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Halton Region Transportation Impact Study Peer Review Comments 

CIMA+ Original Recommendation Revised Comment 

Discrepancies between Report Lane 
Configuration Diagrams and Synchro 
Reports/Existing Road Network 
 
Recommendation 

Ensure intersection lane configurations reflect 
the conditions appropriately and are consistent 
between the report’s figures, tables, and 
Synchro models. 
 

Addressed 
This comment has been addressed in Figure 3.1 for 
existing conditions. Lane configuration within the 
figure appears to be consistent to existing lane 
configuration using Google Streetview.  

Traffic Volume Figures  
 
Recommendation 

Review of the existing TMC’s provided by the 
Town of Oakville for consistency with the 
existing volumes in Figure 3.2. Review of all 
volumes figures/Synchro results for future 
background and future total to ensure 
consistency between traffic volume figures and 
Synchro results. 

Partially Addressed 
The existing traffic volumes provided in Figure 3.2 
were compared to the original TMC’s provided by 
the Town of Oakville in Appendix A. The volume 
figures illustrated in Figure 3.2 does not match the 
existing turning movement count volumes indicated 
in Appendix A. 
 
Comments on Page 6 indicate that some traffic 
volumes have been modified and increased to the 
higher number of vehicle movements to ensure 
continuity of traffic flow due to TMC’s being 
conducted on different days. The suggested 
volume balancing was completed for existing 
conditions. 

Lost Time Adjustment  
 
Recommendation 

Revise the lost time adjust of -3 seconds for left-
turn movements or provide further justification 
as to how the -3 seconds was selected for 
analyses purposes. 

Partially Addressed 
The report indicates aggressive behavior observed 
during site visits (Page 13), however no indication 
of how these observations were measured and how 
the -3 seconds was calculated (i.e. based on the 
site visit results or additional reference to other 
guidelines). 

William Halton Parkway Access 
 
Recommendation 

Revise the TIS trip assignment in accordance 
with a right-in/right-out access configuration on 
the William Halton Parkway extension. 

Addressed 
The report has been updated to include a right-
in/right-out access configuration on the William 
Halton Parkway extension which is labelled as the  
‘North Site Driveway’.  

Background Developments  
 
Recommendation 

Update the TIS to include the Bronte Green 
development in the future background 
scenarios. 

Addressed 
Bronte Green has been added to Section 4.4 Traffic 
Increases Related to Other Developments list and 
future background scenarios.  

Proposed Development Trip Generation 
 
Recommendation 

Addressed 
Trip generation rates have been revised to match 
the corresponding rates in the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 10th edition for the given land use codes, 



CIMA+ Original Recommendation Revised Comment 

Revise the trip generation rates for consistency 
with the latest ITE Trip Generation Manual, 10th 
edition. 

as indicated in Section 5 of the report. 

Trip Distribution Percentages/Assignment 
 
Recommendation 

Update the TIS report to include a figure 
illustrating the location of the TTS data zones 
relative to the Oakville Green Development. In 
addition, provide a figure or table to clarify trip 
distribution assumptions as to how the 
directional distribution values provided in Table 
5.8 are applied to site volumes throughout the 
network. 

Addressed 
A figure highlighting the TTS data zones has been 
provided in Appendix F. Figure 5.1 is provided to 
indicate the distribution percentage breakdown of 
turning movements based on Table 5.8 in the TIS 
report.  

Modal Split 
 
Recommendation 

Clarify the reasoning for the modal split 
percentage differences between the Terms of 
Reference (TOR) and the report. Justify the 
ridership numbers, transit access assumptions 
and modal splits for 2026 and 2031. 

Partially Addressed  
The modal split percentages appear identical to the 
previous TIS report submitted. A reference has 
been made in Section 5 indicating that the modal 
split rates are consistent to the Halton Region 
Transportation Master Plan, however there is no 
mention for the varying percentages compared to 
the TOR. A more detailed breakdown of transit 
ridership and transit access assumptions has been 
provided in Section 5 of the report.  

