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From: Steve Grace <SteveG@haltonhills.ca>
Sent: March-21-18 3:24 PM
To: Farrell, Aaron; Scheckenberger, Ron
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero; Steve Burke; Steve Grace
Subject: FW: Vision Georgetown CH Comments
Attachments: 18-03-16_CH_Comment Table_VG SWS Final (TB SG Comments_CH_Post Mar 5 Meeting).docx

Aaron and Ron 
Please review the revise comment matrix with comments from CH as result of our March 5 meeting. Please advise if 
there any surprises. 
Steve Grace C.E.T.  
Program Manager, Water Resources 
Town of Halton Hills  
905-873-2601 ext.2315

From: Matt Howatt [mailto:mhowatt@hrca.on.ca]  
Sent: March-16-18 1:34 PM 
To: Steve Grace 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero; Steve Burke 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Hi Steve, 
A revised matrix, based on our March 5 meeting discussion and follow up input from CH staff, is attached. 
The new breakdown is: 

 23 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution,
 4 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM

Plan work, 
 99 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies i.e. FSR or EIS,
 29 of the comments noted as SWS Document is Final.

A lot of comments have been shifted to blue “future studies e.g. EIR/FSS” now that we have a clearer understanding of 
the scope of AMEC’s work. These comments are blue because they were always planned to be addressed at detailed 
design or they were not addressed in SWS as per the Terms of Reference. I’ve tried to make the reasons clear where a 
comment is being carried forward as a blue.  
If there are any concerns or questions, please let me know. 
Thanks, 
Matt 
Matt Howatt 
Environmental Planner 

Conservation Halton
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 ext. 2311 | Fax 905.336.6684 | mhowatt@hrca.on.ca 
conservationhalton.ca
Thank you for thinking about the environment before printing this e-mail. If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute 
its contents or use them in any way. Please advise the sender immediately and delete this e-mail.

From: Matt Howatt  
Sent: March‐16‐18 9:44 AM 
To: 'Steve Grace' <SteveG@haltonhills.ca> 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero <TaraB@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Burke <SteveBu@haltonhills.ca> 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Good morning Steve, 
Yes, I’ve been updating the comment matrix and will have the latest revised version to you today. There are a few 
comments that I need to iron out with technical staff. 
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I’m trying to ensure the latest version reflects the discussion/consensus from our March 5 meeting and comments 
where we’re asking for additional information/study at the developer‐led EIR/FSS stage are justified.  
Matt 
Matt Howatt 
Environmental Planner  
 
Conservation Halton 
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 ext. 2311 | Fax 905.336.6684 | mhowatt@hrca.on.ca  
conservationhalton.ca 
Thank you for thinking about the environment before printing this e-mail. If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute 
its contents or use them in any way. Please advise the sender immediately and delete this e-mail. 
From: Steve Grace [mailto:SteveG@haltonhills.ca]  
Sent: March‐16‐18 8:14 AM 
To: Matt Howatt <mhowatt@hrca.on.ca> 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero <TaraB@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Burke <SteveBu@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Grace 
<SteveG@haltonhills.ca> 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Importance: High 
Good morning Mat 
Have you had time to complete the update to the comment matrix? I would like to share the CH comments in the 
revised matrix with the team. 
Steve Grace C.E.T.  
Program Manager, Water Resources 
Town of Halton Hills  
905-873-2601 ext.2315  
From: Matt Howatt [mailto:mhowatt@hrca.on.ca]  
Sent: March-09-18 9:10 AM 
To: Steve Grace 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Hi Steve, 
I’ll call at 2pm today, if that’s not too late. 
Hi Tara, 
Thanks for your reply on the draft secondary plan policy question. We’ll stay tuned. 
Thanks, 
Matt 
Matt Howatt 
Environmental Planner  

Conservation Halton 
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 ext. 2311 | Fax 905.336.6684 | mhowatt@hrca.on.ca  
conservationhalton.ca 
Thank you for thinking about the environment before printing this e-mail. If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute 
its contents or use them in any way. Please advise the sender immediately and delete this e-mail. 
From: Steve Grace [mailto:SteveG@haltonhills.ca]  
Sent: March‐09‐18 9:07 AM 
To: Matt Howatt <mhowatt@hrca.on.ca> 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero <TaraB@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Grace <SteveG@haltonhills.ca> 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Hi Matt 
Can we talk later today, if we can I am available from 11:00 until 2:30. Let me know when we can connect. 
Thanks 
Steve Grace C.E.T.  
Program Manager, Water Resources 
Town of Halton Hills  
905-873-2601 ext.2315  
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From: Matt Howatt [mailto:mhowatt@hrca.on.ca]  
Sent: March-07-18 4:55 PM 
To: Steve Grace 
Cc: Tara Buonpensiero 
Subject: Re: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Hi Steve, 
Thanks for your email. Please keep me up to date on the scheduling of your conference call, if you'd like 
me/CH to sit in. 
I know we also wanted to circle back on the details of some of the deferred to developer‐led EIR/FSRs 
comments. I'm available tomorrow afternoon, Friday afternoon and several times next week and will try to 
make myself available when it fits your schedule.  
Hi Tara, 
Will CH have a chance to see a draft of the Secondary Policies before the April 11 TAC meeting?  
Thanks, 
Matt 

From: Steve Grace <SteveG@haltonhills.ca> 
Sent: March 7, 2018 7:38:37 AM 
To: Matt Howatt 
Cc: Steve Grace; Tara Buonpensiero 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments  
Hi Matt 
As discussed at our meeting on Monday, below are the VG Key dates. 
We need to have a Secondary Plan prepared in advance of the April 11 TAC and SC.  
I am working on setting up a CC with AMEC, Town, Meridian and Palmer to discuss timing of everyone’s work and how 
we are going to meet this schedule.  
April 11 – TAC and SC (afternoon and evening) 
April 17 – Final Public Open House (evening) 
May 7 – Statutory Public Meeting at Council (evening) 
June 26 – Recommendation Report to Committee (@3pm) 
July 9 – Council Adoption of Secondary Plan (evening) 
Steve Grace C.E.T.  
Program Manager, Water Resources 
Town of Halton Hills  
905-873-2601 ext.2315  

From: Matt Howatt [mailto:mhowatt@hrca.on.ca]  
Sent: March-06-18 11:30 AM 
To: Steve Grace; Scheckenberger, Ron; Farrell, Aaron; 'dirk@pecg.ca'; Amy Mayes; Janette Brenner 
Cc: Chris Mills; John Linhardt; Steve Burke; Tara Buonpensiero; Jonathan Pounder 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Good morning, 
Thank you for the productive meeting yesterday afternoon.  
We are in the process of updating our categorized comment table based on our discussion and I will follow up with 
Steve Grace on specific items shortly (e.g. riparian wetland form and function in Tributary A reaches, SWM pond 
locations relative to terrestrial features and CH comments deferred to developer‐led future studies).  
In the meantime, please contact me with any questions.  
Regards, 
Matt 
Matt Howatt 
Environmental Planner  

Conservation Halton 
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 ext. 2311 | Fax 905.336.6684 | mhowatt@hrca.on.ca
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conservationhalton.ca 
Thank you for thinking about the environment before printing this e-mail. If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute 
its contents or use them in any way. Please advise the sender immediately and delete this e-mail. 

From: Matt Howatt  
Sent: March‐02‐18 2:52 PM 
To: 'Steve Grace' <SteveG@haltonhills.ca>; Scheckenberger, Ron <Ron.Scheckenberger@amecfw.com>; Farrell, Aaron 
<Aaron.Farrell@amecfw.com>; 'dirk@pecg.ca' <dirk@pecg.ca>; Amy Mayes <amayes@hrca.on.ca>; Janette Brenner 
<jbrenner@hrca.on.ca> 
Cc: Chris Mills <ChrisM@haltonhills.ca>; John Linhardt <JohnL@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Burke <SteveBu@haltonhills.ca>; 
Tara Buonpensiero <TaraB@haltonhills.ca>; Jonathan Pounder <jpounder@hrca.on.ca> 
Subject: RE: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Good afternoon, 
In preparation for our meeting on Monday afternoon at the Town, CH staff have reviewed the categorized comments to 
confirm our agreement and provide some additional notes for our discussion on the Southwest Solution and 
Stormwater Management Plan categories. Please see this latest version of the table with an additional column attached.
As a result of our additional notes, the updated numbers for the comment categories are as follows and subject to 
further discussion at our meeting: 

 47 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution, 

 23 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM Plan 
work,  

 64 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies i.e. FSR or EIS, 

 20 of the comments require further discussion (i.e. LiDAR) or noted as SWS Document is Final. 
We look forward to a productive meeting to move forward with consensus on the scope of the Town addendum studies.
If there are any questions in the meantime, please contact me. 
Regards, 
Matt 
Matt Howatt 
Environmental Planner  

Conservation Halton 
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 ext. 2311 | Fax 905.336.6684 | mhowatt@hrca.on.ca  
conservationhalton.ca 
Thank you for thinking about the environment before printing this e-mail. If you are not an intended recipient, you must not disclose, copy, or distribute 
its contents or use them in any way. Please advise the sender immediately and delete this e-mail. 

From: Steve Grace [mailto:SteveG@haltonhills.ca]  
Sent: February‐20‐18 11:22 AM 
To: Scheckenberger, Ron <Ron.Scheckenberger@amecfw.com>; Farrell, Aaron <Aaron.Farrell@amecfw.com>; Matt 
Howatt <mhowatt@hrca.on.ca>; 'dirk@pecg.ca' <dirk@pecg.ca> 
Cc: Chris Mills <ChrisM@haltonhills.ca>; John Linhardt <JohnL@haltonhills.ca>; Steve Burke <SteveBu@haltonhills.ca>; 
Steve Grace <SteveG@haltonhills.ca>; Tara Buonpensiero <TaraB@haltonhills.ca> 
Subject: Vision Georgetown CH Comments 
Importance: High 
Good morning all 
Attached is a copy of Conservation Halton’s comments on the Final Vision Georgetown SWS dated May 2017. The 
comments have been categorized by Town and Conservation Halton staff on the how the comments can be addressed 
in the future. 
In the attached draft word document 

 48 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution, 

 14 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM Plan 
work,  

 48 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies i.e. FSR or EIS, 

 25 of the 155 comments require further discussion with CH or the Town has provided comment, 

 the remaining comments have been noted but the SWS Document is Final. 
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The next step is to have a ½ day meeting at the Town of Halton Hills including CH (Matt, Amy and Janette Brenner) , 
AMEC, Palmer and Town staff to be held within two week to deal with the SW addendum and the SWM Plan.  
Please provide your availability 
Feb 26, all day 
Feb 28 am  
March 5 pm 
March 6 am 
March 8 all day 
thanks 
Steve Grace C.E.T.  
Program Manager, Water Resources 
Town of Halton Hills  
905-873-2601 ext.2315  



1 
 

Conservation Halton Comments on the Southwest Georgetown Subwatershed Study, Vision Georgetown, 
Subwatershed Strategy Report, Final Report, prepared by AECOM, dated May 2017 

  

Physiography and Geology Town of Halton Hills - February 20, 2018 CH - March 16, 2018 

1.  Figure 4.3.4, Tile Drainage Areas, 
p. 27 

Future reference to tile drainage in the final report needs to based on figures, 
text and field observations jointly for a comprehensive assessment of tile 
drainage in the study area.  Section 4.8.4.1 text discusses four tile drainage 
outlets associated with Tributary C, including a confirmed outlet directly to the 
Eighth Line ditch.  This outlet is missing from Figure 4.3.4.  Text on page 101 
indicates the presence of three tile outlets along reach AM-5, two being 
unconfirmed buried outlets, while the figure only shows two confirmed outlets.  
CH staff also observed an apparent tile drainage inlet collecting flow 
immediately downstream of the 10 Sideroad culvert crossing associated with 
reach AM7. 

Noted but document is Final. 

Likely minimal impact will be considered 
in future studies. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

Groundwater Flow System Characterization   

2.  Section 4.4.5, Drinking Water 
Source Protection Plan, p. 46 

In regard to Source Protection Plan transition policies, it should be clarified that 
only the Central Lake Ontario plan provides transition policies while the Halton-
Hamilton plan does not.  Any activity that has not been carried out on a 
property in the past 10 years is considered a potential future threat.  Transition 
policies are also referred to on page 367 of the final report.  

Noted but document is Final. 

Will be considered in future studies. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

Groundwater Balance   

3.  Section 4.5, Groundwater 
Balance, Page 49 and Section 
5.4.4.1, Water Budget 
Components, p. 236 

For future reference to average annual precipitation in the study area, the 
value is 860 mm/a with a reference from 2012a (p. 49) and 880 mm/a with a 
reference from 2014a (p. 236).  This discrepancy will need to be considered in 
future water budget calculations.   

Noted but document is Final. 

Will be considered in future studies. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

Surface Water - Hydrology   

4.  Figure 4.6.1 Drainage Catchments, 
p. 53 

Any drainage area exchanges proposed in future planning stages will need to 
assess and mitigate impacts o aquatic habitats and biota. CH regulatory Policy 
3.19.2 indicates that minor watercourse alterations are to consider a) 
maintenance of the natural topography of the watercourse and flood storage b) 
no adverse impacts on fluvial processes and the 100 year meander belt c) no 
adverse impacts on groundwater or d) slope stability. 

Noted but document is Final. 

Will be considered in future studies. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

5.  Section 4.6.6, Soils, p. 59 Subcatchment parameters should be obtained directly from the hydrologic 
model and Table 4.6.7 Summary of Infiltration Properties (by Subcatchment) 
should not to be relied upon.  Data for catchments appear to have been shifted, 
such that data associated with Hydrologic Unit A-1 is reported as being for 
Hydrologic Unit A-2.  Data is also not provided for all 16 subcatchments. 

Noted but document is Final. 

 

Agreed –  For future reference to SWS 

6.  Section 4.6.7, Flow Monitoring, p. 
60 

Flow monitoring data presented in Table 4.6.8 was not used for calibration 
purposes and an additional monitoring program is recommended to validate 
the hydrologic model.  CH staff note that insufficient documentation has been 
provided to meaningfully interpret any conclusions associated with storm and 
baseflow values and provides the following comments to guide future 
monitoring efforts: 

• Analysis documenting the rating curve development should be included 
in the appendix and any recommended limitations associated with the 
rating curve should be clearly indicated. 

Noted but document is Final. 

 

Agreed – However, comment should be addressed in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS) as “additional flow monitoring is recommended to 
further verify and/or calibrate the model parameters” in the SWS (p.61).  
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• Analysis should be based on ‘uniform’ precipitation events that would 
be likely to provide consistent rainfall coverage across the catchments 
of interest.  Analysis based on localized storm events that are unlikely 
to generate an even rainfall distribution across the catchment may be 
less useful for calibration purposes.  The methodology applied to select 
storm events to be utilized for analysis purposes should be discussed. 

• Local precipitation gauges should be utilized to reduce interpretation 

errors associated with the variability of rainfall.  Where local 

precipitation data is unavailable, the methodology applied to confirm 

that the appropriateness of more remote data should be provided. 

Limitations associated with the available data should be flagged in 

conjunction with any conclusions drawn from the data analysis. 

Note:  It is unlikely that accurate data can be collected on extreme events, 
therefore, the calibrated and validated model is not expected to be applied 
as part of any future regulatory floodplain analysis. 

7.  Section 4.6.8, Design Flows, p. 61 Given the extent of riparian storage available within the southwest portion of 
the study area, the full suite of rainfall distributions should be tested as part of 
future studies to ensure targets and constraints are appropriately established.  
Previous CH questions regarding the impact of applying the 24 Hour Chicago 
Rainfall distribution on peak flows utilized to establish stormwater 
management targets and for floodplain modeling were not addressed.  It is 
unclear whether consideration of alternate rainfall distributions would impact 
stormwater management targets or change regulatory flows and regulatory 
flood storage particularly in light of the storage function provided by the 
southwest area, where flows from A5-1 are modelled to back up into AM-6, 
reducing the downstream flows.  (The existing condition model demonstrates 
this impact for all storms from the 1:5 year to 1:100 year return period 
inclusive, with lesser impacts associated with the 1:2 year and Regional Storm.)  

SW Solution change to Future Studies Agreed – Analysis of full suite of rainfall distributions is not within SW Solution 
scope of work.  SW Solution analysis will be based on 24 hour Chicago 
distribution in keeping with the SWS.  Therefore, corridor sizing should be 
conservative until analysis of full suite of rainfall distributions is completed in 
future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) to ensure targets and constraints are 
appropriately established. 

8.  Section 4.6.8, Design Flows, p. 61 To justify the unitary discharges and peak flow rates contained in Tables 4.6.9 – 
4.6.12, the effect of storage within the southwest area on flows downstream of 
the confluence of A5-1 and AM-6 needs to be noted in future studies relying on 
this information. 

SW Solution change to Future Studies Agreed – Comment is intended to highlight the storage function effect that will 
be relied upon in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

9.  Section 4.6.8, Design Flows, p. 67 When flows downstream of the confluence of A5-1 and AM-6 are applied in the 
hydraulic model, the modeled existing conditions floodplain storage will not 
account for the total upstream storage analyzed within the hydrologic model 
that allowed for reduced downstream flows.  The storage effect within the 
southwest area relative to the uncontrolled model needs to be noted in future 
studies relying on this information. 

SW Solution Agreed 

10.  Section 4.6.8, Design Flows, p. 68 Future studies relying on the design flow information should reference the 
hydrologic model output for the actual values.  The Peak Flows presented in 
Table 4.6.13 Existing Land Use Condition – Hazard Classification Uncontrolled 
Flows are not in keeping with the uncontrolled hazard flows hydrologic model 
for the combined contributing subcatchments of A-5 and A-6. 

SW Solution Agreed 

11.  Section 4.6.9, Continuous 
Simulation and Instream Erosion 
Indices, p. 69 

The impacts of increased runoff volume and increased flow duration should be 
assessed relative to Catchment E.  Demonstration that the proposed 
stormwater management strategy will mitigate erosion and volumetric 
increases to the tributary downstream of Catchment E should be required 
before any development within the upstream drainage catchment is approved.  

SWM Plan to Future Studies Agreed – Post-development increases in Catchment E runoff volume and flow 
duration should be assessed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) to 
mitigate any potential erosion issues. 
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The discussion of in-stream erosion indices did not reference Catchment E, 
which based on Figure 4.7.1, is understood to discharge through Structure # 22 
to privately owned agricultural lands.  Per the Town’s Preferred Land Use 
Concept, the lands in Catchment E will be the most densely developed with 
Town Commercial, Medium and High Density Residential.  While it is 
acknowledged that the drainage area contributing to Structure # 22 is limited, 
proposed development has the potential to impact both erosion and 
agricultural viability of downstream lands should the additional volume of 
runoff generated by development impact access or field saturation. Catchments 
D1-D3 “…were not [assessed], due to the fact that they have limited channel 
dimension and therefore do not fit the protocols for the erosion threshold 
analysis.” CH is not requesting additional downstream assessment for the 
downstream Tributary D, as drainage to Catchment D is to be piped through the 
downstream development to an existing armoured channel.   

 

12.  Section 4.6.9, Continuous 
Simulation and Instream Erosion 
Indices, p. 70 

CH staff recommend that the duration of exceedance be reported in 
conjunction with additional Erosion Index Methodologies to allow for a more 
comprehensive understanding of the critical factors affecting erosion within the 
study area.  Consideration of changes in shear stress (which may be assessed 
through the Cumulative Effective Work Index) is required.  These additional 
erosion indicators should be reported on as part of future studies advancing 
stormwater management planning and design. 

SWM Plan to Future Studies Agreed – Comment should be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS). 

Hydraulics   

13.  Section 4.7.1, Methodology, p. 71 A sensitivity analysis was completed to confirm the integration and accuracy of 
the LiDAR based 0.25 m contour data and ground survey data.  CH does not 
support the report conclusion that, “Survey points located within the over bank 
areas were used for comparison purposes.  It was determined that with 95% 
confidence, the topographic data is within 0.48m of the survey data and 
therefore is consider appropriate for use in floodplain mapping” (Page 71).  
While the data may be appropriate for use at a SWS scale, reliance on this data 
to define the regulated floodplain hazard for site specific applications, such as 
the forthcoming draft plans of subdivision, or to demonstrate maintenance of 
flood storage function as part of future channel re-alignment design is not 
supported.  To support future lot creation, the flood hazard must be accurately 
defined.  In accordance with the Federal Airborne LiDAR Data Acquisition 
Guideline Version 1.0 (2017), prepared by Natural Resources Canada and Public 
Safety Canada, floodplain mapping developed for all urban areas is to have a 
Non-Vegetated Vertical accuracy of < or = 5.0 – 7.5 cm, with a Non-Vegetated 
vertical Accuracy of <= +/- 10-15 cm at a 95% confidence level. Appendix B:  
Floodplain Mapping of the above referenced guideline contains additional 
requirements. 

Waiting for additional information (Steve 
to share with Amy) 

Data quality and any limitations associated with the available data should be 
acknowledged through the SW Solution and addressed through future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
 

Physical Stream Conditions and Functions – Fluvial Geomorphology    

14.  Section 4.8.1.2, Channel Form, pp. 
87 – 89  

Information pertaining to the aquatic and terrestrial habitat in the upstream 
areas of A2-2 (e.g. west side of Trafalgar Road) should be provided in future 
studies to inform appropriate management of this feature.   

SW Solution to Future Studies Agreed – Natural channel design and CH Regulatory Policy 3.19 criteria will be 
accounted for in detailed design of blue/medium constraint channels such as 
A2-1/A2-2 in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). Riparian storage 
requirements and meander belt widths are the only drivers of corridor sizing in 
SW Solution.  
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15.  Section 4.8.2, Drainage Network 
and Drainage Basin 
Morphometry, p. 89 

For future reference and to ensure clarity of the drainage outlet associated with 
Tributary E, the total drainage area associated with the Sixteen Mile Creek 
Watershed in Table 4.8.2 Drainage Area of Drainage Features is 6.14 km2. 

SWM Plan to Noted but document is 
Final. 

 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

16.  Section 4.8.2, Drainage Network 
and Drainage Basin 
Morphometry, p. 93 

The reach breaks considered within the profile plot contained in Figure 4.8.3 
are unique and do not compare to the reach breaks shown on other figures.  

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

17.  Section 4.8.4, Channel 
Characteristics, Page 82 and 
Section 4.9.3.1, Aquatic Resources 
Methodology, p. 139 

To better inform baseline documentation of watercourse and headwater 
drainage features prior to development and demonstrate improvements made 
to these features through the development process, future monitoring studies 
should utilize the most current version of the Evaluation, Classification and 
Management of Headwater Drainage Features Guidelines to inform their 
methodologies.   

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – However, comment should be addressed in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS) when current headwater drainage feature guidelines 
may inform pre/during/post development monitoring methodologies. 

18.  Section 4.8.4.2, East Branch 
Sixteen Mile Creek:  Tributary A, 
pp. 100 to 106 

Future reference to this section should also include the information related to 
tile drainage, as summarized in Figure 4.3.4. 

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

19.  Section 4.8.4.2, East Branch 
Sixteen Mile Creek:  Tributary A, 
p. 103 

Ditching activities along Trafalgar Road appear to have created a low narrow 
berm that cuts Tributary A2 off from its historic flow path through reaches A2-1 
and A2-2.  The current eroded state of the berm directly opposite of the culvert 
on Trafalgar Road and the presence of culverts along the A-2 flow path, where 
the feature crosses driveways, are important factors that should be included in 
any future study or discussion of this tributary. 

SW Solution to Noted but document is 
Final. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

20.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, p. 
123 

To support secondary planning processes, a meander belt width should be 
provided for all watercourses to remain on the landscape.  CH does not view 
the absence of a stated meander belt for all high and medium constraint 
reaches as indicative of a lack of erosion hazard, and will require that the 
erosion hazard be identified and maintained in public ownership for all features 
to remain on the landscape. It is unclear why the noted ephemeral flow 
associated with Tributary C is not anticipated to result in erosion risk, while the 
smaller contributing drainage area and lower flows associated with drainage 
along reaches AM-6 and AM-7 have been recognized as having erosion 
potential.  It is recognized that due to modifying factors, an existing conditions 
defined channel was not present along Branch A2 and reaches of Tributary C.  If 
left undisturbed, the contributing drainage area and stream power will allow 
for the potential for meanders to form.  Alternate methods of estimation, 
relying on known factors such as contributing drainage area, flow, or other 
factors, should have been considered to guide development of the Secondary 
Plan.  

SW Solution – agreed 

C1, C2, C3, C4, A2-1, A2-2, and A5-1 

Agreed – meander belt widths to be calculated for C1, C2, C3, C4, A2-1, A2-2, 
and A5-1 as part of SW Solution as basis for bottom width of corridors. 

21.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, p. 
127 

For reaches AM-1 and AM-2, the width of the erosion hazard has the potential 
to exceed the width of the floodplain.  We recommend that as the Secondary 
Plan is advanced, the larger corridor associated with Reach AM-2 be applied to 
AM-1, until such time as corridor studies are further refined by detailed site 
level studies.  A smaller meander belt width for Reach AM-1 has been 
maintained, despite the larger upstream meander belt indicated for Reach AM-
2.  Supporting justification as to why potential meanders associated with Reach 
AM-2 would not migrate downstream into Reach AM-1 has not been provided.   

SW Solution - agreed Agreed 

22.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, pp. 
127 – 128 

Discrepancies were noted between summary reach information presented in 
Section 4 and the summary of detailed cross sections considered as part of the 

SW Solution Agreed 
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erosion threshold assessment (reference Table 5.6.4).  There is uncertainty 
regarding the reach values applied in the Meander Belt Width Assessment. 

23.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, p. 
128 

CH is not supportive of advancing the Secondary Plan based on a corridor width 
identified as the average of Empirical Formulas considered for Reach A5-1.  
Given the significant differences in upstream drainage area, it is highly 
unexpected that meander belt for A5-1 would be smaller than that for AM-7.   It 
is noted that per the Tables included in Appendix I, A5-1 was identified as 
having a maximum measured depth of 0.38 m, and a maximum bankfull width 
of 4.6 m.  Even considering these values, however, the channel is highly 
modified, and the average estimated meander belt width determined with 
these values is lower than what would be anticipated given the other values 
determined through this study.  

SW Solution Agreed 

24.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, p. 
128 

The standard Factor of Safety should have been incorporated into the reported 
values for AM-7 and A5-1 or these should have been noted to be preliminary 
meander belts only.  Future reference should note that the presented meander 
belts for AM-7 and A5-1 in Table 4.8.20 do not include the standard Factor of 
Safety, while the values presented for Reaches AM-1, AM-2, AM-4, AM-5 and 
AM-6 include a Factor of Safety.  

SW Solution to Noted but document is 
Final. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

25.  Section 4.8.7.1, Meander Belt, p. 
129 

Erosion potential associated with Tributaries A2-1, A2-2 and C-1 to C-4 under 
anticipated future conditions must be assessed through further study. As 
previously noted, an erosion hazard should be identified for all features to be 
maintained on the landscape.  Figure 4.8.9 fails to depict an erosion hazard 
associated with these tributaries and additional notation indicating the need to 
consider the erosion hazard under future conditions should have been 
included.  

SW Solution Agreed 

26.  Section 4.8.7.2, Tributary A: 
Confined Reach AM3, p. 130 

For clarification purposes in reference to the final report and future studies, the 
stable slope allowance should still be considered in instances where the slope is 
shallower than 3:1, as factors such as toe erosion and slope variability (which 
may result in a steeper section of slope near the slope crest) may result in the 
need to include a stable slope allowance when establishing the limit of the 
hazard. 

SW Solution Agreed 

Natural Environment Existing Conditions   

27.  Figure 4.9.1, Existing Vegetation 
Communities, p. 137; Figure 4.9.2, 
Existing Wildlife Features, p. 149; 
Figure 4.9.3, Existing Aquatic 
Resources and Flow Regime, p. 
160; Figure 4.9.5 Existing and 
Potential Linkage Opportunities, 
p. 181; Figure 4.12.1, Terrestrial 
Constraints and NHS 
Components, p. 207; Figure 7.3.1, 
Proposed Southwest Georgetown 
NHS, p. 428 

These Figures indicate the presence of an intermittent watercourse along the 
west side of Trafalgar Road, extending from Tributary A2 to Tributary A5.  It is 
CH’s understanding that due to culvert capacity limitations and limited fall 
within the ditch, a portion of flows from the A2 channel spill southerly along 
the Trafalgar Road ditch.  CH does not view the western ditch line along 
Trafalgar Road as a regulated watercourse feature, and understands that as 
part of planned road improvements along the Trafalgar Road corridor, Halton 
Region will be replacing undersized culverts, thus addressing this spill within the 
western ditch.   

SW Solution to Noted but document is 
Final. 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 
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28.  Section 4.9, Natural Environment 
Conditions, pp. 135-145 

As per Item 9.0 (Background Review and Field Work) of the SWS Terms of 
Reference, a table indicating the date, time, personnel and purpose of all field 
work conducted should have been included. There are some surveys where this 
table has not been provided (vegetation, reptiles, odonata and butterflies, owls, 
winter wildlife) and this fieldwork information in future studies will need to be 
included. Of particular note: 

Section 4.9.1.1, Vegetation Methodology, Page 135: An indication of the 
locations surveyed during each site visit would be beneficial in confirming if 
repeated survey events were held to capture both spring and summer-
flowering species.  

Section 4.9.2.1, Reptiles Methodology, Page 145: Missing detailed snake survey 
dates and times.   

Section 4.9.2.1, Odonata and Butterflies Methodology, Page 145: Missing a 
discussion or reference to the standard protocol used for 2014 odonata and 
butterfly surveys, including the locations.  

Section 4.9.2.1, Owls Methodology, Page 145: Missing details for the timing and 
location of owl survey events.  

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – However, detailed terrestrial inventories that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS). 

29.  Table 4.9.1, Regionally Rare and 
Uncommon Plants Occurring in 
Secondary Plan Area, p. 143 and 
Appendix K 

For future reference, the species rarity ranks in Appendix K should be updated 
to be consistent with Table 4.9.1 and the most up to date information regarding 
rare species in Halton Region (NAI, 2006).  

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

30.  Section 4.9.2, Wildlife, pp. 143-
145 

Bat assessments are recommended in future studies to confirm appropriate 
buffer widths and development mitigation measures to protect their habitat.  A 
number of Ontario’s bat species are now listed as Species at Risk or their 
habitat is considered Significant Wildlife Habitat. Section 4.9.1.2, Vegetation 
Communities, refers to cavity trees in Block A and mature deciduous forest in 
Blocks B and C, which could all potentially support bat maternity colonies.  

 Recommend that comment be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS) to confirm appropriate buffer widths and development mitigation 
measures to protect bat habitat and confirm extent of Significant Wildlife 
Habitat as per SWS Terms of Reference. 

31.  Section 4.9.2.3, Birds, p.152 The species of warbler identified as black-throated blue warbler (Setophaga 
caerulescens) and its conservation status should be clarified in future studies as 
well as why it is considered a non-breeding migrant in the final report. 

Noted but document is Final. Recommend that comment be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS) to confirm extent of Significant Wildlife Habitat as per SWS Terms of 
Reference. 

32.  Section 4.9.2.3, Avian Species at 
Risk, p.154 

A discussion on the wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina), which was indicated to 
occur in Blocks A and B on page 152, should be included in future studies. 
Discussion in Appendix K should also be updated to reflect the most recent 
conservation status of wood thrush and eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens) 
provincially and nationally.   

Noted but document is Final. Recommend that comment be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS) to confirm extent of Significant Wildlife Habitat as per SWS Terms of 
Reference. 

33.  Section 4.9.3.4, Benthic 
Invertebrates and Crayfish, p. 147 

Given the 79.9 ha drainage area for Tributary C, its important location as a 
natural connection corridor between Blocks B and C and its observed 
groundwater interaction, future studies should collect and analyze fish and 
aquatic invertebrate data during an appropriate time of year (e.g. April/May) to 
better understand its functions as was initially included in the SWS Terms of 
Reference.  The Thermal Classification Nomogram (Figure 4.9.4, p. 170) 
indicates that Tributary C has a coldwater thermal regime.  Given the presence 
of cold water flow, even during days when the temperature was up to 33 
degrees Celsius, there may be a notable opportunity to improve the fish 
community and the aquatic invertebrate community if enhancements are 
implemented through the development process (e.g. establishment of a natural 
heritage corridor, riparian plantings and natural channel design). It is 

2 site visits have been completed. No 
additional work proposed. 

Agreement that the connection between 
B to C will be a greenway corridor (not as 
part of the NHS). 

 

Agreed – Detailed aquatic inventories that were required in SWS Terms of 
Reference may be included in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS and 
redevelopment of this area should account for maintaining the flow 
conveyance and wildlife passage functions identified in the SWS to the greatest 
extent possible.   
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recognized that a site visit to Tributary C was made in June of 2016.  Given that 
2016 was a drought year, the need to visit Tributary C during the months of 
April or May remains as its drainage area will produce enough flow, at least 
during runoff events, to support aquatic invertebrate communities.  Discussion 
also needs to take place in future studies as to how flows may change in the 
post construction scenario and also once tile drainage is removed.  

34.  Table 4.10.1, 2013 Water Quality 
Sampling, page 161: 

Aquatic invertebrate community assessment will be requested in Tributary C in 
future studies. Aquatic invertebrate community information is required to 
inform the classification and appropriate management of the watercourse and 
to determine a baseline condition to which future changes will be compared 
(e.g. post construction monitoring). 

 Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies as it relates to monitoring 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   Management of watercourses will follow 
recommendations of SWS and redevelopment of Tributary C area should 
account for maintaining the flow conveyance and wildlife passage functions 
identified in the SWS to the greatest extent possible. Management of 
watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

35.  Section 4.9.4.1, Wetlands, pp. 170 
– 172 

As per Item 9.0 (2) of the Terms of Reference and CH June 17, 2015 comment 
#68, any unevaluated wetlands will need to be evaluated using the OWES.  As 
these evaluations have yet to take place, a precautionary approach will be 
taken in which the wetlands will be treated as PSWs with a 30 m regulation 
limit required until such a time as their status is confirmed.  If confirmed to be 
less than two hectares in size and not Provincially significant, a 15m regulation 
limit may apply as per O. Reg. 162/06.  In addition to the wetlands noted in 
Section 4.9.4.1 (ELC units 2, 3a, 3b, 3c and 10 as depicted on Figure 4.9.1), staff 
would like to see further consideration of the potential or confirmed deciduous 
swamp and/or vernal pool inclusions in the forested areas as well as any other 
marsh wetland inclusions noted below: 

• Figures 4.9.1 Unit 1a and 4.9.2 Unit BA6: This unit is referred to as a 
drained swamp (page 138) and an isolated swamp (page 153). It is 
mapped within CH’s Approximate Regulatory Limit as a wetland and 
staff note that the study area drainage catchment for Reach A6-1, 
which enters the northeast corner of Unit 1a, is a considerable 27.5 ha 
(Figure 4.6.1).  

• Figure 4.9.1 Unit 9h: The description for this unit (page 138) includes 
mention of a “small wetland component of reed canary grass and 
spotted jewelweed along lower banks.” It is partially mapped within 
CH’s Approximate Regulatory Limit as a wetland. 

• Figure 4.9.1 Unit 18c: The description for this unit (page 267) includes 
mention of riparian vegetation. It is mapped within CH’s Approximate 
Regulatory Limit as a wetland. 

• Figure 4.9.1 Unit 26: The description for this unit (page 267) indicates 
that it is an Open Water Aquatic wetland. It is mapped within CH’s 
Approximate Regulatory Limit as a wetland. 

• Figures 4.9.1 Units 9g, 14a, (and 4.9.2 Unit BA4): The descriptions of 
these units (pages 139, 147, 270, 272) mention wetland species (eg. 
Impatiens capensis, Fraxinus pensylvanica), other “wet meadow 
vegetation” and “facultative wetland plants,” as well as higher soil 
moisture regimes, inclusions of wetland features/deciduous swamp, 
shallow depressions with seasonal standing water and breeding 
American toad and spring peeper habitat. These units are mapped 
within CH’s Approximate Regulatory Limit as a wetland.  

• Figures 4.9.1 Unit 7 and 4.9.2 Unit BA3: The description of this unit 
(pages 140, 275) refers to a complex of shallow depressions supporting 
vernal pools in the spring and wetland flora in the summer. A vernal 

Response provided in June 2017 Matrix. 
OWES was not required and explained. 

Agreed – OWES evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were 
required in SWS Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in 
future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  In the absence of OWES evaluation, 
a precautionary approach will be taken in which the wetlands will be treated as 
PSWs with a 30 m regulation limit required until such a time as their status is 
confirmed.  The confirmed and potential wetland units noted in this comment 
are to be assessed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   
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pool is depicted in Figure 4.9.2 and the associated amphibian calls 
described on page 148. This unit is also mapped within CH’s 
Approximate Regulatory Limit as a wetland.  

• Figures 4.9.1 Units 27, 21b: The descriptions of these units (page 142) 
clearly indicate that they are wetlands with a suite of wetland indicator 
species.  

Further consideration for these potential wetland units is especially required in 
light of the proposed stormwater management strategy, which appears to limit 
runoff volumes allocated to the NHS system and may impact the water 
balances of associated wetlands in the post-development scenario. Feature-
based water balances will be requested as part of future studies for confirmed 
wetlands, including vernal pools, to ensure that their functions are not inhibited 
by the proposed stormwater management strategy.  

36.  Section 4.9.4.5, Significant 
Wildlife Habitat, p. 178 

Discussion on eastern wood-pewee and wood thrush Habitats of Species of 
Conservation Concern should be included in future technical studies. They are 
both listed as Special Concern under the provincial ESA, and having been 
observed individually or collectively in Blocks A, B, C and D, the presence of 
these species qualifies portions of these Blocks as Significant Wildlife Habitat. 
Future reference to subsequent discussion of Significant Wildlife Habitat, 
including Sections 4.12.2 (p. 210), 5.7.1 (p. 269, 273, 277), 5.7.3 (p. 286), 7.4.2.3 
(p. 436) and Tables 7.4.2 (p. 439-440), 7.6.1 (p. 466-467) should also note the 
need for further discussion on these species.  

