends flow from the top and bottom of the permanent pool
between the depths noted above is prefermed, A sall management plan is also recommended,
Other factors that can assist with temperature mitigation and should be explored include
cooling trenches, underground cooling chambers, cooling towers, providing shading,
incrensing permanent pool depth, In addition to the multiple outflow configuration
recommended, ponds should be designed with a minimum lkength to width mtio of 51 to
minimize large open areas of water or filtration media; appropriate orientation and perimeter
planting to maximize shade eoverage throughout the facility and cooling Lrenches.

c. This section states that a “rock wall feature along portions of the pond perimeler’ may be
included in the final design of the ponds. Please note that Conservation Halton would not be
supportive of the use of rock walls / urban pond design in this location,

d. This section states that vegetation in the $WM ponds will be in accordance with the Town ol
Ohakville Sustainable Development Checklist. We suggest that the appropriats standard for
SWM pond plantings should be in accordance with Conservation Halton's Landscaping and
Tree Preservation Guidelines.

Section 2.7, Phosphorus Budget, Page 17 & Appendix H - The review of this information is
deferred to Town of Oakville staff,

Section 1.8, Storm Servicing, Page 17 - It is recommended that the allowable depth velocity
product along the major overland flow route be established in accordance with MMNEF's
Guidelines for low risk, which flags that safety is generally maintained when the depth velocity
product is less than 0.4m®/s, with flow depths less than 0.3m (to prevent vehicle buoyancy) and
Mow velocities less than 1.7 mis.

Figure 2.1 - Existing Drainage Plan - The Figure 2 Existing Conditions Plan prepared by
Beacon Environmenial indicates the presence of an ephemeral drainage connection (headwater
channel) that hiscets the boundary between existing drminage catchments 103 and 104, The
topographic information in the vicinity of the Headwater Features should be reviewed to confirm
the drainage boundary and flow paths associsted with catchments 103 and 104 are fully
characterized. Given the scale of the information presented in Figure 2.1, the presence of the
drainage feature and ils impacts on the drainage patlerns cannol be confirmed. A larger scaled
plan showing pre-development drainage boundaries is required to facilitate review,
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34,

35

Figure 2.1 - Existing Drainnge Plan - The catchments presented in Figure 2.1 may need to be
further refined to inform assessment of impacts related to the loss of Headwater Drainage
Fealures. (Mote: Per Beacon's EIA, 5 Headwater Drainage Features were identified on site,
however only two were mapped. )

Figure 2.3 - Woodlot Drainage Plan - The drainage to the Woodlot should be re-assessed
should the ephemeral drainage connection (identified in Beacon®s Figure 2 Existing Conditions)
drain 1o the woodlot. Additional undocumented drainage sources are referenced in Section 7.1
Effects Assessment, Changes to Hydrology/Water Balance to Wetlands, page 39 of the Beacon
ELA. which states .. ome wetland pond in Unit 7b receives storm drainage from fwa sources thal
likely originate from an old pipe sysiem related to the tubleland development. = The reference o
Unit Th should be verified with Beacon to confirm if there are other contributing flow sources to
the Mineral Shallow Marsh that is to be retained.

Section 5.2, Proposed Grading Concept, Page 21 -

a. The report indicates thal the southwest corner adjacent to the woodland will require
additional fill due to infrastructure needs. Consideration of how this will impact the
woodland is not included or discussed in the FSR or EIA and needs to be quantified, with
mitigation measures proposed as hecessary.

b. Discussion is needed in this section to address the grading and any associated filling that
will be required for the SWM ponds adjacent to the NHS. It is our expectation that no
grading for these ponds will be required within the NHS buffer or regulated allowance.
Please provide a figure which more closely shows the SWM pond and NHS interaction
and provide discussion on this point,

Appendix E — Hydrology Modelling - Given the storage available within the existing golt’
course ponds, the following comments are not anticipated to have significant impact on farget
Nowrates, particularly to Sixteen Mile Creck, and have been provided as information only to help
guide future studies:

a. Given the undulating topography, presence of irrigation storage ponds, sand traps efc.,
insufficient detail has been presented to support the selected existing conditions [A values
of Smm for the golf course lands, particularly in light of the use of Smm LA depth for
residential lawns post construction.

b. The golf course imrigation ponds in Catchment 101 appear to have been modeled based on
a CN value of 98, as opposed to a more industry standard value of 50 for wetlands and
ponds, This is contrary to the modelling approach taken for the post development pond
blocks, where ponds were modelled as 50-55% impervious.

. Appendix E — Proposed Conditions Percent Impervious Caleulations - It is recommended

that additional documentation be provided to support the proposed impervious eoverages for all
development forms. For instance, it is unclear why single detached homes with 60" frontages are
anticipated (o be more impervious than single detached units with 32° to 50° frontages. Review
of impervious coverages, however, is ultimately deferred to the Town,
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37. Appendix F - Additional information is required to confirm it will be feasible and acceplable for
entire rooftop from two buildings to be drained to the woodlot. The slight excess in drainage area
may be necded as the proposed drainage area will be flatter than the golf course area draining t©
the pond and so kess runoff may be gencrated.  We will also iveed to ensure that there is sufficient
space to spread flows — so as not to cause erosion within the woodlot.  If the Town is in
agresment, this issue could be deferrcd 1o detailed design.

18, Appendix G = SWM Pomd A Control Structure — Based on the provided Hydrologic Model, a
25§ mum storm event results in 2,456m’ of storage within Pond A, which per the pond control
summary would have o draw down time of approximately 47 hours. The control structure should
be refined at detailed design to achieve the full 48 hour drawdown proposed.

0. Appendix G ~ SWM Pond A, B, and C Control Structure Design — Given that a standard
DICB Type A has been specified, why was a grate size length of 1.338 m selected, when the
internal width of the DICB is only 1.2 m? The Ditch Inlet Overflow Caleulation could not be
replicated using the standard weir equation. The caleulation for the Ditch Inlet Overflow did not
appear (o transition from a weir to orifice equation once the ditch inlet overflow [ully became
submerged or fully submerged at depth.

AD. ‘The Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report fuiled 1o assess potential climate
change. The functionality of the proposed stormwater management system should be assessed
relative to anticipated climatic conditions.

41. Stormwaier Management Plan Summary Comment - The proposed stormwaler management
plan not been demonstrated to sufficiently mitigate impacts associnted with the proposed
development. The report is not accepted for the following reasons:

s+ The stormwater management targets failed to assess downstream impacts for drainage
discharging to the actively eroding headwater tributary of Glen Oak Creek.

e The cvaluation of Headwater Drainage Features was nof completed, as classification and
management recommendations were not provided. The stormwiter management sirategy
will need to be altered if headwater features or functions need (o be maintained.

e Questions remain regarding the existing condition outlet for Catchment 101 and the
contributing drainage area to the tableland significant woodlot/'wetland located near Dorval
Drive which is Lo vemain,

s Sizing of the proposed stormwater management ponds could not be confirmed to be
sufficient as:

o Targets necded to be re-assessed

o Sizing failed to consider frecboard requirements relative to the design high water level
associated with the Hurricane Hagel Stonm; and

a  Elements of the control structure desipn could not be replicated.