2031 Site Generated Traffic Volumes 
 
Recommendation 

Revise the site generated traffic figures 
presented in Section 5.5 to ensure accurate link 
volume balancing throughout the network and 
turning movement arrow illustrations. 

Partially Addressed 
It appears that turning movement arrows have been 
provided for some but not all the Site  
Distribution Figures presented in Figure 5.4, 
specifically for the Hospital Entrance 
intersection/Westerly Site Driveway northbound 
right-turning movement. There are still 
inconsistencies with turning movements throughout 
the network such as the intersection of William 
Halton Parkway & Hospital Gate. 



CIMA+ Original Recommendation Revised Comment 

Future Road Development  
 
Recommendation 

Revise the report to remove or justify the 
extension of William Halton Parkway from 
Bronte Road to Tremaine Road. Provide further 
clarification and revisions if the eastward 
extension of William Halton Parkway from Third 
Line to Neyagawa Boulevard was considered 
under 2021 future conditions. 

Partially Addressed 
The report references the extension of William 
Halton Parkway westerly from Bronte Road to 
Tremaine Road under 2021 conditions as part of 
the ‘Lazy Pat Lands Study’ in Section 4.2. No 
mention is made to how this relates to Regional 
policy or planned improvements to the network. 
Traffic volume related to the ‘Lazy Pat Farm 
Property’ provided in Appendix D.5A and D.5B 
indicate traffic being allocated to the proposed 
westerly extension[1].  
 
Section 4.2 indicates that the eastward extension of 
William Halton Parkway from Third Line to 
Neyagawa Boulevard was not considered under 
2021 future conditions as the implementation date 
is scheduled for 2022. Section 4.4 indicates that 
traffic volume under the 2021 future scenarios have 
been redistributed throughout the network and 
some movements will be operating poorly (which 
are mitigated in later horizon years).  

Discrepancies between HCM Report 
Summary Tables and Synchro Outputs 
 
Recommendation 

Revise all intersection operations summary 
tables to include LOS, delays and v/c ratios for 
all intersection critical turning movements and 
overall intersection operational results. Review 
Synchro results provided in the Appendices to 
ensure all intersection operations are consistent 
within the report. 

Partially Addressed 
The report has updated the intersection operations 
summary tables to include LOS, delays and v/c 
ratios for all intersection critical turning movements 
and overall intersection operational results.  
 
However, there are still inconsistencies between 
the synchro results within the report and the 
synchro results in the appendices (Section 4.6, 
Bronte Road & William Halton Parkway, 
Westbound Right-turning movement).  

Queuing Review 
 
Recommendation 

Update the report to include a SimTraffic 
analysis of select intersections to identify 
potential queue interactions between 
intersections. Intersections to be reviewed using 
SimTraffic should include each of the site 
accesses, and any signalized intersections near 
major intersections (for example, Third Line & 
Hospital Gate could potentially be affected by 
northbound queues at Third Line & William 
Halton Parkway). 
 

Partially Addressed 
SimTraffic queuing analysis was conducted under 
2031 Future Total conditions and summarized in 
Table 6.9.  
 
However, the SimTraffic results and summary 
presented do not indicate the extent of the queues 
in terms of potential spillover to downstream 
intersections. For example, the southbound 95th 
percentile queue reported at the intersection of 
Third Line & Hospital Entrance/Westerly Site 
Access is expected to extend beyond the upstream 
intersection of Third Line & Dundas Street (285 
metre 95th percentile queue, while there is only a 
distance of 215 m between intersections) according 
to SimTraffic outputs provided in Appendix G. 

