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INDEX - GENERAL COMMITTEE - DECEMBER 5, 2012 

CALL TO ORDER 

DECLARATIONS OF DIRECT (OR INDIRECT) PECUNIARY INTEREST 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

PRESENTATIONS 

DEPUTATIONS 

A. Item 1 Lincoln Kan, Manager, Environmental Services 

B, Item 1 Christine Zimmer, Manager, Protection and Restoration, Credit Valley 

C. Item 1 Ryan J. Eickmeier, Manager Government Relations & Policy, 

Real Property Association of Canada 

D. Item 1 Jean-Marc Rouleau, Director, Retail, Oxford Properties Group 

E. Item 1 Bri-Ann Stuart, General Manager, Dixie Outlet Mall 

F. Item 1 Bob Langlois, Managing Director, Operation, AEC International 

G. Item 1 Arrila Roopnarine, Steve Stevens, Gord Brady, Property Managers, 

RioCan 

H. Item 1 Normand Leduc, Director Property Tax, Ivanhoe Cambridge 

I. Item 1 Glen Broil, Glen Sclmarr & Associates Inc. on behalf of the Archdiocese 

of Toronto 

J. Item 1 Paul Wartman, We Are What We Eat - Mississauga Permaculture 

K. Item 1 Kiruthiha Kulendiren, President, Lisgar Residents Association 

1. Item 3 Mary P. Bracken, Environmental Specialist, Community Services 
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INDEX - GENERAL COMMITTEE - DECEMBER 5, 2012 
CONTINUED 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

1. Stormwater Financing Study (Phase I) - Funding Recommendations 

2. Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study Update (Ward 1, 3, 4,5,6 & 7) 

3. New Revised Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop Solar Applications Under the 
Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program 

4. Prohibition of Nuisance Lighting within the City of Mississauga 

5. Request for an Exemption to Section 22 (2) of the Animal Care and Control By-law 
0098-04, as amended, to permit an existing Pigeon Enclosure at 3292 Oakglade Crescent, 
(Ward 6) 

6. Contract Upset Limit Increase, The Hauling of Waste from City Facilities, Procurement 
FA.49.372-11 

7. Permit Parking - Industrial Permit Parking Pilot (Ward 5 and 9) 

8. 15- hour Parking - Novo Star Drive (Ward 11) 

9. Proposed Prohibited Pedestrian Crossing - Royal Windsor Drive and A vonhead 
Road/Private Access (Ward 2) 

10. Assumption of Municipal Services (Wards 3, 7 and 11) 

11. Corporate Policy and Procedure - Accessibility Policy 

12. 2012 Year-End Operating Financial Forecast as of September 30,2012, 3rd Quarter 

13. Port Credit BIA Levy Adjustment - Extended Repayment Terms (Ward I) 

14. City Standards for IT Systems and Acquisition of Support and Maintenance Services for 
Standard Systems (File Ref: FA.49.0002-13) 

15. Request for Extension of Developement Charges Deferral Agreement for Building Permit 
10-1690 and Agricultural Exemption and Amendment to the Mississauga Development 

Charges By-law 0342-2009 
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INDEX - GENERAL COMMITTEE - DECEMBER 5, 2012 

CONTINUED 

16. (Unfinished Business) - Recommendation GOV-0029-2012 
That Council consider a motion regarding the use of communication devices by Members 
of Council during meetings that incorporates the comments from the Governance 
Committee. 

This item was considered at Council on November 28, 2012 and was deferred for 

discussion at the December 5, 2012 General Committee meeting. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Mississauga Accessibility Advisory Committee Report 4-2012 - November 19,2012 

Road Safety Mississauga Advisory Committee Report 5-2012 - November 20, 2012 

Museums of Mississauga Advisory Committee Report 5-2012 - November 26, 2012 

Traffic Safety Council Report 9-2012 - November 28, 2012 

COUNCILLORS' ENOUIRIES 

CLOSED SESSION 

(Pursuant to Subsection 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001) 

A. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the municipality or local 

board - Dedication to the City of the Stonebrook Sales Office and Lands Revised 

Recommendations - Lakeshore Road West (Ward 2) 

B. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the municipality or local 
board - Sheridan College Hazel McCallion Campus Phase II Update (Ward 4) 

ADJOURNMENT 
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CALL TO ORDER 

DECLARATIONS OF DIRECT (OR INDIRECT) PECUNIARY INTEREST 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

PRESENTATIONS 

DEPUTATIONS 

A. Item 1 Lincoln Kan, Manager, Environmental Services 

B. Item 1 Christine Zimmer, Manager, Protection and Restoration, Credit Valley 

C. Item 1 Ryan J. Eickmeier, Manager Government Relations & Policy, 

Real Property Association of Canada 

D. Item 1 Jean-Marc Rouleau, Director, Retail, Oxford Properties Group 

E. Item 1 Bri-Ann Stuart, General Manager, Dixie Outlet Mall 

F. Item I Bob Langlois, Managing Director, Operation, AEC International 

G. Item 1 Anila Roopnarine, Steve Stevens, Gord Brady, Property Managers, 

RioCan 

H. Item 1 Normand Leduc, Director Property Tax, Ivanhoe Cambridge 

1. Item 1 Glen Broil, Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc. on behalf of the Archdiocese 

of Toronto 

J. Item 1 Paul Wartman, We Are What We Eat - Mississauga Permaculture 

K. Item 1 Kiruthiha Kulendiren, President, Lisgar Residents Association 

L. Item 3 Mary P. Bracken, Environmental Specialist, Community Services 
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MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

1. Stormwater Financing Study (Phase 1) - Funding Recommendations 

Corporate Report dated November 23,2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to the Stormwater Financing Study. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the City's stormwater program move from a property tax supported program 
to a stormwater rate funded program, using a tiered single family unit rate 

structure, as described in the report dated November 23, 2012 from the 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled Stormwater Financing Study 

(Phase 1) - Funding Recommendations. 

2. That staff report back to General Committee with a detailed implementation plan 

addressing the establishment and administration of a credit system, cost to 

implement and maintain the stormwater rate based program, billing mechanism 

and related policy and business process considerations. 

2. Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study Update (Wards 1, 3. 4, 5, 6 & 7) 

Corporate Report dated November 19, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 
and Works with respect to the Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study Update. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the report dated November 19, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works titled Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study Update be received for 

information. 

3. New Revised Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop Solar Applications Under the 
Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program 

Corporate Report dated November 21, 2012 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services with respect to the New Revised Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop 

Solar Application Under the Provincial Feed-in TarriffProgram. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

I. That Council pass a resolution supporting rooftop solar projects in Mississauga as 

outlined in the Corporate Report titled "New Revised Council Resolution in 

Support of Rooftop Solar Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 

Program dated November 21, 2012 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services. 