[.2.2 Environmental Impact Assexsment dated October 2046
42 Section 3.1, Ficld Investigations, Page § -
a. Table I- Please include the timing of the surveys and weather conditions in this summary
tahle of the field studies. As per Conservation Halton's Guidelines for Ecological Studies,

all field data sheets from the surveys should be included as an Appendix or in clectronic
form.
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b.

Subsection Feature Staking - It is noted that features were staked on the site on
Neovember 2 and December 3, 2015, specifically the woodland features. The two wetland
in the tableland woodland were not delincated at that time and will need to be during the
appropriate field season (June to late-September) in order to establish the limits of
dovelopment nssociated with those features. It is recognized that the adjacent land use is
a park, however the regulated limits do need to be established or a 15m setback applied to
the dripline rather than the 10m currently proposed around these wetlands.

For clarity, pleasc separnte ‘Aquatic Habitar® and ¢ Headwaier Dvainage Foature
Assesiment” eniries in Table | into separate rows.

43, Section 3.2, Aquatic Resources, Hleadwater Drainage Feature Assessment (HIDFA), Page 13-
14 - The report did not demonstrate that Headwater Drainage Features were assessed in
aceordance with the TRCAICVC's Evaluation, Classification and Management of Headwater
Drainage Featuwres Guidelimes (January 2014, hereafter referred 1o as the HDF Guidelines).

Specifically:

a

Headwater Drainage Featurcs SMC-H3, H4, and H5 do not appear to be mapped snd
should be included on Figure 2 Existing Conditions. A map indicating the location of the
features described in the text is requested. In addition, CH mapping identifies hydrologic
conniections not described in Beacon’s EIS, CH can provide this information but require a
dota licensing in place in order to supply these data. See our website for more
information {hitp: 3 i mappin ).

This section notes that the HDFA was completed over two site visits, April 28" and June
4% 2015, The HDF Guidelines dirccls assessors to time site visits to capture spring
freshet conditions, idenlly between February and March — were freshet conditions
cceurring during the late April site visit? Per the HDF Guidelines and related Ontario
Stream Assessment Protocol procedure, the assessment is “best applied in the shory
period of time following a major freshet event”, which corresponds to the period between
March and the middle of June in Southern Ontario (Stanfield, 2013).

A key component of the profocol is to consider what alterations are propased for an HDF
and then assess the impact of that alteration on the functionality of each Feature. The
guidelines note that only mandatory information (as opposed (o more detailed) can he
collected where no negative alterations to the HDF are proposed, ie. the additional data
requirements should be collected if HDFs are proposed to be eliminated. This allows
adequate documentation of the conditions that will need to be replaced or restored, and 1o
evaluate the project. Additional detnils on what alterations are considered for these
features should be included.

Per the HDF Guidelines, HDFs arc classified according to hydrological, riparian, fish/fish
habitat and terrestrial habitat conditions, then these components will translatc into the
management recommendations for the protection, conservation or mitigation of the HDF

through the proposed development. Please provide this information.

The document does not provide any field notes or detailed summaries of site findings to
enable a reviewer to confirm feature classification,
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43,

{. The report contained no cvidence that features were classified or that feature specific
management recommendations were made in accordance with the HDF Guidelines.

g The classification and management recommendations associated with the Headwater
Drainage Features should inform the development potential and stormwater management

strategy for the sile,

Given the sbove comcems supplemental data intorpretation and possibly field work is
recommended to be conducied for these reaches before the conclugions in the report and land use
plan can be supported.

Section 3.5, Amphibian Surveys, Page 10 - Staff question the discussion on not needing to
undertake the final amphibian survey. The third survey would assist in fully assessing the
amphibisn community using the site. We note very low calling numbers provided in Table 4,
which could have benefited from an additional survey, as per the protocol, Will this lack
information alter the recommendations of the report? Were the mitigation measures developed to
ensure that this missing survey is not an issue?

Section 3.7, Incidental Wildlife Observations, Page 10 - We nole that bats were not surveyed
for. While discussion a5 it pertains to bats and the Endangered Species Act is provided in Section
4.3, the report did not consider those specics whose habitst may be considered Significant
Wildlifi: Habitat. How will potential impacts be considered if no surveys occur to confirm if this
is present? A precautionary approach could be taken, where it is assumed that this type of
Significant Wildlife Habitat is present and mitigation measures developed accordingly if surveys
are not completed.

. Section 4.1, Aquatic Resources - Additional detnils regarding the aquatic habltat assessment

completed should be provided as per the following:

a. It is Conservation Malion staffs’ position that a four-season Aquatic Ecosystem
Assessment is appropriate for a development of this scale.

b. Information regarding the thermal regime within the various water resources on the
property was anticipated as part of the biophysical inventory.

¢. Aquatic inveriebrates in intermitient and permanently flowing walercourses should be
assessed st an appropriate scale and intensity within the study area using the Ontario
Benthos Bicmonitoring Network Protocol,

d. Surface water chemistry monitoring is requested at an appropriate number of sampling
locations within the study arca. Samples should be collected using grab sampling for a
minimum of three wet weather and three dry weather events, between the months of
Murch-September, in order to capture seasonal variations in surface water chemistry.

e, Water temperature monitoring should be collected using the Onlario Stream Assessment
Protocol using continuously recording temperature data loggers. The temperature data
should be presented and analyzed using the nomogram produced by Cindy Chu et al
2009  http:fwww frep.on caldotAsset/ 12413 1.pdE
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f.  Analysis and interpretation of geomorphic data and ils relevance o aquatic resources
were also anticipated, especially information related (o the meander belt of Sixteen Mile
Creck, specific areas of erosion and deposition, sediment supply, flow regime and
identification of dominant stream processes.

g Photographs and field sheets are also requested,

Section 4.1.3, Headwater Drainage Feature Assessment (pp. 13-14): Section 4.1.4, Golf
Course Features/Trrigation ponds, Page 14 -

a.  Stall recognize that artificial waterbodies that are not connected to a waterbody that
contains fish at any time during any given year do not require review by Fisheries and
Oceans Canada (DF0), However, proponents are still required 1o avoid eausing serious
harm io fish, Following best practices such as those deseribed in the measures to avoid
harm will help avoid causing harm and ensure compliance with the Fisheries Act.

b. The pond referred 1o in Section 4.2 (Ecological Land Classification, p. 22) as Unit @ iz an
anline waterbody connected 1o the main Sixteen Mile Creck. Given that the impacts may
comsiitute serious harm to fish. A request for review to the relevant fisheries protection
office should be submitted.

¢. It is understood that the four ponds present on the tablelands are constructed waterbodies,
created for the functioning of the golf course (ie. irrigation, hazards). However, the
finction of these featurcs as supporting aguatic resources should be chavacierized in order
to understand the cumulative impacts of the development on the ecological form and
fisnction of the site. There is evidence that golf courses can contribute to the support and
conservation of wetland fauna, ie., amphlblans and macroinveicliates (Chester &
Robson, 2013).

48. Section 4.1.6, Species at Risk - Silver Shiner, Page 15 - Swff recommend that the Generul

49,

5.