 Recommend that comment be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS) to confirm extent of Significant Wildlife Habitat as per SWS Terms of 
Reference. 

37.  Section 4.9.4.6, Ecological 
Linkages, p. 179 

Future reference to wildlife movement between Blocks C and B and Blocks C 
and D should include coyote usage as noted in section 4.9.2.7 (Winter Wildlife) 
on page 158.  

 For future reference to SWS 

Characterization Summary    

38.  Section 4.11.3.5, Horizontal 
Linkage, p. 203 

Future reference to the wildlife section should note the agricultural land use in 
the vicinity of the forested patches of the study area, with statements around 
linkages, Species at Risk and Significant Wildlife Habitat that reflect the 
assessments completed in Sections 4.9.2 (Wildlife) and 4.9.4 (Significant Natural 
Heritage Features).  

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

39.  Section 4.11.5 Stream 
Characterization Results, p. 205 

The last sentence in this section states, “the additional analysis in the next 
study phase will take management recommendations into consideration as 
well.”  The current wording implies that at future study stages management 
classifications for watercourses may be changed.  Given the need to consider 
management and evaluate net benefit through a systems wide approach, CH is 
not supportive of modifying the management classification outside of the SWS, 
and views all lands impacted by the flooding and erosion hazards associated 
with red and blue mapped features (solid and dashed), shown in Figure 5.9.1 
Watercourse Characterization for Management to be regulated lands.   

Agreed Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
in which management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS.  

Southwest Georgetown Preliminary Natural Heritage System   

40.  Section 4.12.2, NHS Key Features 
and Other Components, p. 211 
and Section 6.3.3.2 Wetlands, p. 
328 

Wetlands (ELC units 27, 21b) should be evaluated for their form and function 
prior to the proposed removal and replication/restoration. As stated in CH June 
17, 2015 comment #121, relocation of small wetlands, where justified, should 
be to an area adjacent to the NHS, ultimately becoming a part of it without 
disturbing the existing Key Features and thereby representing an enhancement 
to the NHS. A net gain to the system should be achieved as a result. Siting of 

see #35 Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).  CH cannot support wetland relocation in the absence 
of this requested information. Wetland units 21 and 27b have not been 
surveyed to date and the currently proposed wetland compensation area 
(Figure 7.3.1 Proposed SW Georgetown NHS) appears insufficient to adequately 
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restored wetland(s) should also account for existing site conditions such as 
topography, hydrology, geology, ecology, etc.  

replicate this feature as well as the other proposed wetland replication features 
within the study area.  These requirements are to be included in the EIR Terms 
of Reference.   

41.  Figure 4.12.1, Preliminary SW 
Georgetown NHS, Section 4.12.4 
NHS Linkages, p. 212 and Section 
5.7.3 Identification of Terrestrial 
Natural Heritage Feature 
Constraints, p. 287 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #72, we appreciate the creation of linkages 
along Tributary A but it remains our opinion that an ecological linkage should 
be established along the length of Tributary C (reaches C1 to C6), as supported 
by the discussions in Section 4.9.4.6, 5.7.1, 5.7.5 and represented in Figures 
4.9.5 and 5.2.1. Furthermore, the extent of the mapped Regional NHS 
connecting across Eighth Line to Block B is greater than what is currently 
proposed in the SWS, which effectively represents a loss in both area and 
potentially function of the Regional NHS at present. 

Regional policies allow for refinement of 
the RNHS through a SWS also agreed that 
linkage between Block B and C was not 
NHS. 

Refer to 33 and 34  

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS and 
redevelopment of Tributary C area should account for maintaining the flow 
conveyance and wildlife passage functions identified in the SWS to the greatest 
extent possible.  

42.  Figure 4.12.1, Preliminary SW 
Georgetown NHS 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #85, under “Existing Conditions”, mapping of 
Cultural Communities is incomplete (e.g. ELC Units 9f, 9g, 9k, 18d, 23b and 
hedgerows are missing). Similarly, ELC Unit 8b should be mapped as a Forest 
Community. Staff recommend that these areas be included in mapping to 
demonstrate the range of cultural and natural features that are and are not 
being captured by the proposed NHS.  

Regarding the Block A significant woodland (ELC unit 1a), a buffer has not been 
applied to this feature. In order to increase the certainty that the wildlife 
habitat present within this feature is maintained, staff suggest that the buffer 
be applied and a further opportunity for enhancement may exist in creating a 
more robust linkage or enhancement area between this woodland and 
Tributary A, as discussed in Section 5.7.1 Block A (page 267). 

On pages 211 and 328, replication features are to be located within the local 
linkage area between Blocks C and D, however, on the draft preferred plan this 
linkage is not shown.  Future studies should identify where these wetlands are 
to be replicated and provide supporting evidence that replication will be 
successful based on existing and future conditions. 

If there is a realignment of Tributary C in the future, channel cross section and 
associated restoration of the creek should not have a negative effect on the 
edge and native vegetation of the adjacent woodlot. It is requested that a site 
visit to Tributary C be taken during the month of April or May to observe the 
potential for fish habitat and to observe flow conditions. 

Regional policies allow for refinement of 
the RNHS through a SWS also agreed that 
linkage between Block B and C was not 
NHS. 

2 site visits have been completed. No 
additional work proposed. 

 

See Figure 7.3.1 Proposed NHS includes 
buffer 

 

 

Refer to 33, 34 and 41 

 

 

SW Solution to Future Studies 

For points 3 and 4, comments to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-
led EIR/FSS). 

43.  Section 4.12.3, NHS Enhancement 
Areas EA-6 and Section 4.12.4 
NHS Linkages, p. 212 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #91, staff appreciate the creation of an 
ecological linkage between Blocks C and D, however the extent of the mapped 
Regional NHS in this area is still greater than what is currently proposed in the 
SWS, which effectively represents a loss in both area and potentially function of 
the Regional NHS at present. An additional enhancement area could be 
included adjacent to this linkage to help maintain resilient connectivity 
between these two blocks post-development.  

Regional policies allow for refinement of 
the RNHS through a SWS   

Refer to 33, 34, 41 and 42 

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

The currently proposed wetland compensation area (Figure 7.3.1 Proposed SW 
Georgetown NHS) appears insufficient to adequately replicate all of the 
proposed wetland replication features within the study area.  Flexibility in the 
siting of restored wetlands within or adjacent to this linkage should be 
anticipated and detailed studies to support relocation (e.g. topography, 
hydrology, geology, ecology, etc.) are to be included as a requirement of the EIR 
Terms of Reference.  

44.  Figures 4.12.1 and 7.3.1, 
Preliminary SW Georgetown NHS, 
Section 4.12.5, NHS Buffers, p.213 
and Section 5.7.3 Identification of 
Terrestrial Natural Heritage 
Feature Constraints, p. 286 

As commented previously, without an OWES evaluation of the wetlands on the 
site, the minimum wetland regulation limit is 30 m to conform with O.Reg. 
162/06. A discussion of the requirements of O.Reg. 162/06 in Section 4.9.4.1 
(Wetlands) could help inform the buffer and management strategy discussions 
with respect to wetlands. All wetlands, regardless of significance, are regulated 
by CH.  If wetlands are confirmed to be less than two hectares in size and not 
Provincially significant, a 15 m regulation limit may apply as per O. Reg. 162/06.   

Response provided in June 2017 Matrix. 
OWES was not required and explained. 

Refer to 35 

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).  In the absence of OWES evaluation, a precautionary 
approach will be taken in which the wetlands will be treated as PSWs with a 30 
m regulation limit required until such a time as their status is confirmed.  The 
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confirmed and potential wetland units noted in this comment are to 
assessed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   

be 

45.  Section 4.12.4 NHS Linkages, p. 
212 

As all tributaries of Sixteen Mile Creek are defined as part of a major valley 
system, a 15 m, as opposed to a 7.5 m, setback is applied from the limit of the 
greatest hazard as per O. Reg. 162/06. 

Noted Section 4.12.4 of SWS covers this Agreed –  For future reference to SWS 

Impact Analysis/Management Requirements – Introduction/Approach   

46.  Section 5, Impact Assessment / 
Management Requirements 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #149, an evaluation of net ecological gain 
was a required element to address a key SWS natural heritage objective. The 
analysis should calculate current natural cover and contrast this with what 
would be achieved at the high and low ends of the management spectrum in 
terms of buffer and linkage widths, wetland compensation, enhancement 
areas, etc. Targets should be set, and reference should be made to 
Environment Canada’s 2013 “How Much Habitat is Enough?” guidelines to 
provide a point of reference in terms of the likelihood of achieving biodiversity 
goals. While the Regional NHS has been included in figures, quantitative 
comparisons have not been included in the text and should be provided in 
future studies. 

Net environmental gain through 
cumulative results of FSR and EIS 

Also not all ecological gain is spatial. Ie – 
through the SW Floodplain work 
naturalized channels will be developed 
which are currently farmer swales and 
potentially provide fish habitat where it 
didn’t exist before. 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
ecological gain was not comprehensively addressed with quantitative 
comparisons in SWS. 

as net 

Impact Analysis – Land Use Scenarios   

47.  Section 5.2, Impact Analysis – 
Land Use Scenarios, p. 215 

The land use concept shown in Figure 5.2.1 differs from the Town’s preferred 
land use concept plan.  The differences between the report and the preferred 
concept could cause confusion and greater effort to align future studies.  The 
following comments are provided in this regard: 

• The Town’s preferred land use concept is better aligned to maintain 
infiltration to Tributary A by moving the highly impervious main street 
commercial area away from the edge of the NHS. 

• To maintain infiltration and interflow to Tributary A, the boundary of 
the NHS on the preferred land use concept should align with the creek’s 
contributing area as shown on Figure 5.4.5.  Taken from page 359: 
“Given the importance of groundwater inputs to stream 
function/stream health, it is imperative that the land areas delineated 
as contributing to groundwater discharge are managed appropriately. 
These areas should be maintained as close to natural conditions as 
possible, with as little land being covered with impervious material, as 
is possible.” 

• The difference in land use concepts will impact SWM strategies as 
intensification differs with the alternate placement of land uses.  The 
effectiveness of the proposed stormwater management strategy should 
be re-assessed through future studies.   

 

 

Re Bullet 1 - noted 

 

Re bullet 2 – All baseflow contributing 
areas will not be included in the NHS. 

Bullet 3 – SWM Plan 

Agreed – Points 1 and 2 for future reference to SWS 

Point 3 to be addressed in SWM Plan by updating the proposed SWM model 
relative to the proposed land use plan.  In addition, maintenance of infiltration 
may impact corridor placement which would be subject to future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS). 

Management Requirements from Past Studies   

48.  Section 5.3, Management 
Strategies from Past Studies, p. 
217 

The report states that “areas susceptible to groundwater contamination were 
delineated as part of the Gore & Storrie study”.  While this may be true, there is 
no mention of the vulnerable areas delineated in the assessment reports for 
the source protection areas, i.e., wellhead protection areas, issue contributing 
areas, and highly vulnerable aquifers.  The studies completed to delineate these 
areas likely used more current data and are important resources to understand 
potential groundwater contamination.  Future reference to the SWS will need 
to also consider the source protection work completed and the management 

 For future reference to SWS 
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requirements of the source protection plans within 
areas. 

the delineated vulnerable 

Surface Water and Groundwater Analysis   

49.  Section 5.4.2 Hydrology, p. 220 The proposed conditions model assumes watercourse corridors and their 
associated routing function will remain unchanged under proposed 
development conditions.  This is unlikely to be achieved, given the goal of 
minimizing the extent of inundation in the southwest area under future 
conditions. The dynamic nature of flow within reach AM-6 and AM-7 has 
resulted in significant decreases in modelled downstream flows.  It may not be 
possible to design the proposed channel corridor to ‘back’ flows from reach A5-
1 into reaches AM-6 and AM-7, as occurs under existing conditions.  If this 
cannot be replicated within the watercourse corridor, other means to replicate 
the routing function will be required – potentially including alternate 
stormwater management targets.  The impact of channel 
modifications/elimination on other areas providing extensive channel routing, 
such as Tributary C, has not been evaluated, and the proposed stormwater 
management strategy has not considered the need to replicate this routing.  
The hydrologic impacts associated with development should consider loss of 
channel routing function, and should consider timing effects downstream.  As 
part of future studies supporting development in this area, the impact of 
floodplain and channel modifications, land use changes and ultimately the 
proposed stormwater management controls should be evaluated, both internal 
to the study area and downstream of the confluence of Tributaries A and C, 
minimally to the downstream limits of 10 Sideroad to address impacts of 
changes in timing and increased volumes to the existing on-line pond. 

SW Solution to Future Studies Agreed – If there are residual increases that must be mitigated, it will be 
addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) and is not part of SW 
Solution scope of work.  This may significantly impact the SWM approach as 
well as corridor sizing. 
 

50.  Section 5.4.3.3, Culvert Capacity 
Analysis, p. 234 

In future technical studies the provided access and egress analysis should also 
consider the Regional Storm Event where the Regional flow exceeds the 1:100 
year flow.  It is further recommended that acceptable flood depths be 
coordinated with Emergency Services, as CH staff understand local emergency 
service providers typically require flood free access along key arterials.  

 Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

51.  Section 5.4.3.4, Erosion 
Analysis, p. 235 

Threshold As previously indicated, potential erosion impacts to Tributary E 
further assessed in future technical studies. 

should be  Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

52.  Section 5.4.4, Hydrogeology and 
Water Balance, p. 235 

It appears from the memorandum in Appendix O that Matrix Solutions Inc. did 
not include tile drains in their modelling assessment of existing conditions.  

Since tile drains will affect the distribution of infiltration between recharge and 
interflow, a discussion will need to be included in future studies detailing the 
affect this omission has on the recharge values, the pre and post development 
water balances, and the reported groundwater discharge to streams.  This issue 
may arise in future discussions with developers and their consultants in areas 
where tile drains exist.  A method to address the calculated differences 
between existing and post development requirements will need to be 
developed to ensure consistency and better accounting of water resources for 
future recharge needs.  

The actual existing conditions with tile drains should also be factored into the 
discussion on the infiltration deficit (page 239) and the use of low impact 
development (page 385).  Noted on page 366 is that the removal of tile drains 
was taken into consideration when developing infiltration recommendations 
but there appears to be no discussion of how this was considered and how it 

 Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
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affects the water balance deficit.  It is suggested that this could be included in 
the report through acknowledgement in section 5.4.5 that a conservative 
approach was used to determine the split of infiltrating water between 
interflow and groundwater recharge with calculations of the water balance 
deficit ignoring the impacts of tile drains.  Future studies should follow this 
method.   

Stream Morphology   

53.  Section 5.6.1, Headwater 
Function/Evaluation, p. 255  

Clarification on the sources of the Regional Drainage Density Values and the 
associated one Standard Deviation value applied for Sixteen Mile Creek is 
required.  It is unclear why two adjacent headwater systems would have such 
dramatically different drainage density requirements, particularly in light of the 
similarity of the existing condition drainage densities associated with 
Tributaries A and B.   The previous version of the report referenced a minimum 
drainage density target of 1.22 km/km2 (i.e. designated density minus one 
standard deviation must be greater than 1.22 km/km2.)  This was noted to be 
lower than the target for Sixteen Mile Creek as identified in other recent 
studies (i.e. 1.45 km/km2 per the Derry Green and Boyne Studies).  The current 
report reduces the drainage density targets for Sixteen Mile Creek from 1.22 
km/km2 to 0.78 km/km2 without providing justification for the change.  It is also 
unclear which reaches were considered in the proposed drainage density 
calculation – were all Special and Potential Medium’s included?  Was reach C5 
considered given its proposed linkage function?  Is drainage being maintained 
to all reaches considered in the drainage density analysis? Insufficient 
documentation limited CH’s ability to support these targets or to confirm that 
Drainage Densities have been exceeded for Tributaries A & C.  As Drainage 
Density was one of a suite of factors utilized to confirm management criteria, 
however, modifications to management classification from green to blue is not 
an expected outcome of further drainage density assessment.  

Drainage density targets should be 
considered during detailed design. 

Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

54.  Section 5.6.1, Headwater 
Function/Evaluation, p. 256 

The meander belt values presented in Table 5.6.3 decrease in a downstream 
direction between AM-1 and AM-2.  As previously discussed, this reduction in 
the recommended meander belt width should be reviewed and justified, 
alternately a larger meander belt width should be applied to AM-1, recognizing 
the potential for meanders to move downstream. 

SW Solution - agree Agreed – To be addressed in meander belt work as part of SW Solution. 

55.  Section 5.6.1, Headwater 
Function/Evaluation, p. 257 

To guide the secondary planning process it is expected that a recommended 
meander belt width will be required for features to remain on the landscape, 
given that the existing condition floodplain cannot always be utilized to 
approximate corridor sizing.  It is therefore recommended that given the on-
going drainage and landform modifications that have prevented channel 
definition, a ‘stand-in’ value be provided based on a relationship to a surrogate 
reach or based on empirical calculations associated with drainage area or flow 
be applied – with appropriate caveats and safety factors (i.e. 20% to account for 
the 1:100 year erosion rate – per common industry practice). 

SW Solution - agree Agreed – To be addressed in meander belt work as part of SW Solution. 

56.  Section 5.6.2.1, Site Selection, p. 
259 

The recommendation to complete future works to provide erosion control for 
reaches A9-1, A10-1, and A-11 should changes to channel form or discharge 
rates occur is appreciated, however should this approach be followed, it is 
unclear whether or not there will be opportunities to address root causes of 
erosion following development.  As it is CH’s understanding that these features 

SWM Plan to Future Studies Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
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are not to be retained on the landscape and that discharge to these features is 
piped from Eighth Line, through the adjacent Mountainveiw Heights 
Subdivision, discharging into Sixteen Mile Creek upstream of Number 10 
Sideroad, CH can support deferral of further erosion assessment related to 
these Tributaries.  Discharge to Tributary E, however, is of particular concern, 
and deferring assessment of erosion control for this tributary until impacts 
potentially appear on the landscape is not supported, as there will be limited 
opportunities to address potential issues following development.   

57.  Section 5.6.2.1.10, Bank Material 
Thresholds, p. 263 

The summary data presented in Table 5.6.4 differs greatly for reach AM3 as 
compared to the data presented in earlier sections of the report.  Per Table 
4.8.11, reach AM-3 had a width of 2.55 m and a depth of 0.61 m, however per 
Table 5.6.4 the average bankfull width is 6.46m, with an average bankfull depth 
of 0.37m.  In Table 4.8.8, Reach AM-3 has an average slope of 1.47%, with a 
maximum slope of 12.42%, however in Table 5.6.4 the bankfull gradient of 
Tributary AM-3 is listed at 0.5%.   

Similar discrepancies were noted for Tributary C Reach C2.  Table 4.8.8 
indicates this reach has an average slope of 0.36%, with a maximum slope of 
2.19%, while Table 5.6.4 indicates the reach has a bankfull gradient of 1.2%.  
For reach C2, Table 4.8.10 indicates C2 has a width of 0.49 m, contrastingly 
Table 5.6.4 indicates an average bankfull width of 1.3m.  The specific planform 
location of the detailed erosion cross sections, as well as a summary of 
available field notes, stream maps, and tabulated summaries of distance and 
depth associated with each cross section, photographs of all monument cross 
sections, and other relevant assessment information, such as the date and 
relevant watershed conditions (i.e. did measurements occur immediately after 
spring freshet, during drought conditions, following a large thunderstorm, was 
sediment transport observed, what was the estimated flow, etc.) of the initial 
surveys should also have been provided within the appendix.  Given the 
presented data inconsistencies and lack of supporting information, CH cannot 
confirm support for the reported erosion thresholds until addressed through 
future studies. 

Noted but document is Final. 

Through detailed design, discrepancies 
will be addressed. 

Agreed – To be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) in which 
impacts of all development within the catchment area will be considered.  
 

58.  Section 5.6.2.10, Bank Material 
Thresholds, p. 263 

The rationale for the proposed main channel Manning’s n value of 0.02 applied 
to Tributary C has not been provided.  This channel is a grassed swale and a 
value of 0.02 would appear quite low, indicating constructed conditions 
smoother than a CSP.  CH is unable to confirm the Tributary C erosion threshold 
at this time. 

SW Solution to Future Studies Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

Terrestrial Resources   

59.  Section 5.7.1, Block B Vegetation 
Communities and Flora, p. 270 

As commented previously, evaluation of ELC Units 9g and 14a, is required prior 
to declaring there are no wetland communities within Block B.  

These units are in the proposed NHS  

Refer to number 35 above re OWES 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).  In the absence of OWES evaluation, a precautionary 
approach will be taken in which the wetlands will be treated as PSWs with a 30 
m regulation limit required until such a time as their status is confirmed.  

ELC units 9g and 14a will require further evaluation to determine if there are 
any wetland features present at the EIR stage. CH will request an opportunity to 
review these units in the field.  

60.  Section 5.7.1, Block C Significant 
Natural Heritage Features, p. 276 

As per CH June 17, 2015 Comment 120, staff continue to recommend wetland 
Unit 3c be considered significant as it is within the Regional NHS and makes 

 See page 276 of SWS Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
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important ecological contributions by way of providing amphibian breeding 
habitat and connecting two larger habitat patches (Blocks C and D) within the 
system.  

No further work is proposed. Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).  In the absence of OWES evaluation, a precautionary 
approach will be taken in which the wetlands will be treated as PSWs with a 30 
m regulation limit required until such a time as their Provincially significant 
status is confirmed.  

61.  Section 5.8.2, Identification of 
Aquatic Constraints, p. 260 

CH continues to recommend that fish sampling be undertaken in Tributary C in 
April/May as per requirements in the SWS Terms of Reference. 

2 site visits have been completed. No 
additional work proposed. 

Refer 30 number 33 and 34 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS and 
redevelopment of Tributary C area should account for maintaining the flow 
conveyance and wildlife passage functions identified in the SWS to the greatest 
extent possible. 

Stream Corridor Functions and Stream Classification for Management    

62.  Section 5.9, Stream Corridor 
Functions and Stream 
Classification for Management, p. 
268 

For future reference, natural channel design is a general requirement where 
watercourses are being realigned. 

Noted - agree  Agreed – Natural channel design and CH Regulatory Policy 3.19 criteria will be 
accounted for in detailed design of blue/medium constraint channels such as 
A2-1/A2-2 in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). Riparian storage 
requirements and meander belt widths are the only drivers of corridor sizing in 
SW Solution.  
 

63.  Section 5.9.1 Functional Analysis 
of Terrestrial Natural Heritage 
Features, Table 5.9.2 
Development of Overall Stream 
Classification Net Rating and 
Management Rating pp. 271, 305 
– 308 and Section 7.4.2.5, 
Verification of Location and 
Widths of Linkages, p. 443 

Staff are concerned that the proposed open space, landscaping, trails, utilities 
and recreational uses of the proposed greenway along Tributary C reach C-5 are 
not focused on measures to maintain the ecological function of this linkage (as 
discussed in Sections 4.9.4.6, 5.7.1, 5.7.5 and Figures 4.9.5, 5.2.1).  Staff note 
that this greenway is an important component in maintaining the connection 
between the Silver Creek and Sixteen Mile Creek watersheds. 

Agreed linkage is a greenway. 

Refer to number 33 and 34 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS and 
redevelopment of Tributary C area should account for maintaining the flow 
conveyance and wildlife passage functions identified in the SWS to the greatest 
extent possible. 

64.  Section 5.9.1, Hydraulic Stream 
Characterization, p. 297 

Given the limited accuracy of the topographic information, the statement that 
the flood lines generated in this study “… meet the specifications for the 
regulatory flood lines for use as a regulatory limit” is accepted with respect to 
the SWS, but not with respect to future studies that will support property 
specific development applications.  

SW Solution to Future Studies 

Refer to number 13 

Data quality and any limitations associated with the available data should be 
acknowledged through the SW Solution and addressed through future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
 

65.  Section 5.9.2, Stream 
Classification and Management 
Requirements and Table 5.9.1 Net 
Rating and Management Rating, 
pp. 298 – 300 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #137, staff continue to recommend that 
reach C-5 be ranked as high for Terrestrial Resources/Linkage due to its 
strategic location linking significant terrestrial resources (as discussed in 
Sections 4.9.4.6, 5.7.1, 5.7.5 and represented in Figures 4.9.5 and 5.2.1), 
thereby meeting the requirement that “reach provides a good linkage to 
significant terrestrial resources upstream.” This ecological linkage would 
connect the Silver Creek and Sixteen Mile Creek watersheds.  

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #138, staff continue to recommend that 
reaches A2-1 and A2-2 be ranked as medium for Terrestrial Resources/Linkage 
because they provide a linkage to upstream terrestrial resources (as discussed 
in Sections 4.9.4.6, 5.7.1 and represented in Figure 4.9.5), thereby meeting the 
requirements for medium rating. This linkage is the only viable offsite 
connection to natural areas west of Trafalgar Road.  

The Stream Morphology Ranking for A2-1 and A2-2 should be viewed as a 
medium ranking under Stream Morphology based on the Medium Criteria 
“…provides the functions and the form of a natural watercourse or would if 
allowed to transition.”  All other watercourses on site with similar drainage 

Noted but document is Final. 

Refer to number 33 and 34 re: greenway 
linkage 

 

SW Solution will provide natural channel 
design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 
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areas (many of which had smaller contributing drainage areas) have been 
ranked medium or high under Stream Morphology.  Given the flow diversion, 
with the majority of flow associated with these features bypassing the site 
along the Trafalgar Road ditch, these reaches should be ranked based on 
potential.  It is further noted that per the Text in Table 5.9.2, page 306 for A2-1 
and A2-2 “for the purpose of this analysis it was assumed that the earth mound 
and related diversion does not exist.”  And further that “the tributary upstream 
of Trafalgar Road has a well-defined bed and bank and if continued through 
reach A2-1 and A2-2, would likely be ranked as a medium stream.”   

Management Ranking for reaches A4-2 and C-3 should be revised to Medium 
from Potential Medium, as both of these features are included in the Proposed 
Natural Heritage System identified in Figure 7.3.1 and have been considered as 
part of the net benefit calculations.  The classification of “Potential Medium” 
should have been eliminated in the final document, such that all features 
required to achieve a net benefit to allow for corresponding floodplain 
alterations to other highly impacted blue streams are clearly documented as 
High Constraint or Medium Constraint Features.  Policies 3.10 and 3.19 of CH’s 
Policies and Guidelines for the Administration of Ontario Regulation 162/06 and 
Land Use Planning Document ensure that all development proposed in the 
regulated area will not have adverse environmental impacts to existing natural 
features and /or ecological functions and will encourage a net environmental 
benefit. 

Preference would be that an additional column be added to Table 5.9.1 to 
specify the relative importance of groundwater to each watercourse.  This 
information may be required as part of future technical studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SW Solution  

66.  Section 5.9.2, Stream 
Classification and Management 
Requirements, p. 303 

Determination of Medium vs. Low ranking for Flooding/Conveyance has not 
been fully supported through the provided text.   

Noted but document is Final. Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

67.  Section 5.9.2, Stream 
Classification and Management 
Requirements, p. 304 

Additional text defining the intentions associated with High-Rehabilitation 
Needed, and Special Medium is warranted, as well as management 
expectations regarding the extent of disturbance associated with enhancement 
in place.    

Noted but document is Final. 

Rationale is provided in Table 5.9.2 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

68.  Table 5.9.2, Development of 
Overall Stream Classification Net 
Rating and Management Rating, 
p. 272 

Given the large drainage area of Tributary A4-3 and the non-porous soils in the 
catchment area, the action of enclosing this watercourse or replacing it with a 
SWM facility would represent a lost opportunity from an aquatic ecology 
perspective to create/improve aquatic habitat. It is suggested that this reach be 
maintained as an open conveyance channel in the post construction scenario, if 
possible, to capitalize on the potential of surface water runoff that can be used 
opportunistically as fish habitat. 

SW Solution to Future Studies Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
in which management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

69.  Section 5.9.2, Stream 
Classification and Management 
Requirements, pp. 307 – 308 

As per Table 5.9.2, reaches C-3 and A4-2 are recommended as Medium 
Streams, however Figure 5.9.1 identifies both features as Potential Medium.  To 
what extent has the net benefit analysis considered the rehabilitation and long 
term maintenance of these features as “Blue”? Where maintenance of these 
features is required to achieve the overall net benefit – which must be 
demonstrated to be holistically achieved in order to allow CH to support a 
recommendation to alter the floodplain associated with other blue features, 
their status as ‘Potential Medium’ should be revised to ‘Medium’.  Similarly, per 
Table 5.9.2 Reaches A4-3 and C-5, both of which are currently shown as 
“Green” streams, are recommended to maintain functions.  A4-3 is to maintain 

Noted but document is Final to Future 
Studies 

Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
in which management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 
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flood storage functions, and C-3 is to maintain drainage linkages and act as a 
green corridor linkage between Terrestrial Features.  It is further recommended 
that the need to maintain these functions should be highlighted on Figure 5.9.1 
or in other key report figures.   

70.  Figures 4.12.1 and 7.3.1 
Preliminary SW Georgetown NHS 
and Table 5.9.2 Development of 
Overall Stream Classification Net 
Rating and Management Rating, 
pp. 305 – 308  

Staff note that the proposed “tributary alignment options for enhancement” 
along Tributary C shows realignment of a designated “enhance in current 
location” stream reach (Reach C-4), which would not be permitted under the 
current watercourse characterization and management strategy (as detailed in 
Figure 5.9.1 and Table 5.9.2). Furthermore, staff request that any activities 
associated with the proposed realignment of stream reach C-3 adjacent to the 
woodland in Block B be conducted outside of the NHS buffer to avoid potential 
impacts to the hydrology and ecology (wildlife habitat functions) of this 
woodland. Similarly, realignment of this reach will not be permitted unless it 
can be shown that there will be no grading or negative impacts within the 
adjacent Reaches C-1, C-2 and C-4.   

Noted but document is Final to Future 
Studies 

Refer to number 31, 33 and 34 re: 
greenway linkage 

 

SW Solution  

 

 

Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
in which management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

 

71.  Figure 5.9.1, Watercourse 
Characterization for Management 
and Table 5.9.2 Development of 
Overall Stream Classification Net 
Rating and Management Rating, 
pp. 305 – 308: 

Staff note that there is a marsh wetland unit which runs the length of Reaches 
AM-4, AM-5 (designated as “high-rehabilitation needed”) and Reaches AM-6, 
AM-7, A5-1 (designated as “medium”) in Figures 4.9.1 and 5.9.1. Any potential 
modification to or relocation of these stream reaches that result in the removal 
of wetland area and function is not supported by CH policies. 

SW Solution Agreed – Natural channel design and CH Regulatory Policy 3.19 criteria will be 
accounted for in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) where watercourse 
alterations are proposed in accordance with SWS recommendations. Riparian 
storage requirements and meander belt widths are the only drivers of corridor 
sizing in SW Solution.  
 
Grading changes in High and High-Rehab management watercourses are not 
anticipated to be supported due to the need to protect existing vegetation 
communities, including wetland communities.   
 
As per the SWS, “cross sections for AM-4 and AM-5 should be designed in a 
manner which is conducive to a diversity of locally native and common riparian 
plantings that can be successfully established and grow in a succession of 
vegetative community types in a self-sustaining manner” (p. 305).   

Management Strategy – Goals, Objectives, Management Requirements   

72.  Section 6.2, Goals, Objectives, 
Management Requirements, p. 
317 

Text associated with Natural Hazards and Management Approach 
Requirements in Table 6.2.1 should have reflected the need for any floodplain 
alteration to maintain the flow regime and storage associated with each storm 
event (including incremental storms where storage depths between storm 
events exceed 0.3m) to ensure that the hydrodynamic flood storage function 
associated with the southwest area is replicated.  (Replication of the dynamic 
hydrology may partially rely on stormwater management controls, but given 
the ratio of external drainage areas to the controlled development area, the 
shape and design of the channel corridor may be constrained by the need to 
maintain current storage functions.  Therefore this requirement should be 
identified separately from the relatively simpler assessment of stormwater 
management controls.) 

Text in the Natural Hazards row of Table 6.2.1 refers to a Conservation 
Authority policy requiring potential changes to stormwater management to be 
controlled.  While CH requires mitigation of development related impacts, 
including stormwater management, we do not have a policy on stormwater 
management.  This section should have referred to the Provincial Policy 
Statement (2014) and municipal policies, as CH acts as a commenting body to 
partner municipalities in this regard.  It is further noted that management 
approaches do not specifically address climate change and cumulative impacts, 

SW Solution Agreed – Point 1 to be addressed in SW Solution, Point 2 is a note for future 
reference to SWS 
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however, direction within the Provincial Policy Statement (2014) addresses 
these issues. 

Overall Approach to Management Strategy   

73.  Section 6.3.2.3, Headwater Areas, 
p. 320 

A more robust description of the character of the headwater areas within the 
study area in relation to not only geomorphic, but also the terrestrial and 
aquatic quality of headwater features as well as the hydrogeologic, surficial 
hydrologic and geomorphic attributes of headwater drainage systems should be 
included in future studies.   

Management of retained features will be 
looked holistically in future studies. 

Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

Management Strategy – Natural Heritage System – Terrestrial and Wetland   

74.  Section 6.3.3, Natural Heritage 
System - Terrestrial and Wetland, 
p. 324 

An opportunity to promote ecological gain to the NHS is afforded in updating 
the wetlands targets to “maintain and enhance” the function of wetlands.  

Comment 46 Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as net 
ecological gain was not comprehensively addressed with quantitative 
comparisons in SWS. 

75.  Section 6.3.3.1, Woodlands, p. 
327 

The interpretations of the “How Much Habitat is Enough?” guidelines included 
in this report will need to be updated in future technical studies to reflect the 
latest version of the document (2013, third edition). For example, the 
recommendation to maintain 30% forest cover within a watershed has been 
updated to advise that 30% represents a high-risk approach that may only 
support less than one half of the potential species richness, and marginally 
healthy aquatic systems.  

Comment 46 Comment to be addressed by referencing and following latest version of 
guidelines in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

76.  Section 6.3.3.2, Wetlands, p. 328 The listed study requirements for the replication features do not appear to 
include an assessment of existing water sources feeding the features to be 
replicated.  The current study has not assessed whether the wetlands are fed by 
a perched groundwater table, surficial sources or from both sources and will 
need to be confirmed in future studies.   

 Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).   

 

77.  Section 6.3.3.4, Linkages, p. 332 
and Section 6.3.3.5, Preferred 
Management Approach to 
Terrestrial Features, pp. 334 – 335  

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #160, the importance of maintaining post-
development habitat connectivity cannot be overstated, particularly as species 
must face not only the impacts of land use conversion from agriculture to 
urban, but also the challenges posed by external factors such as climate change, 
disease and invasive species. Habitat connectivity is key to successful 
adaptation (movement) and recolonization if necessary. Staff support the need 
for enhancement of linkages, particularly along Tributaries A, C and between 
Blocks C and D as recommended in the report. The discussion on local linkages 
and stepping stone habitats could include the area between Blocks A and B. The 
placement of stepping stone habitats and/or complementary land uses in this 
area would help to maintain some degree of post-development permeability in 
the landscape between these two systems.  

Noted but document is Final  

Refer to number 33 and 34 re: greenway 
linkage 

 

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   

78.  Section 6.3.3.7, Core Area 
Enhancement and Ecological 
Linkage between Block C and D 

Staff suggest that further opportunities for reducing the amount of edge area 
by including embayments within cores could be explored in Blocks C and D, 
particularly in proximity to the wetland (ELC Unit 3c) and where the proposed 
NHS deviates from the mapped Regional NHS currently (Figure 4.12.1) – 

Noted but document is Final Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

The currently proposed wetland compensation area (Figure 7.3.1 Proposed SW 
Georgetown NHS) appears insufficient to adequately replicate all of the 
proposed wetland replication features within the study area.  Flexibility in the 
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and Table 6.3.1, Enhancement 
Area Criteria, pp. 346 – 347 

collectively representing an expansion or additional enhancement to the limits 
of the proposed ecological linkage. 

siting of restored wetlands within or adjacent to this linkage should be 
anticipated and detailed studies to support relocation (e.g. topography, 
hydrology, geology, ecology, etc.) are to be included as a requirement in future 
studies (e.g. develop-led EIS/FSS).  

Management Strategy – Natural Heritage System – Aquatic Resources   

79.  Section 6.3.4, Natural Heritage 
System Aquatic Resources 
Targets, p. 353 

Future reference to this section should also note that an important objective is 
to maintain or improve water quality levels within the study area.  This 
approach is feasible given technological advancements in the stormwater 
management industry.  For example, various pilot projects using various Low 
Impact Development (LID) approaches are demonstrating that it is feasible to 
exceed the TSS water targets even where soils are tight/cohesive.  As such, 
serious consideration of various LID approaches is recommended to help 
achieve LID targets that exceed 80% TSS removal.  An additional target to be 
added is enhancement of fish habitat. Given that the channels will be designed 
using natural channel principles, and this runoff will be released to them, it will 
be possible to add additional fish habitat to the development area vs. what 
exists there now. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) in which 
management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

80.  Section 6.3.4.1, Fluvial 
Geomorphology, Stream Corridors 
– Conveyance Corridors, p. 354 

This section implies that all streams with a high geomorphic classification must 
remain in situ.  This could be interpreted as including all streams with a high 
stream morphology rating as opposed to high management rating. There are 
two red dashed and one ‘blue’ stream with high morphologic ratings.  AM4 and 
AM5 are rated high rehab, but not identified as requiring enhancement in their 
current location, and A4-1 is a blue stream.   The terminology used should have 
been clarified – particularly given that there is a separate category for “enhance 
in current location” that does not include AM4, AM5 and A4-1. 