2. That a resolution repealing Resolutions 0170-2012 and 0219-2012 be passed by 

Council. 

4. Prohibition of Nuisance Lighting within the City of Mississauga 

Corporate Report dated November 21, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to the prohibition of nuisance lighting within the City of 

Mississauga. 

RECOMMENDATION 

I. That the report to General Committee, dated November 21, 2012, from the 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled "Prohibition of Nuisance 

Lighting within the City of Mississauga" be received for information. 

2. That a By-law (Appendix I) to prohibit Nuisance Lighting within the City of 

Mississauga be enacted. 

3. That Compliance and Licensing Enforcement staff enforce the Nuisance Lighting 

By-law on a reactive basis to complaints received in the maoner set out in the 

Enforcement Action Plan outlined in the report dated November 21, 2012, from 

the Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled "Prohibition of Nuisance 

Lighting within the City of Mississauga". 

5. Request for an Exemption to Section 22 (2) of the Animal Care and Control By-law 

0098-04, as amended, to permit an existing Pigeon Enclosure at 3292 Oakglade Crescent, 
(Ward 6) 

Corporate Report dated October 19, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works with respect to a request for an exemption to section 22(2) of the Animal Care and 

Control By-law 0098-04, as amended, to permit an existing pigeon enclosure at 3292 
Oakglade Crescent. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

That a By-law (Appendix I) to grant an exemption to the Animal Care and Control By

law 0098-2004, as amended, be enacted exempting the existing pigeon enclosure located 

in the rear yard at 3292 Oakglade Crescent, being a detached residential property owned 

by Mr. Leszek Chrusciak, from Section 22 (2) of the Animal Care and Control By-law 

0098-04, as amended. 

6. Contract Upset Limit Increase, The Hauling of Waste from City Facilities, Procurement 

FA.49.372-11 

Corporate Report dated November 19, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to the hauling of waste from City facilities contract. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Purchasing Agent be authorized to increase the upset limit of the existing 

Purchase Order No. 4600013458 from $470,584.00 (excluding tax) to $570,584.00 

(excluding tax) to enable Rexdale Disposal Ltd., under the Hauling of Waste from City 

Facilities (Procurement No. FA.49.372-11) to complete the services at the various City 

of Mississauga facilities to the end of2012. 

7. Permit Parking - Industrial Pennit Parking Pilot (Ward 5 and 9) 

Corporate Report dated November 19, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to an Industrial Pennit Parking Pilot. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That a by-law be enacted to amend By-law 555-2000, as amended, to implement on

street pennit parking anytime at the following locations: 

• thereof on the west side of Century Avenue, from a point 315 meters (1033 feet) 

east ofthe north leg of Argentia Road, to a point 75 meters (246 feet) southerly 

thereof; 

• on the south side of Explorer Drive, from a point 70 meters (246 feet) east of 

Satellite Drive, to a point 175 meters (574 feet) easterly thereof; 

• on the north side of Skymark Avenue, from a point 115 meters (377 feet) east of 

Orbitor Drive, to a point 100 meters (328 feet) easterly thereof; 

• on the east side of Commerce Boulevard, from a point 25 meters (82 feet) north of 

Citation Place, to a point 75 meters (246 feet) northerly. 
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8. 15- hour Parking, Novo Star Drive (Ward 11) 

Corporate Report dated November 9, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works with respect to 15-hour parking on Novo Star Drive. 

RECOMMENDA nON 

That a by-law be enacted to amend By-law 555-2000, as amended, to implement 15-hour 
parking on the south side of Novo Star Drive between Western Skies Way/Amour 
Terrace to a point 92 metres (301 feet) easterly thereof. 

9. Proposed Prohibited Pedestrian Crossing - Royal Windsor Drive and Avonhead 
RoadlPrivate Access (Ward 2) 

Corporate Report dated November 15, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to a proposed prohibited pedestrian crossing at Royal Windsor 

Drive and Avonhead RoadlPrivate Access. 

RECOMMENDA nON 

That a by-law be enacted to amend By-law 555-2000, as amended, to implement a 

north/south pedestrian crossing prohibition on the east side of Royal Windsor Drive and 

A vonhead Road/Private Access. 

10. Assumption of Municipal Services (Ward 3,7 and 11) 

Corporate Report dated November 16, 2012 from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works with respect to the assumption of municipal services. 

RECOMMENDA nON 
1. That the City of Mississauga assume the municipal works as constructed by the 

developer under the terms ofthe Municipal Works Agreement for City File 

CD.21.ROL, MCAP Financial Corporation (on behalf of Heritage Walk Phase II 

Limited and Bellasio Developments Limited (also known as, Rollinsford 

Development Corporation and Philmor Developments Limited», (lands located 
north of Carding Mill Place, east of The Credit River, west of Second Line West 

and south of Old Derry Road, in Z-45E, known as Heritage Walk) and that the 

Letter of Credit in the amount of $161,201.09 be returned to the developer. 

CD.21.ROL (Ward II) 
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2. That the City of Mississauga assume the municipal works as constructed by the 
developer under the terms of the Municipal Works Agreement for H-OZ 002/05, 

Amacon Development (Hurontario) Corporation, (lands located north of Central 

Parkway West, east of Confederation Parkway, west of Hurontario Street and 

south of Burnhamthorpe Road West, in Z-22, known as Kariya Drive 

Development) and that the Letter of Credit in the amount of$I13,399.64 be 

returned to the developer. 

H-OZ 002/05 (Ward 7) 

3. That the City of Mississauga assume the municipal works as constructed by the 

developer under the terms of the Municipal Works Agreement for H-OZ 002/08, 

Gemini Urban Design Corp., (lands located north of Bonneymede Drive, east of 

Southdown Road, west of Inverhouse Drive and south of Lakeshore Road, in Z-

03, known as Lushes Avenue Development) and that the Letter of Credit in the 

amount of $66,861.20 be returned to the developer. 

H-OZ 002/08 (Ward 03) 

11. Corporate Policy and Procedure - Accessibility Policy 

Corporate Report dated November 23, 2012 from the Commissioner of Corporate 

Services and Treasurer with respect to the proposed Accessibility Policy. 

RECOMMENDA nON 
1. That the proposed Corporate Policy and Procedure - Accessibility Policy attached 

as Appendix 1 to the report dated November 23, 2012 from the Commissioner of 

Corporate Services and Treasurer, be approved. 

2. That the attached Policy for Corporate Administration, Provision of Services to 
Persons with Disabilities - 03-08-03, be rescinded. 