Habitat Protection prepared by the Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRE) be
summarized in this section, [n addition, we nate that until such time as a formal Habitat
Regulation is enacted or other advice tailored to this species can be prepared by Ministry staff and
other experts, the MNRF has recommended that the advice in the Guidance Jor Development
Activities in Redside Dace Protected Habitat be followed lor proposed developments in Silver
Shiner habitat,

Section 4.2, Ecological Land Classification and Flora, Page 15 - It docs not appear that the text
of this section and the ELC communities presented on Figure 2 are consistent. For example, the
descriptions for Unit 5 and 6 do not match their locations on the figure. Mor does it appear that
Units 7, 8 or 9 are correet, while Unit 10 is not present on the mapping. This inconsistency
makes this section challenging to comment on, Please note that additional comments may be
warranted once revised.

Section 4.2.2, Regionally Rare and Uncommon Species, Page 25~

a. Virginia Bluebells is noted as being present in Unit Sa (which in the previous pages is a
meadow marsh) as well as the valley. Figure 2 show them within 6a {also a maish or
SWD), however this is typically a woodland species. Please clarify where this species
was observed on the site and update accordingly. When developing the restoration plan
fior the valley, this location will be an important consideration,
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53

54.

3.

b, Kentucky Coffee-tree were documented. We recommend that consullation with the
Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) accur 1o determine if there are any
Endangered Species Act requircments for this species.

. Section 4.2.6, Mammals, Page 29 - As noted above, while we appreciate the discussion

pertaining to bats as they relate to the Endangered Species Act, gpecies not protected under the
[SA were not discussed nor surveyed for, therefore we question what impact the development
may have on these species. As described above, a precautionary approach should be considered
when assessing impacts and developing mitigation.

Section 4.2.8, Butterflies and Odenates, Page 30 - The reports notes that Monarch wore
oberved in the site however it notes that this species is only a 84 species. Monarchs are listed as
Special Consern at @ Provincial level and Endangered at the Federal level. We understand that
provincial direction on their potcntial reassessmont has been deferred until the end of 2017,
Discussion on this species should be included ns it pertains to the proposed development.

Section 4.3, Endangered and Threatened Species, Page 33 -

4 The letier referred to from the MNRF in Appendix € is not in regards to this project and
is from 2015, We recommend that consultation with the MNRF be initiated specific to

this proposal.

b, Please provide a discussion on Bam Swallow in this section, given that it is a listed
species observed on the site.

Section 5, Proposed Development, Page 35 - The location of the belvedere and the location of
the SWM outfall are shown in the ELA as unknown. However they should be discussed in the EIA
with some certainty at least (0 a potential zone of impact. Without this information, the full
impacts of the proposed development are unknown and the assessment incomplete. We note that
the Tree Preservation Plan and Functional Servicing Repaort have locations provided.

Section 6, Key Natural Heritage Features and Functions, Page 35 -

a. While we appreciate that the slopes were not inventoried due to safety considerations, &
discussion on what could be present along the slope should be included in the report. If
the significance of these areas cannot be determined, we recommend a conservative
approach be taken, where it is assumed that they are significant and they should therefore
be bulilered appropristely,

b, There is very little discussion included in the report as it pertains to Significant Wildlife
Habitat. Ciiven that this is # Key NHF in the Region’s official plan as well as &
significant feature under the Provincinl Policy Statement, more discussion on this feature
a5 it pertains to the site is warranted Please provide and make reference lo the Natural
Heritage Reference Manual (2010) and associated Ecoregion Criteria Schedules (2015).

¢. It is unclear why wetlands arc listed as “Other Wetlands” in Table 8. These are
unevaluated wetlands and they should simply be labelled as wetlands,
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56, Section 7.1, Effects Assessment, Page 38 -

Stormwater Discharge to Sixteen Mile Creek and Glen Oaks Creek Tributary, Page
40 - CH staff recommend that further effort be taken to incorporate low-impact
development measures into the proposed stormwater management approach, especially
given the status of Sixteen Mile Creek as habitat for Silver Shiner. Per MNRT advice,
potential impacts from stormwater can change hydrologic regimes, raise water
temperatures and introduce deleterious materials into receiving watercourses, Stormwater
management approaches should aim for discharged effluent consistent with Silver Shiner
habitat requirements, based on consultation with MMRF. Further, staff note that the threat
status for the Sixteen Mile Creek population of Silver Shiner was assessed to be high for
contaminants and foxic substances, nutrient loading and flow management (Bouvier et
al, 2013). Staff suggest this underscores the need for a treatment-train approach to
stormwater management thal mimics the pre-development (ie. prior to golf course
operation) hydrological eycle.

Stormwater Discharge to Sixteen Mile Creek and Glen Oaks Creek Tributary, Page
400 - We note that the current bypassfirrigation pond is proposed as an outlet for the
northern pond. The benefit of discharging the SW water to the existing pond is unclear.
Why is this the preferred approach to the management of this water? Will this result in
further warming of the water before it enters the creek? What impacts are anticipated
from this? Our preference is that as part of the overall restoration of the valley, the need
for this pond be examined to determine its need in the system, Should it be determined
that it is detrimental to the MHS, having the outfall lead to it could be problematic.
Additional information characterizing the pond’s existing ecological form and function
SthJfE is required before it is confirmed that this approach will not impact the ecology of
this feature.

Loss of Golf Course Habitats, Page 38 - Given that the actively maintained greens and
fairways associated with the course have reduced wildlife values for hoth terrestrial and
aquatic resources, CH recommends that a comprehensive restoration plan for the
valleylands be explored with all stakeholdets.

57. Section 7.2, Recommended Mitigation Measures -

.

Mitigation by Design, Page 41 - Staff suggest that the key natural heritage functions and
features of the subject property have not been characterized sufficiently to conclude that
the site specific effects have been mitigated by the design of the development plan.

Watercourse Buffers, Page 45 - Please provide more information regarding the
ephemeral drainage feature close to Dorval Drive that will be piped. Is there any potential
{0 retain this feature on the landscape? Similarly, staff understand that there are currently
a series of water features draining through the golf course into the Glen Oak Creek
watershed, This represents an excellent opportunity within the property for rehabilitation
and compensation, Staff recommend that the potential removal of the existing
infrastructure and implementation natural channel design be explored, especially within
the discussion in the HOFA.

Significant Woodland Buffers Page 40 - While we acknowledge that the determination
of the woodland buffer is the responsibility of the Region of Halton for this property,
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there are concerns that should be raiscd within this section that pertain to Conservation
Halton’s regulation and policies. The final buffer conclusion paragraph notes that buffer
proposed is Sm less than that required by Conservation Halton. Given that the 15m
sllowance is not driven by ecology, the discussion provided therefore cannot direct the
regulated allowance in this area. Please revise the document to indicate that this policy
will be achieved and ensure that dircction as it portains to what can be permitted in this
regulated sllowance be in keeping with Conservation Halton's Policies, Procedures and
Guidelines for the Administration of Ontario Regulation |62/06 and Land Use Planning
Policy Document.

“Other” Wetlands, Page 45 - Tt is indicated that the wetlands within the tableland
woodland will be adequately protected by the woodland buffer, however the woodland
buffer is 10m while the regulatory sctback for the wetlands is at minimum 15m. Ttis
premature at this stage to suggest that they will be protected by this as the features have
not vet been delineated on the site by Conservation Halon stall. The slaking and
delineation of these wetlands remains cutstanding.

Other Wetlands — Hydrology, Page 45 - Plense submit a feature based water balance
for the wetlands in the tableland woodland, to ensure that the proposed development will
not have an impact on their hydrologic function. Figure 2.3 of the FSR provides some
detail on the proposed water that will be directed to the woodland, however [urther
details are requived.