                                                           
[1] A previous review in 2014 of the Lazy Pat Lands study was conducted by CIMA+ and the volumes presented in 
Appendix D.5A, B could not be verified in comparison to volumes presented within the report. In addition, it is 
unknown what the development status is for the lands highlighted within the report. 
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Engineering & Construction – Transportation Comments 

Section B: Zoning Amendment Comments 

• Sustainable Transportation  
1. Staff has no comments at this time. [Circ. 2] 

 
• Oakville Transit 

 
1. Staff acknowledges up to 10 additional buses would be required by 2031 (up to four for 

Route 3 and up to six for Route 5/5A) based on the assumptions. While the bus 
requirement is consistent in the Executive Summary, Section 7 Transit Impact Analysis 
and Section 9.2 Recommendations, staff would like to make a note that in Section 9.1, it 
says "up to an additional of four transit buses may be required". This number should be 
up to an additional of 10, as noted in the rest of the report. The capital cost for 
additional buses and operating cost for additional service identified herein would 
require council approval. [Circ. 2] 
 

2. Clarification required – The TIS provided a transit demand forecast for the Oakville 
Green development (Phase 1) in 2021, 2026 and 2031. The result is based on the 
assumption that all four buildings are occupied by 2021, with the transit mode split (GO 
and Oakville Transit altogether) of 10% for 2021, 15% for 2026 and 20% in 2031. The 
2026 and 2031 transit mode splits are in line with the Region’s Transportation Master 
Plan. [Circ. 1 - comment addressed] 

 
The assumption does not include future growth of new developments in the lands 
adjacent to Phase 1. The numbers and projections are for Phase 1 only. 

 
The language in different sections of the TIS is inconsistent. TIS Section 7 states that 
the initial transit vehicle requirement for Phase 1 in 2021 may be up to an additional of 
four buses (two per route for the existing Route 3 and 5/5A). The 2026 requirement 
may be up to an additional of six buses (three per route). The 2031 requirement may be 
up to eight buses (four per route). [Circ. 1 - comment addressed] 

 
In the Executive Summary at the beginning of the report, it states that “up to an 
additional four transit buses may be required to accommodate the projected transit 
volumes, with up to four buses being added to Oakville Transit routes 3 and 5/5A 
each.” In Section 9, Conclusions and Recommendations, it states that “up to an 
additional four transit buses may be required to accommodate the projected transit 
volumes, with one or two buses being added to routes 3 and 5/5A respectively.” [Circ. 1 
- comment addressed] 

 
I believe it should read up to an additional eight transit buses may be required to 
accommodate the demand by 2031 for Phase 1 – four buses for each of route 3 
and 5/5A, dependent of actual transit ridership.  Would the consultant please 
confirm. [Circ. 1 - comment addressed] 



 
I would also note that this assumption is also based on current traffic volume and travel 
time, which means additional buses may be required just to maintain headways in the 
future due to additional travel time as a result of congestion. In the future, local transit 
connections may be available to Bronte/407 GO carpool as well as the future Palermo 
Terminal, located at Dundas Street and Bronte Road. Future routes will potentially 
shift the demand to/from existing routes. [Circ. 1 - for information] 

 
The capital cost for additional buses and operating cost for additional service identified 
herein would require council approval through the annual budget process, therefore 
notwithstanding the identified requirement for additional buses and service, we are 
unable to confirm that these resources would be available. [Circ. 1 - for information] 

 
Would the consultant be able to identify the traffic impact to the roads if the 
projected mode splits are not achieved, or the additional transit service is not 
available? [Circ. 1 - comment addressed] 

 
3. Advisory comment – New transit infrastructures (bus stops and amenities) would be 

required along Third Line and along Halton William Parkway adjacent to the site to 
accommodate future transit service. Transit infrastructures around the site should be 
identified on the area design layout plan, site plans and pedestrian circulation plans. 
These locations should be protected from utilities, landscaping and tree plantings. [Circ. 
1 - comment addressed] 