12. 2012 Year-End Operating Financial Forecast as of September 30, 2012, 3,d Ouarter 

Corporate Report dated November 22,2012 from the Commissioner of Corporate 

Services and Treasurer with respect to the 2012 Year-End Operating Financial Forecast 
as of September 30, 2012, 3,d Quarter. 
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RECOMMENDA nON 

1. That tbe 2012 Year-End Operating Financial Forecast and Adjustments as of 

September 30, 2012, as outlined in tbe Corporate Report dated November 22, 

2012 from tbe Commissioner of Corporate Services and Treasurer entitled "2012 

Year-End Operating Financial Forecast as of September 30, 2012, 3rd Quarter," be 

received. 

2. That up to $3.0 million oftbe year-end surplus be approved for transfer to the 

General Contingency Reserve (Account #305125) to increase the Reserve to 

approximately 1 % oftbe City's gross operating expenditures, and any remaining 

surplus above $3.0 million be approved for transfer to tbe Capital Reserve Fund 

(Account #33121) to provide for future capital infrastructure requirements; 

3. That up to $442,300 be approved for transfer to tbe Operating Budget Reserve 

(Account #305145); 

4. That the budget adjustments listed in Appendix 4 attached to the Corporate Report 

dated November 22, 2012 from tbe Commissioner of Corporate Services and 

Treasurer be approved; and 

5. That normal year-end program transfers to and from reserves and reserve funds, 

based on actual 2012 performance, be authorized as required. 

13. Port CreditBlA Levy Adjustment - Extended Repayment Terms (Ward 1) 

Corporate Report dated November 20,2012 from tbe Commissioner of Corporate 

Services and Treasurer witb respect to tbe Port Credit BlA Levy Adjustment. 

RECOMMENDA nON 

That $96,676.37 due from the Port Credit Business Improvement Area resulting from 

successful assessment appeals by commercial property owners in tbe area be repaid by 

withholding $19,335.27 each year from 2013 to 2017 from the armual Port Credit 

Business Improvement Area levy requisition. 

14. City Standards for IT Systems and Acquisition of Support and Maintenance Services for 

Standard Systems (File Ref: FA.49.0002-13) 

Corporate Report dated November 20,2012 from tbe Commissioner of Corporate 

Services and Treasurer with respect to City Standards for IT Systems and Acquisition of 

Support and Maintenance Services for Standard Systems. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the updated City Standards for IT Systems as listed in Appendix 1 of the 

report dated November 20,2012 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services 

and Treasurer, be approved. 

2. That the Purchasing Agent be authorized to negotiate and execute agreements to 

cover 2013 annual support and maintenance for City Standard IT Systems, where 

the estimated cost will exceed $100,000. 

3. That the Purchasing Agent be authorized to issue blanket purchase orders to Bell 

Mobility, Rogers Wireless Inc. and Telus Mobility for 2013 wireless 

communications services in the estimated amount of $704,500. 

15. Request for Extension of Developement Charges Deferral Agreement for Building Permit 

10-1690 and Agricultural Exemption and Amendment to the Mississauga Development 

Charges By-law 0342-2009 

Corporate Report dated November 16, 2012 from the City Solicitor with respect to a 

request for the extension of Development Charges Deferral Agreement for Building 

Permit 10-1690 and Agricultural Exemption and Amendment to the Mississauga 

Development Charges By-law 0342-2009. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the report of the City Solicitor dated November 16, 2012 entitled Request 

for Extension of Development Charges Deferral Agreement for Building Permit 

10-1690, and the Agricultural Exemption Amendment to the Mississauga 

Development Charges By-law 0342-2009 be received for information; 

2. That Council approve an extension of time to December 31, 2014 to the 

Development Charges Deferral Agreement executed on September 15,2010 

between the City of Mississauga, Albert Francis Hustler and Theresa Rose 

Hustler, for the payment of the development charges under Building Permit 10-

1690 with respect to the land located at 7564 Tenth Line West, in the City of 

Mississauga. 
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16. (Unfinished Business) - Recommendation GOV-0029-2012 

Recommendation GOV-0029-2012 
That Council consider a motion regarding the use of communication devices by Members 
of Council during meetings that incorporates the comments from the Governance 
Committee. 

This item was considered at Council on November 28, 2012 and was deferred for 

discussion at the December 5, 2012 General Committee meeting. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS 

Mississauga Accessibility Advisory Committee Report 4-2012 - November 19, 2012 

(Recommendation AAC-0028-2012 to AAC-0039-2012) 

Road Safety Mississauga Advisorv Committee Report 5-2012 - November 20, 2012 

(Recommendation RSM-0023-2012 to RSM-0025-2012) 

Museums of Mississauga Advisory Committee Report 5-2012 - November 26, 2012 

(Recommendation MOMAC-0039-2012 to MOMAC-0045-2012) 

Traffic Safety Council Report 9-2012 - November 28,2012 

(Recommendation TSC-0192-2012 to TSC-0224-2012) 

COUNCILLORS' ENQUIRIES 

CLOSED SESSION 

(Pursuant to Subsection 239 (2) ofthe Municipal Act, 2001) 

A. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition ofland by the municipality or local 

board - Dedication to the City of the Stonebrook Sales Office and Lands Revised 

Recommendations - Lakeshore Road West (Ward 2) 

B. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the municipality or local 
board - Sheridan College Hazel McCallion Campus Phase II Update (Ward 4) 

ADJOURNMENT 
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RECOMMENDATION: 

REPORT 
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November 23, 2012 

General Committee Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: December 5, 2012 DEC 0 5 2012 

Martin Powell, P. Eng. 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Stormwater Financing Study (Phase 1) - Funding 
Recommendations 

1. That the City's stormwater program move from a property tax 

supported program to a stormwater rate funded program, using 

a tiered single family unit rate structure, as described in the 

report dated November 23, 2012 from the Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works titled Stormwater Financing Study 

(Phase 1) - Funding Recommendations. 

2. That staff report back to General Committee with a detailed 

implementation plan addressing the establishment and 

administration of a credit system, cost to implement and 

maintain the stormwater rate based program, billing 

mechanism and related policy and business process 

considerations. 

• The current stormwater program does not meet all of the City's 
needs and a program which can address much of the identified 
pressures IS necessary 

• Staff identified that a stormwater rate based on a user pay model . 
would best fund the City's stormwater program 

• A credit and incentive program will be developed 

• Properties that are exempt by statue from municipal fees and 
charges are identified 
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BACKGROUND: 

- 2 - November 23,2012 

The City's stormwater management system comprises infrastructure 

assets valued at $1.6 billion in current replacement value, including 
storm sewers, catchbasins, inlets and outlets, bridges and culverts, 

watercourses and ponds. The management of these assets includes the 

design and construction of capital infrastructure such as stormwater 

management ponds, stream rehabilitation and flood mitigation works, 

operations, maintenance and rehabilitation of existing infrastructure, 

environmental compliance, emergency response and clean-up, street 
sweeping and the enforcement of by-laws, among other activities. By 

controlling the quality and quantity of stormwater reaching our 

streams and rivers, stormwater management systems protect the health 

and safety of the public and the natural environment. 