Stormwater Onifalls, Page 45 - As raised above, in order to Tull assess the impacts of
the proposed development, the locations of the outfalls should be known and their
impacts understood.  Otherwise, the report is not comprehensive in that not all of the
potential impacts are undersiood. We recommend that the localivn ol the vutfalls be
assessed and note that their design and location must be in keeping with Conservation
Halton's palicies.

. Stormwater Outfalls, Page 4546 - Please scc carlier comments above regarding
stormwater management and impacts to Silver Shiner populations.

. Restoration Opportunities and Monitoring, Page 48 = Technical documents in support
of a draft plan of subdivision should outline pre-, during and post-development
monitoring requirements, including but not limited fo the proposed frequency and
duration of moniloring, parameters to be assessed and proposed analysis approaches. The
monitoring plan should discuss management actions that will be taken in the event that
the environmental systems o the impacts of the proposed development itscli are not
functioning or transpiring as predicted. The monitoring plan should have adaptive
management conlingencies incorporated that will trigger modilications to any aspect of
the system (e.g. LID measures, SWM pond, wetland restoration, groundwater dynamics)
if the predicted absence of impacts is not borne out. Siaff have found performance
measures or (riggers to be an important part of an effective monitoring plan such as this.
Metrics can be used for each of these categories (i.e. % change in initial value, actual
threshold value, etc.). Staff suggest that percenl threshold approach is veluable because it
offers an impartial, tangible decision metric that provide the proponent, Town and
relevant agencies with an a priori decision nile to help decide whether any problem areas
peed to be remediated or not, This approach is consistent with advice from the MMRF
(Guidance for Development Activities in Redside Dace Protected Habitad), who note that
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a best management practice to avoid impacts to Redside Duce is to ensure that adaptive
management is part of the subwatershed plan. Please indicate what actions are proposed
1o be taken, in the event that the design of any aspect (realigned channels, swales, SWM
facilities, etc.) is not functioning as intended.

i, Restoration Opportunitics and Monitoring, Page 48 - As outlined in the Town's
signed pre-consultation form (dated November 18, 2015) Schedule A, o Matural Features
Restoration Plan, restoring altered valley back to natural valley conditions would be
required, Currently the EIA suggests that a Restoration Plan will be developed in
consultation with the agencies. While staff are not looking for the specific details of
restoration al this time, it is our expectation that guiding principles and a concept plan
would have been included in this report. This is key to understanding how the valley will
function in the future, 1t would also indicate the appropriate location for outfalls and the
helvedere at this time, ensuring that conflicts do not arise between the propesed
infrastructure and the suitable restoration in the valley. The Cultural Heritage Landscape
and Master Planning Strategy (prepared by SGL.) indicates that there will be restoration
that includes & series of recrestedicurnied landscapes, however without a Restoration
Plan, we cannot confirm if this is in keeping with the nsturalization,

58, Section 8.1, Federal Fisheries Act, Page 48 - Staif note that work 1o construct Stonmwater
outfalls to the main branch of Sixteen Mile Creek may be considered in-water work.

50, Section 8.2, Provincial Policy Statement, Subsection Significant Wildlife Habitat, Puge 49 -
As noted above, there is very linte discussion included in the report as it perains Lo Significam
Wildlife Habitat, Given that this is & Key NHF in the Region's official plan as well as o
significant feature under the Provincial Policy Statement, more discussion on this feature as it
pertains to the site is warrnied. Please provide and make reference to the Matural Heritage
Reference Manual (2010) and associated Ecoregion Criteria Schedules (2015). Mitigation
measures may be warranted and should be in keeping with the SWH Mitigation Support Tool
{2014). Where surveys were not completed to determine il SWH is present on the sile and
suitable habitat exists, we recommend that a precautionary approach be taken, wherein it is
pssumed that the SWH is present and protected appropriately as per the PPS, uniil such time that
surveys are completed to confirm it is not.

&0. Section 9, Review of Recommendations, Page 51 - Stafl recommentd that efforts be made to
reduce impacts associsted with the stormwater outfalls on the ecological form and function of
Sixteen Mile Creck and associated valleylands. Potential mitigation measures imclude trenchless
installation methods, retention of or restoration with native vegetation, avoiding permanent access
into the valley, etc.

61. Appendix A - Brewling Birds, Page A-1 - The breeding bird discussion on page 30 indicates
that o single wood thrush was heard calling from the woodlands along the Sisteen Mile Creek
valley, yet this species is not included in the breeding bird list. Wood thrush as listed as Special
Consern in Ontario and Threated at the federal level. Their habitat on the site may be Significant
Wildlife Habitat, therefore it is important to consider this species in the baseline and impact
assessment.

62. General Comment - The EIA should incorporate direction from the Region (Environmental

Impact Assessment Guidelines, Regional Official Plan Ciuidelines) to apply a ‘Systems
Approach’ that considers the importance of protecling and enhancing ccological features,
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ecological functions and ecological interactions in the environment. This approach is also
recommended fo demonstrate that the cumulative impact of the proposed development has been
evalnated.

D.2 3 Tree Vegetation Study and Tree Preservation Plan

63.

64.

Section 2, Methods, Page 1 - Please note that Conservation Halton did not delineate the dripline
in the field, rather it was the Region of Halon who completed this.

Section 5.1, Tree Removals, Page 4 -

a. The EIA report did not indicaic the location of the SWM outfall, although the tree
assessment in this report indicates that the route has been selected.  As noted above, the
impact assessment for the property needs to be comprehensive and consistent between all
of the reparts, We are aot supportive of clearing a 12m wide swath of trecs for the outfall.
Conservation Halton policies would not support an open cut of the valley to install the
SWM pond outfalls. A drop shaft and wnael installation will be required.

b, A multiuse pathway is proposed within the woodland on the tableland, however this is
not discussed in the EIA, Further, there are two wetlands present within the woodland
that need 1o be protected from development. The location of this proposed pathway will
pecd to be established not anly with just Conservation Halton, but also the Region of
Halion and the Town of Oakville.

e, Landscaping Plans are refermed fo in this section, as prepared by ERA Architechs,
however these do not appear to have been included in our circulation package.

0.2.4 Preliminary Hwrogeological Assessment

5.

67.

68.

Hydrogeological investigations in Conservation Halton's watershed should be completed in
accordance with Requirements for completion of hydrogeological studies to facilltate
Conservation Haltom's reviews document, which is available on Conservation Halton's website
at: hutp/www. conservationhalion.ca/policies-and-guidelines

_ Conservation Halton Staff note that this is a preliminary hydrogeclogical investigation only, and

does not utilize and assess subsurface data collected for different studies, such as the Phase Two
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA),

Tablel - Groundwater Levels, Page 3 — this table lists BH2 groundwater level for March 22,
2016 at 21.06 mhgs, although the well is only 6.1 metres deep — please correct.

Section 4.4, Ground Water Level, Page 3 - Further work should be completed as recommended
in the last sentence of (his section: that data loggers showld be installed in selected monitoring
wells 1o monitor the range of water level fluctwations over time. It should be noted that 2016 was
a dry year and the groundwater level measurements collected on three cccasions in 2016 as
reported in Table | on page 3 may not fully represent groundwater conditions at the site.