 
4. Advisory comment – Oakville Transit provides door-to-door paratransit service called 

care-A-van for persons with disabilities. Service is provided by low-floor, fully 
accessible 26ft buses supplemented in partnership with local taxi providers. care-A-van 
vehicles will require to access private roadways within the site. Drivers will leave the 
vehicle and escort the customer to the first accessible public entrance. The paratransit 
vehicle will occupy part of the drive aisle or loading area for the duration of loading 
and securing mobility devices. When designing the site plan for each building, please 
identify the care-A-van pick up and drop off area and ensure care-A-van buses can 
access the site by submitting an AutoTurn analysis. The preference for such is that the 
26ft care-A-van buses should be able to maneuver through the loading area in a single 
forward movement. In addition, a designated care-A-van loading area should be 
considered for the senior living building and the medical office building. [Circ. 1 - 
Noted. To be addressed in site plan] 

 
Section B: Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) Comments 

                    

1. North Access / William Halton Parkway –Traffic and queue analysis 
results of the proposed intersection are not included in the TIS. 
Applicant should update the TIS with the result of the intersection for 
all future scenarios and resubmit for review and comments by 
transportation strategy. [Circ. 1 comment addressed] 



 
2. Third Line / William Halton Parkway – Queue analysis results for the 

future scenarios are not included in the report, traffic consultant should 
complete the analysis of the intersection and update tables of the TIS 
report for review and comments by transportation strategy. [Circ. 1 
comment addressed] 

 
3. Parking assessment Table 8.1- The leasable area of the table should 

be updated for the correct calculations of number of parking spaces 
required. The parking spaces requirement doesn’t match up with the 
parking rates for various proposed land uses at site. [Circ. 1 comment 
partially addressed] 

 
4. Sensitivity Analysis - As per the Halton Regional access management 

guidelines, the location of proposed northerly access is close to the 
Third line access to operate as a full move intersection.  

 
Traffic consultant should complete a sensitivity analysis to determine 
the benefits of providing a full or a partial move access control to justify 
the location and type of control at William Halton Parkway (WHP).  
Note that WHP being a Regional roadway final approval of the location 
and type of access control is subject to approval of the Region 
transportation. [Circ. 1 comment addressed] 
 

5. For the internal road connections and building frontages, a right-of-way 
of 23 metres is proposed on site plans. The applicant should follow the 
“North Oakville Urban Design and Open Space Guidelines” to suggest 
suitable ROW section for the internal roadways connections. [Circ. 
1comment] 
 
Applicant proposes to reserve the right-of-way of 23 metres for internal 
roadways as part of zoning application process, and the ultimate 
roadway cross-section to be finalized at the site plan stage of 
development approval process. [Circ. 2 comment agreed] 
 

6. Queuing Analysis: Reference section 6.2.1, It is noted that the 
available storage lengths reported at the following intersections in the 
second submission of the TIS are different from the previous report: 
 
Dundas St & Hospital Gate 

Movement - SBL 

November TIS Report 
(available storage length - 

91 m) 

March TIS Report 
(available Storage length – 

460 m) 

Neyagawa & Dundas St W 
Movement - SBT 

November TIS Report 
(available storage length - 

222 m) 

March TIS Report 
(available Storage length – 

1220 m) 

Third line & Dundas St W 
Movement  - NBT 

November TIS Report 
(available storage length - 

127 m) 

March TIS Report 
(available Storage length – 

1985 m) 
Third line & Upper Middle Rd November TIS Report March TIS Report 



Movement  - SBT (available storage length - 
310 m) 

(available Storage length – 
1985 m) 

 
7. Reference Table 6.8, at Third Line and Dundas Street West, for the 

NBL and NBR movement, reported queue lengths for 50th and 90th 
percentile exceed available storage lengths.  
 
Traffic consultant should recommend suitable mitigation measures for 
extended queue lengths beyond storage available lengths, and update 
the storage length table accordingly.  
 
The applicant should address transportation strategy comments and 
resubmitted the updated TIS report for review and comments by 
transportation strategy. 
 