Despite investments in the City's stormwater infrastructure, 

stormwater related issues such as flooding, water quality and stream 

erosion continue to exist. As this infrastructure continues to age it will 

incur additional operation, maintenance and capital improvement costs 

over time to sustain sufficient levels of service. Further, regulatory 

requirements and design standards continue to evolve and become 

more rigorous in addressing environmental impacts of stormwater. In 

addition, adaptation to the inherent uncertainties and variabilities with 

extreme weather events (e.g. climate change) are expected to add 

pressures in the future that will have to compete for limited public 

funds. 

Toronto's Future Weather & Climate Drive Study released by the 

Toronto Environment Office in October of this year projects that by 
2049, the maximum amount of rainfall expected in any single day and 

in any single hour will more than double. This expectation of future 

extreme rainfall events indicates a critical need on the part of the City 
to ensure that its stormwater infrastructure is developed and 

maintained over time. 

In order to support current and future stormwater management 

programs, alternative funding options beyond property taxes and 

development charges need to be explored. 

On September 14,2011, Council approved a report dated August 16, 

20 II from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled 

Stormwater Financing Study (Phase 1) to commence a study to 
determine the appropriate funding approach in support of its 

stormwater management program. 
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In February of20l2, a consulting team led by AECOM was retained 

by the City to undertake a Stormwater Financing Study. This team 

was tasked to identify, review and evaluate alternative funding 

mechanisms to support the City's stormwater management program 

and to recommend the preferred funding approach. To achieve this 

goal, the following steps were undertaken by the project team: 

compile and quantify the cost of the City's existing stormwater 

management program, including operations and maintenance, asset 

management, planning and monitoring activities and capital plans 

develop and evaluate various stormwater management program 

options based on varying levels of service and recommend a 

program that will meet the desired levels of service, targets for 

compliance with regulations and other future pressures 

review available storrnwater financing options 

recommend the preferred option that offers the most fair and 

equitable method for allocating the costs of the stormwater 

management program 

The Stormwater Financing Study (Phase 1) is near completion. This 

report provides a summary of the work and consultation undertaken to 

arrive at the funding approach recommendations for Council 

consideration. 

A significant level of effort has been undertaken in determining the 

preferred funding approach for the City's stormwater management 

program. The following identifies and highlights the major tasks 

undertaken to achieve this goal. 

Consultation 

An integral component of this study has been consultation with the 

public and private sectors. Input received through this process has 

contributed to the direction and development of the many facets of this 

study. The following summarizes the public engagement process 

undertaken as part of this study. 

Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group 

Approximately 35 invitations were sent out by Mayor McCallion at 

the beginning of this study to solicit membership on a Stormwater 

ICbj 
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Financing Stakeholder Group (SFSG). Invitees included 

representatives from residential ratepayer groups, the business and 

development communities, tax -exempt properties and others such as 

conservation authorities. They were asked to represent the views of 

their organizations or sector and provide input on issues such as 

priorities of the City's stormwater management program and setting an 
. appropriate level of service and expenditure to meet these needs. 

Over the course of the study, six planned SFSG meetings were held 

with an average of 15 well engaged representatives attending each· 

meeting. 

Public Information Meetings 

Two public information meetings were held on June 27,2012 and 

November 20, 2012, with poster board displays and presentations 

given at both meetings. Written comments received have been 
included as Appendix I. 

Other Engagements 

Individual meetings were held with numerous organizations and 

stakeholder group members, including the Mississauga Board of 

Trade, Orlando Corporation, a joint meeting with representatives from 
the Building Owners and Managers Association Toronto (BOMA), the 

International Council of Shopping Centers (ICSC), the Commercial 
Real Estate Development Association Greater Toronto (NAIOP) and 

the Real Property Association of Canada (REALpac) and individual 

residential ratepayer representatives. 

Written comments and submissions were also received from interested 

parties, including Orlando Corporation, the Greater Toronto Airport 

Authority (GTAA), an Enviromnental Advisory Committee member, 

the Credit River Anglers Association and ajoint submission from 

BOMA Toronto, ICSC, NAIOP and REALpac (industrial and 

commercial sector). These are included in Appendix 1. 

Service Levels 

As noted earlier, stormwater related pressures continue to exist despite 

investments in the City's stormwater infrastructure. These pressures 

include the following and are surmnarized in detail in Appendix 2: 
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• Minimize storm related flood risks 

• Enhance water quality treatment initiatives 

• Enhance by-law enforcement 

• Enhance monitoring and maintenance activities 

• Climate change adaptation 

• Regulatory requirements 

• Infrastructure life-cycle renewal costs 

It should be noted that some of these pressures are relatively new to 

the City and other municipalities such as the uncertainties related to 

climate change and the need to adapt to the impact of severe weather. 

This issue is highlighted by the fact that the Insurance Bureau of 

Canada has indicated that the majority of claim payouts are now 

related to severe weather and water damage. 

Another pressure that is of significance is infrastructure life-cycle 

renewal. All components of stormwater infrastructure have a useful 

service life and will ultimately fail if these assets are not renewed, 

replaced or rehabilitated over the long term. Stormwater management 

ponds and watercourses in Mississauga are nearing the end of their 

useful service life and require rehabilitation (e.g. dredging of ponds). 

The City has been taking steps within its budget allocation to reinvest 

through prioritized capital projects. However, given the relatively 

young age of the City'S stormwater pipe assets (average of 30 years 

into a 1 ~O-year service life), representing approximately $1.6 billion 

in current replacement value, there has not been any significant 

immediate pressure to reinvest in this storm sewer/collection system. 

However, pipe assets cannot be ignored indefinitely and the City 

needs to be practical and consider raising funds for their inevitable 

renewal or replacement. 

The current funding of the City'S stormwater program is through a 

combination of development charge and tax levy. Development 

charges are used to finance the construction of new growth related 

capital infrastructure and are applied to all new developments. Tax 

revenue is used to construct and maintain capital infrastructure such as 

dredging of stormwater management ponds, watercourse rehabilitation 

and storm sewer replacement. It should be noted that this stormwater 

fmancing study is only considering financing options related to the tax 

component of the stormwater program. 

led) 
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Three stormwater program service levels were developed in 

consideration of the pressures discussed above. These service levels 

are called "Status Quo" "Interim" and "Sustainable" as described , , 
below. 