_ Section 4.0, Site Characterization - Shallow groundwater conlour map should be presented in

the report. This map is needed 10 estimate what portion of the site contributes to baseflow of
Sixteen Mile Creek, feasibility to construct Low Impact Development measures (o mitigate post
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development infiliration loss, assess the needs for dewatening for sitc servicing amd stormwater
management pond design in terms of requirements for liner construction, subdrains, ec.

90, Seciion 4.5, Hydraulic Conductivity, Page 4 — the hydraulic conductivity assessment is done
using the Hazen method, The method is suited for langer particle size soils such as sands rather
than silty clays/ clayey silts. The method is solely based on the soil grain size distribution and it
does not take into account weathering processes which in terms of silty and claycy soils at surface
can increase hydraulic conductivity a few orders of magnitude. Caution should be exercised in
using these numbers.

71. Section 7.0, Conclusions and Recommendations, Page 13 -

a, Conscrvation Halton Staff support the recommendation (o instrument monitoring wells
with data-loggers to monitor the range of seasonal water level NMuectuations,

b, Conservation Halton Stif support the recommendation for a site reconnaissance fo
determine the locations of possible springs or seeps that discharge along the side of the
Sixteen Mile Creck valley.

¢. Staff supports the applicant consultant’s recommendation (o collect additional
information on potential groundwater surface water interactions around the area of
ponded water adjacent to BH16 by installation of a staff gauge and mini piezometers in
the pond area near the existing well. Please note that this information will be needed to
establish hydrologic function of the wetland if development is proposed between 15 and
10 metres from the wetland limit.

d. Last bullet states that even though mitigation measures are proposed, the site
development could decrense the site infiltration by some T4 from present conditions,
Considering the status of Sixteen Mile Creek 23 habitat for Silver Shiner an jmpact of the
decrease of the onsite infiltration on the Silver Shiner habitat should be assessed andfor

mitigation measures proposed.
D.2.5 Phase Two Environmental Site Avsessment

72, Soil and groundwater information collected for the Phase Two Environmental Site Asscssment
should be used 1o supplement the Hydrogeological Assessment,

93 The Phase Two ESA identified soil and groundwater contaminants on the site. A nisk assessment
for the intended use and/or remediation will be needed before the proposed land use can be
approved for the portion of the site. A clear plan how this will be resolved is needed. At this
point it is not known if remediation is possible, and if not what land uses woulld be possible in the
contaminated area.

0.3 - Other Comments

The following comments are related to Conservation Halton's role #s a Public Body under the Plamning
Act. These commenis should be considered advisory and we recommend that they be addressed prior to

draft plan approval.
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74. The Provinge completed a co-ordinated land use planning review in 2017 with the Growth Plan,

Greenbelt Plan, Onk Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan, and Niagara Escarpment Plan being
updated, All decision on planning matters made after July 1*, 2017 must conform to these plans,
For your consideration we note the following updates which may have an impact on this
application:

a  Stormwaier Management — Section 3.2.7.2 of the Growth Plan requires that “Proposals
for large-scale development proceeding by way of a secondary plan, plan of subdivision,
vacant land plan of condomintum or site plan will be supparted by a stormmwarer
management plan or equivalent, thai*..a) is informed by a subwatershed plan or
equivalent.” Although the application is supported by a stormwater management plan,
there is no current subwatershed plan in place. As the subject lands are located within an
arbanized area, at a minimum, impacts of the proposed SWM system to 16 Mile Creek
should be fully considered.

b. Urban River Valley — Sixteen Mile Creek is now designated as an Urban River Valley
thraugh the updated Greenbelt Plan, Although it is recognized that this designation only
applies to publically owned lands, as it is proposed that these land would be dedicated Lo
the municipality it is our recommendation that the policies be considered through this
application. Specifically Section 6 of the Green Belt Plan includes policies related to
Urban River Valleys, Section 3.2.6. includes policies on External Connections, many of
which would apply to the Urban River Valleys.

The following is a summary of Conservation Halton's comments on the application. These comments are
provided to assist the reader only. For complete and detailed comments please s alwve,

A,

Conservation Halton requires a 15m setback [rom the preatest hazard; in this case the greater of
the staked top of bank and the long term stable top of bank. This has not been provided.

Conservation Halton recommends that the valley buffer be included in the natural arca block and
be designated and zoned natural ared.

Conservation Halton staff are concemed with the size and configuration of the retained Raydor
Estates hlock as it relates to the ability for redevelopment with respect to the valley slope.

Conservation Halton policies require that for valleys greater than ém a drop-shaft and tunnel
technigue be used to install the stormwater outfalls. This has not been shown in the application.

Canservation Hallon staff are not in a position to support the geotechnical investigation and the
slope stability analysis. The stable top of bank and limit of development cannot be confinped

The proposed SWM plan has net been shown to sufficiently mitigate the impacts of the
development.

. Sizing of the WM ponds cannot be confirmed.
' The form and functions of the ecological features of the site have ot been adequately assessed

through the EIA to confirm no impact, For example:
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. The

The report did not demonstrate that headwater drainage features were assessed in accordance
with the CVC/TRCA guidelines

The wetlands in the tableland woodlot are regulated by Conservation Halton. The staking of
these featurcs is outstanding, A feature-hased water balance is required.

Additional grading information is required. It is unclear i the SWM ponds can be constructed
without grading into the NHS and regulated area.

The development area is adjacent to the highly sensitive Sixteen Mile Creek and Valleylands,
extremely significant in terms of its form and function. The scale of development and
magnitude of potential negative impacts warrants a more comprehensive characterization
than has been described in the EIA, FSR and Geomorphic Assessment,

Consideration of species covercd by the Endangered Species Act is insufficient.

hydrogeological assessment is preliminary, amd requires additional field work and integration

with other technical studies before its conclusions can be accepted.

1. The

application has not demonsirated that it is in conformance with ¢o-ordinated review of

Provincial land use documents.

If you require additional information, please contact me at extension 2317,

Y ours truly,

Scan Norman, PMP, MCIP, RPP
Environmental Planner

Copy: M, Rita Juliso & Mr. Phillip Kelly, Town of Crkville Fngineering (vin e=ntnil)
Mr. Adam Huyeke, Halton Region Plaming (via e-mail)
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Hydrogeological Matters

Blackport & Associates
7839 Wellington County Road 45
RR2
Wallenstein, Ontario
NOB 2S0
(519-698-0134)

Memo

To: Charles McConnell, Town of Oakville
From: William Blackport, M.Sc., P.Geo.
Date: July 27,2017

File: 1707

cc: Philip Kelly, Town of Oakville
Paul Barrette, Town of Oakville
Ron Scheckenberger, Amec Foster Wheeler

Re: Peer Review of Hydrogeological Matters Related to
Proposed Development of Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville

Introduction
» The following technical memorandum documents a review of the methodology and
interpretation related to:
 Field data including borehole drilling, logging, monitoring well installation,
groundwater level monitoring
» Physical characterization of the groundwater flow system including groundwater
surface water interactions
» Scope of work:
= Background documentation review
= Meetings with Town, Conservation Halton (CH), and Region June 29, 2017, July 12,
2017, July 25, 2017
< Proponent meeting July 5, 2017.
» The following technical studies have been reviewed.
» Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment — Proposed Redevelopment, Glen Abbey
Golf Club, Oakville, Ontario ( Golder Associate’s Ltd., October 2016)
e Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation — Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment,
Oakville, Ontario ( Golder Associate’s Ltd., October 2016)
e Phase One Environmental Site Assessment — Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville,
Ontario ( Golder Associate’s Ltd., October 2016)
e Phase Two Environmental Site Assessment — Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville,



Ontario ( Golder Associate’s Ltd., October 2016)

Fundamental Issues

» There is limited groundwater characterization and a lack of integration of the
groundwater characterization with the ecological components. As a result the detail
within the water management strategy may not be sufficient to protect the potential
groundwater discharge function.