Similarly, the wording provided under low geomorphic classification is of 
concern as several reaches with ‘low’ stream morphology have been classified 
as ‘blue’ systems due to other factors.  As previously requested (reference 
comment 177 in CH’s April 17, 2015 letter), the wording in this section should 
have been revised for clarity.  Future users of the report should note that CH 
understands the discussion to relate to management rating as opposed to 
geomorphic rating. 

SW Solution to Noted but document is 
Final 

Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

81.  Section 6.3.4.1, Fluvial 
Geomorphology, p. 353 

Preference is that aquatic invertebrate and fish communities be sampled in 
Tributary C as per the Terms of Reference. 

2 site visits have been completed. No 
additional work proposed. 

Refer to number 33 and 34 re: greenway 
linkage 

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS and 
redevelopment of Tributary C area should account for maintaining the flow 
conveyance and wildlife passage functions identified in the SWS to the greatest 
extent possible. 

82.  Section 6.3.4.5, 
Environmental/Fisheries, p. 356: 

Previous comment addressed with inclusion of requirement for infrastructure 
crossings over watercourses (e.g. bridges and culverts) to span three bankfull 
channel widths of the respective watercourse.  Going forward, CH’s expectation 
is that this requirement will apply to infrastructure crossing over the 
watercourses at the perimeter as well as inside the study area.  

 Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   

83.  Section 6.3.4.5, Riparian Corridor 
Management, p. 362  

Figure 6.3.7 does not address toe erosion, and instead refers to belt width 
delineation.  For re-created corridors, belt width would be appropriate, for 
natural corridors, toe erosion would be appropriate. 

Noted but document is Final Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

Management Strategy – Stormwater Management   
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84.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling, Erosion Threshold 
Analysis and Table 6.3.20 Erosion 
Index Comparison – Existing vs. 
Proposed Land Use Conditions, 
pp. 401 – 402 

There is a concern that the potential impacts of excess erosion and the 
proposed Tributary C channel adjustment to the terrestrial natural heritage 
features and linkage functions both within the study area and downstream of 
Eighth Line have not been assessed.  Clarification over the intent of the 
proposed channel adjustment is requested given the ‘potential medium’ (C-3) 
and ‘enhance in current location’ (C-1,2,4) management ratings (Figure 5.9.1) of 
these reaches indicate that rehabilitation and enhancement are the preferred 
management strategies.  

SW Solution within site to Future Studies 

Off site work part of separate study 

Agreed - Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led 
EIR/FSS).   

85.  Section 6.3.5.1, Table 6.3.3, p. 367 For future reference, the title of the table indicates the policies listed are CTC’s, 
however, policy T-59-C is a Halton-Hamilton policy.  Also, the Policy Application 
Notes suggests that there are transition policies that apply, there are none.  

Noted but document is Final Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

86.  Section 6.3.5.1, Table 6.3.6 and 
6.3.7, p. 372   

 

The tables do not include all applicable water quality policies for the site. This 
should be noted in future reference to the text and the title of the tables.  Prior 
to the tables, the text indicates that “examples” of the policies are provided, 
however, the tables are titled “relevant” policies.  DNAPL policies are relevant 
(Group 3), however, Table 6.3.6 states there are “currently no relevant policies” 
and adds a note about risk management plans that may be required - that is the 
relevant policy.  Perhaps relevance should be better defined as policies for the 
handling and storage of other chemicals are not listed.  It is suggested that a 
discussion be added noting that the location of the Group 1 area is primarily 
within a forested area that is not proposed for development and therefore 
policies would not apply.        

Policies applicable to the Issue Contributing Area for chloride should be 
specifically identified in the tables.  These include T-4-C, T-9-C, T-32-C a and b, 
T-35-C, T-37-C, and T-39-C (not including education and outreach policy T-34-C). 

Table 6.3.7, policy T-4-C, Application Notes – should read “…does not become a 
significant threat” 

 Noted but document is Final Agreed – For future reference to SWS 

87.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 377 and 
Table 6.3.8, Post-Development 
Land Use Condition Hydrologic 
Parameters 

  

The calculated impervious coverage for Tributary C-1_SWMC1 appears low and 
should be verified in future studies.  

Insufficient information has been provided for CH to confirm support for how 
the LID function has been apportioned between impervious and pervious areas 
within the model.  Future studies should consider what the ramifications of the 
apportioning of LID between impervious and pervious areas are when 
considered in conjunction with routing assumptions, i.e., does crediting LID 
function to impervious areas reduce runoff generation in a way that can’t be 
replicated?  Note:  Given the modification of post-development initial 
abstraction values to account for LID’s, CH understands the direction of the 
SWS to be a requirement for ROWs, ICI and OS lands to incorporate designed 
LID features to achieve the stated target infiltration rate i.e. 3-5 mm and 10 mm 
over and above what would occur across the sites naturally in the previous 
areas of development, i.e. passive infiltration in the pervious areas is not being 
credited towards achieving water balance. 

The values in Table 6.3.8 are not reflective of the additional recommended 
30mm on-site capture depth across the uncontrolled catchments, which are 
indicated to be required to provide to meet erosion targets.   

By modelling the LID function as depression storage within the hydrologic 
model, the proposed LID features become a requirement to achieve quantity 
control targets, and erosion control targets, in addition to water balance, and 

 Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
as Low Impact Development techniques will not be relied upon for storage in 
SWM Plan analysis.  
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water quality targets.  This implies the success of the proposed stormwater 
management system is in part reliant upon maintenance of these LID measures 
in both public and private ownership.  It is unclear what measures the Town will 
have in place to ensure the long term functionality of these features, including 
maintenance and eventual replacement at the end of the system life cycle.  
Additional discussion with the Town will be required to verify appropriate 
feature locations, and design aspects, including factors of safety. 

88.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 378 

Additional clarity on the proposed strategy applied to establishing quantity 
control targets in future studies is merited, given the extent of riverine routing 
considered (and credited within the floodplain mapping).  The need to consider 
quantity control targets not only on the basis of replication of runoff 
generation, but also on the basis of replication of credited channel routing 
function - where channels reaches are not to be maintained under post 
development conditions) – has not been clearly identified.  As an example of 
the extent of this issue, and the need to consider routing replication, consider 
the 28.4 ha external catchment A-2 _Res continues to be routed through 
eliminated channel reaches A4-3 and A4-4, to reach A4-2, resulting in 
attenuation from 1.494 m3/s to 0.860 m3/s under the 1:100 year event.  
Similarly for Tributary C, under existing conditions, for the 1:2 year return 
period, the 79.9 ha catchment C1 generates a peak flow of 0.24 m3/s, which is 
subsequently routed along the existing channel length to the outfall at Eighth 
Line, where the routed peak discharge is reported to be 0.085 m3/s.  Due to 
proposed land use changes, only a small portion of the 79.9 ha drainage area 
contributing to the Tributary C outfall will be routed under the anticipated post 
development condition, and the model output suggests that under proposed 
conditions (with stormwater management controls present and existing 
condition routing maintained) the controlled 1:2 year discharge rate at the 
outlet of Tributary C will increase to 0.118 m3/s. 

SWM Plan to Future Studies 

 

Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
as it is understood that the SWM Plan will update the proposed model to 
consider feasible outlet and routing conditions, however, it will not refine SWM 
targets or corridor sizing should the model not demonstrate achievement of 
quantity targets. 

89.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 379 

The SWS has not sufficiently assessed erosion potential within Tributary A 
downstream of Eighth Line to demonstrate that the proposed stormwater 
management strategy will fully mitigate the impacts associated with the 
proposed 19 ha diversion of Catchment D-3_SWMA1 (shown in Figure 6.3.8) to 
Tributary A.  Terrestrial and aquatic ecological impacts that are anticipated as a 
result of the proposed drainage area exchange need to be thoroughly and 
clearly described.   

Off site work part of separate study 

 

Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS)  

90.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 379 

The SWS identifies multiple strategies that may be applied to address drainage 
associated with catchment E1-SWME1.  While the provided modeling is based 
on over controlling drainage to the capacity of Structure 22 (Per. Figure 4.7.1) 
the potential to either divert flows to Tributary D, or the creation of a new 
outlet along 10 Sideroad directly to Sixteen Mile Creek has been proposed.  The 
final report has not fully assessed the impacts of diversion to Tributary D or the 
creation of a new outlet along 10 Sideroad to Sixteen Mile Creek.  CH cannot 
confirm that either of these optional management strategies would be 
acceptable until additional review confirms whether the impact of the 
proposed diversion, which would extend to flooding, erosion, water balance 
and NHS feature impacts, etc., could be fully mitigated.   

SWM Plan to Future Studies Agreed – To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
as we understand that AMECFW is not addressing diversions and not updating 
SWS criteria, only verifying performance. 

91.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 380 

The location of proposed stormwater management features are expected to 
maintain discharge relationships with all watercourses having High and Medium 
Constraint management recommendations as well as any sensitive and 

SWM Plan Feature based water balance studies will occur in future studies (e.g. developer-
led EIR/FSS) to demonstrate that proposed pond locations maintain discharge 
relationships. 
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protected natural heritage features.  It has not been clearly demonstrated that 
the proposed pond locations given in Figure 6.3.8 appropriate achieve this. 

Changes to existing conditions where contributing drainage area is lost will 
need to demonstrate that the system continues to maintain the same quantity 
and quality of function related to flood storage, sediment transfer, drainage 
density and water balance.  Presumed to be addressed as part of future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  

 

92.  Figure 6.3.9, Regional Detention 
Facility Concept Design, p. 382 

It is requested that ponds C1 and C2 be located upstream in the C-1_SWMC2 
catchment area to increase the length of Tributary C that will receive water 
flow from SWM facilities.  It is requested that SWM Ponds A5 and A6 be located 
upstream in the A-4b SWM A5 catchment area to increase the length of the A2-
1 tributary that will receive stormwater outputs from a SWM facility.  It is 
requested that all of the SWM ponds in CH’s jurisdiction be designed with a 
minimum length to width ratio of 5:1 to enable a greater surface area of the 
ponds to be shaded by riparian vegetation.  Stormwater management facilities 
will need to be landscaped as per CH’s Landscaping and Tree Preservation 
Guidelines.  

SWM Plan Agreed that SWM Plan will locate ponds in accordance with SWS management 
recommendations for watercourses. 

Changes to existing conditions where contributing drainage area is lost will 
need to demonstrate that the system continues to maintain the same quantity 
and quality of function related to flood storage, sediment transfer, drainage 
density and water balance.  Presumed to be addressed as part of future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  

 

93.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 383 

The Regional Storm Flood Control Volume, listed for all ponds in Table 6.3.9 
Post Development Conditions – Regional Detention Facility Conceptual Design 
Details, was slightly less than the values contained in the post development 
hydrologic models.  Preliminary designs advanced in subsequent studies should 
test targets and may wish to utilize storage volumes from the hydrologic model 
instead of the table. 

While the Extended Detention Storage Requirements all appear to be based on 
application of a uniform storage target of approximately 300m3/ha, the return 
period storm required to fill the identified extended detention volumes listed in 
Table 6.3.9 varies considerably.  The extended detention volume of Pond A7 is 
filled by an event with a return period of less than 1:2 years, while pond C2 
requires a more intense storm with a return event between the 1:5 year and 
1:10 year return to fill the extended detention facility.   For all other ponds in 
CH’s jurisdiction, the extended detention volume will be filled by a storm with 
return period less than the 1:5 years.  Given facility sizing implications 
associated with extended detention, the fairness of the proposed strategy 
requiring uniform controls, despite differing contributing land use densities 
should be further evaluated.  Additionally due to the impact the extended 
detention storage requirements will have on achievement of quantity controls, 
it is recommend that preliminary design of future facilities include additional 
intermediary outflow target rates be taken from the hydrologic model to guide 
general facility design. 

Table 6.3.9 indicates the conceptual design 2 year outflow rate for Pond A7 is 
listed to be 0.05 m3/s, which is considerably higher than the modelled outflow 
rate of 0.018 m3/s.   

SWM Plan to Future Studies To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as erosion 
analysis will not be included in SWM Plan. 

94.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 384 

The SWS has advanced reliance on and crediting of Regional Control Facilities.  
Recognizing the increased liability associated with Regional Control Facilities, it 
is recommended that the Town and CH staff establish appropriate design 
requirements to guide future development applications.  In addition to 
requiring supporting geotechnical analysis to verify that the structure has been 
designed to withstand all static and dynamic forces and conditions anticipated 
for all foreseeable events, and the identification of any necessary measures to 
ensure operating and maintenance requirements can be met by the 

SWM Plan to Future Studies To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as SWM 
facility sizes will not be included in SWM Plan.  
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municipality, CH staff are of the opinion that additional caution may be 
warranted for Regional Storm Control facilities that are credited in downstream 
floodplain impact assessments/mapping and which have extended drawdown 
periods.  Considering the potential implications to public safety, we would like 
to discuss with Town staff the feasibility as well as the costs/benefits of 
establishing the emergency weir overflow elevation above the Regional Storm 
WSEL based on an assumption that the storage still being utilized within the 
pond after 48 hours of drawdown during the 2-year design storm is not 
available.  A minimum additional depth of 100 mm above the regular Regional 
Storm WSEL (i.e. the WSEL calculated based on an assumption that all of the 
flood storage above the permanent pool level is available) would continue to be 
required.  The above measures, in conjunction with other CA and municipal 
requirements should be finalized to guide the future development of the study 
area. 

95.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 385 

As LID’s have been credited in the hydrologic modeling, additional clarity on the 
anticipated minimum distribution of ROW infiltration should have been given, 
i.e. on a catchment basis, what catchment area and rainfall capture depth must 
be infiltrated through LIDs to achieve water balance targets?  Given the 
increased capture rates for ICI & OS lands, we question if targets will still be 
met under the preferred land use concept. 

SWM Plan to Future Studies To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

96.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 385 

Given locally high groundwater conditions, soils, etc., the feasibility to meet the 
water balance and erosion threshold targets (i.e. 3-5 mm infiltration for all 
ROW and 10 mm infiltration across all ICI and OS Lands, as well as 30mm of 
infiltration/abstraction from uncontrolled lands) must be demonstrated as part 
of the future analysis confirming the stormwater management targets. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

97.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 387 

The information contained in Table 6.3.11 is misleading, given the limited 
number of significant digits considered in the analysis.  When the 
appropriateness of the stormwater management targets are confirmed through 
future study, the analysis must be refined to consider a minimum of 3 
significant digits – i.e. discharge targets are to be proven relative to a value of 1 
L/s as opposed to 100 L/s.  As an example of the extent of CH’s concern over 
the proposed stormwater management targets, please note the following: 

Under pre-development conditions, the modelled peak 1:2 year discharge at 
the outfall of Tributary C is 0.085m3/s. 

Under controlled post-development conditions, the modelled peak 1:2 year 
discharge at the outfall of Tributary C is 0.118 m3/s. 

Both of these discharges have been reported as 0.1 m3/s in Table 6.3.1, which 
indicates a 0% increase in flows for Tributary C.  A more detailed review, 
considering a minimum of 3 significant digits, shows the proposed stormwater 
management strategy to result in peak flows approximately 40% higher than 
the existing condition.  The proposed stormwater management strategy has not 
met the objectives identified in Table 6.2.1 and must be refined through future 
studies.  

Noted  It is believed that minimally with respect to peak flow controls, this issue will be 
evaluated through the SWM Plan. Targets need to be assessed relative to more 
than 0.1m3/s. 
 

 
 
 
  

98.  Section, 6.3.5.2 Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 387 

Notwithstanding the limitations of the data summarized in Table 6.3.11, there 
are several instances in Table 6.3.11 where post development outflows are 
indicated to exceed pre-development flows.  Table 6.3.11 should have been 
annotated to indicate that:  It is CH’s expectation that through refinement of 
the proposed stormwater management facility control structures and designs 

Noted  To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
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at the EIR/FSS stage, all proposed flow increases will be eliminated, such that 
post to pre control is provided for all storm events. 

99.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 396 

The noted allowable 2 year return period 24 hour duration release rate of 1.7 
L/s/ha peak flow for Tributary C would appear to result in an exceedance of the 
pre-development 1:2 year flow rate at Eighth Line.  Per the provided pre-
development modelling, the maximum flow at Tributary C was 0.085 m3/s 
under the 1:2 year storm, the proposed outflow target would result in a 
significant increase in flow to Tributary C.  The values for Tributary C and all 
other watersheds should be reviewed and refined in future studies to ensure 
stated management objectives (as indicated in Table 6.2.1) have been achieved.   

SW Solution to Future Studies 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

100.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 397 

As discussed previously, due to the effect of channel routing, it is not 
appropriate to establish stormwater management targets solely on the basis of 
runoff generation.  Consideration should be given to anticipated changes to the 
conveyance system, i.e. channel routing should likely not be credited for ‘green’ 
stream reaches, and where there is a high level of uncertainty in the ability to 
replicate routing associated with ‘blue’ streams, it may be appropriate to apply 
a conservative assumption related to the future feature.  When placing 
stormwater management features within the model, ponds should be 
connected to the channel at feasible outfall locations.  In the post development 
hydrologic model, drainage areas contributing to Ponds A1, A2 (to a lesser 
extent), A7, and A8, and uncontrolled area A1 discharge to upstream channel 
reaches, however supporting preliminary grading to confirm the feasibility of 
the modelled outlet location has not been provided.  The SWS failed to indicate 
the limitations associated with the analysis and should have more clearly 
flagged the need for the analysis targets to be tested and refined to 
demonstrate compliance with the subwatershed management objectives 
through the next study. Post-development conditions unit discharge rates 
presented in Table 6.3.16 should not be relied upon.  The stormwater 
management strategy must be refined and re-evaluated at the next stage of 
development. 

SWM Plan to Future Studies 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as SWM 
Plan is not intending to modify targets should SWM objectives not be achieved. 

101.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 399 

Table 6.3.17 Post Development Conditions – Unit Areas Peak Discharge:  Given 
the intended use of Table 6.3.1.7 and the impact of rounding on future control 
structures, a minimum of three significant digits (i.e. values should be reported 
to 1 L/s) should have been considered to demonstrate impacts to peak flow.  
Further, considering the range of uses for target unitary discharge rates 
(including potential private on-site controls for smaller site, unitary discharge 
targets should have been provided with an additional significant digit – i.e. 
reported to a minimum of 0.1 L/s.  This should be addressed through the review 
of the stormwater management targets in the next study stage.  It is also noted 
that unitary peak discharge rates are reported to change between existing and 
proposed conditions for external areas, such as A-2 _Res, A4-Nat and A-4a, and 
A-6_RES.  While this may be partially due to modifications in drainage 
boundaries to exclude areas internal to the site, changes in unitary discharge 
for external lands, particularly for A-5, are greater than expected. 

SW Solution to Future Studies 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

102.  Section 6.3.5.2 Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 400 

Similar to comments above on Table 6.3.17, the rational for the volume 
changes associated with external areas remains unclear.   

SW Solution to Future Studies 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
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103.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 401 

Table 6.3.20 indicates that even with SWM controls there will be a small 
increase in the erosion index associated with Tributary A and a massive increase 
in the erosion index associated with Tributary C.  For Tributary A, the provided 
discussion fails to address the impact the proposed 6.4% increase in erosion 
index may have on Tributary A, and appears to rely on a stormwater 
management strategy that differs from the provided modelling to achieve an 
erosion index of 50, i.e., the referenced 300 m3/ha extended detention does 
not appear to have been modelled for all ‘uncontrolled’ areas, nor has the 
alternate recommendation of 30 mm LID detention volumes been considered.  
The ability to provide this level of control for uncontrolled areas, which have 
been identified across a range of land uses including Low Density Residential 
Lands, is unclear.  For Tributary C, the erosion threshold analysis must be re-
visited, as the current strategy of reconstructing the channel to handle dramatic 
increases in erosive forces is not supported.  The SWS has not assessed 
downstream erosion thresholds, and so even if an adjustment strategy could be 
supported, the effectiveness of the adjustment strategy is unknown.  It is also 
unclear whether or not potential vegetation or aquatic habitat impacts 
associated with constructing an adjusted channel were considered as part of 
any holistic net benefit assessment, given the potential need to significantly 
impact channel reaches adjacent to the woodlots that are to be managed 
through Enhancement in Place.  

The assumption that direct application of the Tributary A controls, controls 
associated with a significantly larger system, will adequately protect the 
downstream system within Tributary C is not supported, and the proposed 
increase in the value of erosion index for Tributary C is not accepted.  The 
erosion control strategy must be re-visited through a further study to ensure 
SWS objectives are met.  Should LIDs be relied upon, the constructability and 
long term feasibility of the LIDs (in accordance with Town and CH requirements) 
must be demonstrated.  The supporting analysis should provide detailed 
modelling, supporting field observations, and summary hydrographs for 
comparison.  The analysis should have also presented an assessment of changes 
in the duration of erosive flows and an indication of changes in shear forces, i.e. 
assessment of the Cumulative Effective Work Index, as per the requirements 
from the SWS Terms of Reference.  Should the preferred land use concept plan 
be refined to show placement of stormwater management features, additional 
analysis should be completed to support the Secondary Planning Process, as 
opposed to being deferred to the EIR/FSS Study. 

SWM Plan 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as SW 
Solution and SWM Plan will not address erosion. 

104.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 402 

Given that Tributary E discharges through a private farm field, and given that 
the current land use plan indicates that this tributary’s catchment area is 
targeted to receive the most intensive land use post development, additional 
analysis of potential erosion as well as flow duration is merited to ensure that 
the development will not result in loss of access to lands.  

 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as SW 
Solution and SWM Plan will not address erosion. 

105.  Section 6.3.5.2, Surface Water 
Modeling (peak flow, erosion, 
volume controls), p. 402 

It is CH’s position that hardening of a creek is not an acceptable response to 
erosional forces of stormwater.  Erosional forces of stormwater must be 
managed within the stormwater infrastructure and not in a creek corridor.  
Similarly, expected increases in the erosive forces of stormwater sent to 
Tributary A are expected to be managed by stormwater infrastructure rather 
prior to the stormwater being released to the tributary.  Erosion analysis in the 
red stream areas is still required future technical studies. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
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Management Strategy – Monitoring Strategy    

106.  Section 6.4.2, Erosion & Sediment 
Control (ESC) Planning, p. 412:   

The provided discussion focused on sediment control.  Erosion control 
strategies should also be implemented. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

107.  Table 6.4.1, Monitoring 
Parameters for SWM Objectives, 
p. 414 

It is suggested that appropriate stormwater outlet targets be established based 
on existing observed stream temperatures and the desired fish community in 
the post construction scenario.  

? MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

108.  Section 6.4.4, Performance 
Assessment for Stormwater 
Management Facilities, p. 415 

The text in this section indicates a minimum of 2 years of pre-development 
monitoring will be required.  It is believed that the requirement for pre-
development monitoring relates more closely to the need to monitor for 
effectiveness purposes.  Monitoring requirements should be clarified prior to 
issuance of draft plan conditions and/or site disturbance.   

?MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

109.  Section 6.4.6.1, Terrestrial, pp. 
416 – 418, Section 7.5.6.4, 
Terrestrial, p. 462 and Table 7.5.4 
Summary of Terrestrial 
Vegetation and Wildlife 
Monitoring, pp. 464 – 465  

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #223 and in accordance with the SWS Terms 
of Reference, Floristic Quality Assessment, Coefficient of Conservatism and 
Wetness Index for vegetation communities should have been provided as part 
of the baseline vegetation inventory and monitoring program and will be 
required as part of future studies. 

?MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as these 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met.  

110.  Section 6.4.6.1, Terrestrial, pp. 
416 – 418 and Section 7.5.6.4, 
Terrestrial, pp. 461 – 465  

Specific provisions for pre, during and post-construction monitoring have not 
been detailed in the proposed Monitoring Program, as required by the SWS 
Terms of Reference, and will be required as part of future technical studies. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as these 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

111.  Section 6.4.6.1, Terrestrial, pp.  
416 – 418 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #225 and in accordance with the SWS Terms 
of Reference, staff continue to recommend that baseline monitoring be 
conducted at permanent/long-term monitoring stations using methodologies 
that lend themselves to monitoring change over time. For example, monitoring 
of breeding birds will require the establishment of designated point count 
stations within retained NHS features. 

?MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as these 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

112.  Section 6.4.6.1, Terrestrial, pp.  
416 – 418 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #226, the opening paragraph of this section 
references the need to establish targeted, measureable objectives at the 
beginning of the monitoring program, and staff are in agreement with this 
statement. Currently, none of the sections that follow contain measureable 
objectives that would allow for conclusions to be drawn about whether the 
management of terrestrial features was successful. Additional work is required 
on this section to outline a monitoring program that will lead to adaptive 
management responses (as required by the Terms of Reference) by establishing 
thresholds for action.  

?MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as these 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

113.  Section 6.2.6.2, Streams, p. 418 The text in this section indicates that the detailed geomorphic monitoring 
completed for the SWS may be relied upon as a component of the pre-
development monitoring section.  Data collection needs to be more clearly 
documented within the appendices to allow for measurements to be repeated 
and information to be built upon.  In addition to the summary data presented in 
Table 5.6.4, it would be beneficial to provide field data sheets, figures and 
tabulated summaries of the distance and depth associated with the cross 
sections and profiles measured, as well as a summary of relevant field 
conditions including the date that samples were collected and relevant 
watershed conditions (i.e. did measurements occur immediately after spring 
freshet, during drought conditions, following a large thunderstorm, was 
sediment transport observed, what was the estimated flow rate, etc.).  It is 
further recommended that a stream map showing the location of the cross 

?MH 
To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as these 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 
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sections and profile measurements (were they monumented?) relative to 
current stream morphology and photo locations be provided. 

114.  Section 6.4.6.2, Streams, p. 419 Typically field surveys would be completed two – three times in a 5 year period 
to ensure re-aligned streams & SWM strategy is functioning as intended.  
Baseline monitoring would typically entail more than a single monitoring event 
for the streams.  Details of the monitoring plan should be refined through 
future studies. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

115.  Section 6.4.6.2, Streams, p. 419 There is a requirement for aquatic invertebrate monitoring as per the SWS 
Terms of Reference will need to be addressed through future studies. 

 To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) in which 
management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

Implementation – Land Use Planning Requirements   

116.  Section 7.3.1, Natural Heritage 
System, pp. 426 – 427  

The NHS system associated with red features should include the associated 
flooding and erosion hazard inclusive of all regulated setbacks.  This may extend 
beyond the buffer from top of bank described in the report text. It is similarly 
noted that for Medium Constraint Streams (blue) the full “riparian corridor”, 
defined in the report as the meander belt plus erosion allowance and setbacks, 
may not be sufficient to contain the regulated extent of the flooding hazard 
inclusive of regulated setbacks.  Incorporating the extent of the regulated 
flooding and erosion hazards, inclusive of regulated setbacks, will result in the 
need to refine aspects of the NHS system. 

SW Solution Agreed 

117.  Section 7.3.1, Natural Heritage 
System, p. 428 

It is unclear whether or not the limits of the Proposed SW Georgetown NHS 
have been based on maintaining existing floodplain conditions for all high 
constraint streams and all streams where the recommended management 
strategy is enhance in current location.  Grading changes in both of these areas 
are not anticipated to be supported due to the need to protect existing 
vegetation communities, including wetland communities, therefore the NHS 
system for red and red dashed streams (as shown in Figure 5.9.1) should be 
protective of the existing floodplain limits.  It is also noted that insufficient 
documentation has been provided within the report to confirm that the 60 m 
local linkage shown for reaches A2-1 and A2-2 and the erosion hazard shown 
for other blue reaches will be sufficient to provide the required degree of 
floodplain storage.  The limits of the NHS system are to be revised to be 
inclusive of the regulated flooding and erosion hazards associated with channel 
design concepts approved by CH as the information becomes available through 
future studies.  

SW Solution 

Reaches A2-2 and A2-1 agreed to be 
relocated 

To be addressed as part of SW Solution in which management of watercourses 
will follow recommendations of SWS. 

118.  Figure 7.3.1, Proposed SW 
Georgetown NHS, Section 7.4.2.2 
Core Area and NHS Boundary 
Verification, p. 433 and Section 
7.4.2.3 NHS Terrestrial Buffers, p. 
435 

As commented previously, please revise the base Core Area and Key Feature 
(specifically wetland and watercourse) buffers as 30 m, including consideration 
for buffers on the proposed compensatory wetland location. Particularly 
without OWES evaluation, a precautionary approach is being taken and all 
wetlands will be treated as PSWs with a 30 m regulation limit until such a time 
as their status is confirmed.  

Response provided in June 2017 Matrix. 
OWES was not required and explaine. 

Comment 35 

OWES evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required 
in SWS Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).   

As wetlands in the study area have not been comprehensively evaluated, staff 
cannot fully support the Proposed SW Georgetown NHS given that it may not 
appropriately account for the CH Regulation Limit around the identified 
wetland units, may not include all potential wetland units within the study area 
and does not provide for an appropriately sited or adequately sized wetland 
compensation area, where these activities have been proposed.   
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119.  Figure 7.3.1, Proposed SW 
Georgetown NHS, p. 433 

Clarification and additional detail on the intention of the “Infill Restoration 
Opportunity” areas identified on this figure will be required as part of future 
studies.  

ELC Unit 14a, located in the north corner of Block B, should be included within 
the woodland buffer. This area has been identified in Section 4.9.4.3 as 
significant woodland, with inclusions of wetland features/deciduous swamp, 
shallow depressions with seasonal standing water and breeding American toad 
and spring peeper habitat. 

In order to ensure that wildlife habitat is appropriately protected, a woodland 
buffer should be applied to ELC Units 6b, 6c, 22 and 18c located in Block A, all 
identified as significant woodland in Section 4.9.4.3. 

See comment 35 Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  Not 
including the mentioned units at this stage may result in expansion of the NHS 
during detailed studies due to further assessment which will be required to 
confirm the presence or absence of additional wetland units which have not 
been fully delineated in the SWS, as per the Terms of Reference.  

120.  Section 7.3.1, Natural Heritage 
System, p. 429 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #245, staff do not support development 
(including the siting of infrastructure) within the NHS. In particular, we are 
concerned about the proposal for an infrastructure connection in the linkage 
between Blocks C and D. Alternative routing should be explored and wetland 
regulation limits, in particular, will need to be adhered to in siting of any 
essential infrastructure within the NHS.   

Wiil be reviewed at detailed design.  

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

121.  Section 7.3.1, Natural Heritage 
System, p. 430 

Stormwater ponds do not perform some important functions of headwater 
drainage features and cannot be considered to have an equivalent function. 
Therefore, CH is not in full agreement with the statement, “a SWM pond is 
acceptable as part of a green stream.” 

Noted but document is Final 

 

Agreed – for future reference to SWS.  

Implementation – Supporting Analysis Required   

122.  Section 7.4.1.1, Environmental 
Implementation Report (EIR), p. 
430 

As the boundaries associated with the proposed floodplain for blue features are 
subject to significant refinement, and as the accuracy associated with the 
available topographic data limits its usefulness for site specific applications, 
refinements to the NHS to ensure complete capture of the flooding and erosion 
hazards should be expected for all medium and high constraint watercourses to 
remain on the landscape. 

See 13 Data quality and any limitations associated with the available data should be 
acknowledged through the SW Solution and addressed through future studies 
(e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 
 

123.  Section 7.4.1.2, EIR Study 
Boundary, p. 430 

Due to the consideration of diversions as part of the solution to address 
downstream drainage limitations, Catchments D and E should be evaluated 
jointly with Catchment A. 

Not part of SW Solution 

Will be reviewed as part of SWM Plan to 
Future Studies 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

124.  Section 7.4.1.2, EIR Study 
Boundary, page 431: 

Given the described limitations associated with the current SWS, the 
interrelationship between the stormwater management strategy associated 
with the proposed development, modified channel hydrology and hydraulics, 
land use, and the downstream flood risk, CH is not supportive of terminating 
the EIR at the hydraulic crossing at the outlet of each catchment area.  The 
assessment of Catchments A, C, D & E should be considered jointly and extend 
downstream of Eighth Line and beyond the downstream on-line pond servicing 
South Georgetown, ideally extending to the confluence of contributing areas A 
& E.  (Note:  at the confluence of A & E, tributary A is inclusive of contributing 
drainage area from catchments C and D.)  As the SWS did not assess 
downstream impacts, contrary to the provided Terms of Reference agreed to 
with the agencies, and as the SWS identifies EIR/FSS assessments as the next 
phase of assessment, the limit of the EIR/FSS analysis must be extended to fully 
assess and confirm the extent of proposed development impacts.  

Further discussion needed on TOR of 
additional study 

CH provided comments on Downstream Assessment Terms of Reference in 
letter dated March 28, 2017 (Grace/Howatt) and would be pleased to discuss 
further with Town in light of what will be covered in SW Solution, SWM Plan 
and developer-led EIR/FSSs.  
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125.  Section 7.4.1.3, EIR Requirements, 
pp. 431 – 432 

The EIR/FSS should also include a detailed post-development hydraulic 
assessment to demonstrate floodplain storage has been maintained on an 
incremental basis and that the proposed floodplain and channel revisions will 
not result in changes with potential negative impacts (i.e. increased flooding 
depth, frequency, duration, velocity or erosion) over the full range of 
anticipated flow conditions.  Preliminary grading plans will also be required.  A 
detailed TOR for the EIR/FSS should be developed through consultation with all 
parties, and the list identified within the final report should not be deemed to 
be final. 

SW solution to Future Studies 

 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as SW 
Solution analysis is not expected to confirm if hydrologic function of the 
channel has been replicated by the proposed design. 

126.  Section 7.4.1.3, EIR Requirements, 
p. 431 

Staff recommend that water balance assessment(s) for key features in Block C 
(wetland Unit 3c, vernal pools) be included in this list. As deficiencies in the 
SWS such as OWES evaluation, impact assessment and terrestrial monitoring 
program details pre, during and post-construction are not addressed in the final 
report, they must be included in future studies.  

Unit 3c is within the NHS 

OWES! 

Comment 35 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  OWES 
evaluation and Wetland Water Balance Assessments that were required in SWS 
Terms of Reference but not provided are to be included in future studies (e.g. 
developer-led EIR/FSS).   

 

127.  Section 7.4.1.3, EIR Requirements, 
pp. 433 – 434 

Areas identified as significant woodland in Section 4.9.4.3 should be retained 
within the Core Areas and Key Features, including but not limited to ELC Units 
5, 14a and 18c.  

Noted but document is Final Agreed – for future reference to SWS  

128.  Section 7.4.2.3 NHS Terrestrial 
Buffers, p. 435 and Table 7.4.2 
Vision Georgetown Buffer 
Framework, p. 439 

Guidance should be taken from the Region’s Framework for Regional Natural 
Heritage System Buffer Width Refinements for Area-Specific Planning 
document when considering buffer width refinements. As it currently stands, 
the proposed buffer framework does not demonstrate that refinements will 
result in no negative impacts on the natural features and ecological functions of 
the NHS.  In the absence of a detailed land use plan (i.e., identifying uses, lot 
configuration, road network, grading, stormwater management, etc.), specifics 
regarding uses permitted within the buffer (i.e. trails) and complete 
hydrological evaluations of wetland (and vernal pool) features, the impact of 
each land use scenario shown in Table 7.4.2 on each of the Key Features cannot 
be fully understood. As such, the proposed NHS in the SWS should include a 30 
m base buffer width around all Core Areas and Key Features. Until potential 
deciduous swamp/vernal pool and marsh wetland inclusions within the NHS are 
delineated with the agencies, uncertainty regarding the extent of these 
features provides further justification for a precautionary approach in using a 
base buffer width of 30 m, which will afford protection of these potential 
wetlands.  

The final buffer widths would be determined through an EIR/FSS prior to 
conditional approval of any planning applications submitted to authorize 
development and/or site alteration. Selecting refined buffer widths of 25 m for 
wetlands at this stage represents a net loss in area and potentially ecological 
function of the proposed NHS and, in the absence of wetland evaluations, the 
regulation limits for the wetlands cannot be reduced below 30 m. Furthermore, 
this approach is not precautionary enough to ensure the goal of protecting, 
restoring, and enhancing the biodiversity, connectivity and ecological and 
hydrologic functions of the areas and systems throughout the primary study 
area is being met.   

Noted but document is Final 

Includes Consultants buffer framework 
and rationale 

Comment to be addressed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Absence of a 30 m setback at this stage may result in expansion of the NHS 
during detailed EIR studies due to further assessment which will be required to 
confirm the presence or absence of additional wetland units which have not 
been fully delineated in the SWS, as per the Terms of Reference.  

129.  Section 7.4.2.3 NHS Terrestrial 
Buffers, p. 442 

Any proposed trails within the regulation limits around wetlands will need to 
meet Policy 3.51 Public Infrastructure - Utilities, Trails and Transportation of 
Conservation Halton’s Policy Document. 

 Agreed - To be addressed through future studies (developer-led EIR/FSS). 



 

  29 

130.  Section 7.4.2.5, Verification of 
Location and Widths of Linkages, 
p. 443 

Staff note that the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe includes a 
proposed NHS that would connect with Tributary A across Trafalgar Road. This, 
as well as details in the SWS (Sections 4.9.4.6, 5.7.1 and Figure 4.9.5), counter 
the statement that linkage opportunities along A2-1 and A2-2 do not represent 
a strong connection to natural areas west of Trafalgar Road. While we 
acknowledge that this provincial NHS has not yet been finalized, it does offer 
the potential that a future connection is possible. 

SWS finalized in May 2017 prior to GGH 
NHS 

A2-2 and A2-1 part of agreed SW Solution 
to Future Studies 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) in which 
management of watercourses will follow recommendations of SWS. 

131.  Section 7.4.4, Stormwater 
Management, p. 448 

It is recommended that at the time of detailed design, the proposed 
infrastructure be evaluated relative to climate change, and ‘stress tested’ 
relative to local recent extreme events to demonstrate the robustness of the 
system, as described in Section 4.6.2 (page 55).  Assessment should extend 
downstream of Eighth Line to consider development impacts on the existing 
downstream on-line pond. 