Status Quo Service Level 

• Based on the 2012 Capital and Operating Budgets and 

maintains the current level of service 

• Unfunded Capital Program needs identified in the 2012 to 

2021 Capital Budget and Forecast (primarily the Cooksville 

Creek Flood Remediation facilities and land costs) would 

remain unfunded 

• Unfunded Operations and Maintenance pressures (such as 

enhancing watercourse maintenance, by-law enforcement and 

foundation drain collector (FDC) monitoring/maintenance) 

would remain unfunded 

• 

• 

No money would be put aside for future storm infrastructure 

(storm pipe system) renewal needs 

Estimated annual cost (tax component) = $14,650,000 

Interim Service Level 

• Based on all Capital Program needs identified in the 2013 to 

2022 Capital Budget and Forecast 

• Includes currently unfunded Operations and Maintenance 

pressures 

• Introduces a "Pipe Renewal" reserve fund, starting with a 

modest initial collection rate of 0.15% of the storm pipe 

system replacement cost ($1.6 billion in 2012), or $2.4 million, 

which would be increased by 0.01 %, or $0.16 million annually 

(not including inflation) 

• Estimated annual cost (tax component) = $26,610,000 

Sustainable Service Level 

• Based on all Capital Program needs identified in the 2013 to 

2022 Capital Budget and Forecast 

• Includes currently unfunded Operations and Maintenance 

pressures 

• Introduces a "Pipe Renewal" reserve fund with an annual 

collection rate of 1 % of the storm pipe system replacement 
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cost ($1.6 billion in 2012), or $16 million (not including 

inflation) based on the expected life-cycle for this 

infrastructure of 100 years 

• If this service level is chosen, all of the currently identified 

Capital, Operations and Maintenance and pipe renewal needs 
would be funded 

• Estimated annual cost (tax component) = $39,490,000 

The cost breakdown of the stormwater program items is shown in 

Table I. These figures reflect the tax component of the programs 
only. 

Table I: Breakdown of Average Annual Program Cost 

stormwater i Existing < i :i;;;~«t~;~I~;;~~~~i~HB~~!l't~ii~ri1ir: 2; 
2~1;~giaml~~it\: '''lt~l~l. " !Sjfa~u;;'d.u!l!!'int"'iiri:!j!:H;s~~t~i~~~le 

Capital 

Operations & 
Maintenance 

Pipe Renewal 

Reserve 
PrograrnTotal 

$8,030,000 $8,030,000 $15,540,000 $15,540,000 

$6,620,000 $6,620,000 $7,950,000 $7,950,000 

$0 $0 $3,120,000 $16,000,000 

$14,6S0;()()()$14;6S0,iiQO $26;610,000 $39;490,000 

After analysis of the various service levels by the project team.and 

through internal and external consultation, the Interim service level 
was chosen as the most appropriate service level at this time. This 

approach balances cost and capital and operating pressures along with 

a modest step towards setting aside funds for future infrastructure 

renewal cost. Over time, gradual steps towards a Sustainable service 

level should be taken. 

Stormwater Financing Model 

As described earlier, traditional funding sources for the City's 

stormwater program are through development charges and property 

tax. Allocations from property tax are an uureliable means of 

generating revenue for stormwater related purposes as there are 

competing interests from the various business areas within the City for 
the same funds. Stormwater is considered to be a critical program that 

should not be underfunded. To address the need for more program 

funding, it is appropriate to consider a funding model that dedicates 

money for this service in a more predictable and transparent manner. 
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A number of Ontario municipalities have already transitioned to 

alternative financing. Over the last few years, the Town of Aurora and 

the Cities of London, St. Thomas, Kitchener and Waterloo have 

implemented stormwater user fees of various types. Most notably, the 

City of Kitchener has implemented a stormwater rate that charges 
property owners in accordance with their individual stormwater runoff 

contribution based on the amount of impervious area on their property. 

The Cities of Markham and Toronto and the Town of Richmond Hill 

are also investigating alternative stormwater financing. 

The major advantages of dedicated stormwater user fees over funds 

generated through property tax revenues are: (1) increased stability 

and predictability, (2) greater fairness and equity in calculating 

charges to individual properties, and (3)' the opportunity for 

incorporating incentives for implementation of on-site stormwater 

management (e.g. through a credit program as described in further 

detail below). 

In determining the most equitable approach to fund the City's 

stormwater program, the project team mainly focused on two 
stormwater usedee approaches, namely a flat fee (based on property 

size) and a stormwater rate (based on the amount of impervious area). 

While a flat fee approach has certain advantages, such as lower 

administration costs and fewer database management requirements as 
compared to an impervious area based stormwater rate, this funding 

mechanism was not favoured as there is less correlation with runoff 

contribution from each property and therefore, it is less equitable than 

an impervious area based approach. 

The approach preferred by the project team is a stormwater rate which 

allocates charges to properties based on the measured area of 

impervious surface. This method measures the hard surface areas of 

properties such as roofs, driveways and walkways and parking lots to 

determine their relative contribution of stormwater runoff. This is 

much more equitable than the current funding approach through 

property tax, which is based on the .assessed value of a home, and it 

allows for greater ability to encourage environmental responsil;Jility in 

. the form of a credit to property owners for implementing on-site 
stomlwater management measures. However, there are additional 

costs associated with administration, database management and billing 

implementation with the impervious area approach. 
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Credit Program 

A credit program allows property owners the opportunity to receive a 

reduction in their stormwater rate. Property owners who reduce 

stormwater runoff or who improve the quality of the stormwater 

runoff from their property to the City's stormwater system and/or the 
surrounding water bodies may qualify for a credit. 

While the development of a credit program was not intended to be a 

part of the Stormwater Financing Study, many Stormwater Financing 

Stakeholder Group members have requested that a review be included. 

Suggestions were raised that an evaluation of the credit programs 

offered by the Cities of Kitchener and Waterloo would be of benefit to 
the study. 

Through a preliminary review of the credit programs offered by the 

Cities of Kitchener and Waterloo, who have jointly developed their 

respective stormwater rate credit policies, it was determined that, in 

general, a maximum of 45 percent credit is offered to non-residential 
and residential properties based on varying criteria. This percentage is 

based on the portion of the Cities' respective stormwater program 

costs which can potentially be influenced by stormwater measures on 

individual properties. 

When Mississauga staff compared the City's stormwater program 

based on the same approach, the [mdings were similar to that of 

Kitchener and Waterloo in that approximately 45 percent of the City'S 

stormwater program costs can potentially be influenced by stormwater 

measures or activities on private and publicly owned properties. 

While the development of a credit program has not commenced, it is 

reasonable to assume that credits given will likely be in the range of 

45 percent, with credits above the maximum eligible amount being 

considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Although the City recognizes the importance of on-site stormwater 

management measures on residential properties, the anticipated high 

administration cost for a credit application, approval and processing 
program may outweigh the net savings in the City's stormwater 

program resulting from this initiative. As such, staff recommends that 

an incentive program be explored which offers a one-time discount on 

the capital cost of implementing stormwater controls such as rain 

J(h') 
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barrels. 