8. Parking Assessment 
In response to the concerns raised regarding parking supply for the 
development, a Parking Justification Report is necessary to justify the 
minimum number of parking spaces required.  It is recommended to 
include a Parking Justification Report, to the satisfaction to the town, in 
a holding zone of the zoning by law. 

 
These comments are in addition to Peer review comments and based on the 
information provided to date. 

Urban Design 

Urban Design Brief 

Please note that the Urban Design Brief will be part of the approved documentation and therefore 
should be revised along with all the submitted plans and other studies to address the following 
comments: 

1. Parking 

The proposed form of parking is not clear. It is stated throughout the document that the majority of 
parking is to be provided within the underground parking structures with total of 3,014 parking spaces 
between the 3 levels of underground. However, the language regarding above-grade facilities which was 
of a concern within the previous submission is still indicated in the Design Principles:  

2.2.6.2: “Proposed above-ground parking facilities shall be screened to conceal parking structures”;  

2.2.6.3: “Above-ground facilities that are not wrapped by uses at grade shall be screened with an 
architectural veneer….” 

Above-ground parking facilities which are not wrapped by different uses are not acceptable from an 
urban design point of view. If a design of any above-ground parking structures is contemplated, there 
must be a clear direction in regard to other uses wrapping such a structure and concealing it 
appropriately from public views. The desirable density cannot be achieved by compromising the ability 



of achieving a good urban design environment. Development of multiple storey parking podiums 
adjacent to public streets might create a very negative impact on the streetscape. Active, vibrant uses 
must be achieved in order to create a pedestrian-friendly environment.  

If above-grade parking structures remain part of this development, they should be completely wrapped 
with other uses on all floors on facades which are facing public streets.   

The final Urban Design Brief should be revised to provide clear direction. 

March 5, 2019: Comment addressed. The applicant removed the references related to the above-ground 
parking structures from the UD Brief.  

2. Built Form 
 
There is a strong concern about the future treatment of the 15-storey office buildings. These buildings 
should be designed to avoid creation of large slabs. The language provided should be more elaborate 
and strengthen to provide enough direction on designing office buildings which will demonstrate a high-
quality architectural design that reflects their context and function. More directions should be provided 
to ensure an interesting building fabric and a diverse image.  
Following are also few comments/guidelines in regard to the Built Form which are of a concern and 
should be revised: 
 

• Page 72: “Windows will be promoted along all sides of building podiums where feasible to open the building facades 
to public realm”.  

 
The above language does not fully support the objective of the North Oakville Urban Design and Open 
Space Guidelines (NOUDOSG) Section 3.3.1.1 g. Eliminate the words “where feasible” and design the 
uses which benefit from window openings along facades facing and/or visible public realm.  
Also, revise the references to “podiums” – all building facades facing streets should feature openings. 
The same applies for page 75, Building facades a) – as per the NOUDOSG, the articulation must be 
provided for building facades, not just podiums.  
 

• Page 108, 2.2.3.2: Eliminate “at strategic locations”.  
 
Façades facing public streets shall be articulated along the whole length of the façade. 
 

• Page 109, 2.2.4.2: “Buildings shall use a colour palette that follows an earth tone at the podium level”.  
 
The above guideline could create built form which is likely conservative in expression at the podium 
level and following the next guidelines 2.2.4.3 providing a transition to a very varied built form above 
that level. It is suggested to eliminate any specific colour palette suggestion at this time to provide 
enough opportunity for the future architect’s expression. 
 
March 5, 2019: Comment mostly addressed. There is still not enough direction on designing large office 
buildings which will demonstrate a high-quality architectural design. As there is no design proposed at 
this time, there is a concern that without a clear direction, the future development might appear 
monolithic and out of context. More advice to ensure an interesting and varied built form would be 
desirable. Please note that through the Site Plan process, a high-quality architectural design that reflects 
the Oakville context and that creates an interesting building fabric and a diverse image will be required.  