Other Issues and Concerns

» Transient groundwater level monitoring is limited and longer term seasonal trends are
necessary for a more refined characterization of the horizontal and vertical groundwater
gradients and related groundwater flow pathways, groundwater surface water
interactions, potential dewatering, infrastructure design and water management.

» The incorporation of groundwater discharge observations and any additional
groundwater monitoring to characterize the groundwater surface water interaction is
necessary to refine the overall water management strategy.

» It has been presented that the removal of the more permeable fill or weathered shale will
be necessary in some areas to address geotechnical constraints. This removal should
be assessed in relation to any current preferential groundwater pathways through the fill
and weathered shale which provide functional groundwater discharge.

» Any current water management (eg. Irrigation) for the Glen Abbey golf course must be
incorporated into the current baseline characterization and groundwater level trend
analysis.

» A more comprehensive hydrogeological report would be necessary combining the
hydrogeological characterizations presented in the  Preliminary Hydrogeological
Assessment — Proposed Redevelopment, Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville, Ontario
(Golder Associate’s Ltd., October 2016) and Phase Two Environmental Site
Assessment — Glen Abbey Golf Club, Oakville, Ontario ( Golder Associate’s Ltd.,
October 2016). It is necessary that this report would further characterize the
groundwater flow incorporating the data and interpretation gaps discussed above and
integrate this refined characterization with the ecological characterization and water
management strategy.



Fisheries and Aquatic Ecology Matters — Peer Review

Memo :

To: Charles McConnell, Town of Oakville
From: Cam Portt, C. Portt and Associates
Date:  July 28, 2017

File: CP17-918

cc: Philip Kelly, Town of Oakville
Paul Barrette, Town of Oakville
Ron Scheckenberger, Amec Foster Wheeler

Re: Peer Review of Fisheries and Aquatic Ecology Matters Related to
Proposed Development of Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville

Introduction
C. Portt and Associates was retained to review fisheries and aquatic ecology matters related to
proposed development of Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville.

During the course of the review | reviewed the following documents:
= Environmental Impact Assessment Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment Town of
Oakville, Ontario prepared by Beacon Environmental Limited. October 2016.
e Geomorphic Assessment Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment Town of Oakville,
Ontario prepared by Beacon Environmental Limited. October 2016.
< Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment Proposed Redevelopment, Glen Abbey Golf
Club, Oakville, Ontario. Prepared by Golder Associates, October 2016.
= Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation Proposed Redevelopment, Glen Abbey Golf
Club, Oakville, Ontario. Prepared by Golder Associates, October 2016.
* Proposed Re-Development of the Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville Functional
Servicing and Stormwater Management Report. Prepared by SCS Consulting Group
Ltd., October 2016.
During the course of the review | attended the meetings with Town of Oakville, Conservation
Halton and Region of Halton and other members of the peer review team on June 29, 2017,
July 12, and July 25, 2017. | also attended the Glen Abbey kick off technical review meeting on
July 5, 2017. George Coker, a senior biologist with C. Portt and Associates attended the site
visit on July 19, 2017.

Fundamental Issues

There is no information presented regarding the aquatic habitat or biota associated with the
pond located within the Sixteen Mile Creek floodplain. The Environmental Impact Assessment
(EIA) states that this pond has an inlet and outlet to Sixteen Mile Creek and that it was
discharging to Sixteen Mile Creek during both of the Beacon visits conducted to assess aquatic
resources. The EIA states, in Section 7.1, “The drainage from the northeast portion of the



subject property will be piped down the valley slope toward the existing pond facility and
discharge through the existing pond facility.” Although the EIA states that the locations of the
stormwater facilities are provided on Figure 4, Figure 4 of the EIA does not show the facilities.
The Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report (Figure 2.5) however, shows
that stormwater management Pond A discharges directly to the existing floodplain pond. An
assessment of the existing habitat and biota within the existing pond in the Sixteen Mile Creek
floodplain, the relative contribution that stormwater could make to that existing pond and the
potential impacts of the stormwater to the existing habitat and biota are required in order to
assess the potential impacts of the proposed redevelopment.

Other Issues and Concerns

For existing fish community information for Sixteen Mile Creek, the report relies upon a report
cited as Conservation Halton 2013. This document is not present in the References section
(Section 11) of the EIA; therefore the information cannot be corroborated.

The fish community information in the EIA is very limited. It appears that the first paragraph of
Section 4.1.5 is discussing the results of sampling conducted across the entire Sixteen Mile
Creek watershed. The second paragraph is a single sentence describing the fish community at
a sampling location downstream from the subject property in generalities (“high diversity”, “low
number of total fish”). No list of the fish species present in Sixteen Mile Creek in the vicinity of
the project is provided. The only fish species mentioned are the two species at risk, Redside
Dace (Clinostomus elongatus) and Silver Shiner (Notropis photogenis) that are present in the
Sixteen Mile Creek watershed. It should be noted that the scientific names of these species are
incorrect (they are reversed) in the EIA.

The EIA states “A request for a Species at Risk (SAR) screening for the subject property was
submitted to the MNRF and a response was received on May 20th, 2015 from A. Godfrey (Fish
and Wildlife Technical Specialist, Aurora District).” That letter, provided as Appendix C, has as
its subject line “Sixteen Mile Creek Bank Rehabilitation at Glen Abbey Golf Course”. Thus, it
does not appear that the request for screening applied to the entire subject property. The
adequacy of the SAR inquiry should be assessed by OMNRF.

The report states that the “assessment of aquatic resources and habitat within the subject
property was completed following a modified version of the Rapid Assessment Methodology”.
There is no reference provided for this methodology in the References (Section 11), which
prevents the reviewer from assessing if the methodology was followed.

Table 8 of the EIA states “Fish habitat is restricted to the Sixteen Mile Creek. However, a fish
rescue will be required for any golf course irrigation ponds that are removed.” The report should
explain why, if fish are present in areas other than Sixteen Mile Creek, those areas are not
considered fish habitat.

Section 2.2 of the EIA states “As described in Section 2.1 above, identification and verification
of fish habitat is now self-regulated although enforcement of the related policies and regulations
is still managed by MNRF and regulated by DFO.” It is correct that proponents are required to
conduct a self-assessment of their project to determine if the project cause serious harm to fish
and therefore will required DFO review, but it is not accurate to say that identification and
verification of fish habitat is self-regulated.