Legal Considerations 

Sections 9 and II, and Part XII of the Municipal Act, 2001 (the "Act") 
authorize the City to impose, by by-law, a fee or charge on persons in 

respect of services provided by a municipality, including stormwater' 

management services. This authority is limited in two respects: 

1. Section 2 of Ontario Reg. 584/06 provides that a fee or charge 

cannot be used for capital costs that could otherwise have been 

raised through the development charges process; and 

2. Where provisions exist in other legislation that expressly 

exempt entities from paying these charges, then the City 

cannot legally impose these fees. 

The Supreme Court of Canada has clearly stated that there must be a 

reasonable nexus between fees and charges imposed and services 

received, failing which a charge could be construed as an tmauthorized 
tax. Accordingly, a reasonable connection must be established 

between the amount of the stormwater management fee and the cost of 
the service being provided. This test is met by the work undertaken 

by City staff in matching fee revenue with the cost of providing a 

stormwater management service and stormwater management 

infrastructure. In certain cases, where stormwater management 

infrastructure has been installed on chargeable property, it will be 

necessary to establish a credit system to create a reasonable 

connection between the amount of the service charge and the service 

being provided. 

In respect of entities that may be exempt from paying fees and charges 

under the Act, it is important to note that an exemption from property 

tax does not provide an exemption from the payment of fees and 

charges. For example, land owned by a religious organization and 

used as a place of worship, a hospital or a university will be exempt 
from property taxation but will not necessarily be exempt from user 

fees or charges under the Act. Legislation establishing the Greater 

Toronto Airports Authority, Ontario Power Generation Inc., 

University of Toronto, Region of Peel and City of Mississauga, for 

example, does not provide an exemption from municipal user fees and 

charges. Ontario Reg. 584/06 establishes that the federal and 

provincial Crown are fiDt liable to pay municipal fees and charges. 
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Legislation establishing the Canada Lands Company Ltd, Sheridan 

College, the Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board, the Peel 

District School Board, Metrolinx and Canada Post Corporation are 

examples where legislation provides that these entities are exempted 

from municipal fees and charges. 

Stormwater Financing Approach 

After consideration of the different service levels and funding 

mechanisms, internal and external consultation and legal advice, the 
following stormwater financing approach is recommended: 

• Target the funding level for the stormwater program based on 
the Interim service level 

• Implement a stormwater rate based on a tiered single family 

unit (SFU) rate structme 

• Charge the storrnwater rate to all properties except those 

exempted from Rayment of municipal fees and charges through 

legislation 

• Recover the exempted properties' share of the stormwater 

program cost from the stormwater rate 

• Develop a credit program for non-residential properties and an 

incentive program for residential properties, and that the cost 

of these credits and incentives be recovered by the stormwater 

rate 

Property Tax Funding 

Before delving into the recommended approach, it is important to first 

set a benchmark by identifying what the impact would be on tax 
payers if the funding for the various service levels were to remain on 

the property tax levy. The table in Appendix 3 presents the annual 

stormwater cost for various properties under the three service levels 

previously discussed compared to current cost. Table 2 below is an 

abbreviated version of the table in Appendix 3 to aid discussion on 

property tax funding. 
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Table 2: Flll1ding of Stormwater Program Through Property Tax 

(present value) 

Average 
assessed value 

Goreway Drive 
(per unit) 

$10.54 $47.75 

As shown lll1der the Existing (2012) column, approximately 2.4 

percent of the revenues generated from property taxes and payments in 

lieu of taxes in 2012 were allocated to flll1d the City's stormwater 

program. It is important to note that this only aCCOlll1ts for $8.7 

million of the total program cost, with the remaining $5.9 million 

coming primarily from reserves (taxes and revenue collected from 

other years). While recognizing that using reserves to fund the 

stormwater programis no longer sustainable, the Status Quo column 

shows that to fully fund the existing stormwater program of $14.65 

million from the current tax levy, approximately 4 percent of the total 

property tax and payment in lieu of tax collected would be necessary. 

On the same note, it would require 7.2 percent and 10.7 percent to 

fund the Interim and Sustainable service levels respectively. As an 
example, for a single-family home assessed at the average value in 

Mississauga (based on a sample size of 600 single family detached 

homes), the homeowner is currently paying $29 annually into the 

City's stormwater program. If the property tax allocation was 

increased to fund the Status Quo $14.65 million program (instead of 

$8.7 million currently), that same homeowner would pay $48 annually 

for stormwater. The cost would increase to $87 and $l30 annually to 

support the stormwater program based on the Interim and Sustainable 
service levels. 
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Stormwater Rate Option 

Appendix 4 presents a breakdown of the estimated stormwater rates 

under the recommended Interim service level approach, with the 

Status Quo and Sustainable service levels shown for comparison 

purposes. 

Results from the statistical analysis of single-family detached homes 

suggest that a Tiered Single-Family Unit (SFU) is appropriate as the 

preferred billing unit for Mississauga as it best accounts for the 

variability in impervious area without requiring that all residential 
properties be measured. There is a dramatic difference in the 

impervious area of the smallest and largest 10 percent of single-family 

homes when compared to the average value, and establishing distinct 

SFU values for each tier (0.7 SFU for small homes, 1.4 SFU for large 

homes) is consistent with the fairness and equity principles. Single

family homes would be assigned to one of three tiers: small (the 

lowest 10-percentile impervious area size), medium (between 10- and 

90-percentile), and large (90-percentile and above). 

In developing the estimated stormwater rates, several assumptions 

were made. An armual rate administration cost estimate of $770,000 

has been included in the base rate. This estimate is founded on the 

assumption that the stormwater bill would be added to an existing 

utility billing system. However, if a new billing system needs to be 

developed, the costs would be higher. Therefore, this amount is 

subject to change once the appropriate billing system is defined. 

Further, allowances for credits (5-7%) and non-payments (1-3%) have 

also been built into the base rate. These allowances will require 

adjustment once a credit program and policy have been developed. 

The estimated base rates representing the armual cost per single family 

unit (SFU), which 80 percent of single family detached homes fall 

under, are shown for the three service levels: 

• Status Quo: 

• Interim: 

• Sustainable: 

$52.68 per year 

$93.60 per year 

$137.64 per year 

This means that the average single family residential homeowner will 

pay $7.80 monthly to fund the Interim Service Level. 

1(1,) 
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Comparison o(Tax versus Estimated Stormwater Rate 

The table in Appendix 5 provides a comparison of representative 

charges based on tax and estimated stormwater rates under the Interim 

service level based on the recommended approach described above. 