 Agreed – To be addressed as part future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 
given limited scope of SW Solution. 

132.  Section 7.4.4.1, Water Quantity, 
p. 450 

As discussed above the Unit Area Flow Targets identified in Table 7.4.3 do not 
account for substantial changes to channel routing effects associated with 
development, i.e. loss of routing associated with ‘green’ streams, channel 
modification impacting routing at A5-1 and AM-6, etc.  Given the limitations 
associated with the targets presented in this study, CH requires that the EIR/FSS 
demonstrate achievement of quantity, erosion and water balance objectives 
through modifications and updates to the post-development hydrology model, 
to confirm targets applied in the conceptual designs presented within the 
EIR/FSS are protective of the safety of downstream residents and the natural 
channel features and functions to be maintained and/or replicated. 

SW Solution to Future Studies 

 

To be addressed as part future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

133.  Section 7.4.4.2 Erosion Control, p. 
452 

CH has not received sufficient information within the final report to be 
supportive of the erosion control strategies presented for Tributaries A and C or 
to confirm that specific and separate erosion control strategies will not need to 
be developed for Tributary E.  When assessing the impact of the proposed 
stormwater management strategy relative to erosion, it is helpful to consider 
changes to duration, in conjunction with changes in the magnitude and 
duration of shear stress acting within the channel.  The proposed strategy to 
reconstruct Tributary C within the study area, as opposed to mitigating erosive 
impacts through stormwater management controls is not supported.  CH agrees 
with the noted need to demonstrate achievement of erosion and quantity 
control through refinement of the post development watershed model. 

SW Solution to Future Studies To be addressed as part future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

Implementation – Monitoring Strategy    

134.  Section 7.5.6.1, Hydrology, p. 460 CH is not in a position to confirm the appropriateness of a monitoring target 
bank erosion or migration rate in excess of 10 cm/yr. without an understanding 
of erosion or migration rates typical within the system.  Additional discussion 
and agreement on performance rates and targets and the potential for adaptive 
monitoring should be carried forward with all interested parties prior to 
finalization of draft plan conditions and/or prior to site alteration.   

 To be addressed as part future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

135.  Section 7.5.6.2, Hydrogeology and 
Groundwater Monitoring, pp. 460 
– 461 

A contradiction is evident in this section as it states that “no specific 
groundwater monitoring is proposed” and then states “the water table 
elevation should also be monitored”.  This was not the case in Section 6.4.6.4.  
We agree that the water table elevation should also be monitored long-term. 

Additional discussion necessary 

MH 

To be addressed as part future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS). 

136.  Section 7.5.6.4, Terrestrial, p. 463: As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #227, Redback Salamanders should have 
been included on the list of wildlife monitoring parameters.   

Noted but document is Final 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS).  
Monitoring for Redback Salamanders will be requested as part of future EIR 
studies, where appropriate.  
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137.  Table 7.5.3, Summary of 
Terrestrial Vegetation and 
Wildlife Monitoring, p. 464 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #276, the proposed duration of the 
terrestrial monitoring program (two years post development) does not meet 
the specification in the SWS Terms of Reference for post-construction 
monitoring for a minimum of 5 years after 100% buildout.  

Noted but document is Final 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

138.  Table 7.5.3, Summary of 
Terrestrial Vegetation and 
Wildlife Monitoring, p. 464 

As per CH June 17, 2015 comment #277 and the SWS Terms of Reference, 
sampling plots for vegetation and wildlife should have been established at the 
SWS level to provide baseline pre-development data.  

Noted but document is Final 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. Staff 
recommend that baseline monitoring be initiated as early as possible in the EIR 
process.  

139.  Table 7.5.4, Summary of 
Terrestrial Vegetation and 
Wildlife Monitoring, pp. 464 – 465  

No provisions are included for monitoring wetland hydrology, as required by 
SWS Terms of Reference. This must be included so that impacts can be assessed 
and mitigation measures developed where necessary. 

Noted but document is Final 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

140.  Table 7.5.4 Summary of 
Terrestrial Vegetation and 
Wildlife Monitoring, pp. 464 – 465  

As commented previously, the proposed monitoring program is missing 
measureable targets and thresholds that allow for adaptive management (as 
required by the Terms of Reference). 

Noted but document is Final 

 

To be addressed as part of future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) as 
requirements from the SWS Terms of Reference have not been met. 

Appendix Q – Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modelling    

141.  Given the substantial channel routing attributed within the hydrologic model, additional documentation should be 
provided to support the routing inputs related to the existing and proposed condition models.  For example, 
justification should be provided for the storage curve, SJ1000, applied to Tributary C. 

SW Solution Agreed 

142.  The proposed condition storage model continues to route external areas and contributing catchments through 
natural channel features that are not likely to be replicated.  For example, the proposed condition storage model 
continues to route external catchment A-2 Res through natural channel reaches A4-4 to A4-1, however reaches A4-4 
and A4-3 are expected to be eliminated, and it is believed that the 28.4 ha external drainage area will be conveyed 
downstream to A4-2 through a pipe network.  Greater consideration will be required as the modelling is refined 
through further studies to ensure that stormwater management targets are based on proposed conditions.  
Consideration must also be given to likely pond outfall locations.  The current modeling connects ponds A7, A8 A1, 
A1-unc, and to a lesser extent A2, to upstream sections of the catchment allowing for channel routing which may 
not be feasible when grading constraints are considered.  

SW Solution 

 

Our understanding is that this would be addressed through SWM Plan. 

143.  It is noted that the EPA SWMM methodology used to add flows at the confluence of Tributary A5-1 and AM-6 
contained within the folder: Uncontrolled Flows  (Hazard Flows - Add Hyd) - Appendix V Flood Storage Addendum 
results in the generation of summed hydrographs that are slightly greater than the mathematical sum of both 
contributing outfalls.  For high level land use planning purposes, CH is supportive of the approach of mathematically 
adding peak flows to conservatively size a channel corridor.  It is also recognized that current channel routing effects 
will need to be replicated and replication of those functions will result in lower modelled flows within the channel.  
The intricacies and interdependencies associated with this analysis may be most appropriately completed at the 
EIR/FSS stage, and then would subsequently need to be refined relative to the detailed design.   

SW Solution Agreed 

144.  Sheet 1 to Sheet 7 were provided as 11 x 17 figures and were not to scale.  Please remit full sized, scaled hard copies 
of Sheets 1 to 7.  Additionally, Sheets 1 to 7 were not provided digitally, and the 0.25 m contours shown are largely 
illegible on the copy of the Appendix provided to CH.  The Town is requested to remit a digital copy of Sheets 1 to 7 
in both .pdf and in the georeferenced ESRI file format specified in the Terms of Reference.   

Noted but document is Final 

Can Town provide digital copy of SWS to 
CH 

Agreed – However, we continue to request digital copies and provision of 
proposed condition figures as per SWS Terms of Reference.  
 

145.  A proposed condition hydraulic model was not provided.  To guide future studies, please note that while overbank 
roughness values of 0.05 may be accepted with respect to the existing conditions model as they are in accordance 
with existing farming practices, a minimum roughness of 0.08 should be applied in the proposed conditions 
floodplain model to recognize full growth of the future naturalized channel blocks.  The proposed condition 
hydraulic model should also reflect the anticipated changes to valley features, flow regime and drainage input 
locations, and conceptually incorporate all new road crossings. 

 This is expected to be part of the SW Solution Study, required to demonstrate 
proposed corridors are sized appropriately. 
 

Appendix R – Management Approach Criteria for Streams   
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146.  While buffer systems may be established through subsequent EIR stages, buffers are not to be less than 15m from 
the greater of the flooding or erosion hazard to ensure all regulated lands are maintained outside of any new lots 
created.   

 Agreed – To be followed in future studies (e.g. developer-led EIR/FSS) 

147.  With respect to medium constraint streams, in addition to maintaining corridor width and function, re-alignment 
must demonstrate: 

• Maintenance of conveyance and existing floodplain storage on a balanced incremental basis for all design 
storm events,  

• Replication of channel functions to ensure a ‘stable’ natural channel regime within the proposed open 
channel blocks through recreation of an appropriate geomorphic natural channel morphology consistent 
with anticipated drainage, gradient, and sediment transport regimes;  

• Consideration of sediment transport implications; and 

• Maintenance of existing water balance. 

SW Solution 

 

Agreed 

148.  The following statement is not supported by CH:   

Some of the medium constraint streams have been identified where additional flexibility exists through replacement 
by alternate open drainage systems such as roadside ditches or grassed swales. In this case the meander belt width 
would not be maintained but open drainage system functions would be maintained. These stream systems are 
illustrated as blue on Figure 5.9.1.   

Please note that all ‘blue’ streams identified in Figure 5.9.1 are considered to be regulated features and will be 
replicated as regulated features, with all hazards including the regulated setbacks protected in public ownership. 

SW Solution 

 

Agreed 

Appendix V – Proposed Tributary A Realignment Performance Specifications    

149.  CH is not supportive of any channel alteration that increases potential flood risk and therefore do not support the 
inclusion of the word ‘significantly’ in the following statement:  “Given the extensive reservoir storage function…will 
not result in routing modifications that significantly increase potential downstream flood risk.”  Note:  It is 
recognized that increases in downstream flows may be analyzed to confirm whether or not increases constitute an 
increased risk.  

The submission package requirements will vary and become increasingly detailed as the planning process proceeds.  
To support draft plan of subdivision, updated hydrologic and hydraulic modeling will be required in conjunction with 
the conceptual drawings and supportive reporting.  To support construction, submission requirements will be 
summarized at the time of a permit pre-consultation meeting.   

SW Solution Agreed.  We understand that the SW Solution is looking at corridor 
dimensioning for riparian storage and not addressing any changes that may be 
required to mitigate downstream risk 

150.  The described approach to address potential double counting of flood storage at junctions is unclear.  We will 
require a sample calculation and additional justification for the proposed storage calculation methodology before 
we can determine whether or not the proposed approach is supported.  (The proposed approach as described 
involves subtracting the volume from the last cross-section of the minor tributary from the system total, and scaling 
the volume from the last cross-section of the major tributary to account for storage along the minor tributary).  CH 
staff question the following: 

A downstream distance of 0 was given to each hydraulic cross section located immediately upstream of a junction 
with the ‘Main’ Branch.  As a result, was the volume being subtracted associated with the additional volume 
contribution between hydraulic cross sections 555130.6 and 55560.97 or 44414.18 and 44452.82?  

Tributary A5-1 was deemed to be a minor contributing tributary, but provides a larger flow contribution to the 
system than reach AM-5.  If the analysis were based on scaling the downstream channel length between hydraulic 
cross sections 55560.97 and 1887.99, how would storage volumes change? 

Tributary A2-1/A2-2 was not mentioned in the discussion. Was a consistent approach also applied at the confluence 
with reach A2-1? 

SW Solution Agreed 
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• 48 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution, 
• 14 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM Plan work,  
• 48 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies  i.e. FSR or EIS, 
• 25 of the 155 comments require further discussion with CH or the Town has provided comment, 
• The remaining comments have been noted but the SWS Document is Final. 

 

CH Review, March 2, 2018: 

• 47 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution, 
• 23 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM Plan work,  
• 64 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies  i.e. FSR or EIS, 
• 20 of the comments require further discussion or noted as SWS Document is Final. 

 
CH review, March 16, 2018: 
 

• 23 comments with green highlight will be addressed through the AMEC work on the SW Solution, 
• 4 of the comments with grey highlight will be addressed through the work AMEC is going to do with SWM Plan work,  
• 99 of the comments with blue highlight will be addressed through future studies  i.e. FSR or EIS, 
• 29 of the comments noted as SWS Document is Final. 

 

151.  While the storage volumes indicated in Table V1 may be appropriate for consideration to advance secondary 
planning, existing condition storage volumes must be re-assessed on the basis of more accurate topographic 
information, as noted in Comment 15 above, to support corridor sizing in a draft plan application. 

SW Solution  

152.  The Appendix should include both executable digital files of the hydraulic analysis and a hard copy of the summary 
tables.  While the digital hydraulic model submitted in Appendix Q contained a flow file TribA.f02, which had a file 
title ‘Tributary A – EX Cond R-AddHyd (Mar2017)’, this flow file only included 8 of the 10 storm events listed in Table 
V1, and the existing storage values identified in Table V1 could not generally be replicated based on output obtained 
running geometry file TribA.g01 and TribA.f02.   

SW Solution Agreed 

153.  While it is anticipated that the existing conditions floodplain associated with medium constraint management 
features (all ‘blue’ and ‘blue-dashed’ reaches but not ‘blue and red dashed reaches’) shown in SWS Figure 5.9.1 
Watercourse Characterization for Management will be altered, Appendix V has not provided sufficient analysis and 
documentation to confirm that adequate floodplain storage could be replicated within the limits of the Erosion 
Hazard Limit or Local Linkages shown.  Users of the report are cautioned that the minimum corridor widths 
associated with the watercourses present in the southwest area have yet to be defined. 

SW Solution Agreed 

154.  Figure V1 SW Georgetown Channel Realignment has introduced a new Intermittent Watercourse shown along the 
west side of Trafalgar Road from the upstream face of the Tributary A2 crossing at Trafalgar Road to the upstream 
side of the Tributary A5 crossing of Trafalgar Road.  This feature is not identified or recognized in any other AECOM 
generated figures within the report.  It is CH’s understanding that due to capacity limitations and limited fall within 
the western ditch around bridge 2530, Tributary A2 flows which exceed the capacity of the Trafalgar Road culvert 
may spill southerly along the western Trafalgar Road ditch line to the A5 culvert crossing.  CH does not view the 
western ditch along Trafalgar Road as regulated. 

SW Solution For future reference to SWS.  Management of watercourses will follow 
recommendations of SWS 

155.  Preference is that channel A2-1 be reinstated.  The alignment of a watercourse parallel with Trafalgar Road is 
undesirable from an aquatic ecology perspective because of the proximity of the proposed watercourse to 
pollutants such as road salt, gasoline, automobile oil, antifreeze etc.  There is also concern about the road posing a 
barrier to proper channel form and the establishment of a properly sized meander belt and appropriate setbacks 
from such features. 

SW Solution For future reference to SWS.  Management of watercourses will follow 
recommendations of SWS 
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 Planning Services 

Halton Region December 20, 2019 1151 Bronte Road 
 Oakville, ON L6M 3L1 
  
Mr. John Linhardt  

Commissioner of Planning and Development  
 

Town of Halton Hills 
1 Halton Hills Drive 
Halton Hills, ON L7G 5G2 
  
 
RE:  Draft Regional Decision 
 Town of Halton Hills Official Plan Amendment No. 32 
 
Dear Mr. Linhardt: 
 
This letter provides information on the Region’s review of Town of Halton Hills Official Plan 
Amendment No. 32 – “Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan” (OPA 32).  Attached to the letter 
contains a Draft Notice of Decision on OPA 32, including the proposed modifications to OPA 32 
that have resulted from this review, and the next steps in the process. 
 
Background 
 
OPA 32 was adopted by Town Council on July 9, 2018 through By-law No. 2018-0048.  The 
amendment was not exempt and was forwarded along with the supporting documents to the 
Region for approval in July 2018.   
 
The purpose of OPA 32 is to revise the policies and schedules of the Town of Halton Hills 
Official Plan based on the preparation of a Secondary Plan for the Vision Georgetown new 
urban area.  To ensure conformity with the Region’s Official Plan, modifications to the 
Secondary Plan policies and schedules have been proposed. 
 
Proposed Modifications to OPA 32 
 
As the Region’s delegated representative and Chief Planning Official it is my responsibility to 
ensure that OPA 32 conforms to, or does not conflict with, the Regional Official Plan (ROP), is 
consistent with the Provincial Policy Statement 2014 and conforms to, or does not conflict with, 
the applicable Provincial Plans.  The Draft Decision on OPA 32 is provided as Attachment #1 to 
this letter.  To assist with understanding the proposed modifications contained in this Draft 
Decision, a draft consolidation of OPA 32 has also been prepared which shows the 
modifications as tracked changes to the adopted OPA 32.  This document is provided as 
Attachment #2 to this letter.  A general overview of the proposed modifications is provided 
below. 

 
 
 
 



 Natural Heritage System 
 
Specific language and policies have been added to clarify the goals and objectives of the 
Natural Heritage System (NHS).  Modifications to existing policies were inserted to 
ensure that the NHS is preserved and enhanced in conformity with the ROP.  NHS 
buffer policies have been amended to clarify criteria for applying buffers.  As there are 
some areas of the NHS that will need further investigation through processes such as 
Environmental Impact Reports or Environmental Impact Assessments, Special Study 
Areas have been identified and shown on the appropriate schedules.  An Addendum to 
the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study is required to be prepared to ensure that 
certain criteria are met when investigating these Special Study Areas.  Please note, that 
the Notice of Decision will be withheld until the Region has an opportunity to review and 
accept the addendum in accordance with Section 116.1a) of the Regional Official Plan. 

 
 Phasing of Development 

 
Modifications have been included to ensure that the phasing of development will be 
contingent on the availability and efficient utilization of public infrastructure and services.  
Other modifications include ensuring that financial and other requirements are met, and 
that a full range and mix of housing types are included within each phase or sub-phase 
of development. 
 

 Regional Roads 
 

Proposed modifications regarding Regional Roads are included to ensure that Arterial 
Roads are not treated the same way as collector or local roads with respect to naming, 
design and purpose.  The inclusion of policies that require studies to be performed at 
certain stages of development were also added.  Modifications are also included in the 
schedules to clarify Regional right-of-way widths and naming conventions. 

 
 Clarity / Readability 

 
As a result of the detailed review of OPA 32 undertaken by Region and Town staff, a 
number of minor modifications are proposed to increase the overall clarity and 
readability of the OPA.  These matters include consistent naming, minor numbering 
changes, word or sentence replacement to better conform with the ROP, moving of 
specific policies from one section of the OPA to another, and additions to ensure that the 
appropriate agencies are consulted in the implementation of the Secondary Plan. 

 
 
With the proposed modifications to OPA 32 described above, and identified in Attachment #1, 
and pending receipt of an acceptable addendum to the Subwatershed Study, Regional staff is of 
the opinion that OPA 32 conforms to the Regional Official Plan, is consistent with the Provincial 
Policy Statement 2014, and conforms to the applicable Provincial Plans and policies. 
 
Regional By-law No. 6-16 delegates the approval authority under Section 17(34) of the Planning 
Act to the Chief Planning Official, provided that the Chief Planning Official’s decision is not 
contrary to the recommendation of the local municipal council.  I understand that you may be 
taking a report to Town Council regarding these proposed modifications to OPA 32.  I will await 



the Town’s response to this letter and attachments before issuing the Notice of Decision.  
Should Town Council not support the proposed modifications, the matter must then be referred 
to Regional Council for a final decision. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact myself or Dan Tovey, Manager of Planning Policy at 
ext. 7208. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

  
 
 
Curt Benson, MCIP RPP 
Director of Planning Services and Chief Planning Official 
 
Att: Attachment #1 – OPA 32 Draft Decision 
 Attachment #2 – OPA 32 Draft Consolidation of Regional Modifications 
 
cc: Bronwyn Parker, Manager of Planning Policy, Town of Halton Hills 
 Robert Stribbell, Senior Planner, Town of Halton Hills 
 Dan Tovey, Manager – Planning Policy 
 Rick Reitmeier, Senior Planner – Planning Policy 
 Matt McCallum, Planner – Planning Policy 
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VISION GEORGETOWN SECONDARY PLAN 

The Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan area is a 412 hectare concession block, bounded by 15 Side 
Road, Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, and Eighth Line/Main Street, as shown on the map below. 

PART 1 - THE 
PREAMBLE 

(THIS SECTION IS NOT PART OF THE 

SECONDARY PLAN) 
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VISION GEORGETOWN LANDS ADDED TO URBAN AREA IN 2009 

The Province of Ontario, the Region of Halton and the Town of Halton Hills completed a 
considerable amount of work in the mid and late 2000's to support the inclusion of the Vision 
Georgetown lands within the Georgetown urban area. 

 
The process started with the release of ‘Places to Grow’ in 2006, which is a plan for where and 
how growth will take place in the Greater Golden Horseshoe. Through this plan, an additional 
130,000 people and 50,000 jobs were allocated to the Region of Halton between 2021 and 2031. 

Following the release of ‘Places to Grow’, the Region undertook a detailed planning exercise with 
the local municipalities (‘Sustainable Halton’) to determine where and how the 
population/employment targets would be distributed within the Region. This work resulted in 
Regional Official Plan Amendment ('ROPA') 38, which allocated population growth of 
approximately 20,000 people to the Town of Halton Hills to be accommodated on new urban land 
in the form of Greenfield development. ROPA 38 also identified the Vision Georgetown lands as 
the major location of the new urban Greenfield land for residential purposes as well. 

 
To implement the preferred Sustainable Halton Growth Option as set out in ROPA No. 38, OPA 10 
identified ‘Designated Greenfield Areas’ in Section D6.1 and on Schedule A3, including a ‘Future 
Residential/Mixed Use’ designation adjacent to the existing Georgetown Urban Area. The specific 
location of these new urban designations is further described in Section D6.3.2: 

 
The Future Residential/Mixed Use Area designation applies to three areas that have been 
added to the Georgetown Urban Area, as shown on Schedule A3 to this Plan: 

 

1. Southwest Georgetown, bounded by Trafalgar Road, 15 Side Road, Eighth Line (Main Street) 
and 10 Side Road; 

2. Southeast Georgetown, bounded by Tenth Line, 10 Side Road, and the Hamlet of Norval; 
and, 

3. An expansion to the Stewarttown community, bounded by the existing Stewarttown 
community, the CN railway line, and the Black Creek within the Protected Countryside 
Area of the Greenbelt Plan. 
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The Southwest Georgetown area has since been identified by the Town of Halton Hills as the 
study area for the Vision Georgetown project. In this regard, Section D6.3.3 b) of the Official 
Plan requires that a Secondary Plan be prepared prior to the approval of any development within 
this designation. 

 

In terms of the amount of growth expected, the majority of the new Future Residential/Mixed 
Use Area population will be within the Vision Georgetown lands along with the majority of the 
new population related jobs in the educational, retail and service sectors that are typically found 
in residential areas. It is also expected that this growth will occur in the 2021 to 2031 time period. 

 
The Region also identified a desired housing mix for the Vision Georgetown lands through the Best 
Planning Estimates ('BPE') as set out below: 

 

 62% - low density housing: 

 21% - medium-density housing; and 

 17% - high-density housing. 

For reasons explained later in this section, this Secondary Plan is not able to implement the 
desired housing mix established by the ROP and the BPE because of the many requirements to set 
aside land for public purposes. 

 
ROPA 38 also established a Regional Natural Heritage system across the Region and in the case of 
the Vision Georgetown lands, about 77 hectares was identified.  While the policies in the Regional 
Official Plan in Section 116.1 do permit refinements of the extent of the Regional Natural Heritage 
System through processes like the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan, the pre- identification of 
the Regional Natural Heritage System on the lands before the Secondary Plan process was initiated 
was a consideration through the process. 

WORK PLAN THAT LED TO PREPARATION OF SECONDARY PLAN 

The process leading to the preparation of this Secondary plan was named ‘Vision Georgetown: 
Leading today, shaping tomorrow’, which was intended to express that the new community will 
be different from what has previously been developed in Halton Hills. 

According to Council’s vision, as shaped through the Town’s earlier Strategic Planning Process, 
the new community must: 

 

 Be walkable; 

 Be cycle-friendly; 

 Be less auto dependent; 

 Have more people gathering places; 

 Have different styles of parks; and 

 Have more compact urban design 

The Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is the product of a multi-phase work program that began 
in 2013. The following were the key phases of the planning initiative: 

 

 Phase One: Project Initiation; 

 Phase Two: Background Research and Community Visioning and Land use Concept 
development; 

 Phase Three: Detailed Planning Study; 
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 Phases Four and Five: Land Use Plan development and Secondary Plan development 

The secondary planning process was integrated with a subwatershed planning process, which 
reviewed and made recommendations on the following: 

 

 Subwatershed characteristics (environmental and land use); 

 Natural processes including; 

o Hydrology, hydraulics, and hydrogeology; 

o Fluvial geomorphology; 

o Terrestrial environment (vegetation and wildlife); 

o Aquatic environment (fisheries); 

o Water quality; and 

o Riparian systems 

The product of the above work was a refined Natural Heritage System that reflects and protects 
through buffers and enhancement areas the natural heritage features on the ground. 

 
A number of other studies involving multiple disciplines (transportation, servicing, cultural 
heritage, retail planning, energy planning and financial impact) were also completed, with the 
list of studies identified in Appendix 1 to this Secondary Plan. 

DEVELOPING THE SECONDARY PLAN 

The Town retained a consulting team in mid-2013 to initiate the process of developing this 
Secondary Plan. A number of disciplines were included on the team to ensure that all of the 
planning and technical requirements were considered and ultimately met in the development of 
an appropriate Secondary Plan. 

 
Some of the key factors considered in making decisions on the location all land uses in the 

Secondary Plan included the following: 

 

 The community will have a minimum density that is higher than recently developed urban 
areas in Georgetown; 

 A higher percentage of medium and high density housing is required on the Vision 
Georgetown lands to meet Provincial and regional density requirements than has been 
provided in other newer urban areas of Georgetown; 

 The need for new retail uses to serve the new population; 

 The need for new parks, schools and other community facilities; and, 

 Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, the Eighth Line and the 15 Side Road will all be upgraded and 
will look very different than they do today as a consequence of the development of the 
Vision Georgetown lands 

Following a review of the background materials in late 2013 and early 2014 and the holding of 
several public consultation events, draft Vision and Guiding Principles for the Vision Georgetown 
lands were established. 

 
In this regard, the draft vision statement was: To Be the New Community of Choice. The vision 
then goes on to say the following “The Vision Georgetown Community is an inspiring new 
community; distinctive in the way it looks and functions, fostering healthy lifestyles, 
neighbourliness, economic prosperity and local pride. It is a resilient, sustainable, complete, 
and compact community, with a thriving natural heritage system. It feels like a small town and 
is physically connected to the broader Community of Georgetown and the Town of Halton Hills. 
It honours the rich heritage of the Town, emphasizes people, and provides choices for day-to-
day living. Overall, the Vision Georgetown Community is an exceptional, forward- thinking, and 
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innovative model for new community development.” 
 

A series of 14 Guiding Principles were also established at that time and they further articulated 
how the established vision should be implemented in the planning process through the ultimate 
development of the new urban area. These 14 guiding principles are below: 

 
1. To design a community that is connected internally and integrated with the rest of 

Georgetown, and other surrounding communities, through a network of roads, paths and 
trails. 

2. To provide wide range of residential, commercial, and institutional uses, in a manner that 
reduces the need for an automobile to meet the daily needs of life. 

3. To protect existing natural heritage features and areas, and their associated ecological 
functions, and identify a linked natural heritage and open space system. 

4. To create distinct neighbourhoods that feature community focal points and bring
people and activities together. 

5. To provide a range and mix of housing that is available to all ages, abilities, incomes and 
household sizes. 

6. To provide adequate retail and service commercial development in a timely manner through 
various commercial areas, which are designed for people and pedestrians. 

7. To encourage a high standard of design that reflects existing small town character, creates 
a sense of place, and contributes to civic pride. 

8. To ensure convenient access to a range of types and sizes of parks and public spaces, which 
provide opportunities for recreation, neighbourliness, community events, and cultural 
activities. 

9. To provide a range of accessible community facilities in a timely manner and to co-locate 
these facilities where possible. 

10. To establish a transportation system that safely and efficiently accommodates different 
forms of travel (including automobiles, walking, and cycling) and plans for future public 
transit. 

11. To provide opportunities for local economic development in a manner that fosters 
competitiveness and a prosperous business environment. 

12. To ensure new infrastructure is developed in a manner that minimizes social and 
environmental impacts, and considers long-term maintenance, operational, and financial 
requirements. 

13. To apply sustainable development practices and encourage innovation, in order to maximize 
resource and energy conservation. 

14. To conserve key cultural and built heritage resources as a vital link to our rich history. 

 

Following the Council endorsement of the Vision and the Guiding Principles in February 2014, 
three land use concepts were established and consultations with the public were held at the 
time to solicit comments. A summary of the comments received in those consultation sessions 
was completed in June 2014. 

 

BUILDING BLOCKS 

A discussion of the building blocks that led to the development of this Secondary Plan is below. 
 

NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 

As a consequence of the need to ensure that the boundaries of the Regional Natural Heritage 
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System, which included lands subject to flooding particularly in the southwest corner of the 
Vision Georgetown lands was appropriately studied, the focus of the work between the middle 
of 2014 through to early 2018 was on the establishment of those development limits. The 
product of this extensive technical exercise was the Southwest Georgetown Subwatershed 
Study that was completed in May 2017 and a Subwatershed Study Addendum completed on June 
13, 2018.  A second Addendum to the Subwatershed Study, completed on (Date TBD) deals with 
outstanding issues to be addressed at later development stages. 

 
With the Subwatershed Study completed, the Town then turned to the main task at hand, which 
was the development of a Land Use Plan that would implement the Vision and Guiding Principles 
established at the outset of the process and establish in a more concrete way how the community 
will be designed and what it will look like. This also involved the consideration of the extensive 
comments that were received in 2014 on the three concept plans. 

 
The extent of the Natural Heritage System that was developed by the Subwatershed Study on the 

Vision Georgetown lands is both an opportunity and a constraint. 

 
While development is generally not permitted within the Regional Natural Heritage System, 
development for conservation purposes or other compatible development may be permitted 
including development/site alteration associated with passive recreation, restoration and 
landscape enhancement works. 

 
As a consequence, the opportunity existed as part of the development of the Land Use Plan to 
maintain a protected and linked natural heritage system, including a continuous system of trails 
and connections through the Vision Georgetown lands to provide for the connectivity as 
articulated in Guiding Principles 1, 3, 8 and 10. 

 
ROAD NETWORK 

The next factor considered was the road network. 

 
In this regard, initial transportation assessments determined that a key requirement of the future 
development of the Vision Georgetown lands should involve one continuous north-south collector 
road that would provide for north-south travel through the Vision Georgetown lands and which 
would be primary route for transit when it is introduced. 

 
In addition, and given the rectangular shape of the Vision Georgetown lands, it was also 
determined that there be three east-west collector roads extending between the Eighth Line and 
Trafalgar Road to provide east-west connectivity. 

 

Establishing these four key collector roads as the spines of the new community also implements 
Guiding Principles 1, 4, 8, 10 and 12. 

 
COMMUNITY CORE 

There was a desire expressed throughout the public consultation process for a Community Core 
area that would serve as a focal point of the community. 

 
With the above in mind, the Community Core extends along Street A between Streets B and C. 
The intent is to create a linear north-south Community Core that has at its centre the secondary 
school, the community park, the Town Square Park and the community centre/library. 
 
Also included in the Community Core are high-density residential mixed use areas that are 
concentrated at the northern and southern extent of the Community Core. Within these buildings, 
provision will be made for non-residential uses on the ground floor. In addition to the above, a 
Core Commercial area is also planned, with non-residential uses being required on the ground 
floor. 
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The northern extent of the Community Core area is also located 250 metres to the east of the 
intersection of Trafalgar Road and Street B where a local commercial mixed use area is proposed. 
It is anticipated that this local commercial mixed use area will be the site of a number of retail 
uses, including potentially a food store and a drug store and similar types of uses. 
Notwithstanding its location on Street B, a more detailed review of its location will be carried 
out as part of the Community Core planning process required by the Secondary Plan. 

 
Prior to the consideration of individual applications within the Community Core, a Community 
Core Plan will be required to guide development applications. The Community Core Plan will be 
prepared to the satisfaction of Council and contain the following: 

 
a) A detailed overall land use plan, identifying the location of all of the proposed uses and 

in particular the location of medium and high density residential uses; 

b) A detailed phasing plan that describes the sequencing of development and the timing of 
any infrastructure improvements; and 

c) A feasibility study on the establishment a cogeneration plant (also known as CHP - 
Combined Heat & Power) in the Community Core area. 

A key element of the Community Core Plan will involve demonstrating how various land uses can 
share amenities such as open space and other facilities such as parking 

 

and loading areas. In this regard, the co- location of uses within buildings and on individual 
properties is strongly encouraged. In addition, barriers between public uses, particularly between 
parks and schools should be eliminated wherever possible. 

 
MAJOR COMMERCIAL AREA 

Once the Natural Heritage System, the collector road network and the community core area with 
its associated uses was established, the next element of the plan that had to be determined was 
the location of the one major commercial area which would be the site of a larger food store and 
related retail uses. 

 
Given that Guiding Principle 6 requires that retail needs be established in a timely manner in the 
new urban area, locating this major commercial area in an area anticipated to be within an early 
phase of the development was considered crucial. 

 
In addition, it was determined that such a major commercial area had to be located on an arterial 
road to provide the basis for its success and that it should be located in a manner that could easily 
benefit the existing community of Georgetown South. As a consequence of the above, the major 
commercial area was located in the southeast corner of the Vision Georgetown lands at the 
intersection of the Eighth Line and 10 Side Road. 

 
LOCAL COMMERCIAL MIXED USE AREA 

In addition to the local commercial area mixed use area on Trafalgar Road and within the 
Community Core, a second local commercial mixed use area was located at the intersection of 
the Eighth Line and the extension of Miller Drive (Street B) to provide opportunities for retail and 
other service uses in this part of the Vision Georgetown lands. 

 
DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDENTIAL USES 

With the above elements in place, the next task involved distributing the residential development 
types throughout the Vision Georgetown area. In this regard, the following categories were 
established: 

 

 Low density residential area – single and semi-detached dwellings with permissions for 
townhouse dwellings accessed by either a street or a lane; 
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 Medium density residential area – street townhouses, block townhouses, stacked 
townhouses, back to back townhouses and walk-up apartments accessed either by a street 
or rear lane; 

 High density mixed use – mid-rise apartment buildings with permissions for ground floor 
retail. 

In order to support the new Community Core area, high-density mixed use areas are located near 
the intersections of Streets A and B and Streets A and C. One other high- density residential mixed 
use area is located to the north of the major commercial site. 

 
Medium density areas are distributed throughout the Secondary Plan area and are located on the 
Arterial and Collector Roads. 

 
SCHOOLS AND PARKLAND 

Once a determination of where the medium and high-density development would be ideally 
located, the next step in the process was the identification of where the five required elementary 
schools should be located along with an associated neighbourhood or local park. 

 
In this regard, they were distributed throughout the Vision Georgetown lands in a manner to 
enable students to walk to school. In addition, the elementary schools were all located on 
collector roads to provide ease of access for school busses and motor vehicles as well. 

 
Other parkland was distributed through the Vision Georgetown lands to access to parkland within 
a 500 metre distance of residential areas. In this regard, three types of parks are proposed. 

 

One Community Park that has an area of approximately 8.0 hectares is proposed in the vicinity of 
the community core. It is anticipated that this Community Park will contain sports fields and other 
amenities that would be used by all of the new residents. 

 
Five Neighbourhood Parks are also proposed. Each of these parks are proposed to be located 
adjacent to proposed elementary schools to maximize efficiencies and encourage the sharing of 
amenities. A number of Parkettes are also proposed and they are located in key locations within 
residential neighbourhoods. 

 
STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

Once the general arrangement of lands uses was determined, potential stormwater management 
facility locations were identified. These are required to ensure that all stormwater that is 
generated from development on the site is treated from both a quality and quantity perspective 
on the Vision Georgetown lands, and directed to appropriate receiving systems (watercourses and 
other natural features). In this regard stormwater management facilities should use contemporary 
and innovative technologies, be located to maximize efficiency and support natural systems, be 
combined where possible to reduce the number of facilities, and be sized to minimize land 
consumption. 

 
In addition to the above, it was determined that a floodplain/watercourse solution was required 
to accommodate flows from lands to the west of Trafalgar Road and in this regard, a Stormwater 
Conveyance Corridor has been identified on the east side of Trafalgar Road on the Vision 
Georgetown lands and special policies for this area are included in the Secondary Plan. 
 
FINAL LAND USE DISTRIBUTION 

The requirement to protect lands within the natural heritage system from development and the 
need to ensure lands are set aside for roads, schools, parks and stormwater management has an 
impact on the amount of land actually available for development. In this regard, about 57% of 
the lands within the Vision Georgetown lands are required for public purposes as shown on the 
table below: 
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PUBLIC LAND 

Schools 21.23 
Library/Community Centre 2.00 

Parkland (includes cemetery) 21.14 
Roads 78.18 

Stormwater Management 30.00 
Natural Heritage System 71.40 
Stormwater Conveyance 

Channel 
11.00 

TOTAL PUBLIC LAND 234.95 

DEVELOPABLE LAND 

Low Density 112.50 
Medium Density 40.67 

High Density 9.68 
Commercial 11.04 

8th Line Special Study Area 3.30 
TOTAL DEVELOPABLE LAND 177.19 

TOTAL LAND AREA 412.14 

PUBLIC LAND 57.01% 

PRIVATE LAND 42.99% 

 

The need to set aside 57% of the land area for public purposes, along with the requirement to plan 
for 60 residents and jobs per hectare as per the Growth Plan has had an impact on the housing mix 
established by ROPA 39 and the BPE. Below is an estimate of the number of housing units and people 
anticipated by this Secondary Plan.

It is noted that there will also be permissions for accessory apartments in all low-density dwelling 
units and based on past trends, the potential exists for accessory dwellings to be in about 10% of 
the single detached dwellings (potential is therefore 293 additional units). In addition to the above, 
the potential for residential development on the major commercial and local commercial mixed-
use sites has not been factored into the analysis because such development is considered a longer- 
term prospect. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

On the basis of the above, the table below shows the actual housing mix proposed compared to 
the BPE: 

 

 Units Population 

Low Density 2,925 9,519 

Medium Density   2,705 6,669 
High Density 1,016 1,759 

Total 6,646 17,94
6 

HOUSING MIX 

 Secondar
y  

Plan 

BPE 

Low 44.01% 62% 
Medium 38.71% 21% 

High 15.29% 17% 

 6,646 100% 
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PART 2 - THE 

AMENDMENT 
 

ITEM 1: 

Section D6.3.2 of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan is amended by replacing the word “three” 
with “two” in the first sentence, deleting the first bullet point, and adding the following sentence 
at the end of the section: 

 
“The Southwest Georgetown lands bounded by Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, Eighth Line, and 15 
Side Road, known as Vision Georgetown, are designated Vision Georgetown Area and are the 
subject of detailed Secondary Plan policies contained in Section H6 of this Plan.” 

