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I’m deeply concerned with the Province’s proposal for Oakville’s Midtown, for the following reasons
1. Extreme tower density results in poorer quality of life for residents
The proposed concentration of 11 high-rise buildings on a relatively small site represents an extreme form of residential density. A substantial body of research associates very high-rise living with negative outcomes compared to low- and mid-rise environments, including increased social isolation, stress, reduced sense of community, and lower self-reported well-being. 
Density targets should not be pursued without regard to built form. Height, massing, spacing, access to light, and human-scale streets are critical determinants of liveability, which is a hallmark of Oakville, and this proposal fails on those dimensions.
2. Research supports “gentle density” as a superior alternative
Urban planning research increasingly emphasizes the benefits of “gentle density” — mid-rise buildings, townhouses, multiplexes, and incremental infill — as a way to accommodate growth while maintaining quality of life, social cohesion, and neighbourhood character. These forms provide meaningful housing supply without the social, environmental, and operational challenges associated with clusters of very tall towers. They have proven very successful in places similar to Oakville, such as Cambridge UK, to name just one example.
The proposal does not demonstrate why this evidence-based approach has been rejected in favour of a tower-intensive model that carries higher long-term social and infrastructure costs.
3. The proposal ignores the Town’s approved alternative plan
Most importantly, the Town already has an approved planning framework for this area that establishes a more appropriate level of density, supported by Town Council and developed with meaningful public input. This plan reflects local conditions, infrastructure capacity, heritage context, and community priorities.
The current application disregards this democratically adopted plan without providing a compelling planning rationale. Ignoring Council-approved policy not only undermines good planning practice but also erodes public trust in the planning system and the value of community participation.
4. Severe traffic and servicing impacts on surrounding neighbourhoods
The proposed scale would generate intense, concentrated traffic volumes, delivery and servicing demands. Experience in comparable developments shows that high rise clusters create peak-hour congestion, conflicts with pedestrians, and spillover parking impacts.
The surrounding road network, particularly Trafalgar Road, is already at capacity and cannot absorb these impacts without degrading safety and mobility for existing residents.
5. Harm to Oakville’s historic character
The height and massing of the proposed towers would dramatically alter the visual and physical relationship to the nearby historic neighbourhood and downtown. Tall buildings of this scale will overwhelm established streetscapes, diminish heritage value, and permanently change the character that makes Oakville distinctive, attractive, and one of the most liveable places in Canada.
Once approved, these impacts are irreversible.
6. Insufficient consideration of local knowledge and community views
Oakville residents have consistently expressed deep concern about the scale of this proposal and have articulated support for alternative forms of development that align with the Town’s approved plan. These voices represent lived experience and long-term stewardship of the community.
Effective planning depends on genuine collaboration, not merely consultation after key decisions have already been made.
In Conclusion

The proposed development represents an excessive and inappropriate level of density that conflicts with established research, threatens liveability, overloads infrastructure, undermines historic character, and disregards a Council-approved, community-supported alternative. Growth can and should occur — but in a form that is consistent with good planning, democratic decision-making, and long-term community well-being.