Table 3 summarises Appendix 5 with a breakdown of the costs. It 

should be noted that these figures are in present day values (no 

inflation). 

Table 3: Comparison (Tax versus Estimated Stormwater Rate) 

Single-Family Detached Home (Annual Charge) 

I 
$22.10 $37.13 $67.44 $64.52 

Average assessed 
value (Medium $28.58 $48.01 $87.21 $93.60 

$40.69 $68.36 $24.16 $127.84 

$28.37 $47.66 $86.57 $93.60 

Robin Drive $42.69 $71.72 $130.28 $93.60 

Homelands 

King Richard's 
$40.14 $67.44 $122.50 $93.60 

Place 

Multi-Family (7+ Units) - Example (Annual Charge) 

$17.71 $17.10 

$48,587 

Tax Exempt - Example (Annual Charge) 

%0 $0 $1,399 

As shown above, property owners will see a significant cost increase 

across the board under the proposed financing approach when 

compared to the existing (2012) scenario. However, as noted 
previously, the existing 2012 portion of tax levy accounts for only 

$8.7 million of the total $14.65 million program cost with the 

remainder made up through reserves. The Status Quo column reflects 

the cost ifthe full $14.65 million program is fully funded through tax 
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levy. Further, the service level being funded under th~ proposed 

scenario is a $26.6 million program. When a comparison is made 

between tax and stormwater rate based on the full $26.6 million under 

the Interim service level, there is a shift in revenue distribution from 

residential to non-residential. While moving from the tax levy to a 

stormwater rate will see differences in charge ranging between -25 

percent to +39 percent for single family detached homes, the 

condominiums and multi-family units will see a significant decrease, 

while the non-residential properties withJarge impervious area will 

generally be impacted the most. Also, tax -exempt properties that are 

not exempt from municipal fees and charges will now need to pay a 

stormwater rate. 

Issues and Concerns 

The public and stakeholders generally agree with the importance of 

addressing capital investment and operation/maintenance program 

deficiencies for the City's stormwater program. However, issues have 

been raised during the study process as highlighted below: 

• The process is moving too quickly (insufficient consultation 

time) 

• Concerns from the commercial and industrial sectors with 

shifting the cost of the stormwater program from the 

residential sector to non-residential sector 

• Concerns from tax -exempt properties who traditionally did not 

have to pay for the City's stormwater program 

• The need to look into a credit program as part of this study 

• Concerns that staff is not recommending credits to residential 

homeowners but instead is looking into incentives/rebates 

Billing Implementation 

Staff is currently investigating available billing system options and 

information on these options will be provided in a separate 

memorandum. 
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The undertaking of a Stormwater Financing Study falls under the 

Living Green Strategic Pillar and all of its strategic goals to Lead and 

Encourage Environmentally Responsible Approaches, Conserve, 

Enhance and Connect Natural Environments and Promote a Green 

Culture. 

By controlling the quality and quantity of stormwater reaching our 

streams and rivers, stormwater management systems protect the health 

and safety of the public and the natural environment. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The overall revenue generated through a stormwater rate will provide 

a dedicated and reliable funding source to address the many 

stormwater related pressures. It should be noted that $900,000 has 

been approved in the 2012 Capital Plan to undertake the 

implementation phase; however, this was based on best estimates and 

may be insufficient. Staff will bring back a further report to General 

Committee with an implementation plan and related cost. 

CONCLUSION: 1. The work undertaken by the project team has determined that 

the most appropriate stormwater financing option that is 

dedicated and more equitable is a stormwater rate based on a 

tiered single family unit (SFU) rate structure. 

2. A stormwater program based on the Interim Service Level is 

the most appropriate as it provides the capital and operating 

funding needed to address the current pressures that the City is 

facing, with a modest step toward setting aside funds for 

future infrastructure renewal cost. 

3. A number of entities are· exempted from payment of municipal 

fees and charges through legislation and that these exempted 

properties' share of the stormwater program cost should be 

spread across the user base. 

4. A credit program will need to be developed which will 

provide credits to non-residential properties that provide on

site stormwater management measures and incentives to 

residential properties and spread these costs across the user 

base. This credit program will coincide with billing 

implementation. 
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Appendix 4: Estimated Stormwater Rate (Tiered SFU, with Fee 

Exemptions) 
Appendix 5: Comparison: Tax versus Estimated Stormwater Rate 

artin Powel , P .Eng. 
Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Prepared By: Lincoln Kan, P.Eng. 

Manager, Environmental Services 
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PUBLIC INFORMA nON MEETING No.1 
June 27, 2012 

StormW<lJer Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 

Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that if your name and address are not 
legible we will be unable to contact you. 

Name: Address:. 

~ C"--lv/1y u:;(i (~ (CIvIL. 
Email: -jA,~ G(J~}"Cfi Q bz),{r~ . 

Additional. CommentslQuestions: 

Please drop-off sheet in Comments Box or maW/ax it by Julv 18th. 2012 to: 

City of Mississauga 
Transportation and Works Department 
Environmental Services 
20 1 City Centre Drive, Suite 800 
Mississauga,.QNLSB 2T4 
Fax: 9()5~615,3173 ... 

Phone #: 
O} ,~)~ . l5{,g 

. 

The personaliniormatipn: (:!11 ihisJorm!:r collected under authority of Section 11 of the MunicipalAct, 2001, andwilf be 
used to informyowof any future meetings regarding the Stormwater Financing Study. to-respond to your 
comments/concerns ifnecessary and to maintain a.record'o/attendance at,the pz,blic meeting. Questions about the. 
coll~ctio11.,: of this person:al i'n/ormqtion should be directed to: 1I-lr .. Lincoln Kan-; Manager, Environmental Services. by phone 
(905-615-3200 ext. 4086). or bymailto the above address .. 

MCO." MCS· DM. -thO .. .... .. . ml .... 



PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.1 
June 27,2012 

Storn1water Financing Study 

The City of Mississauga is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns aild 
suggestions regqrding the current Siormwater Financing Study. Please take afew minutes to complete 
this brief comment ,.heet: All comments will be carefolly considered as part of this project. 

1. Did the information presented tonight provide a clear understanding of the stormwater management 
issues facing the City? . 

"':fw 

3. How should the City address aging stormwater infrastructure? (select one) 
• _Repair only when structural failure occurs or is imminent (Le., let future generations deal with 
problems as they arise); . 
• v'Coliect money now to renew and rehabilitate infrastructure in the highest priority areas (Le., 
proactively reinvest in conside~ation of future generations); or 

_Other/Comment: ________ ~ _________________ _ 

4. How should the City's stormwater management costs be allocated? (select one) 
• _. Based on each property's taxable value; 
• .,f Based on each property's stormwater runoffcontribution; or 

Other/Commentr-_-:::7...,,--:-:c;:---;-----;;---;-: ________________ _ 

- .... '1;:''-('' ... 'Ivf-vn i.~.~. .. ~~v... ~. f1;0;,'\ =%~l(f ~~ 

5. The main funding options presented tonight included: property taxes, development charges,. and a 
stormwater user fee. Are there .any other funding options that should be considered? 