 

ITEM 2: 

Section D6.3.3 of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan is amended by the addition of the following 
sentence at the end of the section: 

 
“A Secondary Plan has been prepared for the portion of the Future Residential/Mixed Use Area 
bounded by Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, Eighth Line, and 15 Side Road, known as Vision 
Georgetown, and is contained in Section H6 of this Plan.” 

 
ITEM 3: 

Section H1 of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan is amended by the addition of the following 
bullet at the end of the existing section: 

 
"· Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan”. 

ITEM 4: 

Schedule A3 of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan (Georgetown Urban Area Land Use Plan) is 
amended as shown on Schedule 1 attached to and forming part of this Amendment No. 32, by 
replacing the land use designations in the area bounded by Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, Eighth 
Line, and 15 Side Road with a designation labelled in the Legend as “Vision Georgetown Area 
(Regional Phasing 2021- 2031) – See Section H6”. 

 
ITEM 5: 

Schedule A3-1 of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan (Georgetown Built Boundary and 
Intensification Areas) is amended as shown on Schedule 2 attached to and forming part of this 
Amendment No. 32, for the area bounded by Trafalgar Road, 10 Side Road, Eighth Line, and 15 
Side Road. 

 
ITEM 6: 

Section H of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan (Secondary Plans) is amended by the addition 
of Section H6, consisting of the following Secondary Plan text and schedules: 

 

H6 VISION GEORGETOWN SECONDARY PLAN 

H6.1 VISION STATEMENT 

The Vision Georgetown community is an inspiring new urban community; distinctive in the 
way it looks and functions, fostering healthy lifestyles, neighbourliness, economic 
prosperity, and local pride. It is a resilient, sustainable, complete, and compact 
community, with a thriving natural heritage system. It feels like a small Town and is 
physically connected to the broader community of Georgetown and the Town of Halton Hills. 
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It honours the rich heritage of the Town, emphasizes people, and provides choices for day-
to- day living. Overall, the Vision Georgetown community is an exceptional, forward 
thinking, and 

 

innovative model for new community development. 

H6.2 GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

1. To design a community that is connected internally and integrated with the rest of 
Georgetown, and other surrounding communities, through a network of roads, paths and 
trails. 

2. To provide a wide range of residential, commercial, and institutional uses, in a manner that 
reduces the need for an automobile and supports all modes of transportation to meet the daily 
needs of life. 

3. To protect existing natural heritage features and areas, and their associated ecological 
functions, and identify a linked natural heritage and open space system. 

4. To create distinct neighbourhoods that feature community focal points and bring people 
and activities together. 

5. To provide a range and mix of housing that is available to all ages, abilities, incomes and 
household sizes. 

6. To provide adequate retail and service commercial development in a timely manner through 
various commercial areas, which are designed for people and pedestrians. 

7. To encourage a high standard of design that reflects existing small town character, creates 
a sense of place, and contributes to civic pride. 

8. To ensure convenient access to a range of types and sizes of parks and public spaces, which 
provide opportunities for recreation, neighbourliness, community events, and cultural 
activities. 

9. To provide a range of accessible community facilities in a timely manner and to co-locate 
these facilities where possible. 

10. To establish a transportation system that safely and efficiently accommodates different 
forms of travel (including automobiles, walking, and cycling) and plans for future public 
transit. 

11. To provide opportunities for local economic development in a manner that fosters 

competitiveness and a prosperous business environment. 

12. To ensure new infrastructure is developed in a manner that minimizes social and 
environmental impacts, and considers long-term maintenance, operational, and financial 
requirements. 

13. To apply sustainable development practices and encourage innovation, in order to 
maximize resource and energy conservation. 

14. To conserve key cultural and built heritage resources as a vital link to our rich history. 

 

H6.3 EXCELLENCE IN COMMUNITY LIVING 

It is the intent of this Plan to support excellence in community living based on the application of 
the following principles that result in: 

 
a) A well balanced community in terms of an appropriate mix and distribution of residential 

densities and complementary uses; 

b) The promotion of excellence in civic design in both the public and private realm; 

c) An interconnected system of open spaces, including recreational areas and natural 
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features and areas; 

d) A range of recreational and community facilities that facilitate shared use where 
practical; 

e) The integration of new roads with existing roads adjacent to the Vision Georgetown 
Secondary Plan area; 

f) An attractive built form of appropriate building heights, massing, setbacks, streetscapes, 
gateways and architectural treatments; 

g) Efficient transportation links that provide for all modes of travel through and in and out 
of the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan area and which are planned with a strong 
pedestrian orientation; 

h) Sustainable Community and Neighbourhood design in accordance with the Halton Hills 
Green Development Standards as updated from time to time; and, 

i) Practical and cost effective innovations to support the development of a sustainable 
community that encourages where possible, the application of low impact development, 
alternative energy sources and energy conservation, water conservation, approximate 
targets for an urban forest canopy and, the restoration, linkage and enhancement of 
natural features where appropriate. 

H6.4 COMMUNITY STRUCTURE 

On the basis of the natural and fixed elements that exist on the landscape, the main elements of 
the community structure are shown on Schedule H6-1 and are described below: 

 

a) Natural Heritage System - this area is the site comprised of a number of natural heritage 
features, watercourse corridors, enhancement areas and buffer areas that will be 
protected and enhanced over the long term. Much of the Natural Heritage System is 
expected to come into public ownership as development occurs and it will be the site 
comprised of a number of passive recreational uses and most notably, a trail system that 
will link all elements of the Vision Georgetown together; 

b) Collector Road System - The road system is made up of one continuous north-south 
arterial  Major Collector road Road that would provide for north-south travel through the 
Vision Georgetown lands and which would be primary route for transit when it is 
introduced. Three east-west Major and Minor Collector Roads collector roads extending 
between the Eighth Line and Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) are also proposed to provide 
for east-west connectivity and to Georgetown South via extensions to Danby Road and 
Miller Drive. These collector roads Collector Roads are intended to provide for the 
movement of motor vehicles, pedestrians and alternative forms of transportation in both 
a north-south and east-west direction. These collector roads Collector Roads are to be 
planned as complete streets; 

c) Community Core area - This area is to be planned as the main concentration of urban 
activities where a fully integrated array of institutional, retail and service, recreational, 
cultural and supportive uses are provided. A local commercial mixed use area fronting on 
Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) is also included within the Community Core to meet the 
needs of the new residents and those travelling on Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3). 
Included within the community core is a secondary school, Community Park and 
library/community centre that will be integrated with each other; 

d) Major commercial area - The major commercial area will be where higher order 
commercial uses are established to support both the existing Georgetown South 
community and new residents on the Vision Georgetown lands. Located to the north of 
the major commercial area is high density residential mixed use area. This area will also 
complement the existing Gellert Centre located on the east side of the Eighth Line; 

e) Local commercial mixed use area on the Eighth Line - This local commercial area, 
located at the intersection of Street B (Miller Drive extension) and the Eighth Line will 
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be where locally serving retail and service uses are located. Adjacent to the local 
commercial mixed use area is a planned elementary school and neighbourhood park that 
combines to form a focal point in the new community; and, 

f) Schools - in addition to the one secondary school proposed in the Community Core, an 
additional secondary school will be combined with an elementary school on 10 Side Road. 
Four other elementary schools are also located in central locations throughout the Vision 
Georgetown lands. 

On the basis of the above arrangement of land uses, a number of distinct neighbourhoods are 
created, with each being the site of parks and some with schools and connected with other 
neighbourhoods by collector and local roads, the proposed trail system, dedicated bike lanes and 
multi-use pathways. The system of proposed trails dedicated bike lanes and multi-use pathways 
are shown on Schedule H6-3. 

 
In order to support population growth on the Vision Georgetown lands, the conveyance of lands 
for community facilities shall keep pace with growth in the Secondary Plan area to the maximum 
extent possible and practical, to avoid or minimize a reduction in service standards for such 
facilities. 

 
In addition to the above, and to the maximum extent possible and practical, the conveyance of 
lands for, and the construction of, other public infrastructure shall keep pace with the growth in 
the Secondary Plan area so that the impacts of such growth can be appropriately managed, both 
fiscally and physically. 

 
To support the objectives above, overall development within the Secondary Plan area shall be 
phased in accordance with Section H6.17 of this Plan. 
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H6.5 AMOUNT OF PLANNED GROWTH 

a) It is the intent of this Secondary Plan to accommodate approximately 18,000
residents and up to 2,025 jobs on the Vision Georgetown lands by 2031, and to establish
a framework for the continued development of additional residential uses and jobs over
the longer term as the area continues to evolve and mature into a dynamic urban area;

b) The planned density for the Vision Georgetown lands is approximately 60 residents and
jobs per hectare, with the calculation being net of the lands within the Natural Heritage
System, and net of the lands within the stormwater conveyance Future Natural Channel
Corridor corridor on the east side of Trafalgar Road, the final alignment and area of which
will be included in the Natural Heritage System in the future;

c) The number of residents and housing units by type are below:

Units Populatio
n 

Low Density    2,925 9,519 
Medium 
Density 

2,705 6,669 

High Density 1,016 1,759 
Total 6,646 17,946 

d) In addition to the above, the potential exists for approximately 300 additional dwelling
units to be developed in the form of accessory apartments. The longer term potential
also exists for residential development on the Major Commercial Area and Local
Commercial Mixed Use Area designations; and,

e) Housing targets by dwelling unit type for the Vision Georgetown lands are below:

HOUSING MIX 

Secondar
BPE 

y 

Plan 

Low 44.01% 62% 
Medium 38.71% 21% 

High 15.29% 17% 
6,646 100% 

H6.6 IMPLICATIONS OF PLANNED DENSITY ON BUILT FORM 

The target number of people and jobs to be planned for will have a significant impact on built 
form, resulting in a mix of singles, semi-detached, townhouses and apartments. 

In order to achieve this planned density, this Secondary Plan provides for and anticipates that: 

a) The proportion of dwelling units made up of single detached dwellings will be less than in
other recent developments in Halton Hills - and this has the effect of providing more
housing units on less land;

b) Lot sizes, particularly for single and semidetached dwellings will generally be smaller than
in other areas of the Town;

c) Most new buildings will generally be located closer to the street to maximize the use of
land and provide for a more pedestrian oriented environment;

d) Rear public or private laneways will be permitted in strategic locations on the arterial and
major collector roads to provide access that minimizes conflicts and provides for a more
pedestrian oriented environment;
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e) The proportion of land devoted to surface parking may potentially be reduced in areas 
where a mix of uses is proposed and shared parking is possible, such as in the Community 
Core area which has the effect of providing additional land for new dwelling units and 
other uses; 

f) The amount of land covered by commercial and institutional buildings in relation to lands 
used for parking and open space uses will increase to reduce the amount of land area 
required for these uses; 

g) There also will be more of a reliance placed on on-street parking and lay-by lanes in key 
strategic locations internal to the community, such as the Community Core area; and  

h) There will be a greater emphasis on the integration of all lands uses to make more 
efficient use of land. 

H6.7 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

H6.7.1 INTRODUCTION 

a) It is the intent of the Town that development and redevelopment is carried out in a 
manner that furthers the goals and objectives of this Plan, and particularly those that 
deal with sustainable development and healthy communities; 

b) In addition to the above, the Town will also consider developing and implementing a 
range of appropriate mechanisms and tools to promote and facilitate new development 
and redevelopment that addresses the sustainability objectives and policies of this Plan; 
and, 

c) One of these mechanisms and tools are the Town's Green Development Standards, and it 
is the intent of this Plan that new development within the Secondary Plan area will comply 
with the standards established by the Town's Green Development Standards as updated 
from time to time. 

H6.7.2 OBJECTIVES 

It is the objective of the Town to: 

a) Encourage land use and development patterns that support the health and well-being of 
the people of Halton Hills and contribute to a higher quality of life; 

b) Promote the development of complete, sustainable and healthy communities that create 
and improve physical and social environments and expand community resources which 
enable people to mutually support each other in performing all the functions of life and 
in developing to their maximum potential, including: 

i) Providing choices and opportunities for all residents of all ages, by providing a 
diverse range of housing types, transportation modes, employment options, and 
recreation or leisure activities, including opportunities for local food production; 
and 

ii) Efficiently managing the natural and social resources of the community to achieve 
the optimal benefits for all residents of all ages; 

c) Recognize that the built environment plays a critical role in shaping the physical, 
psychological and social health of individuals and the communities they live within; 

d) Recognize that a number of factors, such as land use patterns, transportation networks, 
public spaces and natural systems can all promote increased physical activity, 
psychological well-being and healthier lifestyles for residents; 

e) Ensure the development of healthy and sustainable communities with an emphasis on the 
importance of design and green infrastructure; 

f) Recognize that healthy communities attract investment and labour, particularly for those 
working at home, in small spaces and in a collaborative setting; 

g) Adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate change through the creation of resilient 
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communities; 

h) Ensure that development and land use patterns consider the impacts of climate change; 

i) Promote improved accessibility for persons with disabilities and the elderly; 

j) Coordinate with other service providers, municipalities, government agencies, non-profit, 
and private partners to deliver, and where appropriate, to lead, healthy communities 
initiatives; 

k) Coordinate and appropriately deliver where possible social and community services to 
meet the needs of the population, including co-location or clustering of facilities in 
strategic locations to facilitate maximum access by residents and visitors; and, 

l) Promote public art to help create distinctive areas and people-places. 

 
H6.7.3 VISION GEORGETOWN SUSTAINABLE DESIGN GUIDELINES 

H6.7.3.1 INTRODUCTION 

The Vision Georgetown Sustainable Design Guidelines prepared in support of this Secondary Plan 
provide a suite of proactive and forward thinking design considerations for the planning and 
development of the Vision Georgetown lands. These Guidelines are intended to be read in 
conjunction with this Plan and assist in the review of development applications. 

 
The sections below from the Vision Georgetown Sustainable Design Guidelines include a number 
of objectives that are to be considered as this Secondary Plan is implemented. 

 

H6.7.3.2 NATURAL HERITAGE PROTECTION 

The primary goal of natural heritage system protection in the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan 
is to increase the certainty that the biological diversity and ecological functions of the area and 
the broader Natural Heritage System will be preserved and enhanced for future generations.  
Appreciation for natural areas also contributes to the quality of life that Georgetown residents 
enjoy. Future growth and development should be planned and constructed in such a way as to 
preserve and enhance the Natural Heritage System, while also providing access to educational 
and recreation opportunities through a network of parks, trails, and public spaces, where 
appropriate.  On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) Community members of all ages are provided access and opportunities to connect with 

and enjoy the natural environment; 

b) Streets and roads be planned to reduce impacts on the natural heritage system features 
and functions, and be designed to accommodate transit, cyclists and pedestrians as well 
as motor vehicles; 

Streets and roads shown crossing the Natural Heritage System on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 
are planned to minimize impacts on the natural heritage system features and functions, 
and be designed to accommodate wildlife passage, transit, cyclists and pedestrians as well 
as motor vehicles. 

c) Streets and roads that have not been identified on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 are planned to 
ensure there are no negative impacts on the Natural Heritage System features and 
functions, and be designed to accommodate transit, cyclists and pedestrians as well as 
motor vehicles. 

d) Streets and parking areas be designed to encourage infiltration into the ground with 
permeable paving where possible; 

e) The location and orientation of buildings frame and address parks and open space, and 
where possible, provide new opportunities for access and visual connections to the 
landscape as part of everyday life in Georgetown; 

f) Pedestrian and multi-use trails provide access to and through parks and where 
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appropriate, the Natural Heritage System, to help encourage active transportation as a 
viable means of both recreation and transportation; 

g) Community initiatives, which educate and celebrate the importance of the natural 
environment are supported; 

h) Community awareness about climate change is promoted, and local action to help preserve 
the environment is supported; and, 

i) Natural Heritage System features and functions are monitored with established targets, 
measurable objectives and adaptive management responses through the development 
process as per the Subwatershed Study and Addendums Addenda and Environmental 
Implementation Reports. 

H6.7.3.3 ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND PRODUCTION 

a) The feasibility of establishing a cogeneration plant (also known as CHP - Combined Heat 
& Power) in the Community Core area be explored through the required Community Core 
Plan required by Section H6.10.2; 

b) Throughout the Secondary Plan area, new developments are encouraged to incorporate 
both active and passive strategies to reduce demand and increase energy efficiency to 
minimize the impact on the conventional energy distribution network, while also 
promoting the use of alternative clean and renewable energy sources. On the basis of the 
above, it is the objective of this Plan that, where feasible: 

i) Programs and partnerships to leverage municipal investment and demonstrate 
excellence in energy efficient design be promoted; 

ii) Passive strategies in building design and construction be employed to reduce total 
energy consumption and peak energy use; 

iii) Renewable energy technologies be integrated into the building façade, roof and 
site design, while not detracting from the public realm; 

iv) Renewable energy production be showcased as prominent design elements to 

promote their use; 

v) The integration of active renewable energy production facilities onsite to help 
offset conventional demand be considered when larger institutional, commercial 
and residential buildings are developed; 

vi) New buildings attain a level of sustainability with particular attention to achieving 
energy use reduction credits through the Halton Hills Green Development 
Standards; 

vii) Reflective or light-coloured roofs, or other alternatives be considered for medium 
and high density residential, commercial, industrial and institutional buildings 
where green roofs are not feasible, to reduce the urban heat island effect and 
energy expenditure for climate control; 

viii) Alternative or renewable energy sources such as solar panels are encouraged to be 
incorporated within building designs; 

ix) Lighting for pedestrian and multi-use trails should, where feasible, implement solar 
panels to reduce energy demand from non- renewable sources; 

x) Other methods for improving energy efficiency and air quality such as earth source 
energy, passive solar design, building orientation, ventilation, increased 
insulation, photovoltaic panels, green roofs, cool roofs, and high quality windows 
be considered; 

xi) Net zero or net zero ready buildings be encouraged; and 
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xii) Energy efficient lighting fixtures and appliances are encouraged. 

H6.7.3.4 WILDLIFE HABITAT PROTECTION 

New neighbourhoods will not be the exclusive domain of human beings, with the habitat 
being shared with many wildlife species. Bees, butterflies and birds are especially important 
as pollinators but are particularly vulnerable to changes in their habitat and migratory 
routes. On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 
a) Community gardens and public parks prioritize low-maintenance, drought resistant 

species; 

b) Bio-diversity be encouraged through the selection of native, non-invasive species of 
plant life; 

c) In order to ensure adequate nectar and pollen supply throughout the year, 
consideration be given to a range of flowering species which blossom successively 
throughout the spring, summer and fall seasons; 

d) Large expanses of glazed areas on buildings employ bird strike deterrent strategies; 

e) Building systems, as appropriate, be set up to automatically turn off major lighting 
after hours or direct light away from the Natural Heritage System natural heritage 
system once the sun has set to reduce energy use and minimize interference with 
the flight patterns of migratory birds; and 

f) Linkages are established between wildlife habitat features, including consideration 
for opportunities at proposed road crossings, to maintain habitat connectivity and 
wildlife passage. 

H6.7.3.5 WASTEWATER, WATER AND STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 
The locations of stormwater management facilities as shown on the Secondary Plan schedules 
represent their general location.  The final location and configuration of such facilities will be 
more specifically delineated through an Environmental Implementation Report (EIR). Further 
refinement of the locations and sizes may be done through an applicable Stormwater 
Management Plan prepared in support of individual development applications.   

 

Throughout the community, development should be designed to conserve water use and to 
manage stormwater on-site through Low Impact Development techniques such as bioswales, 
rainwater harvesting systems, infiltration trenches, and stormwater management facilities. On 
the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) New buildings be designed where possible to collect rainwater for irrigation on site, and 

reduce excess stormwater runoff, which carries pollutants into natural waterways and 
groundwater recharge areas, with these features allowing for the consideration of reduced 
sizes for stormwater management facilities; 

b) Stormwater management features be strategically located to take advantage of the 
existing topography and drainage patterns and to minimize their footprint; 

c) Stormwater management features be developed as naturalized facilities, and incorporate 
native planting to help support pollinator species, and enhance biodiversity; 

d) Stormwater management facilities be designed to support key features and ecological 
functions ofin the Natural Heritage System natural heritage system; 

e) Rainwater harvesting systems, such as rain barrels and other simple cisterns, be installed 
where feasible to capture rainwater, which can be used for landscape irrigation, thereby 
reducing unnecessary use of potable water; 

f) All buildings be designed for efficient water use using conventional methods, such as ultra-
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low flow fixtures and dual flush toilets and other innovative water saving measures like 
waterless urinals, and grey-water recycling systems;

g) The re-use of relatively clean domestic waste water, or “grey water”, often from laundry 
machines, sinks, showers, baths and other appliances be encouraged to help minimize the 
use of the potable water supply; 

h) Landscaped areas be located to optimize water infiltration potential; 

i) Landscaping of public and private facilities utilize drought tolerant native and non-
invasive species that require minimal irrigation; 

j) Surface parking areas minimize the use of impervious surface materials, such as through 
the incorporation of permeable pavers and trenches, where feasible; 

k) Impermeable hard surfaced areas (i.e. driveways and parking areas) be reduced and 
opportunities for ground water infiltration be encouraged; and 

l) Rain gardens, complete with native plant species and soil media, be encouraged to 
detain, infiltrate and filter runoff discharge from roof leaders, or integrated into surface 
parking areas where feasible. 

m) In addition, stormwater management facilities shall be located and designed such that 
they will accommodate the interim and ultimate roadway drainage (quality and quantity) 
for Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3), as identified in the Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 
3) Corridor Study – Steeles Avenue to Highway 7, MCEA Study, and for 10 Side Road 
(Regional Road 10). 

H6.7.3.6 LOCAL FOOD PRODUCTION 

Throughout the community, opportunities should be sought to highlight local food production, 
urban agriculture and community gardens. On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this 
Plan that: 

 
a) Open spaces, including the natural heritage system, and roof tops on buildings that 

receive good sunlight be designed to incorporate urban agriculture and community 
gardens where appropriate; 

b) Space be allocated in the public realm for the retail sale of locally grown food; 

c) The selection of native, low maintenance and drought resistant plants be prioritized to 
minimize the spread of invasive species; and 

d) Local agricultural products are promoted to help ensure that they remain productive 

components of the local economy. 

H6.7.3.7 MATERIAL SELECTION AND SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

New development and construction should incorporate sustainable materials and promote waste 
diversion strategies in order to minimize environmental impacts and reduce the amount of waste 
heading to conventional landfill sites. On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan 
that: 

 
a) Light coloured materials be considered for large hardscape areas such as surface parking 

lots, driveways, pedestrian walkways and urban plazas; 

b) The use of salvaged or re-purposed construction materials for new buildings and public 
spaces, including the use of such materials for the construction of roads, multi- use 
pathways and trails be encouraged wherever feasible; 

c) Construction materials containing post-consumer waste or recovered materials be used in 
new construction, where permitted and feasible; 
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d) Building materials be selected based on their durability, energy efficiency, lifecycle cost, 
and environmental impact; and 

e) Waste Reduction Plans be prepared for use during the construction process. 

H6.7.3.8 GREEN ROOFS 

Green roofs or vegetated roofs serve to absorb rainwater and reduce stormwater runoff, provide 
additional insulation to the building envelope, create habitat for wildlife and pollinators, and help 
mitigate the urban heat island effect. 

On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) Green roofs be encouraged throughout the community, as appropriate; 

b) Where green roofs are accessible, use of these spaces for local food production be 
encouraged; and 

c) Where green roofs are not easily accessible, the use of native, low maintenance plant 
species is encouraged. 

H6.7.3.9 INNOVATION AND FUTURE TECHNOLOGIES 

Part of planning for sustainability today means preparing for the seamless integration of the 
technologies and systems of tomorrow. Everyday renewable energy technologies become smaller, 
more affordable and more efficient. On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan 
that: 

 
a) Where possible, the consideration for the integration of future technologies and 

infrastructure be part of community planning and design; 

b) Charging stations, which supply electricity for electric vehicles, be encouraged in new 
developments and parking lots and be incorporated into the design of high density 
development and mixed use buildings, as well as small and large-format commercial 
buildings and institutional buildings; and, 

c) All ground oriented developments be required to install a 240v electrical connection in 
all garages to facilitate the installation of car chargers at a later date and that all Part 3 
and Part 9 buildings be required to provide EV charging within associated parking areas in 
keeping with current Ontario Building Code regulations.

 

H6.8 DESIGNING STREETS FOR ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

Schedule H6-3 shows the Vision Georgetown Transportation Network. One of the keys to the 
success of the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan will be the ease by which residents and others 
travel through the community and to adjoining areas. On the basis of the above, it is the objective 
of this Plan that: 

 
a) A comprehensive and integrated continuous trail network be established, in order to 

contribute to the establishment of walkable, bicycle friendly and active neighbourhoods; 

b) Trails, where feasible and appropriate, be utilized to create connections and linkages 
between parks, the Natural Heritage System, the community core, community facilities, 
and other activity nodes throughout Vision Georgetown; 

c) New trails provide seamless connections to Georgetown’s existing active transportation 
network; 

d) Street and block configurations provide street exposure for natural features, and 
strengthen their presence as focal features; 

e) Streets be designed, where appropriate, to reflect complete street design principles, in 
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order to balance the competing needs of pedestrians, cyclists, transit users and motorists; 

f) Streets be designed and laid out based on a modified grid pattern, which responds to 
topographical features, natural open spaces, built heritage, and existing development 
patterns; 

g) Street patterns provide continuous, safe and comfortable avenues of public movement 
and promote connections to neighbourhood focal points; 

h) Street patterns establish significant views and vistas, where feasible; 

i) Block lengths should generally range between 200 and 250 metres and in special 

circumstances, where blocks lengths exceed 250 metres, a through-block pedestrian 

walkway should be provided; 

j) Collector Roads have an urban character, and be designed with equal consideration given 
to the needs, safety and comfort of pedestrians, cyclists, transit and motorists; 

k) Dedicated bicycle lanes, with a minimum width of 1.5 metres, be provided on either side 
of Major Collector Roads and on one side of Minor Collector Roads; 

l) Multi-use paths, with a minimum width of 3 metres, be provided on one side of Major 
Collector Roads outside of the Community Core; 

m) Local Roads be designed with equal consideration given to the needs, safety and comfort 
of pedestrians and motorists, and reflect an intimate, pedestrian-scaled 
neighbourhood setting; 

n) Window Roads be considered adjacent to Arterial Roads, in order to promote 
neighbourhood visibility and provide a street-oriented built form presence, while 
eliminating the need for rear lotting; and, 

o) Public or private laneways be considered in strategic locations adjacent to Arterial and 
Collector Roads, in order to provide a street- oriented built form presence with a 
continuous rhythm of building frontages and front yard landscaping, while eliminating the 
need for front yard driveways. 

p) The most current Regional Active Transportation Plan is to be considered when 
implementing the active transportation policies of this Plan. Land uses should be aligned 
to support all modes of transportation while maintaining the mobility function of Major 
Arterial Roads. 

H6.9 BUILT FORM AND THE PRIVATE REALM 

All development applications shall be supported by urban design guidelines. Proponents shall 
have regard to the final version of the 'Vision Georgetown Sustainable Design Guidelines’.

In addition to the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) Sites be planned and designed in keeping with Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities 

Standards (2005) and Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Principles; 

b) New development be planned to attain a level of sustainability by complying with the 
Town's Green Development Standards; 

c) Landowners consider seeking current LEED Neighbourhood Development
Certification, achieving efficiencies in the following categories:  Smart Location
and Linkage, Neighbourhood Pattern and Design, Green Infrastructure and Buildings, and 
Innovation and Design Process; 

d) Landowners consider seeking current LEED Building Design and Construction
Certification, achieving efficiencies in the following categories: Sustainable Sites, Water 
Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, Indoor Environmental 
Quality, and Innovation and Design Process; 
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e) Landowners consider seeking current LEED Homes Certification, achieving efficiencies in 
the following categories: Location and Transportation, Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, 
Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, Indoor Environmental Quality, and 
Innovation; 

f) The primary facade of all buildings in Vision Georgetown relate directly to the street and 
be sited generally parallel to it, creating a well- balanced, human-scale street and building 
relationship, which encouraged pedestrian activity; 

g) Where building elevations are visible from adjacent streets and open spaces, a variety of 
massing be achieved through alternative facade treatments, roof line, emphasis, building 
projections, materials, colours and certain architectural styles; 

h) A variety of roof types and forms should be provided, and be selected on a case-by-case 
basis, in order to ensure consistency with the architectural style of the buildings; and 

i) All buildings are designed to individually and collectively contribute to the character of 
the surrounding neighbourhood or district. 

H6.10 COMMUNITY CORE 

H6.10.1 LONG TERM VISION 

a) The Community Core shown on Schedule H6-1 is envisioned as an important character 
area that functions as the primary gathering place in Vision Georgetown, and allow for 
various amenity and programming opportunities aimed at providing purpose and interest 
throughout the day and evening. Land use policies applying to the land use designations 
in the Community Core shown on Schedule H6-2 are contained in Section H6.11 of this 
Plan; 

b) Place making is critical to the long- term success of the Community Core, which shall 
strive to achieve a setting that reflects high quality design, where people can live, work, 
shop, learn and play; 

c) Streets within the Community Core will be planned as complete streets to balance the 
needs of all road users, including pedestrians, cyclists, transit-users, and motorists. In 
particular, the streets will be pedestrian oriented, and accessible for people of all ages 
and abilities. They will be framed by animated building edges including wide sidewalks, 
weather protection, lighting and wayfinding. A network of public and semi-private open 
spaces and pathways will be created to complement the Natural Heritage System and 
increase accessibility to outdoor open space, local public parks, and the Community Park; 

d) A mix of uses should be planned for that attracts a diversity of people throughout the day 
and evening, including seniors, students, shoppers, recreation and library facility users, 
cyclists and other residents; and, 

e) It is the intent of this Plan that the right conditions are created in the Community Core to 
encourage the short trip over the long trip. The variety of functions and amenities within 
the Community Core is intended to attract pedestrians from the surrounding 
neighbourhoods as an alternative to residents using their cars to go elsewhere for some of 
their day-to- day recreation, leisure and shopping requirements. 

H6.10.2 REQUIREMENT FOR A COMMUNITY CORE PLAN 

a) Prior to the consideration of individual applications within the Community Core, a 
Community Core Plan shall be prepared first to guide development applications. The limits 
of the Community Core Plan area shall be developed to the satisfaction of the Town and 
in consultation with the Region. in consultation with the Town.  

b) The Community Core Plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of Council and contain the 
following: 

i) A detailed overall land use plan, identifying the location of all of the proposed 
uses and in particular the location of medium and high density residential uses and 
the Local Commercial Mixed Use Area; 
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ii) A detailed phasing plan completed to the satisfaction of the Town in consultation 
with the Region that describes the sequencing of development and the timing of 
any infrastructure improvements. 

iii) A plan showing the location of any future public lands that may be dedicated to 
the Town as part of the approval process; 

iv) The proposed built-form of the development including type, height, and 
architectural treatments; 

v) The location of appropriate access points onto the abutting road and trail 
network; 

vi) The location of pedestrian, bicycle, vehicular and service circulation and access 
and parking areas in the context of the overall parking management strategy; and, 

vii) Measures that implement the feasibility study required by Section H6.7.3.3a) of 
this plan as appropriate, and where it has determined to be feasible to establish 
a cogeneration plant (also known as CHP - Combined Heat & Power) in the 
Community Core area. 

viii) Measures that implement the environmental mitigation and enhancement 
recommendations contained in the final approved EIR required by subsection 
H6.13.4 of this Plan, or the final approved Subwatershed Study if an EIR has not 
yet been approved. 

c) A key element of the Community Core Plan required above will involve demonstrating 
how various land uses can share amenities such as open space and other facilities such as 
parking and loading areas. In this regard, the co-location of uses within buildings and on 
individual properties is strongly encouraged. In addition, barriers between public uses, 
particularly between parks and schools should be eliminated wherever possible. 

H6.10.3 COMMUNITY HUBS 

a) The Town supports and encourages buildings and structures to be utilized to their fullest 
potential for the provision of programs and services, provided or subsidized, by a 

government or other body, such as social assistance, recreation, police and fire 
protection, health and educational programs or cultural services. When and where 

available these uses are encouraged to co- locate within the Community Core as a 
Community Hub; and 

b) Community Hubs may offer school-community partnerships, respond to local service or 
recreational needs, and provide more efficient and sustainable services, improved access 

to services and a positive social return on the investment to the community. 

H6.10.4 COMMUNITY USES IN THE COMMUNITY CORE 

A secondary school and a community centre/library are planned in the Community Core. It is the 
objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) The secondary school, the community centre/library and the neighbouring Town Square 

Park and Community Park be the subject of an integrated planning process that is 
undertaken in conjunction with the Community Core Plan required by Section H6.10.2 or 
through a separate public sector led process that ensures that all uses relate to each other, 
share space and land wherever possible and be designed in a manner where all uses 
complement each other; 

b) The secondary school and community centre/library incorporate the highest standard in 
architectural and sustainable design, with equal priority given to all visible building 
facades; 

c) The secondary school and community centre/library embody a distinct visual identity, 
while respecting the character of the Community Core and surrounding neighbourhoods 
through the complementary use of architectural styles; 
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d) The library and community centre animate the two Collector Roads they front on, as well 
as the adjacent Town Square Park and Community Park, with active interior uses such as 
pools, gymnasiums, atriums, and cafeterias, where appropriate; and 

e) The secondary school and community centre/library promote safety and ease of access 
through well-defined entrances and windows facing the public streets and primary 
walkways. 

H6.11 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS IN THE COMMUNITY CORE 

H6.11.1 OVERVIEW 

a) Schedule H6-2 identifies the land use designations that apply in the Community Core. 
The land use designations are listed below: 

i) Core Commercial Area; 

ii) High Density Residential Mixed Use Area; 

iii) Local Commercial Mixed Use Area; 

iv) Medium Density Residential Area; 

v) Major Institutional Area; and 

vi) Major Parks and Open Space Area. 

b) In instances where the policies and designations contained in Section H6.11 vary with 
the policies within Part D of this Plan, the more specific and detailed policies of this 
Section shall prevail, provided the overall intent of the Official Plan is maintained; 

c) A Community Park within the Major Parks and Open Space Area designation is also planned 
in the Community Core and policies on the Community Park are contained in Section 
H6.16.4 of this Plan; and, 

d) A Town Square Park is also planned in the Community Core and policies on the Town Square 
Park are contained in Sections H6.11.9 and H6.16.7 of this Plan. 

H6.11.2 CORE COMMERCIAL AREA 

H6.11.2.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Core Commercial Area designation be planned to 
accommodate low to mid-rise building forms and accommodate non-residential uses in the first 
storey. 

H6.11.2.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Main permitted uses are limited to: 

i) Non-residential uses including child care centres, retail uses, personal service uses, 
office uses and restaurants in the first storey of any building located adjacent to a 
Collector Road; 

ii) Public service uses; 

iii) Multiple dwellings; 

iv) Block townhouse dwellings; and, 

v) Low-rise apartment dwellings. 

b) Permitted complementary uses are set out below: 

i) Home occupations subject to Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan; and, 

ii) Accessory apartments subject to Section D1.3.1.6 of this Plan. 

H6.11.2.3 DENSITY AND HEIGHT 

The density range shall be 40 to 120 units per net residential hectare and the maximum building 
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height shall not exceed five storeys. 

H6.11.2.4 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) Residential uses shall not be permitted on the ground floor within 12 metres of the edge 
of the Collector Road with this floor area being reserved for permitted non- residential 
uses; 

b) The development of activities that spill out into the street and other public spaces is 
strongly encouraged; and, 

c) Some reliance will be placed on on-street parking to meet parking demand for permitted 
non-residential uses, as set out in the required Community Core Plan. 

H6.11.3 HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE AREA 

H6.11.3.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the High Density Residential Mixed Use Area designation be 
planned to accommodate a range of housing types with permissions for non-residential uses in 
the Community Core Area. 

H6.11.3.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Main permitted uses are apartment dwellings and long term care homes and retirement 
homes; 

b) Stacked, block townhouse and multiple dwelling units may be considered provided they 
are not located closer than 50 metres from the intersection of two Collector Roads or the 
intersection of an Arterial Road and Collector Road, since these intersections are to be 
reserved for apartment dwellings, long term care homes and retirement homes; 

c) Permitted complementary uses are set out below: 

i) Home occupations subject to Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan; and, 

ii) Non-residential uses including child care centres, places of worship, retail uses, 
personal service uses, office uses and restaurants in the first storey of any building 
located adjacent to a Major Collector Road.

H6.11.3.3 DENSITY AND HEIGHT 

a) The density range shall be 75 to 200 units per net residential hectare and the maximum building 
height shall not exceed six storeys. The minimum building height shall be four storeys. 

H6.11.3.4 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) The first storey of buildings within 50 metres of the intersection of two Collector Roads or 
the intersection of a Collector and Arterial Road shall be designed to accommodate 
permitted non-residential uses over the long term. In this regard and where non-
residential uses are planned, glazing should occupy about 50% of the first storey façade 
and first storey heights should be designed to accommodate a range of non-residential 
uses; 

b) If non-residential uses are proposed, some reliance will be placed on on- street parking to 
meet parking demand for permitted non- residential uses, as set out in the required 
Community Core Plan; 

c) Buildings should incorporate a high standard in architectural and sustainable design, with 
highest priority given to street and open space facing facades, and secondary priority given 
to all other visible building facades; and, 

d) Buildings should be designed to have articulated facades primarily on the upper floors to 
provide for a more visually pleasing streetscape. 