Geotechnical Matters — Peer Review
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Environmental Site Assessment — Peer Review
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School Board Comments

Halton District School Board

@ Planning Department

July 24, 2017

Charles McConnell

Planning Services Department
Town of Oakville

PO Box 310

Oakville ON L6J 5A6

Dear Charles:

Subject: ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Ltd.
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision Application
Our File No.: 24T-17003/0
Your File Nos.: OPA 1519.09, 7.1519.09, 24T-17003/1519

Thank you for the opportunity to review the application dated June 22, 2017. Based on the circulated
application, the Halton District School Board believes that an elementary school site is warranted-at this point
in time. This is based on the proposed number of 3222 residential units initially proposed in this plan (141
detached, 299 townhouses and 2782 apartments) and the unknown student yield that this new development
will yield. If this development proceeded today, public elementary students generated from this proposal
would be directed to Abbey Lane PS (1160 Old Abbey Lane) and Pilgrim Wood PS (1551 Pilgrims Way). Public
secondary students would be directed to Abbey Park HS (1455 Glen Abbey Gate) and Thomas A. Blakelock HS
(1160 Rebecca Street).

On November 18, 2016 a Pre-Consultation Technical Review meeting was held at the Town of Oakville
to review the preliminary Glen Abbey Golf Course redevelopment proposal. Included in the proposal
was the Glen Abbey Heritage Landscape and Master Planning Strategy, September 2015 document. In
the document a Concept Master Plan was shared and a Community Hub/New School was shown on the
plan. This was described as “a Community Hub or a new school located on the existing clubhouse site is
envisioned as an important community amenity space”. It has been noted that the draft plan of
subdivision dated November 1, 2016 that was submitted with this application does not show a
Community Hub/New School.

In the Glen Abbey Heritage Landscape and Master Planning Strategy, September 2015, the Glen Abbey
Master Plan is proposed to be a brand new complete community. One of the key components of the
community includes “a pedestrian friendly and transit supportive community”. A proposed mix of
residential , retail and office uses should also include a potential elementary school site in order to
develop a complete community.

in our-letter dated February 10, 2017 in response to the November 1, 2016 draft plan of subdivision, it
was stated that the Halton District School Board supports the need for an elementary school site to be
reserved in the Glen Abbey Master Plan. It was also noted that it is unknown whether this will be a

Mail: J.W. Singleton Education Centre = P.O. Box 5005, Stn. LCD 1, Burlington, Ontario L7R 322
Deliveries: JW Singleton Education Centre e 2050 Guelph Line, Burlington, Ontario L7P SA8
Phone: (905) 335-3663 e 1-877-618-3456 Website: www.hdsb.ca
Email: choil@hdsb.ca



Public or Catholic school site but that the Halton Catholic District School Board also supports this
request for a school site.

On luly 5, 2017 2 Technical Review meeting-was-held at the Town of Oskvilleto-review the submitted
development application (dated June 22, 2017).and to.allow the developer's consulting team to provide
an overview of the submission materials and to respond to any questions or points of clarification. It has
been noted that the draft plan of subdivision submitted with the June 22, 2017 development
application does not show a Community Hub/New School. Block 167 has been identified as a
“Community Amenity” but at 0.50 ha (1.24 ac) the site is too small to accommodate an elementary
school and is designed to be more for retail uses including a village market (Planning Justification
Report, November 2016).

Please note that both the Halton District School Board and the Halton Catholic District School Board
supports the need for an elementary school site to be reserved in the Glen Abbey Master Plan.
Ownership of the elementary school site will be determined at a later time and will be based on the
total accommodation needs in the area. Both school boards support this approach.

For your convenience, below are our standard conditions of development that may be applied to the
development proposal:

1. The owner agrees to place the following notification in all offers of purchase and sale for all
lots/units and in the Town’s subdivision agreement, to be registered on title:

a. Prospective purchasers are advised that schools on sites designated for the Halton District
School Board in the community are not guaranteed. Attendance at schools in the area yet to
be constructed is also not guaranteed. Pupils may be accommodated in temporary facilities
and/or be directed to schools outside of the area.

b. Prospective purchasers are advised that school busses will not enter cul- de- sacs and
pick up points will be generaily iocated on through streets convenient to the Halton
Student Transportation Services. Additional pick up points will not be located within
the subdivision until major construction activity has been completed.

¢. Prospective purchasers of lots/units abutting, fronting and adjacent to the school site
designated for the Halton District School Board are advised that temporary
facilities/portables may be sited on the school site in order to accommodate pupils in
excess of the school building capacity.

2. Thatin cases where offers of purchase and sale have already been executed, the owner sends a
letter to all purchasers which include the above statement.

3. That the Owner agrees in accordance with the Plan of Subdivision, that the Halton District
School Board requires an elementary school site as identified as Block ___ of the draft plan of
subdivision. Prior to final approval, satisfactory arrangements have been made with the Halton
District School Board to transfer title to the subject lands, identified as Block ___ for public
elementary school purposes in a condition acceptable to the Board.

4. That the Owner agrees to submit to the satisfaction.of the Halton District School Board appropriate soil
and environmental investigations, site grading plans, storm water management plans, site servicing
plans (sanitary, water and utilities) and archaeological investigations. In the event of an identified

Mail: J.W. Singleton Education Centre & P.0. Box 5005, 5tn. LCD 1, Burlington, Ontario L7R 322
Deliveries: W Singleton Education Centre ¢ 2050 Guelph Line, Burlington, Ontario L7P 5A8
Phone: (905) 335-3663 ¢ 1-877-618-3456 Website: www.hdsb.ca
Email: choil@hdsb.ca



co

10.

11.

12.

goncern, the Board may commission its own studies at the cost of the landowners. Prior to
registration of the plan, the Owner shall certify that all properties to be conveyed to the Halton District
School Board are free of contamination.

That the Owner agrees to the satisfaction of the Halton District School Board to erect.chain link fence,
in accordance with the Board's standards. The fence shall be located along the school block
boundaries as determined by the Board and shall be erected at such time as the adjacent development
proceeds.

That the Owner agrees to insert a restrictive covenant in every Transfer/Deed of Land of lots adjoining
the sites intended for use or actually used for a school, prohibiting the installation or use for any
purposes of a gate in any boundary line fence on such school property.

That the Owner obtain written permission from the Halton District School Board prior to placing any fill
on the school Block ___.

must be submitted prior to final approval to the Halton District School Board. The phasing plan
will-indicate the sequence of development, the land area, the number of lots and blocks and -
units for each phase.

That the Owner shall supply, erect and maintain signs at all major entrances into the new
development advising prospective purchasers that pupils may be directed to schools outside of
the area. The Owner will make these signs to the specifications of the Halton District School
Board and erect them prior to the issuance of building permits.

That the Owner take responsibility for all required signage on the various blocks which are part
of this plan of subdivision and further, that in the event that the Town installs any signs on the
Owner’s behalf, the Owner agrees to reimburse the Town for the supply, erection, and
relocation of appropriate signs which depict land uses and other information on the subject and
adjacent lands including notices relating to the bussing of children until the school sites are
available and developed, that portables and/or portapaks may be required for student
accommodation and that construction of a school is not guaranteed.

That a copy of the approved sidewalk plan, prepared to the satisfaction of the Town of Oakville
be submitted to the Halton District School Board.

The Owner shall provide Halton District School Board a geo-referenced AutoCAD file of the Draft M-
plan once all Lot and Block numbering has been finalized. Should any changes occur after the initial
submission to Lot and Block configuration or numbering on the draft M-plan the Owner shall provide a
new AutoCAD file and a memo outlining the changes.