 
3. Site Layout 
 

• Page 113, 2.2.6.13:  Eliminate “wherever possible”. Access to servicing and loading areas shall be always provided 
from a rear lane or side street.  
  

• Page 104, 2.2.1.3:  Replace “or” with “and”. 
 

• Page 104, 2.22.1.4: Delete “public or private”. 
 

• Page 94, 2.1.2.7: This direction is not clear. The maximum block length suggested in North Oakville is 250m 
(NOUDOSG 3.2.2. c). 500m is not considered promoting walkability. Revise or delete this section. 

 
March 5, 2019: Comment addressed. 
 
Zoning By-law 

There is a strong concern with the proposed section 7.18.7 Additional Zone regulations. Both separation 
distance between towers as well as the floorplate dimension should be revised to better address the 
context of Oakville. As proposed, the separation distance is less than a half of what is supported by 
Oakville’s urban design directions (12 m as opposed to 30 m). Also, the proposed floorplate would 
create extremely large slab buildings. For comparison, the industry standard for residential towers of 
this height in GTA is between 750 – 900 square meters and even the larger office buildings recently 
designed are of a smaller floorplate than proposed. These are major concerns which should be revisited 
and addressed prior to next circulation. 

March 5, 2019: This issue has been discussed at the latest technical review meeting on February 13th, 
2019 and it was stated by the architect that the proposed floorplate is not exceeding 2,500 square 
metres. The Zoning should reflect this number as a maximum.  

In regard to the tower separation, 12 m is proposed only for specific points from which the towers flare 
out and soon reach much larger separation distance. The Zoning should reflect such situation and also 
permit a min. of 25 m separation for all other instances. 

Peer Review 

The submission does not feature any proposed architectural design.  As this development progresses 
toward the Site Plan stage, the Town of Oakville might require a peer review process to be in place for 
the review of the architectural design. In such case, the applicant will be responsible for the costs 
associated with such a peer review.  

March 5, 2019: Comment acknowledged, remains applicable. No further action is required. 

Shadow Study 

The submitted Shadow Study has not been prepared according to the Town’s Terms of Reference. The 
Shadow Study indicates that there will not be any negative impacts from the proposed development on 
the adjacent lands. As no detailed design is being proposed at this time, it is only conceptual in nature. 
Detailed Shadow Study as per the Town’s Terms of Reference will be required at the Site Plan stage.  

March 5, 2019: Comment acknowledged, remains applicable. No further action is required. 



Finance  

Development Charge (DC) requirements shall be determined in accordance with the rates in effect at 
building permit issuance.  Cash in lieu of parkland requirements will be determined in accordance with 
the Planning Act and Town By-law.   

The town’s DC Study, which supports current DC rates sets out an employment and gross floor area 
forecast (2017 to 2031) based on the Region of Halton’s best planning estimates.  Square foot per 
employee assumptions determined by these studies are: 

 

Employment Category Gross Floor area in Square Feet 

Industrial 1,200 

Commercial 400 

Institutional 413 

 

The subject proposal reflects denser space requirement rates, particularly for office, retail and research 
facilities. Utilizing the DC study employment forecast rates results in a yield of 1,527 employees versus 
2,636 employees reflected in the proposal. Sampled density requirement assumptions should be 
reviewed further to rationalize differences in employment uses generated and potential impacts.   

The proposal presents all internal services e.g. roads, green space etc. as the responsibility of the owner 
and therefore the conclusion presented is they do present a financial impact on the town.  The proposed 
land exchange to accommodate the relocation of the SWMP and road alignment is also not expected to 
financially impact the town. However, supporting documents suggest significant reliance on transit.  
How this will ultimately be addressed in the town’s capital forecast and future operating budgets will be 
subject to Council approval. Therefore, it is recommended that the applicant undertake a scoped 
financial impact analysis, to address transit capital and operating needs as well as employment density 
concerns which would identify the financial impact on the town together with mitigation measures. 
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