H6.11.4 LOCAL COMMERCIAL MIXED USE AREA 
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H6.11.4.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Local Commercial Mixed Use Area designation be primarily 
the site of retail and personal service uses that are designed to be transit supportive and 
pedestrian oriented. Residential uses may also be permitted provided local commercial uses are 
also developed. 

H6.11.4.2 PERMITTED USES 

Permitted uses are set out below: 
 

a) Commercial fitness centres; 

b) Child care centres; 

c) Medical offices; 

d) Private and commercial schools; 

e) Restaurants; 

f) Retail and service commercial uses; 

g) Public service uses; 

h) Places of Worship; 

i) Multiple dwellings; 

j) Block townhouse dwellings; 

k) Stacked townhouse dwellings; and, 

l) Low-rise apartment dwellings. 

H6.11.4.3 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) Local Commercial Mixed Use Area sites should have an approximate area of 2.5 hectares; 

b) The planned built form characteristics for this designation encourage the development of 
a wide variety of building forms that are generally low to mid rise in height. In this regard, 
the maximum height shall be three storeys; 

c) A smaller scale of commercial use is anticipated with emphasis on good building/street 
relationships. On this basis, below is the design and built form criteria that shall be 
applied in the Local Commercial Mixed Use Areas: 

 

i) Buildings should be located on or close to the street line to reinforce a strong 
street edge; 

ii) Front yard parking shall not be encouraged and larger parking areas shall be set 
back an appropriate distance from the street edge, or landscaped to ensure that 
the majority of the street edge is the site of buildings or landscaping; 

iii) A strong street edge landscape treatment should be provided to contribute to the 
streetscape; and, 

iv) Well-delineated pedestrian walkways should be provided between the street and 
main entrances. 

d) The development of pedestrian oriented focal points that are walkable from nearby areas 
is required to be a key component of development in the Local Commercial Mixed Use 
Area designation. These spaces are intended to provide an internal focal point for the 
area and function as a public gathering area serving the immediate neighbourhood and 
visitors to the area. These spaces should be easily accessible and visible to the public, 
contain seating amenities, hard landscaping, and natural elements, and provide passive 
recreation uses, possible public or private programmed activities and public art. Adjacent 
commercial uses are encouraged to be integrated with and front upon these spaces; 
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e) Permitted residential uses may be considered provided: 

i) No less than 50% of the ground floor of all buildings on the lands within the Local 
Commercial Mixed Use Area designation is the site of, or planned to be site of, 
non-residential uses; 

ii) The function of the lands as a focal point and local destination for goods and 
services is maintained or enhanced; 

iii) The non-residential uses on the site are visible from surrounding roads to 
encourage their viability; and, 

iv) The density range shall be 40 to 120 units per net hectare. 

H6.11.5 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (IN COMMUNITY CORE) 

H6.11.5.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Medium Density Residential Area designation be planned to 
accommodate a range of medium housing types in the Community Core and elsewhere on the 
Vision Georgetown lands where permitted. 

H6.11.5.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Main permitted uses are multiple, street townhouse, block townhouse, stacked 
townhouse; back-to-back townhouse and low-rise apartment dwellings and long term care 
homes and retirement homes. 

b) Permitted complementary uses are set out below: 

i) Home occupations subject to Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan; and 

ii) Accessory apartments subject to Section D1.3.1.6 of this Plan. 

H6.11.5.3 DENSITY AND HEIGHT 

The density range shall be 30 to 120 units per net residential hectare and the maximum building 
height shall not exceed four storeys. 

 

H6.11.5.4 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) All medium density development in the Community Core shall be accessed by Local Roads 
or private or public lanes to minimize access onto Collector roads and support the 
development of complete streets; 

b) Buildings fronting on the Collector Roads in the Community Core shall have its main facade 
facing the Collector Road and be located close to the street and designed to frame the 
street; and, 

c) In areas outside of the Community Core, direct access to Arterial Roads and Collector 
Roads for individual dwelling units is not permitted. 

H6.11.6 MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL AREA 

H6.11.6.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Major Institutional Area designation in the Community Core 
be the site of a Secondary School and other community facilities such as a library/community 
centre that supports the Community Core and the broader Georgetown community. 

H6.11.6.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Permitted uses in the Major Institutional Area designation are limited to Secondary 
Schools and other community facilities such as a library and community centre. Public 
service uses are also permitted to support the development of a community hub. The 
location of both the secondary school and the library and community centre is shown on 
Schedule H6-2; 

b) Minor changes to the location of the planned library/community centre are permitted, 
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provided it continues to be functionally connected with the planned Community Park and 
Secondary School; 

c) Notwithstanding Section F8.1.1 of this Plan, both medium and high-density uses are 
permitted if the Secondary School site within the Community Core is not required; 

d) If the Secondary School is not required, an amendment to the Community Core Plan as 
specified in Section H6.10.2 would be required; and 

e) Minor changes to the location of the planned Secondary School are permitted, provided 
it continues to be functionally connected with the planned Community Park and the 
library/community centre. 

H6.11.7 MAJOR PARKS AND OPEN SPACE AREA 

H6.11.7.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Major Parks and Open Space Area designation in the 
Community Core be the site of a Community Park and Town Square Park. 

H6.11.7.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Permitted uses in the Major Parks and Open Space Area designation are set out in 
Section B2.3 of this Plan. 

b) Policies on the Community Park are located in Section H6.16.4 of this Plan. 

c) Policies on the Town Square Park are located in Section H6.16.7 of this Plan. 

H6.12 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS OUTSIDE OF THE COMMUNITY CORE 

H6.12.1 OVERVIEW 

a) Schedule H6-2 provides the detailed land use designation for lands outside of the 
Community Core. The land use designations are listed below: 

i) Low Density Residential Area; 

ii) Medium Density Residential Area; 

 

iii) Mixed Use Area (Gateway); 

iv) High Density Residential Mixed Use Area; 

v) Major Commercial Area; 

vi) Local Commercial Mixed Use Area; 

vii) Major Institutional Area; 

viii) Natural Heritage System; 

ix) Eighth Line Special Study Area; and, 

x) Future Natural Channel Stormwater Conveyance Corridor Area. 

b) In instances where the policies and designations contained in Section H6.12 vary with the 
policies within Part D of this Plan, the more specific and detailed policies of this Section 
shall prevail, provided the overall intent of the Official Plan is maintained. 

H6.12.2 LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREA 

H6.12.2.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Low Density Residential Area designation be planned to 
accommodate a range of housing types on a network of local roads and condominium roads that 
are designed for the motor vehicle, cyclists and pedestrians. 

H6.12.2.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Main permitted uses are limited to singe detached, semi-detached and duplex dwellings; 
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b) In addition, street townhouse dwellings, stacked townhouse dwellings and block 
townhouse dwellings are also permitted provided the total number of such units does not 
exceed 25% of the total number of units in a Plan of Subdivision; and, 

c) Permitted complementary uses are set out below: 

 i)    Home occupations subject to Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan; 

i) Bed and breakfast establishments in single detached dwellings subject to Section 
D1.3.1.5 of this Plan; 

ii) Accessory apartments subject to Section D1.3.1.6 of this Plan; 

iii) Garden suites subject to Section D1.3.1.7 of this Plan; and, 

iv) Special needs housing subject to Section D1.3.1.8 of this Plan. 

H6.12.2.3 DENSITY AND HEIGHT 

a) The minimum permitted density shall be 24 units per net residential hectare and the 
maximum permitted density shall be 30 units per net residential hectare; 

b) Notwithstanding the above, the minimum and maximum density permitted for street 
townhouse dwellings, stacked townhouse dwellings and block townhouse dwellings are 30 
to 50 units per net residential hectare; and, 

c) The maximum building height shall not exceed three storeys. 

H6.12.2.4 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) Dwellings should incorporate a moderate standard in architectural and sustainable design, 
with highest priority given to street and open space facing facades, and secondary priority 
given to all other visible building facades; 

b) Each dwelling should have a unique identity, while respecting and responding to the 
surrounding context; 

c) Each dwelling should have appropriate facade detailing, 
 

materials and colours consistent with its architectural style; 

d) Identical building elevations should not be located side by side or directly opposite from 
one another. Such elevations should be separated by a minimum of 2 single detached 
dwellings; 

e) Identical building elevations should not appear more than 3 times within a cluster of 10 
dwelling units; and, 

f) Variety of architectural expression is encouraged through the use of alternative façade 
treatments, rooflines, building projections, materials, colours and architectural styles. 

H6.12.3 MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (OUTSIDE COMMUNITY CORE) 

The lands in the Medium Density Residential Area designation shall develop in accordance with 
Section H6.11.5 of this Plan. 

 
H6.12.4 MIXED USE GATEWAY AREA 

H6.12.4.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Mixed Use Gateway Area designation be planned to 
accommodate a range of medium density housing types and a limited amount of non-residential 
uses at the intersections of Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) and the 10 Side Road (Regional Road 
10) and Trafalgar Road and the 15 Side Road. 

H6.12.4.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Main permitted uses are multiple, street townhouse, block townhouse, stacked 



Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (December 2019) 

 

Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (December 2019) 

 

townhouse; back-to-back townhouse and low-rise apartment dwellings and long term care 
homes and retirement homes; 

b) Places of worship may also be permitted; 

c) The Stewarttown Public School is recognized as a permitted use; 

d) Permitted complementary uses are set out below: 

i) Home occupations subject to Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan; 

ii) Accessory apartments subject to Section D1.3.1.6 of this Plan; and, 

iii) Limited non-residential uses including child care centres, retail uses, personal 
service uses, public service uses, office uses and restaurants provided the total 
floor area planned for these uses does not exceed 20% of the total amount of 
residential floor area within each area that is designated Mixed Use Gateway. 

H6.12.4.3 DENSITY AND HEIGHT 

The density range shall be 40 to 150 units per net residential hectare and the maximum building 
height shall not exceed five storeys. 

H6.12.4.4 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 

a) Prior to any development occurring on the lands within the Mixed Use Gateway Area 
designation, a Comprehensive Development Plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of 
Council. The Comprehensive Development Plan shall include: 

i) A detailed overall land use plan, identifying the location of all of the proposed 
uses; 

ii) A detailed phasing plan that describes the sequencing of development and the 
timing of any infrastructure improvements; 

iii) A plan showing the location of any future public lands that may be dedicated to 
the Town as part of the approval process; 

iv) The means by which the non-residential uses are to be accessed by abutting 
Arterial Roads; 

v) The proposed built-form of the development including type, height, and 
architectural treatments; 

vi) The location of appropriate access points onto the abutting road network; and, 

vii) The location of pedestrian, bicycle, vehicular and service circulation and access 
and parking areas in the context of the overall parking management strategy. 

b) The development of a range of medium density housing types (street townhouse, stacked 
townhouse, block townhouse and back to back townhouses) is encouraged; and, 

c) Given the prominent location of this land use designation, special consideration will be 
given to establishing gateway features at the intersection of the two arterial roads. 

H6.12.5 HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL MIXED USE AREA 

The lands in the High Density Residential Mixed Use Area designation shall develop in accordance 
with Section H6.11.3 of this Plan. 

 

H6.12.6 MAJOR COMMERCIAL AREA 

H6.12.6.1 GOALS 

a) To establish the Major Commercial Area designation as a major activity area in the 
Secondary Plan Area; 

b) To provide a focus for the development of major retail uses in the Secondary Plan Area; 
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c) To provide for the establishment of a focal point that is easily accessed by pedestrians, 
bicycles and transit; and, 

d) To provide for a diverse range of retail and service uses to serve the Town and the Region. 

H6.12.6.2 PERMITTED USES 

Permitted uses are limited to: 
 

a) Retail and service commercial uses; 

b) Supermarkets and specialty food stores; 

c) Department stores; 

d) Medical offices; 

e) Hotels and convention centres; 

f) Places of entertainment; 

g) Child care centres; 

h) Private and commercial schools; 

i) Public service uses; 

j) Commercial fitness centres; 

k) Places of worship; 

l) Private recreational uses, such as banquet halls and private clubs; 

m) Restaurants; 

n) Adult specialty stores; 

o) Motor vehicle service stations; 

p) Complementary multiple and apartment dwellings including long- term care homes and 
retirement homes; and, 

q) Home occupations in accordance with Section D1.3.1.4 of this Plan. 

H6.12.6.3 SPECIAL DEVELOPMENT POLICIES 
Prior to any development occurring on the lands within the Major Commercial Area 
designation, a Comprehensive Development Plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of 
Council. The Comprehensive Development Plan shall consider all matters listed in Section 
D2.5.2.3.3 of this the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan and the other matters listed in this 
Section. 

The following policies are intended to guide proposals for new development or redevelopment in 
the Major Commercial Area designation. 

 
a) Major Commercial sites should have an approximate area of 6.0 hectares; 

b) It is the intent of this Plan that the lands within the Major Commercial designation are 
the focus of major retail uses and over the longer term, higher density residential uses in 
a mixed use setting; 

c) Development shall be planned to be pedestrian, bicycle and transit friendly from the 
outset with a pattern of streets and blocks that encourages pedestrian circulation even 
where the “streets” in large developments may initially be privately owned and 
maintained. In particular, development shall be oriented to the street and designed to 
promote a vital and safe street life and to support the early provision of transit; 

d) The maximum gross leasable floor area permitted for all retail uses combined in the Major 
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Commercial Area designation is 20,000 square metres; 

e) The establishment of a higher-order supermarket serving a large trade area is a key 
component of the land use plan for the area; 

f) As this area develops, it is the intent of this Plan that a pedestrian oriented environment 
that is integrated with surrounding lands; 

g) The development of pedestrian oriented focal points that are walkable from nearby areas 
is required to be a key component of development in the Major Commercial Area 
designation. These spaces are intended to provide an internal focal point for the area and 
function as a public gathering area serving the immediate neighbourhood and visitors to 
the area. These spaces should be easily accessible and visible to the public, contain 
seating amenities, hard landscaping, and natural elements, and provide passive recreation 
uses, possible public or private programmed activities, and public art. Adjacent 
commercial uses are encouraged to be integrated with and front upon these spaces; 

h) The minimum height of any new residential building shall be four storeys and the 
maximum height shall be six storeys. The minimum height for non-residential buildings 
shall be two storeys; 

i) The density range for high density shall be 75 to 200 units per net residential hectare; 

j) Buildings should be located on or close to the street line and massed at intersections to 
establish a strong street edge; and, 

k) Given the desire to accommodate high density residential development over the longer 
term on lands within the Major Commercial Area designation, the Comprehensive 
Development Plan required by this section shall establish a long term parking strategy for 
the area which takes into account the ultimate provision of underground and/or 
structured parking. 

H6.12.7 LOCAL COMMERCIAL MIXED USE AREA 

The lands in the Local Commercial Mixed Use Area designation shall develop in accordance with 
Section H6.11.4 of this Plan. 

 
H6.12.8 MAJOR INSTITUTIONAL AREA 

H6.12.8.1 GOAL 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Major Institutional Area designation be the site of a Secondary 
School that may be combined with an elementary school. 

 

H6.12.8.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Permitted uses in the Major Institutional Area designation are limited to Secondary 
Schools that may be combined with an elementary school. Public service uses are also 
permitted to support the development of a community hub; 

b) Notwithstanding Section F8.1.1 of this Plan, both medium and high- density uses are 
permitted if the Elementary/Secondary School site is not required; and, 

c) If the Secondary School is not required, a Comprehensive Development Plan prepared in 
accordance with Section G3.3 of this the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan would be 
required before development applications are considered. 

H6.12.9 NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 

H6.12.9.1 GOAL 

The primary goal of natural heritage system protection in the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan 
is to increase the certainty that the biological diversity and ecological functions of the area and 
the broader Natural Heritage System will be preserved and enhanced for future generations. 
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It is the intent of this Plan that the features and functions of the Natural Heritage System be 
protected and enhanced over time, while providing opportunities for passive recreation and 
nature appreciation. 

H6.12.9.2 PERMITTED USES 

a) Permitted uses in the Natural Heritage System are limited to conservation uses and 
compatible passive recreation, which includes trails, as outlined in b) below where 
appropriate. Lands that are within the Natural Heritage System are encouraged to be 
dedicated to the Town or another public authority as appropriate; and, 

b) Trails shall be permitted within linkage and enhancement areas of the Natural Heritage 
System provided that they: 

 
i) Are not located in hazard lands; 
ii) Use native species to naturalize trail edges; 
iii) Are the minimum width required; 
iv) Are designed with suitable surfacing material compatible with their surroundings; 

and 
v) Are designed and located to manage access to the Natural Heritage System by 

minimizing impacts to Key Features. 
 
Trails shall be permitted within buffers of the Natural Heritage System, as approved by 
the Town, in consultation with the Region, and applicable Conservation Authority, where 
it can be demonstrated that there is no negative impact on key features and functions. 

c) Essential utility facilities may also be permitted, if it is deemed necessary in the public 
interest after all alternatives have been considered and, where applicable, as determined 
through an Environmental Assessment Process. 

d) Stormwater Management facilities are not permitted.  Notwithstanding the foregoing: 
 

i) stormwater management components such as ancillary pipes, outlets, headwalls, 
and other associated infrastructure required to convey flow from facilities outside 
the Natural Heritage System to receiving water bodies may be permitted where 
deemed essential and it is determined there are no negative impacts on ecological 
features and functions through an EIR or other appropriate study; and 

ii) appropriately designed Low Impact Development measures may be permitted 
within the buffer, linkage and enhancement areas of the Natural Heritage System 
if it is determined that there are no negative impacts on ecological features and 
functions through an EIR or other appropriate study. 

H6.12.9.3 ENHANCEMENT AND RESTORATION 

It is the intent of this Plan that the Natural Heritage Systems will, where possible, be enhanced 
both in the short and long terms through the development approvals process in accordance with 
the subwatershed study. Such enhancements may include but not necessarily be limited to: 

 
a) Increase in biological and habitat diversity; 

b) Enhancement of ecological system function; 

c) Enhancement of wildlife habitat; 

d) Enhancement of natural succession; 

e) Creation of new wetlands or woodlands; 

f) Enhancement of riparian corridors; 

g) Enhancement of groundwater recharge or discharge areas; and, 

h) Establishment or enhancement of linkages between significant natural heritage features 
or and areas. 
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H6.12.9.3 H6.12.9.4 INTERFACE WITH THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 

The establishment of visual connections to the Natural Heritage System is a key objective 

of the Town. In this regard, every effort will be made to locate parks, community facilities 
and stormwater management facilities adjacent to or near the Natural Heritage System to 

allow for those linkages and connections to occur.   

 
In addition, through the development approval process, efforts will be made to establish more 
than just connections at the ends of roadways into the Natural Heritage System. In this regard, 
opportunities to locate single loaded roads to maximize access will be explored, where possible, 
through the Block Planning Process. 

 
H6.12.10 EIGHTH LINE SPECIAL STUDY AREA 

 

H6.12.10.1 LOCATION 

The Eighth Line Special Study Area identified on Schedule H6-2 applies to lands at the northwest 
corner of the Eighth Line and the 15 Side Road. 

H6.12.10.2 OBJECTIVES 

It is the objective of this designation to: 
 

a) Ensure that all land use and servicing options are carefully considered prior to 
development occurring; 

b) Ensure that development does not occur until a comprehensive review of land use and 
servicing options, urban design and environmental constraints is undertaken; and, 

c) Ensure that all new development is integrated with and enhances existing development in 
the Georgetown Community. 

H6.12.10.3 NEED FOR COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING 

The lands are the site of a treed slope that slopes to the south. As a consequence, the location of 
the slope will have impacts on the siting of new roads/accesses and development areas. 
Consideration will also need to be given to how the lands will be accessed by the 15 Side Road or 
the Eighth Line or both. 

On the basis of the above, it is the intent of this Plan to require the preparation of a 
Comprehensive Development Plan for all lands within this Special Policy Area in accordance with 
Section G3.3 of this the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan, before a determination of which uses 
are appropriate and how they are to be sited and serviced is required. 

On this basis, development shall not be permitted on the subject lands until a Comprehensive 
Development Plan (CDP) applying to all the lands is prepared to the satisfaction of Council. The 
CDP shall deal with such issues as: 

 
a) The proposed form of servicing; 

 
b) The protection and enhancement of any natural heritage features and related ecological 

functions; 

c) The nature, location and density of all uses and the manner in which they are integrated 
on the subject lands and with existing development; 

d) The nature, extent and timing of any required road improvements and the overall road 
pattern for the subject lands; and, 

e) The urban design standards that are to apply. 

The CDP shall form the basis of an Official Plan Amendment that will place the lands in 
appropriate land use designations in accordance with this Plan. 
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H6.12.11 STORMWATER CONVEYANCE FUTURE NATURAL CHANNEL CORRIDOR 

 
A Future Natural Channel Corridor Special Study Area stormwater conveyance corridor has been 
identified along a portion of land east of Trafalgar Road as shown on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 
inclusive. Conservation Halton has indicated that a regulated watercourse and associated 
flooding hazard is located in this area.  While a considerable amount of technical work was 
completed in advance of the preparation of this Plan (through the Subwatershed Study and 
Addendum Addenda on the preliminary design and location of this stormwater conveyance 
corridor Future Natural Channel Corridor), additional technical assessments will be required to 
fix its location, width, function and design.   
 
As a consequence of the above Given the foregoing, these requirements will need to be resolved 
finalized to the satisfaction of the Town, Conservation Halton and the Region of Halton in 
advance of or concurrent with the preparation of the required Block Plan and/or EIR.   
 
Any area that is confirmed as being required for stormwater conveyance in this area must be 
located outside of the Region’s right-of-way along Trafalgar Road and will be automatically be 
included within the Natural Heritage System without requiring an Amendment required to this 
Plan.   
 
Other lands that are not required for stormwater conveyance the Future Natural Channel 
Corridor will be developed in accordance with the adjacent Low Density Residential Area 
designation without requiring an Amendment required to this Plan. 
 
The Future Natural Channel Corridor will not preclude the accommodation of interim and 
ultimate Stormwater Management requirements for Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3), as 
identified in the Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) Corridor Study – Steeles Avenue to Highway 7, 
Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Study. 

H6.13 SUBWATERSHED STUDY 

H6.13.1 PURPOSE 
Town Council endorsed the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM and 
dated May 2017 in June 2017 and the Subwatershed Study Addendum Addenda dated June 2018 
and (date TBD). The purpose of the Vision Georgetown Sub-watershed Subwatershed Study was 
"to develop a sub-watershed subwatershed plan that allows sustainable development while 
ensuring maximum benefits to the natural and human environments on a watershed basis. The 
sub-watershed subwatershed areas in this study include the headwaters of Sixteen Mile Creek 
and a headwater tributary of Silver Creek (part of the Silver Creek Watershed).”   

 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study is regarded as a “Living Document” whose findings 
and recommendations may be revised as appropriate based upon new information and analysis 
as noted in this Plan and as may occur in support of development applications. 
 

The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study Addenda provide additional information regarding 
Special Study Areas that must be addressed to the satisfaction of the Town, Region and 
Conservation Authorities at the EIR or later stage of development.  

 

H6.13.2 EXTENT OF NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM (NHS) 

a) A review and assessment of the Vision Georgetown lands was undertaken as part of the 
Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study. The steps followed in developing the Natural 
Heritage System (NHS) on the Vision Georgetown lands included the identification of 
natural heritage features within and adjacent to the Vision Georgetown lands, screening 
for core areas and opportunities for enhancing the NHS, and the identification of 
ecological linkages, enhancement areas and buffers. This process includes the refinement 
of the Regional NHS to produce an area specific NHS, based on a detailed study, that is 
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consistent with provincial and municipal environmental policies, including the Regional 
Official Plan;.  Further refinement may occur at the EIR or later stage of development in 
consideration of the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and its associated Addenda. 
As such, the NHS is illustrated on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 should be considered preliminary 
and subject to further refinement. 

b) A number of modifications and improvements to the existing Regional NHS were made 
recommended through the Subwatershed Study process, along with additional 
requirements in the Addenda, including, but not limited to: 

i) Black Locust Woodland Special Study Area:  
The Subwatershed Study provides recommendations related to the protection and 
enhancement of the significant woodland associated with the Silver Creek 
Tributary B valley. It concludes that 2.47 hectares of the black locust community 
adjacent to the Eighth Line should be removed and mitigated for through the 
establishment of reforestation areas (minimum 2 hectares) and infill restoration 
opportunities as identified in the Subwatershed Study; 
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and associated Addenda contain 
initial recommendations related to the protection and enhancement of the 
broader Block D significant woodland associated with the Silver Creek Tributary B 
valley. The broader significant woodland includes a black locust woodland 
community which is considered to be an invasive species, along the Eighth Line in 
a former wayside pit. This woodland meets the criteria for a Significant 
Woodland in the Regional Official Plan. The policies of the NHS as they relate to 
Woodlands, in the Regional Official Plan shall apply to these lands until they are 
reassessed and re-designated pending: 
 

a) The outcome of the Regional Official Plan review that will assess and 
update the policies and definitions for Woodlands and Significant 
Woodlands; and 

b) The completion of an EIR that provides a detailed assessment of the 
black locust woodland ecological functions in accordance with 
relevant Provincial and Regional policies. Based on this detailed 
assessment the EIR shall delineate the portion of the Study Area that 
is to be included in the Natural Heritage System. Lands that are not 
integrated into the Natural Heritage System may develop in 
accordance with the adjacent Low Density and Medium Density 
Residential Area designations. 

 
The Final determination of land use within the Special Study Area is to be 
completed in accordance with the above policies and through a Planning Ac 
application without requiring a subsequent Regional Official Plan Amendment or 
Local Official Plan Amendment. 

 
ii) Enhancement and Restoration Areas: The Subwatershed Study identifies the need 
for a number of enhancement areas, replication features and restoration opportunities 
required to mitigate for potential negative impacts and to increase the certainty that 
the biological diversity and ecological functions of the NHS will be preserved and 
enhanced for future generations. There are a minimum 6 several enhancement areas, 9 
infill restoration opportunity sites and several replication features required to be 
created as outlined in the Subwatershed Study – including targets for feature type and 
ecological functions to guide detailed design; 

 
iii) Local Linkage/Enhancement Area: The Subwatershed Study identifies a key local 
linkage to be restored and enhanced between the Silver Creek Tributary B system (Block 
D) and the adjacent significant woodland to the south (Block C). Consistent with the 
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recommendations of the Subwatershed Study and input from the Region of Halton, 
reforestation areas, infill restoration opportunities, replication features and other 
enhancements will be included within or adjacent to the linkage based on established 
targets and as refined through subsequent stages of development (minimum final width 
125 metres); and, 

 
iv) Natural Channel Design and Riparian Enhancements: The Vision Georgetown 
Subwatershed Study Addenda and supporting technical documents provide detailed 
direction on channel realignments, natural channel design and riparian storage and low 
flow channel enhancement areas for the Sixteen Mile Creek Tributary A reaches.  This 
includes the southwest floodplain area Future Channel Corridor Special Study Area and 
provides corridor widths, locations of infill restoration opportunity areas, riparian 
enhancements and target functions to inform subsequent detailed design. 
 
v) Block B Potential Watercourse Relocation: Schedule H6-2 shows the proposed 
relocation of the watercourse as determined by additional studies undertaken by the 
Town subsequent to the completion of the Subwatershed Study. The precise alignment of 
the watercourse and the width of the NHS corridor shall be subject to an EIR at the 
development stage. 

 

H6.13.3 BUFFERS 

The buffers that have been included within the NHS have been based on a variable buffer 
approach. This approach takes into consideration the sensitivity of the natural heritage features 
and functions to be protected, buffer function, impact from the proposed adjacent land uses, as 
well as, enhancement and mitigation opportunities.   

In accordance with this approach, the buffers within the NHS as shown on Schedule H6-2, range 
between 10 and 25 metres. Landscape enhancements and passive trails may be planned to be 
located within the buffer areas where appropriate and be designed to minimize impacts on the 
NHS, while allowing residents to appreciate and access the NHS in a sustainable manner.  

More detailed information on how final buffers are to be confirmed through the development 
application review process is found in Appendix A. 

The NHS as shown on Schedule H6-2 includes buffers that have been established in an effort to 
protect key natural features and ecological functions by mitigating the impacts of proposed 
development or site alteration. 
 
Buffers are important components of the overall NHS and are required to maintain and enhance 
natural features and the ecological functions of the NHS. 
 
Through Sustainable Halton Report 3.02, it was recommended that a 30m buffer be applied 
adjacent to woodlands, wetlands and watercourses in keeping with a precautionary approach. The 
Regional Official Plan allows for refinement of the NHS and buffers through a subwatershed study 
or an individual EIA provided that these studies are accepted by the Region. 
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and related addenda contemplate a variable buffer 
framework that generally ranges between 15 and 30 metres. This framework represents an initial 
assessment and recommendation of buffer widths based on general information on land uses 
contemplated adjacent to the NHS.  Consideration was also given to enhancement and mitigation 
opportunities such as fencing and vegetative planting. 
 
The final buffer width is to be determined through an EIR at the development stage when 
additional information is available to determine the nature of adjacent uses and related impacts on 
the system and may include additions or deletions to the buffer widths. Consideration shall also be 
given to enhancement and mitigation opportunities such as fencing and vegetative planting. In all 
cases, buffer widths must be sufficient to: 
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 Maintain or improve the level of certainty regarding buffer function effectiveness post 
refinement; 

 Achieve the goal of maintaining and enhancing the Natural Heritage System key features 
and their ecological functions in the long term; and 

 Adhere to the relevant goals, objectives and policies of this Plan, Regional Official Plan and 
relevant Provincial policies to the satisfaction of the Town, Region and applicable 
Conservation Authority. 

 
H6.13.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLEMENTATION REPORTS (EIR) 

H6.13.4.1 Purpose 

a) The purpose of an EIR is to clearly demonstrate how specific development applications (such 
as a Draft Plan) will incorporate and follow the management strategy recommendations 
contained within Vision Georgetown Sub-watershed Subwatershed Study, prepared by 
AECOM and dated May 2017 as well as any recommendations and requirements in the 
Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD); 

b) The proponent will be required to demonstrate, through the preparation of an EIR, that the 
issues of stormwater management, infiltration, Natural Heritage System delineation and 
protection and stream corridor design have been addressed through the Draft Plan of 
Subdivision process, for the entire sub-catchment area; 

c) During the preparation of the EIR, the boundaries of the Natural Heritage System as 
illustrated in Figure 7.3.1 of the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM 
and dated May 2017 are considered final, subject to appropriate refinements, based on more 
detailed information, additional surveying of features and final buffer, corridor, linkage, 
enhancement and restoration area design; 

d) Additional analysis related to the Black Locust Woodland Special Study Area, the Future 
Natural Channel Corridor Special Study Area and the Block B Potential NHS Refinement 
Special Study Area will be subject to review by the Town, the Region and applicable 
Conservation Authority. 

Additional refinements related to the proposed; Block D woodland management and 
enhancement plan where the limits of black locust removal and the areas of reforestation 
will require additional study and confirmation in consultation with the agencies; and, 

e)  The EIR reporting is to reflect the management requirements for the Natural Heritage 
System as outlined in Section 7.4.2 and illustrated in Figure 7.3.1 of the Vision Georgetown 
Sub-watershed Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM and dated May 2017 as well as any 
recommendations and requirements in the Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD). 

f)  The proponent will be required to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Town, in 
consultation with the Region and the applicable Conservation Authority that the 
refinements to the NHS through the EIR will occur in accordance with a systems approach 
by: 

 
i. Prohibiting development and site alteration within significant wetlands, significant 

habitat of endangered and threatened species and fish habitat except in 
accordance with Provincial and Federal legislation or regulations; 

 
ii. Not permitting the alteration of any components of the NHS unless it has been 

demonstrated that there will be no negative impacts on the natural features and 
areas or their ecological functions. 

H6.13.4.2 EIR Study Boundaries 

a) Figure 4.6.1 of the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM and dated 
May 2017 shows how the Secondary Plan has been broken into separate sub- catchment 
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areas for the purposes of EIR preparation, which should be undertaken in conjunction with 
the Block Plans required by Section H6.23.3 of this Plan; 

b) The study area for an EIR will include not only the detailed assessment of the lands subject 
to application, but also an evaluation of how the lands subject to the application
function within the subwatershed context; and, 

c) Where a portion of the Natural Heritage System is located within the sub-catchment area, 
it will be important to demonstrate that any required EIR's were completed on the basis 
of logical ecological boundaries or tributary areas. 

H6.13.4.3 EIR Requirements 

The EIR will examine and further assess issues not detailed in the Subwatershed Study including: 

 
a) Watercourse relocations and modifications, floodplain (riparian) storage, conveyance, 

sediment transport, as well as associated riparian enhancements and aquatic habitat 
assessment; 

b) Stormwater quantity (flood and erosion), quality and erosion control targets and 
requirements; 

c) Specific location and detailed design for Enhancement Area and Replication Wetlands; 

d) Natural heritage system feature- based water balance assessments; 

e) Specific buffer width requirements; 

f) Wildlife surveys at a greater level of detail than the Subwatershed Study, where 
appropriate; 

g) Multi-landowner facility design and locations; 

h) Operations and Maintenance Plans; 

i) Discrete monitoring requirements; 

j) Adherence to the Final Halton – Hamilton and Credit Valley – Toronto and Region – Central 
Lake Ontario Source Protection Plan Policies, including identification of which land use 
activities may require development of Risk Management Plans; 

k) Facility cost sharing; and  

l) Conceptual fisheries compensation plans where necessary and;. 

m) Location and design of stormwater management facilities in accordance with Section 

H6.7.3.5 of this Plan. 

H6.13.4.4 Need for Technical Studies 

EIRs may also require a number of technical studies, the need for which will have been 
 

identified in the Subwatershed Study and addendums Addenda. Although individual studies are 
listed below, it is possible that they will be combined given the interrelationship of these issues. 
Studies may include: 

 
a) Aquatic habitat assessment including fish and aquatic invertebrate studies and riparian 

vegetation assessments where watercourse relocations and modifications are proposed; 

b) Studies to demonstrate or confirm that enhancement areas, restoration
opportunities, replacement features, linkages and buffer treatments meet subwatershed 
objectives and recommendations; 

c) Determining impacts associated with transportation, servicing and utility corridors 
(including detailed mitigation measures as required); 

d) Natural Heritage System feature-based water balance assessments and water balance 
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assessment of recharge (quantity and quality) within the WHPA-Q1/Q2, ICA (chloride), and 
for baseflow contributing areas; 

e) Water balance assessment of recharge within the Wellhead Protection Area (WHPA)-
Q1/Q2, including consideration of recharge water quality within the Issue Contributing 
Area (ICA) (chloride), to comply with Source Protection Plan policies. 

f) Additional monitoring of groundwater levels along the upper reaches of Tributary A to 
further refine hydrogeological linkages with the watercourse; 

g) Additional flow monitoring of all three tributaries for one year (four seasons) to further 
verify and/or calibrate the hydrologic model parameters; 

h) Functional SWM plan and outline approach and location of facilitates to meet management 
strategy requirements; 

i) Natural Channel Design, informed by geomorphic parameters of the existing watercourse, 
where watercourse relocations and modifications are proposed and fisheries 
compensation plans are required; 

j) Additional geotechnical investigations to confirm valley slope stability and setbacks on 
Tributary B and Tributary A, (Reaches AM-2 and AM-3); 

k) Additional water quality analysis to support LID best practice applications to ensure that 
Total Phosphorous (TP) reduction targets are met or exceeded; and, 

l) Additional servicing details for the proposed future development, either in the EIR or SWM 
Plan needs to consider and coordinate with the proposed upgrades on Trafalgar Road 
Regional Road projects as well as Regional water and wastewater infrastructure projects. 

H6.13.4.5 Floodplain at the Eighth Line 

The floodplain delineation for this study area starts at the Eighth Line crossing and moves 
upstream. Conservation Halton and Credit Valley Conservation have requested a flood hazard risk 
analysis be undertaken downstream of Eighth Line to ensure that proposed future development 
with the recommended SWM approach does not increase flood risk downstream of Eighth Line. 
This can be carried out as part of the SWM plan or EIR process (as long as the EIR is carried out 
to include the entire tributary). 

 
With respect to the area shown on Schedule H6-2 as having potential for NHS refinement subject 
to further study, the Town shall undertake additional analysis, consistent with the Subwatershed 
Study, in consultation with Conservation Halton and the Region, to address the potential for: a) 
re-alignment of the C1-C3 Headwater Drainage Feature, provided the connection to the Eighth 
Line culvert is maintained; and, b) refinement of the width or location of the associated ecological 
linkage.

 

 
H6.13.4.6 Stormwater Management 

a) Planning for stormwater management shall: 

i) Minimize, or, where possible, prevent increases in contaminant loads; 

ii) Minimize changes in water balance and erosion; 

iii) Minimize the number of stormwater management facilities while still maintaining 
stormwater management requirements as it pertains to drainage from public 
property, including Regional Roads.without compromising the benefits of 
stormwater management.  

iv) Maximize the extent and function of vegetative and pervious surfaces; 

v) Promote stormwater management best practices, including stormwater 
attenuation and re-use, and Low Impact Development practices; and 

vi) Consider the impacts of climate change in the design of stormwater management 
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systems. 

b) All proposals for development shall provide for a Low Impact Development approach to 
stormwater management that may include techniques such as rainwater harvesting, bio-
retention swales, green roofs, permeable surfaces, clean water collection systems, and 
the preservation and enhancement of native vegetation cover; and, 

c) In considering proposals for stormwater management, the Town will assess alternatives 
for stormwater quantity and quality control and sustainable best management practices 
with regard to the following: 

i) Location of stormwater management facilities with a preference for at source 
controls, and Low Impact Development practices where feasible and compatible
with planning and engineering objectives; 

ii) Impact of maintenance costs for wet and/or dry ponds and other stormwater 
management facilities to the Town; and 

iii) Minimize the number of stormwater management facilities without 
compromising the benefits of stormwater management. 