In addition the following note should be included in the conditions:

Educational Development Charges are payable in accordance with the applicable Education Development
Charge By-law and are required at the issuance of a building permit. Any building permits which are additional
to the maximum unit yield which is specified by the Subdivision Agreement-are subject to Education
Development Charges prior to the issuance of a building permit, at the rate in effect at the date of issuance.

Mail: ).W. Singleton Education Centre s P.0. Box 5005, Stn. LCD 1, Burlington, Ontario L7R 322
Deliveries: IW Singleton Education Centre ¢ 2050 Guelph Line, Burlington, Ontario L7P 5A8
Phone: (905) 335-3663 * 1-877-618-3456 Website: www.hdsb.ca
Email: choil@hdsb.ca



Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please contact the undersigned,

Sincerely,
o

U:\Development\OAKVILLE\2017\24T-17003 Glen Abbey (ClubLink)\July 2017 comments\24T-17003 ClubLink.doc

Mail: J.W. Singleton Education Centre e P.0. Box 5005, Stn. LCD 1, Burlington, Ontario L7R 322
Deliveries: JW Singleton Education Centre e 2050 Guelph Line, Burlington, Ontario L7P 5A8
Phone: (905) 335-3663 ¢ 1-877-618-3456 Website: www.hdsb.ca
Email: choil@hdsb.ca



Transit Strategy — Peer Review

Memo

To: Charles McConnell and Lin Rogers, Town of Oakville

From: Gene Chartier, Vice-President, Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited
Date: September 8, 2017

File: 170179

cc: Jill Stephen, Senior Manager, Transportation Strategy, Town of Oakville
Re: Peer Review of Transit Strategy for Proposed Redevelopment of

Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville

Introduction

Paradigm Transportation Solutions Limited (Paradigm) has been retained by the Town of Oakville to
complete a technical review of the Transportation Considerations Report (TCR) submitted by BA Group
(consultant) and the draft plan of subdivision for the proposed redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf
Club lands. A memorandum was submitted to the town on July 24, 2017 outlining initial findings.

Subsequently, Paradigm was requested to complete a more detailed review of the transit strategy for
the proposed redevelopment. The following summarizes the comments.

Commentary

The proposed Glen Abbey Golf Club development is not consistent with the transit planning principles
articulated in the Livable Oakville Plan. Section 8.12.2 of the Plan states that:

Development plans shall be designed with specific regard to the safe, convenient and efficient
provision of public transit as well as pedestrian and cycling facilities. In particular, to facilitate
the development of a transit-supportive urban structure, the following measures will be reflected
in all development proposals:

a) densities supportive of transit, which are commensurate with the type and frequency of
transit service planned for the area and/or corridor, particularly near transit stops and
stations;

The Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Transit-Supportive Guidelines provide guidance on creating a
pattern of development within existing communities and new development capable of promoting and
supporting increased transit ridership in existing systems, such as Oakville Transit. The guidelines



recommend an urban structure based on transit nodes and corridors to best achieve transit-supportive
development:

Identify higher-density, mixed-use nodes (Guideline 1.1.2) and corridors (Guideline 1.1.3) within
each settlement area. Tie these areas into existing and planned transit investments and vary
their size and intensity according to the level of planned transit service. (Section 1.1.1 (13))

Unlike the planned Growth Areas within the town (including Midtown Oakville, Uptown Core, Palermo
West and Palermo Village), the Glen Abbey Golf Club lands are not located at a planned transit node or
along one of the town’s Busway Corridors — Trafalgar Road and Dundas Street — which are envisioned to
enjoy higher frequency transit service. As such, the level and quality of transit service needed to
facilitate transit-supportive development is unlikely to occur without diverting resources from existing
and already planned services, or inducing additional cost for the town.

With the Glen Abbey Golf Club not being located in or near an existing or planned transit node or
corridor, the “Glen Abbey Golf Club Proposed Redevelopment Transportation Considerations Report”
(October 2016) prepared by BA Group (the Transportation Considerations Report) recommends a new
primary transit route to serve the lands. The proposed route connects the Oakville GO Station to the
Uptown Core (at the Oak Walk Drive/Taunton Road intersection) via Cross Avenue, Spears Road, Kerr
Street, Dorval Drive, Upper Middle Road, Sixth Line and Dundas Street. The service is proposed to
operate at 12-minute headways during both the morning and afternoon peak hours, and serve existing
stops located on roads outside the development lands and new stops along Street “A”, a major collector
road, within the Glen Abbey Golf Club area.

The proposed transit strategy does not consider the orientation and design of the town’s current transit
system and how this new route would integrate with, duplicate and/or impact other existing and
planned services. Decisions concerning transit service delivery like this lie solely within the town’s
purview as the system operator. Regardless, its unlikely that any transit strategy would result in the level
and quality of service needed to facilitate transit-supportive development, since:

» The route would be somewhat circuitous and lengthy given the relative location of the subject
lands and the already planned transit nodes within the town. Orientations of this nature are not
consistent with the alignments of the Bus Corridors designated in the Livable Oakville Plan.
These corridors provide direct, linear connections along major arterial roads between identified
transit nodes, thereby reducing travel times and minimizing both capital and operating costs of
service delivery. It is also possible that the route would traverse existing residential
communities, where this transit service frequency is atypical and could be a concern to local
residents;

» It would be difficult to provide sufficiently frequent service needed to foster higher ridership.
The proposed Glen Abbey Golf Club development would consist of 3,222 units, which equates to
an average density of approximately 53 units per hectare. According to Section 1.1.7 of the MTO
Transit-Supportive Guidelines, the proposed density exceeds the minimum 45 units per hectare
suggested for “very frequent bus service”, which is defined as 1 bus every 5 minutes (5-minute
headway) with potential for bus rapid transit or light rail transit. Further, the Growth Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2017) defines “frequent transit” as service that runs at least



every 15 minutes in both directions throughout the day and into the evening every day of the
week. The potential ridership is highly unlikely to warrant service levels this high ; and

» The route would primarily serve to connect the Glen Abbey Golf Club lands to existing transit
nodes, more like a feeder service than a typical transit corridor. The service is unlikely to
generate much additional transit ridership or foster transit-supportive development outside the
development area, in part because the route would be within the catchment area of existing
services operating in somewhat built-up locations. It would also duplicate the linear service
connecting Mid-Town Oakville to the Uptown Core via the Busway Corridor designated on
Trafalgar Road.

Overall, the proposed development is unlikely to foster a transit mode share beyond existing trends, at
least not to the level contemplated in the Livable Oakville Plan and overarching Provincial and Regional
planning policies for transit-supportive development. To achieve a mode share of this magnitude would
require further intervention and investment by the town to provide more frequent transit service
between the Glen Abbey Golf Club lands and already identified nodes, which is not likely justified or
consistent with the town’s transit planning principles.



Appendix | — Proposed Official Plan Amendment
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Appendix J — Proposed Zoning By-law Amendment

SMF






Dundas Street


































P
Crre
_ -V

Ll

oM D T
I
‘i
00
EEET

OL N Y

“aE0 NOLA
SANTT

| LNIWONT
~ ONINOZ|
T ez |
| V.

Wi —ad P W oo

“AH
dd

oL
128

|
DhNGE (3304004 - G JENDId |

avou 3100IN B3ddn

o g v — ﬂﬂﬂﬂ.&ﬂlﬂﬂ..