H6.13.5 MONITORING 

a) According to the Subwatershed Planning Report prepared by the Province in 1993: "A 
subwatershed plan cannot be considered complete until its monitoring program is 
established. Monitoring programs should be designed to assess environmental changes in 
the subwatershed, to evaluate compliance with the plans, goals and objectives, and to 
provide information which will assist custodians of the plan to implement it and update 
it. The monitoring program should be presented as part of the subwatershed 
implementation plan.”; and, 

b) On the basis of the above, monitoring in accordance with Section 7.5 of the Vision 
Georgetown Sub-watershed Subwatershed Study prepared by AECOM and dated May 2017 
and addendums Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD) will be required. 

H6.14 ROAD NETWORK 

H6.14.1 COLLECTOR ROAD NETWORK 

a) Streets A, B and C are considered to be Major Collector Roads and will have a minimum 
right-of-way width of 22.75 metres, which is increased to 25 metres in the Community 
Core; 

b) Street D is considered a Minor Collector Road and will have a minimum right-of-way width 
of 21 metres; and, 

c) Major and Minor Collector Roads are shown on Schedule H6-3. 

 

H6.14.2 DESIGN OF COLLECTOR ROADS 

a) While the Major and Minor Collector Roads are designed to allow for the ease of motor 
vehicle traffic throughout Secondary Plan area, regard must be had in their design to the 
other public interest objectives established by this Plan, which require that higher density 
development be established along Collector Roads in a pedestrian oriented and transit 
supportive environment to enable the development of complete street; 

b) In this regard, Collector Roads must be designed in a manner that provides for other modes 
of non-motorized travel and the pedestrian. In addition, priority shall be given to ensuring 
that public transit facilities, such as stops, shelters and dedicated lanes are all part of the 
overall design of the Collector Road over the long term; and, 

c) Within the Community Core, it is the intent of this Plan that a pedestrian oriented public 
realm be established in this area to promote safe and walkable and a vibrant urban 
environment. Traffic calming measures may be utilized in this area and alternatives for 
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motor vehicle traffic in terms of connecting roads through parallel roads shall be 
considered. 

d) The location and general alignment of new Collector Roads as shown on Schedule H6-3 are 
approximate. Based on the Transportation Studies undertaken in support of the Secondary 
Plan, the collector road network is integral to the overall transportation system and the 
planned development of the area. Adjustments to the precise alignment of the collectors 
may be permitted without an amendment to this Plan provided they maintain connections 
to the arterial roads and other collectors and shall be determined through municipal 
studies or studies prepared in support of development applications. 

H6.14.3 STREET A 

a) Street A is planned as the central character avenue for the Vision Georgetown Secondary 
Plan Area. It is planned to serve a vital function within the community by providing a 
critical link between neighbourhoods, open space amenities and community facilities. As 
the main internal transit corridor, it is essential in facilitating public transit, cycling, 
pedestrian and vehicular connections throughout the community; 

b) As a character avenue, Street A shall be distinguished by streetscape treatments 
corresponding to the land uses and built form types found along its edges. As such, street 
character will vary according to neighbourhood context, with opportunities to define 
areas through upgraded streetscape treatments; 

The southern portion of Street A, between the Community Core and 
10 Side Road, will have higher vehicular traffic volumes. As a result, direct access for 
individual driveways is discouraged and laneway access and the development of window 
streets is preferred; 

d) Within the Community Core area, direct access for individual uses will not be permitted 
to support an urban streetscape treatment that responds to a greater level of pedestrian 
traffic associated with adjacent higher density residential, street related retail and 
service functions, public transit facilities and open space amenities; and, 

e) The northern portion of Street A is intended to have lower traffic volumes, which will 
enable a mix of dwellings with direct access to Street A and dwellings that front on 
intersecting Local Roads. 

H6.14.4 LOCAL ROADS 

a) Local roads are not identified on Schedule H6-3. The provision of local roads will be 
determined through the development process and will be in accordance with the 
requirements of Section F6 of the Halton Hills Official Plan and the additional policies of 
this Plan. 

b) Local Roads will have a minimum right-of-way width of 16 metres; 

c) A minimum right of way width of 14 metres for window streets may be considered subject 
to a report that demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Town how vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, on-street parking and utilities can be appropriately accommodated; 
and, 

d) Components of the active transportation network as per Section H6.15 of this Plan will 
be planned on Local Roads. 

H6.14.5 PUBLIC LANEWAYS 

a)  Public laneways will have a minimum right-of-way width of 7.5 metres. 

H6.14.6 TREE CANOPY 

a) Collector Roads and Local Roads shall be planned to be the site of a tree canopy that will 
provide shade and enhance and establish a vibrant urban environment.  In this regard, a 
Tree Canopy Plan shall be prepared for each of these roads and the trees shall be planted 
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as soon as feasible to ensure that a canopy is established in the shorter term; and, 

b) Each of the local roads shall also be the site of street trees that are planted in a manner 
that provides for the establishment a vibrant and healthy tree canopy. In order to 
maximize the amount of tree planting, the co-location of utilities is encouraged. 

H6.14.7 SIDEWALKS 

a) All Collectors Roads shall have sidewalks on both sides; and, 

b) Given anticipated densities and the built form, all Local Roads shall generally have a 
sidewalk on one side in all cases. Exceptions may be considered in circumstances where 
the density is lower. 

H6.14.8 ROUNDABOUTS 

a) Roundabouts shall be designed to incorporate pedestrian crossovers on each approach. 
Additionally, roundabouts shall include bicycle bypasses on approaches with bike lanes; 
and, 

b) Where the Town has identified the need for single or multi-use roundabouts at the 
intersection of collector roads, the Town may require the conveyance of additional lands 
for right-of-way purposes. Such additional right-of- way requirements shall be determined 
at the time of the design of the road facilities and will become part of the total required 
right-of-way. 

H6.14.9 DEVELOPMENT ADJACENT TO ARTERIAL ROADS 

 
The development of reverse frontage lots on Arterial Roads is strongly discouraged to minimize 
the use of noise attenuation walls on the edges of the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan Area. 
 

Noise attenuation walls as a mitigation measure shall only be considered where it has been 
demonstrated that there are no other reasonable alternatives. 

 
H6.14.10 REGIONAL ARTERIAL ROAD NETWORK 
 
10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) and Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) are Major Arterial Roads 
under the jurisdiction of the Region of Halton and are subject to the policies of the Regional 
Official Plan. Access to Regional Roads shall be in accordance with the most current Halton 
Region Access Management Guidelines and by-laws. 
 

Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) has been identified as a Transit Priority Corridor by the Region’s 
Mobility Management Strategy and as shown on Schedule H6-3 to this Plan. 

 

H6.14.11 TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDIES 

Transportation Impact Studies for any parcel of land located within the Secondary Plan Area are 
required to build on the results of the Transportation Study completed in support of the Secondary 
Plan. Transportation Impact Studies shall be completed in accordance with the Region’s 
Transportation Impact Study Guidelines. 

 

 
H6.15 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

Schedule H6-3 establishes the proposed active transportation network in Vision Georgetown. In 
this regard, it includes the following components: 

 
a) Multi-use pathways; 

b) Bike-lanes within road right-of- ways; and 

c) Trails. 
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H6.16 PARKLAND 

H6.16.1 AMOUNT AND LOCATION OF PARKLAND 

a) The dedication of parkland shall be in accordance with Section F7.2.6 of this Plan, unless 
this is modified by a Master Parks Agreement; 

b) The purpose of the Master Parks Agreement is to facilitate Town acquisition of an optimal 
type and distribution of parkland throughout the entire Secondary Plan regardless of the 
size and location of the individual subdivision plans located therein; and, 

c) Cash-in-lieu of parkland may be considered by the Town as the smaller landholdings are 
developed. 

 

d) To the extent possible, stormwater facilities will be incorporated into the adjacent 
parkland and integrated into the trail and active transportation network where possible 
and designed in a manner to enhance the aesthetic appeal of the overall development. 

H6.16.2 TYPES OF PARKLAND 

The following types of parkland are identified on Schedule H6-2: 

 
a) A Community Park, which has an approximate area of 8.0 hectares, or as set out in the 

Master Parks Agreement; 

b) Five Neighbourhood Parks, which have been co-located with elementary schools and have 
approximate areas of 1.6 hectares, or as set out in the Master Parks Agreement; 

c) A number of Parkettes, which have approximate areas of 0.70 hectares each or as set out 
in the Master Parks Agreement; and, 

d) A Town Square Park located in the Community Core that has an approximate area of 1.0 
hectare or as set out in the Master Parks Agreement. 

H6.16.3 GENERAL PARKLAND SITING CRITERIA 

All public parkland shall: 

 
a) Have as much street frontage as possible and be open to view on as many sides as possible 

to provide visibility from adjacent streets and promote safety; 

b) Maximize public safety through park block size, visibility, configuration and location of 
park fixtures and facilities; 

c) Have direct and safe pedestrian access from adjacent residential areas or adjacent 
environmental areas where appropriate; 

d) Be designed to minimize any potential negative impacts on adjacent residential areas 
through the use of such measures as planting, fencing and the provision of appropriate 
access, parking and buffers to active recreational facilities; 

e) Incorporate natural heritage features wherever possible into the design of the parkland; 

f) Be integrated into the fabric of the adjacent neighbourhood by promoting open space or 
walkway linkages to adjacent facilities, neighbourhoods and natural features; 

g) Incorporate natural and built shade features; 

h) Incorporate appropriate lighting, seating, level pathways, walkways and entrances where 
appropriate to assist in creating a more accessible and inclusive environment; and, 

i) Be connected, wherever possible, to trail systems, cycling routes, walkways, natural 
heritage corridors, utility corridors and drainage systems. 

H6.16.4 COMMUNITY PARK 

a) The Community Park should incorporate recreational programming elements that target 



Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (December 2019) 

 

Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (December 2019) 

 

visitors from throughout Georgetown and the Town of Halton Hills, in addition to the 
neighbourhood residents; 

b) The design of the Community Park and the adjacent planned Secondary School should be 
coordinated in order to capitalize on opportunities for shared facilities and amenities, 
such as parking and playfields. 

c) The Community Park should incorporate seating areas, refuse / recycling receptacles, 
bicycle locks, pedestrian-scaled lighting, trees, accent / decorative planting, hard and 
soft landscaping, shade 

 

structures, public art and sports fields, where appropriate; and, 

d) The Community Park should incorporate on-site parking facilities. Such facilities should be 
accessed via Streets B and/or C, and should incorporate wayfinding signage and decorative 
/ ornamental plantings adjacent to driveway entrances. Surface parking areas should 
incorporate permeable surface paving materials, landscaped medians with tree plantings, 
and designated pedestrian walkways where appropriate. 

H6.16.5 NEIGHBOURHOOD PARK 

a) Neighbourhood Parks should be situated in the centre of Neighbourhoods, should front 
onto Local or Collector Roads, and should be accessible within a 500 metre walking 
distance of most residents; 

b) Neighbourhood Parks should be framed by public streets (or other public uses such as 
schools and/or the Natural Heritage System) on at least three sides; 

c) Neighbourhood Parks should incorporate recreational programming elements that target 
neighbourhood residents; 

d) Where Neighbourhood Parks are located adjacent to school sites, the design of both 
entities should be coordinated in order to capitalize on opportunities for shared facilities 
and amenities, such as parking and playfields; and, 

e) Neighbourhood Parks should incorporate seating areas, refuse / recycling receptacles, 
bicycle locks, pedestrian-scaled lighting, trees, accent / decorative planting, hard and 
soft landscaping, shade structures, public art and sports fields, where appropriate. 

H6.16.6 PARKETTES 

a) Parkettes should be situated centrally within individual neighbourhoods, and should be 
accessible within walking distance of most residents; 

b) Parkettes should be framed by public streets (or other public uses such as the Natural 
Heritage System) on at least two sides; 

c) Parkettes should incorporate recreational programming elements that target 
neighbourhood residents; and, 

d) Parkettes should incorporate seating areas, refuse / recycling receptacles, bicycle locks, 
pedestrian-scaled lighting, trees, accent / decorative planting, hard and soft landscaping, 
shade structures and public art, where appropriate. 

H6.16.7 TOWN SQUARE PARK 

a) The Town Square Park will be of the highest landscape and urban design. It should make 
a significant contribution to the character and identity of the community; 

b) The Town Square Park should be integrated with other public sector uses with active 
frontages to promote direct views and access; 

c) Storefronts should be located close to the edges of Town Square Park to create an active 
and vibrant pedestrian shopping environment; 

d) The Town Square Park should establish and frame prominent views and vistas, and should 
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establish direct pedestrian connections, functioning as a prominent gateway feature 
within the Community Core; 

e) The Town Square Park should incorporate Low Impact Development techniques such as 
pervious paving treatments, bioswales, rainwater harvesting systems, and infiltration 
trenches, 

 

seating areas, refuse / recycling receptacles, bicycle locks, pedestrian-scaled lighting, 
banners, trees, accent / decorative planting, hard landscaping, shade structures and 
public art, where appropriate and, 

f) The Town Square Park should incorporate an appropriate range and variety of active and 
passive recreational uses. Such features may include patios, cafes, pergolas, event and 
gathering spaces, performing areas, fountains, and water features and skating rinks. 

H6.17 LOCATION OF ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

a) The policies contained within Section F8.1.1 of this Plan apply; 

b) Notwithstanding Section F8.1.1 of this Plan, both low and medium density uses are 
permitted if a school site within the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is not required; 

c) Minor changes to the location of proposed schools are permitted to satisfy locational and 
other requirements without the need to amend this Plan; 

d) Draft Plans of Subdivision shall include designated school sites as appropriate with a shape, 
size and frontage satisfactory to the relevant School Board; and, 

e) Landowners will be required to submit at the Draft Plan of Subdivision stage an alternative 
lotting plan to facilitate development should the site not be used for school purposes. 

H6.18 ENERGY CONSERVATION AND UTILITIES 

a) The Town will promote development on the Vision Georgetown lands that utilizes its best 
efforts to achieve carbon neutrality for buildings and infrastructure to reduce its 
greenhouse gas emissions and increase its climate resiliency. This will be accomplished 
through a range of strategies as set out below: 

i) All new buildings will be required to implement to the extent possible current energy 
efficiency strategies through approaches related to factors such as building design, 
efficient technologies and behavioural change initiatives; 

ii) The Town in consultation with stakeholders will explore the potential for the introduction 
of a cogeneration plant in the Community Core; 

iii) Where a cogeneration plant under development or has been developed, the Town 
shall require new buildings in the area served by the system to utilize the system. 
Where projects proceed prior to construction of the system but after such a system 
has been deemed to be viable and construction plans are underway, development 
plans shall be required to demonstrate that the project can link into the system; 

iv) The potential to use waste heat from sources such as retail and institutional uses, 
sewers, and wastewater will be explored through the development process as 
appropriate; 

v)  Renewable energy generation and use will be maximized as much as possible. 
Renewable heat sources include solar, thermal and geo-exchange. Renewable
 energy generation can include biomass or biogas, combined heat and power, wind, 
active solar, and geothermal; and, 

b) The Town will confirm with all utility providers that adequate servicing networks are, or 
will be established to serve the anticipated and existing development, and that these 
networks can be phased in a manner that is cost-effective and efficient. 
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H6.19 CULTURAL HERITAGE 

H6.19.1 BUILT AND CULTURAL HERITAGE RESOURCES 

a) It is an objective of the Town to conserve significant cultural heritage resources and to 
ensure that all new development and any site alteration conserves significant cultural 
heritage resources. They shall be maintained and integrated into new development, where 
appropriate and feasible; 

b) The Town will exercise the powers and apply the tools provided by legislation, particularly 
the Ontario Heritage Act, the Planning Act, the Environmental Assessment Act, the 
Building Code Act, and the Municipal Act in implementing and enforcing the cultural 
heritage policies of the Town; 

c) The following properties within the Secondary Plan area are currently listed on the Town’s 
Municipal Heritage Register and shown on Schedule H6-2 as locations of Cultural Heritage 
Value: 

i) 10114 Eighth Line; 

ii) 10686 Eighth Line; 

iii) 10677 Trafalgar Road; and 

iv) 10579 Trafalgar Road (Mount Pleasant Wesleyan Methodist Cemetery) - which is 
identified as a cemetery on Schedule H6-1; 

They may be considered appropriate for municipal designation under the Ontario Heritage Act; 

d) Other cultural heritage resources have been identified as candidates for conservation and 
are shown on Schedule H6-2 as locations of Cultural Heritage Value. These comprise: 

i) 10229 Trafalgar Road; and 

ii) 13418 15 Side Road 

e) The abovementioned cultural heritage resources retain historical and associative, design 
and architectural and/or contextual value. Council, with advice from its Municipal 
Heritage Committee, will consider whether they should be included on the Town’s 
Municipal Heritage Register. They may also be considered appropriate for municipal 
designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

H6.19.2 IMPLEMENTATION 

a) In evaluating development applications, the Town: 

i) Will encourage the use or adaptive reuse of cultural heritage resources, or key 
components of such resources, whenever possible as part of the new development 
in situ, or on an alternate site; or 

ii) May, where resources which are not designated and are not to be conserved, 
request the documentation of such resources in a cultural heritage report with a 
detailed property history, architectural description and photographic recording. 

b) The Town may impose, as a condition of any development approvals, the implementation 
of appropriate measures to ensure the conservation of any affected cultural heritage 
resources, and where appropriate, their integration into new development; 

c) The Town will require a Cultural Heritage Impact Statement (CHIS) be prepared in 
accordance with Section F5.1.2 of this Plan to determine the resource’s specific heritage 
significance and to establish appropriate conservation plans and/or mitigation measures 
be prepared where development or redevelopment is proposed: 

i) On, within, adjacent to, or in the immediate vicinity of any designated cultural 
heritage resource; or 

ii) On a property listed on the Town’s Heritage Register. 
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d) The Town may require a Cultural Heritage Impact Statement (CHIS) be prepared in 
accordance with Section F5.1.2 of this Plan to determine the resource’s specific heritage 
significance and to establish appropriate conservation plans and/or mitigation measures 
for any development or redevelopment proposal that affects any of the cultural heritage 
resources mentioned above in Sections H6.19.1 c) and d); 

e) The conservation of cultural heritage resources should be integrated with the conservation 
strategies for natural heritage features and environmentally sensitive areas where 
appropriate; 

f) New development should achieve a compatible relationship with cultural heritage 
resources in their context (both those within and those adjacent to the Secondary Plan 
area) through consideration of such matters as, but not limited to, building height, 
massing, scale, setbacks, stepbacks, roof line and profile and architectural character and 
expression; and, 

g) The Town may take additional steps to recognize the heritage of Esquesing Township, 
which was first surveyed in 1818, and the Hamlet of Ashgrove by: 

i) Creating interpretative plaques and displays; and 

ii) Commemorating historic persons, families and events in the naming of public 
buildings, streets, parks and other public places. 

H6.20 ACCESSIBILITY 

a) Accessibility shall be improved for persons with disabilities and seniors by removing or 
preventing land use barriers that restrict full participation in society; and, 

b) In reviewing applications under the Planning and Condominium Acts, the Town will have 
regard for accessibility to all facilities, services and matters to which these Acts apply 
and will identify, prevent, and/or remove land use barriers which may restrict full 
participation in society for persons with disabilities and seniors. 

H6.21 AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

The Town supports the provision of housing which is affordable to low and moderate- income 
households. 

 

Affordable housing, including both rental and ownership, is important to providing housing 
opportunities for current and future residents. Supporting opportunities and incentives for 
affordable housing will improve market accessibility for current and future residents. On the 
basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that: 

 
a) A minimum of 30% of new housing units be affordable; 

b) Affordable housing units will include a mix and range of types, lot sizes, unit sizes 
functions and tenures to provide opportunity for all household types, including larger 

 

families, older adults, students and residents with special needs; 

c) The Town will encourage the provision of affordable housing through: 

i) Working with the Region of Halton and the development community to consider 
progressive financial incentives to encourage and support the development of 
affordable housing; 

ii) Supporting assisted housing, which is housing that is available to low and moderate 
income for households for rent or purchase where part of the housing cost is 
subsidized through a government program; 

iii) Supporting accessory apartments; 

iv) Considering innovative and alternative residential and community design standards 
that facilitate affordable housing; and, 
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v) Encouraging the development of purpose built rental housing with a full mix and 
range of unit sizes. 

d) An affordable housing strategy is required for the Secondary Plan Area that provides for 
the achievement of the affordable housing requirements of the Region. The affordable 
housing strategy will be initiated by the landowners and will involve the Region and the 
Town. The strategy will include: 

i) Numerical targets by tenure and unit type, and by development parcel or phase; 

ii) The proposed order of development within development phases and the 
identification of how the affordable housing will be delivered to ensure that 
affordable housing requirements are achieved prior to or at the same rate as 
development of the non- affordable housing units; and, 

iii) Proposals to meet any of the affordable housing requirements through the 
conveyance of land to the Town. 

H6.22 EXISTING LAND USES AND SMALL LAND HOLDINGS 

a) Existing dwellings or buildings located on lands designated for development in accordance 
with this Secondary Plan shall continue to have direct access to Trafalgar Road, Eighth 
Line and 10 Side Road and 15 Side Road until such time as access from an alternative road 
becomes available or the property is redeveloped; 

b) Existing land uses are allowed to continue and expansion to those existing uses, such as 
additions, decks and accessory buildings are also permitted; 

c) Development proposals for very small holdings will be evaluated with reference to their 
land use designations on Schedule H6-2 but in most cases, not until Subdivision Plans for 
larger, adjacent landholdings are submitted for approval; and, 

d) Provision shall be made in abutting plans of subdivision to ensure compatibility of new 
development with existing residential holdings and, where feasible, to provide for their 
ultimate redevelopment in accordance with this Plan. 

 



Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (November 2019) 

 

Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan – As Modified by Draft Regional Decision (November 2019) 

 

H6.23 IMPLEMENTATION 

H6.23.1 NEED FOR AN INFRASTRUCTURE STAGING PLAN 

a) Prior to the consideration of individual applications for development, an infrastructure staging 
plan shall be prepared and endorsed by Council in consultation with Halton Region. The 
infrastructure staging plan shall be informed by the Vision Georgetown Water and Wastewater 
Servicing Plan; 

b) The infrastructure staging plan shall ensure that the phasing of development in the Vision 
Georgetown Secondary Plan area is implemented in accordance with Section H6.23.2 and 
occurs in a manner that: 

i) Provides for the early development of a range of housing types; 

ii) Supports the early servicing of retail and other non-retail and service uses needed to 
support the new residents; 

iii) Supports the early servicing of schools sites, their acquisition by the school boards and 
their development; 

iv) Supports the conveyance of lands within the Natural Heritage System into public 
ownership; 

v) Supports the early development of the Community Park; 

vi) Supports the early construction of Street A to provide for continuous north-south travel 
through Vision Georgetown; 

vii) Supports the necessary transportation infrastructure improvements to Trafalgar Road 
(Regional Road 3), Eighth Line, 10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) and 15 Side Road, all 
of which may be subject to studies as required by the Town and/or Regionas required; 

viii) Incorporates the lands needed for schools to support the new residents of the 
community; and, 

ix) Allows for the completion of distinct components of the Vision Georgetown Secondary 
Plan area so that the length of construction in any given area is kept to a minimum 
where possible; and, 

c) Prior to the commencement of the development in each phase, all requirements of the Town 
and the Region shall be satisfied and confirmation shall be received from utility providers and 
school boards that appropriate services and facilities can be accommodated. 

H6.23.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING POLICIES 
 

H6.23.2.1 Base Phasing Provisions 
 

The phasing of development in Vision Georgetown shall be in accordance with the following: 
 

a) The phasing of development in Vision Georgetown shall proceed in two phases, Phase 1 and 
Phase 2, as shown on Schedule H6-1 Vision Georgetown Community Structure and Phasing Plan, 
generally proceeding from the Eighth Line to Trafalgar Road; 

 
b) In each phase, sub-phases generally corresponding to the Neighbourhoods, as delineated on 

Schedule H6-1, and commensurate with the Region’s allocation program, may be identified 
through the Block Planning process. The progression of development shall generally proceed in 
a south to north direction from 10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) to 15 Side Road; 
 

c) The progression of development shall be contingent on the availability and efficient utilization 
of public infrastructure and services, including the construction of critical elements of the road 
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network and that adequate schools and community facilities are provided in a timely fashion, 
in keeping with the complete communities principles of the Secondary Plan; 
 

d) The progression of residential development shall ensure that a full range and mix of housing 
types are provided in each Phase and/or sub-phase, including an adequate supply of affordable 
housing;  
 

e) Development of the Community Core based upon a Community Core Plan shall be commenced 
in Phase 1;  
 

f) Prior to the approval of any applications for development in Phase 2, a minimum of 75 percent 
of the gross developable area in Phase 1 must be within registered plans of subdivision, or 
zoned to permit the development contemplated by this Secondary Plan. 
 

g) Prior to the commencement of the development in each phase, any financial and other 
requirements of the Town and the Region shall be satisfied and confirmation shall be received 
from utility providers and school boards that appropriate services and facilities can be 
accommodated. 

 
H6.23.2.2 Special Phasing Provisions 

 
The following special phasing provisions also apply: 

 
a) Public infrastructure such as roads, parks, fire halls, schools and servicing facilities may proceed 

at any time in Phase 2, subject to the availability of servicing infrastructure and other 
requirements of the Town and the Region;  
 

b) Council may, at its sole discretion, determine to accept and approve an application for 
development in Phase 2, prior to a minimum of 75 percent of the gross developable area in Phase 
1 within registered plans of subdivision or zoned to permit the development contemplated by this 
Plan, if it is determined by Council that the development for which the application is made is in 
accordance with the general purpose and intent of this Secondary Plan and if it is demonstrated, 
to the satisfaction of Council and Halton Region, that there are no negative impacts on the Town 
or Region, including from a land use planning (development of complete communities) 
perspective, and infrastructure and financial impact perspective. 

 
H6.23.2.3 Unreasonable Delay Provisions 
 
Notwithstanding the phasing provisions in Subsections H6.23.4.1 and H6.23.4.3, in no case will one 
owner or group of owners be permitted to unreasonably delay the normal progression of development 
contemplated by this Plan. Where unreasonable delay is occurring as determined at the Town’s sole 
discretion, the phasing may be re-evaluated to the satisfaction of the Town and Halton Region. In 
such circumstances, Council may through an amendment to this Secondary Plan revise the phasing, if 
it is determined by Council that such a proposal is in accordance with the general intent and purpose 
of this Secondary Plan, and if there are no unacceptable impacts on the Town as determined by 
Council or on Halton Region. 

 

H6.23.2 H6.23.3 TOWN REQUIREMENTS 

Applications for development in the Secondary Plan area shall only be approved, and development 
shall only proceed when: 

 
a) The infrastructure staging plan has been approved; 

b) Town has in full force and effect, and not subject to appeal, a Development Charges By-law 
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enacted under the Development Charges Act, 1997 or any successor legislation identifying 
and imposing charges applicable to the lands in the Secondary Plan Area; 

c) Landowners within the Secondary Plan area have entered into an agreement or agreements 
with the Town in accordance with the infrastructure staging plan. In order to reflect 
particular circumstances that may apply to an individual phase or phases of development 
within the Secondary Plan area, the Town may require a separate agreement or agreements 
with the landowners within such phase or phases. In addition, landowners who are not parties 
to the original agreement or agreements referred to herein shall enter into an agreement 
with the Town assuming all the rights and obligations of the agreements, as applicable, as if 
such landowners had been original signatories to that agreement; 

d) Landowners have entered into agreements that provide for the equitable cost sharing of the 
provision of required community infrastructure; 

e) Landowners within the Secondary Plan area have entered, or will enter, into an Allocation 
Agreement with the Region of Halton addressing the provision of water and wastewater 
servicing and roads; 

f) Water treatment and distribution and wastewater collection and treatment are available in 
accordance with Town and Regional policies; and, 

g) A Master Parks Agreement in accordance with Section H6.16.1 a) of this Plan has been 
approved. 

h) The requirements of Section G.12 (Pre-consultation and Complete Applications) of the Town 
of Halton Hills Official Plan have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Town in consultation 
with the Region and other applicable agencies. 

 

H6.23.3 H6.23.4 BLOCK PLAN REQUIRED 

a) The preparation of a Block Plan is required in accordance with Section G3.2 of this Plan, along 
with the preparation of an EIR in accordance with Section H6.13.4 before applications for 
Plan of Subdivision can be Draft Approved; 

b) The approval of the Block Plan by Council in consultation with the Region of Halton, the 
Conservation Authorities and the School Boards shall be required;   

c) The Block Plan shall be prepared in a manner consistent with the planning and design vision, 
goals, objectives and recommendations made in the studies prepared in support of this Plan; 

d) The required Block Plan shall deal with all items listed in Section G3.2 of this Plan and the 
following: 

i) Location of public transit facilities; 

ii) Location of centralized mailboxes; 

iii) Location and nature of trails and connecting links; 

iv) The final limits of the Natural Heritage System; and 

v) The means by which affordable housing is to be delivered. 

e) The Block Plan shall provide the anticipated schedule of the residential and non-residential 
development in the Block Plan area; 

f) The Block Plan shall provide a breakdown of the anticipated range and mix of residential 
homes; net density and the associated population yield for each of the residential 
designations that apply; and, 

g) The Block Plan shall be prepared in consultation with the Town of Halton Hills, the Region of 
Halton, Conservation Authorities, and the School Boards. 
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H6.23.5 DEVELOPMENT MONITORING 
 
The Town shall establish a development monitoring program for the Vision Georgetown lands that may 
include: 
 

a) Level of population and employment growth; 
 
b) Supply of existing lots and number of building permits granted; 
 
c) General achievement of housing mix targets; 
 
d) Occupancy permits granted; and 
 
e) Development application status; 
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DECISION 

with respect to Official Plan Amendment No. 32 
to the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan 

Section 17(34) of the Planning Act 

Town of Halton Hills – Official Plan Amendment No. 32 (OPA 32) 

Official Plan Amendment No. 32 – “Official Plan Review Conformity Exercise and Related Amendments” is 
modified and refused as set out in Schedule “A” to this Decision and approved with these modifications and 
refusals by the Director of Planning Services and Chief Planning Official for the Regional Municipality of Halton, 
pursuant to Section 17(2) of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990 as amended.  If no notice of appeal is filed, OPA 32 
will come into effect on TBD, 2020, being the day following the last day for filing a notice of appeal. 

TBD, 2020 

Curt Benson MCIP RPP Date 
Director of Planning Services & Chief Planning Official 

dventresca
Highlight

dventresca
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Schedule “A” – Regional Municipality of Halton Modificactions 
 
Original additions are shown in red underline and deletions are shown in yellow strikethrough.  

 
Region 
No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

PREAMBLE – BUILDING BLOCKS 

1)  N/A Paragraph 1 of subsection “NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM” is 
modified to read as follows: 
 
“As a consequence of the need to ensure that the boundaries of 
the Regional Natural Heritage System, which included lands 
subject to flooding particularly in the southwest corner of the 
Vision Georgetown lands was appropriately studied, the focus of 
the work between the middle of 2014 through to early 2018 was 
on the establishment of those development limits. The product 
of this extensive technical exercise was the Southwest 
Georgetown Subwatershed Study that was completed in May 
2017 and a Subwatershed Study Addendum completed on June 
13, 2018.  A second Addendum to the Subwatershed Study, 
completed on (Date TBD) deals with outstanding issues to be 
addressed at later development stages.” 

To clarify that addenda to the 
Subwatershed Study must also be 
considered. 
 
Note that the proper date for an 
accepted addendum will need to 
be inserted prior to approval with 
modifications. 

H6.2 GUIDING PRINCIPLES 

2)  H6.2.2 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“To provide a wide range of residential, commercial, and 
institutional uses, in a manner that reduces the need for an 
automobile and supports all modes of transportation to meet the 
daily needs of life. 

To clarify a guiding principle with 
respect to a range of 
transportation modes. 
 

3)  H6.2.12 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“To ensure new infrastructure is developed in a manner that 
minimizes social and environmental impacts, and considers 
long-term maintenance, operational, and financial 
requirements.” 

To conform with Regional Official 
Plan (ROP) definition of 
Infrastructure (ROP s. 252). 

H6.4 COMMUNITY STRUCTURE 

4)  H6.4a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Natural Heritage System - this area is the site comprised of a 
number of natural heritage features, watercourse corridors, 
enhancement areas and buffer areas that will be protected and 
enhanced over the long term. Much of the Natural Heritage 
System is expected to come into public ownership as 
development occurs and it will be the site comprised of a 
number of passive recreational uses and most notably, a trail 
system that will link all elements of the Vision Georgetown 
together;” 

To more appropriately 
characterize the composition of 
the Natural Heritage System. 

5)  H6.4b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 

“Collector Road System - The road system is made up of one 
continuous north-south arterial  Major Collector road Road that 
would provide for north-south travel through the Vision 
Georgetown lands and which would be primary route for transit 
when it is introduced. Three east-west Major and Minor 
Collector Roads collector roads extending between the Eighth 
Line and Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) are also proposed 
to provide for east-west connectivity and to Georgetown South 
via extensions to Danby Road and Miller Drive. These collector 

To clarify the classification of 
roads. 
 
To clarify the proper name of a 
Regional Road. 
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Region 
No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

roads Collector Roads are intended to provide for the 
movement of motor vehicles, pedestrians and alternative forms 
of transportation in both a north-south and east-west direction. 
These collector roads Collector Roads are to be planned as 
complete streets;” 

6)  H6.4c) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Community Core area - This area is to be planned as the 
main concentration of urban activities where a fully integrated 
array of institutional, retail and service, recreational, cultural and 
supportive uses are provided. A local commercial mixed use 
area fronting on Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) is also 
included within the Community Core to meet the needs of the 
new residents and those travelling on Trafalgar Road (Regional 
Road 3).  
 
Included within the community core is a secondary school, 
Community Park and library/community centre that will be 
integrated with each other;” 

To clarify the proper name of a 
Regional Road. 

H6.5 AMOUNT OF PLANNED GROWTH 

7)  H6.5b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The planned density for the Vision Georgetown lands is 
approximately 60 residents and jobs per hectare, with the 
calculation being net of the lands within the Natural Heritage 
System, and net of the lands within the stormwater conveyance 
Future Natural Channel Corridor corridor on the east side of 
Trafalgar Road, the final alignment and area of which will be 
included in the Natural Heritage System in the future;” 

To better reflect the ultimate 
natural channel and full array of 
functions anticipated beyond 
stormwater conveyance.    

H6.6 IMPLICATIONS OF PLANNED DENSITY ON BUILT FORM 

8)  H6.6g) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“There also will be more of a reliance placed on on-street 
parking and lay-by lanes in key strategic locations internal to the 
community, such as the Community Core area; and” 

To distinguish between Local and 
Regional roads. 

9)  H6.6h) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“There will be a greater emphasis on the integration of all lands 
uses to make more efficient use of land.” 

Remove “s” in “lands”. 

H6.7 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

10)  
 

 

H6.7.3.2 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The primary goal of natural heritage system protection in the 
Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is to increase the certainty 
that the biological diversity and ecological functions of the area 
and the broader Natural Heritage System will be preserved and 
enhanced for future generations.  Appreciation for natural areas 
also contributes to the quality of life that Georgetown residents 
enjoy. Future growth and development should be planned and 
constructed in such a way as to preserve and enhance the 
Natural Heritage System, while also providing access to 
educational and recreation opportunities through a network of 
parks, trails, and public spaces, where appropriate.  On the 
basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that:” 

To better reflect ROP policy and 
to clarify the goal of the Regional 
Natural Heritage System.  
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Region 
No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

11)  H6.7.3.2b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Streets and roads be planned to reduce impacts on the natural 
heritage system features and functions, and be designed to 
accommodate transit, cyclists and pedestrians as well as motor 
vehicles; 
 
Streets and roads shown crossing the Natural Heritage System 
on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 are planned to minimize impacts on 
the natural heritage system features and functions, and be 
designed to accommodate wildlife passage, transit, cyclists and 
pedestrians as well as motor vehicles.” 

To ensure that there will be no 
negative impacts on the Natural 
Heritage System (NHS) as per 
ROP 188(2)a) and b). 
Policies H6.7.3.2b) and c) have 
been reversed to better illustrate 
how the two policies deal with 
infrastructure (essential vs non-
essential) and their relationship to 
the NHS. 
Policies b) and c) separate out 
streets and roads that are local 
versus Regional. 

12)  H6.7.3.2c) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.7.3.2c) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Streets and roads that have not been identified on Schedules 
H6-1 to H6-3 are planned to ensure there are no negative 
impacts on the Natural Heritage System features and functions, 
and be designed to accommodate transit, cyclists and 
pedestrians as well as motor vehicles.” 

New policy to ensure preservation 
of the NHS. 
Only essential transportation and 
utility infrastructure is permitted in 
the NHS (ROP 117.1(9).     

13)  H6.7.3.2d) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2c) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2d). Renumbering. 

14)  H6.7.3.2e) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2d) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2e). Renumbering. 

15)  H6.7.3.2f) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2e) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2f) and further modified to 
read as follows: 
 
“Pedestrian and multi-use trails provide access to and through 
parks and where appropriate, the Natural Heritage System, to 
help encourage active transportation as a viable means of both 
recreation and transportation;” 

Renumbering. 
Clarification of the 
appropriateness of trails in the 
natural heritage system under 
ROP 118(6). 

16)  H6.7.3.2g) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2f) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2g). Renumbering. 

17)  H6.7.3.2h) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2g) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2h). Renumbering. 

18)  H6.7.3.2i) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.7.3.2h) is renumbered to H6.7.3.2i) and modified as follows: 
 

“Natural Heritage System features and functions are monitored 
with established targets, measurable objectives and adaptive 
management responses through the development process as 
per the Subwatershed Study and Addendums Addenda and 
Environmental Implementation Reports.” 

Renumbering and to address 
second Addendum. 

19)  H6.7.3.4e) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Building systems, as appropriate, be set up to automatically 
turn off major lighting after hours or direct light away from the 
Natural Heritage System natural heritage system once the sun 
has set to reduce energy use and minimize interference with the 
flight patterns of migratory birds; and” 

To captialize certain terms. 
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Region 
No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

20)  H6.7.3.4f) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Linkages are established between wildlife habitat features, 
including consideration for opportunities at proposed road 
crossings, to maintain habitat connectivity and wildlife passage.” 

To add additional clarity that road 
crossings should be designed to 
maintain/create wildlife passage 
opportunities. 

21)  H6.7.3.5 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The locations of stormwater management facilities as shown on 
the Secondary Plan schedules represent their general location.  
The final location and configuration of such facilities will be more 
specifically delineated through an Environmental 
Implementation Report (EIR). Further refinement of the locations 
and sizes may be done through an applicable Stormwater 
Management Plan prepared in support of individual 
development applications.   
 
Throughout the community, development should be designed to 
conserve water use and to manage stormwater on-site through 
Low Impact Development techniques such as bioswales, 
rainwater harvesting systems, infiltration trenches, and 
stormwater management facilities. On the basis of the above, it 
is the objective of this Plan that:” 

To clarify that the locations and 
sizes of stormwater management 
facilities on the Secondary Plan 
Schedules are will be defined 
more precisely through the 
development application process. 

22)  H6.7.3.5d) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Stormwater management facilities be designed to support key 
features and ecological functions ofin the Natural Heritage 
System natural heritage system;” 

To capitalize certain terms.   

23)  H6.7.3.5m) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.7.3.5m) is added to read as follows: 
 
“In addition, stormwater management facilities shall be located 
and designed such that they will accommodate the interim and 
ultimate roadway drainage (quality and quantity) for Trafalgar 
Road (Regional Road 3), as identified in the Trafalgar Road 
(Regional Road 3) Corridor Study – Steeles Avenue to Highway 
7, Municipal Class Environmental Assessment Study, and for 10 
Side Road (Regional Road 10).” 

Consideration must be given to 
account for stormwater 
management as it pertains to 
drainage from public property, 
including provisions for quantity 
and quality control for Regional 
Road drainage. 

24)  H6.7.3.6a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Open spaces, including the natural heritage system, and roof 
tops on buildings that receive good sunlight be designed to 
incorporate urban agriculture and community gardens where 
appropriate;” 

Deletion made to ensure 
conformity to ROP. 

H6.8 DESIGNING STREETS FOR ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION 

25)  H6.8 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Schedule H6-3 shows the Vision Georgetown Transportation 
Network. One of the keys to the success of the Vision 
Georgetown Secondary Plan will be the ease by which residents 
and others travel through the community and to adjoining areas. 
On the basis of the above, it is the objective of this Plan that:” 

To clarify by referencing Schedule 
H6-3. 

26)  H6.8b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Trails, where feasible and appropriate, be utilized to create 
connections and linkages between parks, the Natural Heritage 
System, the community core, community facilities, and other 
activity nodes throughout Vision Georgetown;” 

To ensure conformity with the 
ROP.   
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No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

27)  H6.8e) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Streets be designed, where appropriate, to reflect complete 
street design principles, in order to balance the competing 
needs of pedestrians, cyclists, transit users and motorists;” 

To ensure conformity with the 
ROP with respect to Regional 
Roads. 

28)  H6.8p) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.8p) is added to read as follows: 
 
“The most current Regional Active Transportation Plan is to be 
considered when implementing the active transportation policies 
of this Plan. Land uses should be aligned to support all modes 
of transportation while maintaining the mobility function of Major 
Arterial Roads.” 

Clarification to ensure consistency 
with other transportation plans. 

H6.10 COMMUNITY CORE 

29)  H6.10.2a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Prior to the consideration of individual applications within the 
Community Core, a Community Core Plan shall be prepared 
first to guide development applications. The limits of the 
Community Core Plan area shall be developed to the 
satisfaction of the Town and in consultation with the Region. in 
consultation with the Town.”  

Consultation with the Region will 
ensure that servicing and planning 
issues will be fully addressed in 
accordance with Regional 
standards. 

30)  H6.10.2b)ii) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“A detailed phasing plan completed to the satisfaction of the 
Town in consultation with the Region that describes the 
sequencing of development and the timing of any infrastructure 
improvements.” 

Consultation with the Region will 
ensure that servicing and planning 
issues will be fully addressed in 
accordance with Regional 
standards. 

31)  H6.10.2b)viii) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.10.2b)viii) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Measures that implement the environmental mitigation and 
enhancement recommendations contained in the final approved 
EIR required by subsection H6.13.4 of this Plan, or the final 
approved Subwatershed Study if an EIR has not yet been 
approved.” 

Additional implementation 
requirements for environmental 
studies.  

H6.12 LAND USE DESIGNATIONS OUTSIDE OF THE COMMUNITY CORE 

32)  H6.12.1a)x) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Future Natural Channel Stormwater Conveyance Corridor 
Area.” 

To better reflect the future intent 
of the Corridor.   

 

33)  H6.12.4.1 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“It is the intent of this Plan that the Mixed Use Gateway Area 
designation be planned to accommodate a range of medium 
density housing types and a limited amount of non-residential 
uses at the intersections of Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) 
and the 10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) and Trafalgar Road 
and the 15 Side Road.” 

To clarify the proper names of 
Regional Roads. 

34)  H6.12.6.3 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Prior to any development occurring on the lands within the 
Major Commercial Area designation, a Comprehensive 
Development Plan shall be prepared to the satisfaction of 
Council. The Comprehensive Development Plan shall consider 
all matters listed in Section D2.5.2.3.3 of this the Town of 

To clarify (to readers of this 
Secondary Plan) that the 
reference to “Section D2.5.2.3.3 of 
this Plan” is actually a reference to 
the Town’s Official Plan. 
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No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

Halton Hills Official Plan and the other matters listed in this 
Section. 
 
The following policies are intended to guide proposals for new 
development or redevelopment in the Major Commercial Area 
designation.” 

35)  H6.12.8.2c) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“If the Secondary School is not required, a Comprehensive 
Development Plan prepared in accordance with Section G3.3 of 
this the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan would be required 
before development applications are considered.” 

To clarify (to readers of this 
Secondary Plan) that the 
reference to “Section G3.3 of this 
Plan” is actually a reference to the 
Town’s Official Plan. 

36)  H6.12.9.1 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
The primary goal of natural heritage system protection in the 
Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan is to increase the certainty 
that the biological diversity and ecological functions of the area 
and the broader Natural Heritage System will be preserved and 
enhanced for future generations. 
It is the intent of this Plan that the features and functions of the 
Natural Heritage System be protected and enhanced over time, 
while providing opportunities for passive recreation and nature 
appreciation. 

To better reflect ROP policy and 
to clarify the goal of the natural 
heritage system. 

37)  H6.12.9.2a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Permitted uses in the Natural Heritage System are limited to 
conservation uses and compatible passive recreation, which 
includes trails, as outlined in b) below where appropriate. Lands 
that are within the Natural Heritage System are encouraged to 
be dedicated to the Town or another public authority as 
appropriate; and,” 

To clarify where trails may be 
located. 

38)  H6.12.9.2b) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.12.9.2b) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Trails shall be permitted within linkage and enhancement areas 
of the Natural Heritage System provided that they: 
 

i) Are not located in hazard lands; 
ii) Use native species to naturalize trail edges; 
iii) Are the minimum width required; 
iv) Are designed with suitable surfacing material compatible 

with their surroundings; and 
v) Are designed and located to manage access to the 

Natural Heritage System by minimizing impacts to Key 
Features. 

 
Trails shall be permitted within buffers of the Natural Heritage 
System, as approved by the Town, in consultation with the 
Region, and applicable Conservation Authority, where it can be 
demonstrated that there is no negative impact on key features 
and functions.” 

To provide clarity with respect to 
trails within the Natural Heritage 
System (ROP 118(6)). 

39)  H6.12.9.2c) H6.12.9.2b) is renumbered to H6.12.9.2c). Renumbering. 

40)  H6.12.9.2d) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.12.9.2d) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Stormwater management facilities are not permitted.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing: 
 

i) stormwater management components such as ancillary 

To clarify that stormwater facilities 
are not permitted within the NHS 
and the types of stormwater 
management components that 
may be permitted in the NHS. 
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pipes, outlets, headwalls, and other associated 
infrastructure required to convey flow from facilities 
outside the Natural Heritage System to receiving water 
bodies may be permitted where deemed essential and it 
is determined there are no negative impacts on 
ecological features and functions through an EIR or other 
appropriate study; and 

ii) appropriately designed Low Impact Development 
measures may be permitted within the buffer, linkage and 
enhancement areas of the Natural Heritage System if it is 
determined that there are no negative impacts on 
ecological features and functions through an EIR or other 
appropriate study.” 

41)  H6.12.9.4 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.12.9.3 is renumbered to H6.12.9.4 and modified as follows: 
 
“INTERFACE WITH THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 
The establishment of visual connections to the Natural Heritage 
System is a key objective of the Town. In this regard, every 
effort will be made to locate parks, community facilities and 
stormwater management facilities adjacent to or near the 
Natural Heritage System to allow for those linkages and 
connections to occur.   
 
In addition, through the development approval process, efforts 
will be made to establish more than just connections at the ends 
of roadways into the Natural Heritage System. In this regard, 
opportunities to locate single loaded roads to maximize access 
will be explored, where possible, through the Block Planning 
Process.” 

To encourage consideration of 
locating local open space adjacent 
to the NHS.  This modification 
brings the policy into conformity 
with Section 118(5) of the ROP.   
 
 

42)  H6.12.10.3 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“On the basis of the above, it is the intent of this Plan to require 
the preparation of a Comprehensive Development Plan for all 
lands within this Special Policy Area in accordance with Section 
G3.3 of this the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan, before a 
determination of which uses are appropriate and how they are to 
be sited and serviced is required.” 

To clarify (to readers of this 
Secondary Plan) that the 
reference to “Section G3.3 of this 
Plan” is actually a reference to the 
Town’s Official Plan. 

43)  H6.12.11 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“STORMWATER CONVEYANCE FUTURE NATURAL 
CHANNEL CORRIDOR 
A Future Natural Channel Corridor Special Study Area 
stormwater conveyance corridor has been identified along a 
portion of land east of Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) as 
shown on Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 inclusive. Conservation 
Halton has indicated that a regulated watercourse and 
associated flooding hazard is located in this area.  While a 
considerable amount of technical work was completed in 
advance of the preparation of this Plan (through the 
Subwatershed Study and Addendum Addenda on the 
preliminary design and location of this stormwater conveyance 
corridor Future Natural Channel Corridor, additional technical 
assessments will be required to fix its location, width, function 
and design.   
 
As a consequence of the above Given the foregoing, these 
requirements will need to be resolved finalized to the 
satisfaction of the Town, Conservation Halton and the Region of 
Halton in advance of or concurrent with the preparation of the 
required Block Plan and/or EIR.   

To clarify approval authority and 
EA requirements in relation to this 
tributary realignment and to create 
a Special Study Area. 
 
To clarify the proper name of  a 
Regional Road. 
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Any area that is confirmed as being required for stormwater 
conveyance in this area must be located outside of the Region’s 
right-of-way along Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) and will be 
automatically be included within the Natural Heritage System 
without requiring an Amendment required to this Plan.   
 
Other lands that are not required for stormwater conveyance the 
Future Natural Channel Corridor will be developed in 
accordance with the adjacent Low Density Residential Area 
designation without requiring an Amendment required to this 
Plan. 
 
The Future Natural Channel Corridor will not preclude the 
accommodation of interim and ultimate Stormwater 
Management requirements for Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 
3), as identified in the Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) 
Corridor Study – Steeles Avenue to Highway 7, Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment Study.” 

H6.13 SUBWATERSHED STUDY 

44)  H6.13.1 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Town Council endorsed the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed 
Study, prepared by AECOM and dated May 2017 in June 2017 
and the Subwatershed Study Addendum Addenda dated June 
2018 and (date TBD). The purpose of the Vision Georgetown 
Sub-watershed Subwatershed Study was "to develop a sub-
watershed subwatershed plan that allows sustainable 
development while ensuring maximum benefits to the natural 
and human environments on a watershed basis. The sub-
watershed subwatershed areas in this study include the 
headwaters of Sixteen Mile Creek and a headwater tributary of 
Silver Creek (part of the Silver Creek Watershed).”   
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study is regarded as a 
“Living Document” whose findings and recommendations may 
be revised as appropriate based upon new information and 
analysis as noted in this Plan and as may occur in support of 
development applications. 
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study Addenda provide 
additional information regarding Special Study Areas that must 
be addressed to the satisfaction of the Town, Region and 
Conservation Authorities at the EIR or later stage of 
development.  

Clarification regarding the addition 
of Addenda to the Subwatershed 
Study and the Special Study 
Areas. 
 
Note that the proper date for an 
accepted addendum will need to 
be inserted prior to approval with 
modifications. 

45)  H6.13.2a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
A review and assessment of the Vision Georgetown lands was 
undertaken as part of the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed 
Study. The steps followed in developing the Natural Heritage 
System (NHS) on the Vision Georgetown lands included the 
identification of natural heritage features within and adjacent to 
the Vision Georgetown lands, screening for core areas and 
opportunities for enhancing the NHS, and the identification of 
ecological linkages, enhancement areas and buffers. This 
process includes the refinement of the Regional NHS to produce 
an area specific NHS, based on a detailed study, that is 
consistent with provincial and municipal environmental policies, 
including the Regional Official Plan;.  Further refinement may 

To clarify the proper title of the 
Study. 
 
To properly identify the 
components of the NHS 
 
To clarify that through Section 
116.1 of the Regional Official Plan 
further refinements may be 
appropriate. 
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occur at the EIR or later stage of development in consideration 
of the Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and its 
associated Addenda. As such, the NHS is illustrated on 
Schedules H6-1 to H6-3 should be considered preliminary and 
subject to further refinement.” 

46)  H6.13.2b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“A number of modifications and improvements to the existing 
Regional NHS were made recommended through the 
Subwatershed Study process, along with additional 
requirements in the Addenda, including, but not limited to:” 

To clarify that modifications were 
recommended to the Regional 
NHS. 

47)  H6.13.2b)i) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Black Locust Woodland Special Study Area:  
The Subwatershed Study provides recommendations related to 
the protection and enhancement of the significant woodland 
associated with the Silver Creek Tributary B valley. It concludes 
that 2.47 hectares of the black locust community adjacent to the 
Eighth Line should be removed and mitigated for through the 
establishment of reforestation areas (minimum 2 hectares) and 
infill restoration opportunities as identified in the Subwatershed 
Study; 
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and associated 
Addenda contain initial recommendations related to the 
protection and enhancement of the broader Block D significant 
woodland associated with the Silver Creek Tributary B valley. 
The broader significant woodland includes a black locust 
woodland community which is considered to be an invasive 
species, along the Eighth Line in a former wayside pit. This 
woodland meets the criteria for a Significant Woodland in the 
Regional Official Plan. The policies of the NHS as they relate to 
Woodlands, in the Regional Official Plan shall apply to these 
lands until they are reassessed and re-designated pending: 
 

a) The outcome of the Regional Official Plan review 
that will assess and update the policies and 
definitions for Woodlands and Significant 
Woodlands; and 

b) The completion of an EIR that provides a detailed 
assessment of the black locust woodland 
ecological functions in accordance with relevant 
Provincial and Regional policies. Based on this 
detailed assessment the EIR shall delineate the 
portion of the Study Area that is to be included in 
the Natural Heritage System. Lands that are not 
integrated into the Natural Heritage System may 
develop in accordance with the adjacent Low 
Density and Medium Density Residential Area 
designations. 

 
The Final determination of land use within the Special Study 
Area is to be completed in accordance with the above policies 
and through a Planning Act application without requiring a 
subsequent Regional Official Plan Amendment or Local Official 
Plan Amendment.” 
 

To clarify the circumstances and 
baseline components and issues 
for this Special Study Area as well 
as the recommended treatment 
through the EIR process. 
 
 

48)  H6.13.2b)ii) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Enhancement and Restoration Areas: The Subwatershed 

Clarification. 
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Study identifies the need for a number of enhancement areas, 
replication features and restoration opportunities required to 
mitigate for potential negative impacts and to increase the 
certainty that the biological diversity and ecological functions of 
the NHS will be preserved and enhanced for future generations. 
There are a minimum 6 several enhancement areas, 9 infill 
restoration opportunity sites and several replication features 
required to be created as outlined in the Subwatershed Study – 
including targets for feature type and ecological functions to 
guide detailed design;” 

49)  H6.13.2b)iii) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Local Linkage/Enhancement Area: The Subwatershed Study 
identifies a key local linkage to be restored and enhanced 
between the Silver Creek Tributary B system (Block D) and the 
adjacent significant woodland to the south (Block C). Consistent 
with the recommendations of the Subwatershed Study and input 
from the Region of Halton, reforestation areas, infill restoration 
opportunities, replication features and other enhancements will 
be included within or adjacent to the linkage based on 
established targets and as refined through subsequent stages of 
development (minimum final width 125 metres); and,” 

To clarify that this section deals 
with linkages and enhancement 
areas. 
To clarify that input from the 
Region is required. 

50)  H6.13.2b)iv) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Natural Channel Design and Riparian Enhancements: The 
Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study Addenda and 
supporting technical documents provide detailed direction on 
channel realignments, natural channel design and riparian 
storage and low flow channel enhancement areas for the 
Sixteen Mile Creek Tributary A reaches.   

 
This includes the southwest floodplain area Future Channel 
Corridor Special Study Area and provides corridor widths, 
locations of infill restoration opportunity areas, riparian 
enhancements and target functions to inform subsequent 
detailed design.” 

To clarify that there are addenda 
to the Study. 

51)  H6.13.2b)v) 
 
[New]     

A new section H6.13.2b)v) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Block B Potential Watercourse Relocation: Schedule H6-2 
shows the proposed relocation of the watercourse as 
determined by additional studies undertaken by the Town 
subsequent to the completion of the Subwatershed Study. The 
precise alignment of the watercourse and the width of the NHS 
corridor shall be subject to an EIR at the development stage.” 

To ensure this area is reviewed 
through an EIR. 

52)  H6.13.3 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The NHS as shown on Schedule H6-2 includes buffers that 
have been established in an effort to protect key natural features 
and ecological functions by mitigating the impacts of proposed 
development or site alteration. 
 
Buffers are important components of the overall NHS and are 
required to maintain and enhance natural features and the 
ecological functions of the NHS. 
 
Through Sustainable Halton Report 3.02, it was recommended 
that a 30m buffer be applied adjacent to woodlands, wetlands 
and watercourses in keeping with a precautionary approach. 
The Regional Official Plan allows for refinement of the NHS and 

To ensure that buffers are applied 
to the key features and 
determined in a way that respects 
the ROP goals, objectives and 
policies for the NHS. 
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buffers through a subwatershed study or an individual EIA 
provided that these studies are accepted by the Region. 
 
The Vision Georgetown Subwatershed Study and related 
addenda contemplate a variable buffer framework that generally 
ranges between 15 and 30 metres. This framework represents 
an initial assessment and recommendation of buffer widths 
based on general information on land uses contemplated 
adjacent to the NHS.  Consideration was also given to 
enhancement and mitigation opportunities such as fencing and 
vegetative planting. 
 
The final buffer width is to be determined through an EIR at the 
development stage when additional information is available to 
determine the nature of adjacent uses and related impacts on 
the system and may include additions or deletions to the buffer 
widths. Consideration shall also be given to enhancement and 
mitigation opportunities such as fencing and vegetative planting. 
In all cases, buffer widths must be sufficient to: 
 

 Maintain or improve the level of certainty regarding 
buffer function effectiveness post refinement; 

 Achieve the goal of maintaining and enhancing the 
NHS key features and their ecological functions in the 
long term; and 

 Adhere to the relevant goals, objectives and policies of 
the this Plan, Regional Official Plan and relevant 
Provincial policies to the satisfaction of the Town, 
Region and applicable Conservation Authority. 

 
The buffers that have been included within the NHS have been 
based on a variable buffer approach. This approach takes into 
consideration the sensitivity of the natural heritage features and 
functions to be protected, buffer function, impact from the 
proposed adjacent land uses, as well as, enhancement and 
mitigation opportunities.   
 
In accordance with this approach, the buffers within the NHS as 
shown on Schedule H6-2, range between 10 and 25 metres. 
Landscape enhancements and passive trails may be planned to 
be located within the buffer areas where appropriate and be 
designed to minimize impacts on the NHS, while allowing 
residents to appreciate and access the NHS in a sustainable 
manner.  
 
More detailed information on how final buffers are to be 
confirmed through the development application review process 
is found in Appendix A.” 

53)  H6.13.4.1a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The purpose of an EIR is to clearly demonstrate how specific 
development applications (such as a Draft Plan) will incorporate 
and follow the management strategy recommendations 
contained within Vision Georgetown Sub-watershed 
Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM and dated May 2017 
as well as any recommendations and requirements in the 
Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD); 

To clarify that addenda to the 
Subwatershed Study must also be 
considered. 
 
Note that the proper date for an 
accepted addendum will need to 
be inserted prior to approval with 
modifications. 

54)  H6.13.4.1d) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
Additional analysis related to the Black Locust Woodland 

To ensure all agencies review the 
additional studies. 
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Special Study Area, the Future Natural Channel Corridor 
Special Study Area and the Block B Potential NHS Refinement 
Special Study Area  will be subject to review by the Town, the 
Region and applicable Conservation Authority. 
 
Additional refinements related to the proposed; Block D 
woodland management and enhancement plan where the limits 
of black locust removal and the areas of reforestation will 
require additional study and confirmation in consultation with the 
agencies; and,” 

 

 

55)  H6.13.4.1e) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The EIR reporting is to reflect the management requirements 
for the Natural Heritage System as outlined in Section 7.4.2 and 
illustrated in Figure 7.3.1 of the Vision Georgetown Sub-
watershed Subwatershed Study, prepared by AECOM and 
dated May 2017 as well as any recommendations and 
requirements in the Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD).” 

To clarify that addenda to the 
Study must also be considered. 
 
Note that the proper date for an 
accepted addendum will need to 
be inserted prior to approval with 
modifications. 

56)  H6.13.4.1f) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.13.4.1f) is added to read as follows: 
 
“The proponent will be required to demonstrate to the 
satisfaction of the Town, in consultation with the Region and the 
applicable Conservation Authority that the refinements to the 
NHS through the EIR will occur in accordance with a systems 
approach by: 
 

i. Prohibiting development and site alteration within 
significant wetlands, significant habitat of 
endangered and threatened species and fish 
habitat except in accordance with Provincial and 
Federal legislation or regulations; 

 
ii. Not permitting the alteration of any components of 

the NHS unless it has been demonstrated that 
there will be no negative impacts on the natural 
features and areas or their ecological functions.” 

 

To ensure that the refinements 
are done in conformity to all 
applicable plans and regulations. 
 
To ensure that the EIR study 
adheres to the standards 
contained in the System Approach 
outlined in 118(2) of the ROP, in 
particular 118(2) a) and b).   

57)  H6.13.4.3j) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Adherence to the Final Halton – Hamilton and Credit Valley – 
Toronto and Region – Central Lake Ontario Source Protection 
Plan Policies, including identification of which land use activities 
may require development of Risk Management Plans;” 

To clarify that the Secondary Plan 
area is located within two Source 
Protection regions. 
The requirement for Risk 
Management Plans at the EIR 
stage will enable proponents to be 
prepared to meet Source 
Protection requirements at the 
development application stage. 

58)  H6.13.3k) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Facility cost sharing; and” 

Change due to renumbering. 

59)  H6.13.3l) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Conceptual fisheries compensation plans where necessary 
and;.” 

Change due to renumbering. 

60)  H6.13.4.3m) 
 

A new section H6.13.4.1f) is added to read as follows: 
 

To clarify that EIR studies must 
assess stormwater facility issues. 
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[New] “Location and design of stormwater management facilities in 
accordance with Section H6.7.3.5 of this Plan.” 

61)  H6.13.4.4 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“EIRs may also require a number of technical studies, the need 
for which will have been identified in the Subwatershed Study 
and addendums Addenda. Although individual studies are listed 
below, it is possible that they will be combined given the 
interrelationship of these issues. Studies may include:” 
 

To clarify that there is a second 
Addendum. 

62)  H6.13.4.4d) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Natural Heritage System feature-based water balance 
assessments and water balance assessment of recharge 
(quantity and quality) within the WHPA-Q1/Q2, ICA (chloride), 
and for baseflow contributing areas;” 
 
 

Clarify by breaking the policy into 
two policies (i.e., natural heritage 
system water balance assessment 
and Source Protection water 
balance assessment) for greater 
clarity and to allow room to 
highlight the significance of 
recharge water quality in the 
chloride ICA. 

63)  H6.13.4.4e) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.13.4.1f) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Water balance assessment of recharge within the Wellhead 
Protection Area (WHPA)-Q1/Q2, including consideration of 
recharge water quality within the Issue Contributing Area (ICA) 
(chloride), to comply with Source Protection Plan policies.” 

Clarify by breaking the policy into 
two policies (i.e., natural heritage 
system water balance assessment 
and Source Protection water 
balance assessment) for greater 
clarity and to allow room to 
highlight the significance of 
recharge water quality in the 
chloride ICA. 

64)  H6.13.4.4f) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4e) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4f). Renumbering. 

65)  H6.13.4.4g) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4f) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4g). Renumbering. 

66)  H6.13.4.4h) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4g) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4h). Renumbering. 

67)  H6.13.4.4i) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4h) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4i). Renumbering. 

68)  H6.13.4.4j) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4i) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4j). Renumbering. 

69)  H6.13.4.4k) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4j) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4k). Renumbering. 

70)  H6.13.4.4.l) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.13.4.4k) is renumbered to H6.13.4.4l) and modified as 
follows: 
 
“Additional servicing details for the proposed future 
development, either in the EIR or SWM Plan needs to consider 
and coordinate with the proposed upgrades on Trafalgar Road 
Regional Road projects as well as Regional water and 

Renumbering. 
 
To ensure coordination with 
Regional projects. 
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wastewater infrastructure projects. 

71)  H6.13.4.5 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Floodplain at the Eighth Line  
The floodplain delineation for this study area starts at the Eighth 
Line crossing and moves upstream. Conservation Halton and 
Credit Valley Conservation have requested a flood hazard risk 
analysis be undertaken downstream of Eighth Line to ensure 
that proposed future development with the recommended SWM 
approach does not increase flood risk downstream of Eighth 
Line. This can be carried out as part of the SWM plan or EIR 
process (as long as the EIR is carried out to include the entire 
tributary).  
With respect to the area shown on Schedule H6-2 as having 
potential for NHS refinement subject to further study, the Town 
shall undertake additional analysis, consistent with the 
Subwatershed Study, in consultation with Conservation Halton 
and the Region, to address the potential for: a) re-alignment of 
the C1-C3 Headwater Drainage Feature, provided the 
connection to the Eighth Line culvert is maintained; and, b) 
refinement of the width or location of the associated ecological 
linkage.” 

The paragraph deleted is no 
longer necessary. 

72)  H6.13.4.6a)iii) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Minimize the number of stormwater management facilities while 
still maintaining stormwater management requirements as it 
pertains to drainage from public property, including Regional 
Roads.without compromising the benefits of stormwater 
management.” 

To ensure that proper stormwater 
management requirements are 
met. 
 
 

73)  H6.13.5b) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“On the basis of the above, monitoring in accordance with 
Section 7.5 of the Vision Georgetown Sub-watershed 
Subwatershed Study prepared by AECOM and dated May 2017 
and addendums Addenda dated June 2018 and (date TBD) will 
be required.” 

To clarify that the addenda may 
apply. 
 
Note that the proper date for an 
accepted addendum will need to 
be inserted prior to approval with 
modifications. 

H6.14 ROAD NETWORK 

74)  H6.14.2d) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.14.2d) is added to read as follows: 
 

“The location and general alignment of new Collector Roads as 
shown on Schedule H6-3 are approximate. Based on the 
Transportation Studies undertaken in support of the Secondary 
Plan, the collector road network is integral to the overall 
transportation system and the planned development of the 
area. Adjustments to the precise alignment of the collector 
roads may be permitted without an amendment to this Plan 
provided they maintain connections to the arterial roads and 
other collectors and shall be determined through municipal 
studies or studies prepared in support of development 
applications.” 
 

To clarify how to treat the collector 
roads shown on the schedule(s). 

75)  H6.14.4a) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.14.4a) is added to read as follows: 
 
“Local roads are not identified on Schedule H6-3. The provision 
of local roads will be determined through the development 
process and will be in accordance with the requirements of 

To clarify that further processes 
are required to include local 
roads. 
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Section F6 of the Halton Hills Official Plan and the additional 
policies of this Plan.” 

76)  H6.14.4b) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.14.4a) is renumbered to H6.14.4b). 
 

Renumbering. 

77)  H6.14.4c) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.14.4b) is renumbered to H6.14.4c). 
 

Renumbering 

78)  H6.14.4d) 
 
[Renumbered] 

H6.14.4c) is renumbered to H6.14.4d). 
 

Renumbering 

79)  H6.14.9 Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“The development of reverse frontage lots on Arterial Roads is 
strongly discouraged to minimize the use of noise attenuation 
walls on the edges of the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan 
Area. 
 
Noise attenuation walls as a mitigation measure shall only be 
considered where it has been demonstrated that there are no 
other reasonable alternatives.” 

Clarification to ensure that noise 
attenuation walls are strongly 
discouraged. 

80)  H6.14.10 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.14.10 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.14.10 REGIONAL ARTERIAL ROAD NETWORK 
 
10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) and Trafalgar Road (Regional 
Road 3) are Major Arterial Roads under the jurisdiction of the 
Region of Halton and are subject to the policies of the Regional 
Official Plan. Access to Regional Roads shall be in accordance 
with the most current Halton Region Access Management 
Guidelines and by-laws. 
 
Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3) has been identified as a 
Transit Priority Corridor by the Region’s Mobility Management 
Strategy as shown on Schedule H6-3 to this Plan.” 

To create a new section dealing 
with the Regional Arterial Road 
Network. 

81)  H6.14.11 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.14.11 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.14.11 TRANSPORTATION IMPACT STUDIES 
 
Transportation Impact Studies for any parcel of land located 
within the Secondary Plan Area are required to build on the 
results of the Transportation Study completed in support of the 
Secondary Plan. Transportation Impact Studies shall be 
completed in accordance with the Region’s Transportation 
Impact Study Guidelines.” 

To ensure that Transportation 
Impact Studies are completed. 

H6.23 IMPLEMENTATION 

82)  H6.23.1a) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Prior to the consideration of individual applications for 
development, an infrastructure staging plan shall be prepared 
and endorsed by Council in consultation with Halton Region. 
The infrastructure staging plan shall be informed by the Vision 
Georgetown Water and Wastewater Servicing Plan;” 

To clarify that the Region will be 
consulted and that the Water and 
Wastewater Servicing plan will 
inform the process. 

83)  H6.23.1b) Is modified to read as follows: To clarify the requirements in the 
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“The infrastructure staging plan shall ensure that the phasing of 
development in the Vision Georgetown Secondary Plan area is 
implemented in accordance with Section H6.23.2 and occurs in 
a manner that:” 

phasing section H6.23.2. 

84)  H6.23.1b)vii) Is modified to read as follows: 
 
“Supports the necessary transportation infrastructure 
improvements to Trafalgar Road (Regional Road 3), Eighth 
Line, 10 Side Road (Regional Road 10) and 15 Side Road, all of 
which may be subject to studies as required by the Town and/or 
Regionas required;” 

To ensure proper road naming 
and that additional studies may be 
required by the Town and/or 
Region. 

85)  H6.23.2 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.2 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.23.2 DEVELOPMENT PHASING POLICIES” 

To add Phasing Policies. 

86)  H6.23.2.1 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.2.1 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.23.2.1 Base Phasing Provisions 
 
The phasing of development in Vision Georgetown shall be in 
accordance with the following: 
 

a) The phasing of development in Vision Georgetown 
shall proceed in two phases, Phase 1 and Phase 2, as 
shown on Schedule H6-1 Vision Georgetown 
Community Structure and Phasing Plan, generally 
proceeding from the Eighth Line to Trafalgar Road 
(Regional Road 3); 

 
b) In each phase, sub-phases generally corresponding to 

the Neighbourhoods, as delineated on Schedule H6-1, 
and commensurate with the Region’s allocation 
program, may be identified through the Block Planning 
process. The progression of development shall 
generally proceed in a south to north direction from 10 
Side Road (Regional Road 10) to 15 Side Road; 
 

c) The progression of development shall be contingent on 
the availability and efficient utilization of public 
infrastructure and services, including the construction 
of critical elements of the road network and that 
adequate schools and community facilities are 
provided in a timely fashion, in keeping with the 
complete communities principles of the Secondary 
Plan; 
 

d) The progression of residential development shall 
ensure that a full range and mix of housing types are 
provided in each Phase and/or sub-phase, including an 
adequate supply of affordable housing;  
 

e) Development of the Community Core based upon a 
Community Core Plan shall be commenced in Phase 1;  
 

f) Prior to the approval of any applications for 
development in Phase 2, a minimum of 75 percent of 
the gross developable area in Phase 1 must be within 
registered plans of subdivision, or zoned to permit the 
development contemplated by this Secondary Plan. 
 

To ensure that phasing of 
development proceeds in an 
orderly manner consistent with the 
availability of infrastructure, 
services and facilities. 
 
To ensure a mix of housing types 
are provided in each phase. 
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g) Prior to the commencement of the development in 
each phase, any financial and other requirements of 
the Town and the Region shall be satisfied and 
confirmation shall be received from utility providers and 
school boards that appropriate services and facilities 
can be accommodated.” 

87)  H6.23.2.2 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.2.2 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.23.2.2 Special Phasing Provisions 
 

The following special phasing provisions also apply: 
 

a) Public infrastructure such as roads, parks, fire halls, 
schools and servicing facilities may proceed at any time 
in Phase 2, subject to the availability of servicing 
infrastructure and other requirements of the Town and 
the Region;  

 
b) Council may, at its sole discretion, determine to accept 

and approve an application for development in Phase 2, 
prior to a minimum of 75 percent of the gross 
developable area in Phase 1 within registered plans of 
subdivision or zoned to permit the development 
contemplated by this Plan, if it is determined by Council 
that the development for which the application is made is 
in accordance with the general purpose and intent of this 
Secondary Plan and if it is demonstrated, to the 
satisfaction of Council and Halton Region, that there are 
no negative impacts on the Town or Region, including 
from a land use planning (development of complete 
communities) perspective, and infrastructure and 
financial impact perspective.” 

To ensure that special 
circumstances are dealt with fairly 
and in the best interests of the 
future residents. 

88)  H6.23.2.3 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.2.3 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.23.2.3 Unreasonable Delay Provisions 
 
Notwithstanding the phasing provisions in Subsections 
H6.23.4.1 and H6.23.4.3, in no case will one owner or group of 
owners be permitted to unreasonably delay the normal 
progression of development contemplated by this Plan. Where 
unreasonable delay is occurring as determined at the Town’s 
sole discretion, the phasing may be re-evaluated to the 
satisfaction of the Town and Halton Region. In such 
circumstances, Council may through an amendment to this 
Secondary Plan revise the phasing, if it is determined by Council 
that such a proposal is in accordance with the general intent and 
purpose of this Secondary Plan, and if there are no 
unacceptable impacts on the Town as determined by Council or 
on Halton Region.” 

To ensure that any unforeseen 
circumstances are dealt with. 

89)  H6.23.3 H6.23.2 “TOWN REQUIREMENTS” is renumbered to H6.23.3. Renumbering. 

90)  H6.23.3h) 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.3h) is added to read as follows: 
 
“The requirements of Section G.12 (Pre-consultation and 
Complete Applications) of the Town of Halton Hills Official Plan 
have been addressed to the satisfaction of the Town in 
consultation with the Region and other applicable agencies.” 

To ensure that the policies of 
Section G.12 are addressed. 

91)  H6.23.4 H6.23.3 “BLOCK PLAN REQUIRED” is renumbered to H6.23.4. Renumbering. 
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Region 
No. 

Section 
No. Modification Explanation of Modification 

92)  H6.23.4b) H6.23.3b) is renumbered to H6.23.4b) and modified as follows: 
 
“The approval of the Block Plan by Council in consultation with 
the Region of Halton, the Conservation Authorities and the 
School Boards shall be required;”   

Renumbering. 
 
To ensure the proper approvals 
are in place for Block Plans. 

93)  H6.23.5 
 
[New] 

A new section H6.23.5 is added to read as follows: 
 
“H6.23.5 DEVELOPMENT MONITORING 

 
The Town shall establish a development monitoring program for 
the Vision Georgetown lands that may include: 
 

a) Level of population and employment growth; 
 
b) Supply of existing lots and number of building permits 

granted; 
 
c) General achievement of housing mix targets; 
 
d) Occupancy permits granted; and 
 
e) Development application status;” 

 

To gather information that will be 
helpful to the Town, Region  and 
other agencies. 

SCHEDULES 

94)  H6-1  
Vision 
Georgetown 
Community 
Structure 

Is modified by deleting and replacing “H6-1 Vision Georgetown 
Community Structure” with the version shown herein as 
Attachment #1. 

To achieve conformity with the 
Regional Official Plan. 

95)  H6-2 
Vision 
Georgetown 
Land Use Plan 

Is modified by deleting and replacing “H6-2 Vision Georgetown 
Land Use Plan” with the version shown herein as Attachment 
#2. 

To achieve conformity with the 
Regional Official Plan. 

96)  H6-3 
Vision 
Georgetown 
Transportation 
Network 

Is modified by deleting and replacing “H6-3 Vision Georgetown 
Transportation Network” with the version shown herein as 
Attachment #3. 

To achieve conformity with the 
Regional Official Plan. 
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Attachment #1 
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Attachment #2 
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Attachment #3 
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