··.····.··············CDM 
A:;WM·JSmilh· 

\(/\ 



Gregory. Mike (Canada) 

From: 
Sent: 

Lincoln Kan <Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca> 
Wednesday, July 11, 2012 8:10AM 

To: Gregory, Mike (Canada); Jeremy Blair . 
Subject: FW: Stormwater Financing Committee - Public Comments 

From: John Kendell [mailto:johnkendell@rogers.cam] 
Sent: July 10, 2012 10:04 PM 
To: Uncaln Kan 
Subject: Storm water Financing Committee - Public Comments 

Hi Lincoln, 

It has been a couple years since we met. I hope you are well. I continue to manage CRAA with a substantially 
growing membership and active executive. Mike Ewaschuk, a volunteer with CRAA will be our lead member 
working with the city on this project and I will assist where needed. He attended the meeting several weeks 

ago. 

However I thought I would take a moment to share my knowledge, input and experience how it relates to thee 
Credit River watershed and more importantly the fish within and the related values, benefits and needs. 

Storm water management, improvement and reduction are top priorities to CRAA and our membership (which 

is running close to 5,500 now). The impacts on the river and tributaries such as habitat loss, sediment, erosion, 
etc are well known and an issue that must be dealt with to ensure this recourse is available for the future. 

I have noted my comments below for the public meeting 1 and related documents ... sorry it is so long! 

John Kendell 
416-704-8896 mobile 
905-821-0891 fax 

President, CRAA 
www.craa.on.ca 

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.1 

June 27, 2012 
Stormwater Financing Study 

The City of Mississauga is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns and 

suggestions regarding the current Stormwater Financing Study. Please take a few minutes to complete this 
brief comment sheet. All comments will be carefully considered as part of this project. 

1. Did the information presented tonight provide a clear understanding of the stormwater management 
issues facing the City? 
Based on my knowledge of the river and urban storm flow the information was very general, but suitable for 
the broader public except it did lack one important component. While the impacts of erosion and flooding 

1 
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were shown, there was no information on how that impacts fish and their habitat. How erosion destroys 
spawning areas, fills in pools, high se. diment (especially from new development) smothers eggs and suffocates 

.. > 

fish. A photo of a dead fish in the muddy water or fish gasping for air in sediment laden water would illustrate 
the issue of 'how and why' the fish are impacted. 

Comment on slide 4 Water cycle - the photo of row crops as "Low Runoff" is false. You should use a photo of a 
forest. Row crops have much higher runoff and lower evaporation rates (sort of a half way point between 
forest and urban). (Fallow agricultural fields also transmit enormous quantities of deleterious sediments to 
watercourses. Runoff is promoted via rain impact on the exposed soil, which destroys soil aggregates with 
fine particles clogging interstitial spaces, resulting in decreased infiltration. 50 the point being made is that 
agriculture that does not employ best management practices also generates stormwater runoff, albeit this is 
not much of a concern in Mississauga.) 

Comment on slide 6 - The photo of the Credit Valley Golf Club Ice Jam flooding. This flooding was caused by 
an ice jam that has more to do with the deforestation of the valley between Dundas and the QEW which 
results in high anchor ice, ice building and thus flooding. The water flow in the river is primarily snow melt 
from the entire watershed and local urban runoff from Mississauga was a small portion of the cause. 

General comments - Wood debris jams and natural (pre colonization level) erosion are natural and essential 
components of dynamic channel equilibrium. Wood debris jams are only an issue at road crossings where 
insufficiently small crossings have been installed. Erosion is an issue where it interferes with poorly selected 
locations for infrastructure and buildings. Erosion is also an issue when its rate is higher than the historic 
normal, via impervious cover or some other activity (i.e. row-crop agriculture) which has decreased the 
historic infiltration to runoff ratio. 

2. What do you believe are Mississauga's most critical storm water issues (e.g., flood protection, erosion 
control, operations/maintenance, pollution prevention, environmental impacts, etc.)? 

All of the·above. 

First step is to select priority areas (this must be a fast process, not a 3 year study but rather your teams 
knowledge of what to is needed, working with CVC staff and community partners such as CRAA. I strongly 
suggest the bulk of efforts towards subwatersheds/storm systems on the Credit watershed as a priority given 
the fishery, endangered species and visibility. An example might be Loyalist Creek as noted below as a 
priority. Other safety priorities and opportunities (i.e. large benefit sites that want to have work done (Le. 
5quareOne Parking Lot) need to be addressed Simultaneously as needed. By putting say 50-75% of effort to 
one watershed you can make substantial, measurable gains in a short period of time (1-2 years). Once a target 
area is substantially updated move to the next one. It might take 20 years, but step by step you and your 
team will have made a huge, measurable improvement to the river, habitat and water quality. 

I'd like to point out stormwater impacts to the Credit River and tributaries: In summer in Loyalist Creek, I've 
measured spikes in water temperature from 19*C to over 30*C in a couple of minutes from thunderstorms 
running off extremely hot pavement, which is more than sufficient to kill all salmonids. Retro-fitting with 
stormwater ponds must always be bottom drawn and checked to ensure they are releasing cold water with 
reduced sediment. This creek was historically a celdwater creek, and is still used by salmonid smolts and fry 
in the summer when the river temps exceed their thermal thresholds. It is critical that we manage it, and 
other tribs, back towards coldwater streams by reducing impervious cover and promoting infiltration. The 
high impervious cover in the Loyalist Creek watershed has resulted in wide and shallow Channels, or expensive 
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armour stoning or engineered stabilized channels. Some portions of the creek are also buried in pipe (Erin 
Mills Parkway area). Similarly, the main stem of the Credit River tends to be wider and shallower than it 
should be because of a combination of artificially high stormwater runoff in the watershed and lack of riparian 
forest. The result is a lack of heterogeneity in fish habitat, and conditions that are conducive to river-warming 
which are deleterious to the coldwater fishery and many native and endangered species.- Again, minimizing 
artificial stormwater runoff lAl,ill helpremediate this. 

In winter, judging by the amount of salt used by residents in my neighbourhood alone, we are likely impacting 
all Mississauga tributaries (such as Carolyn, Mullet, Loyalist Creeks) and possibly the main river. In a study on 
Laurel Creek in Waterloo, salt concentrations in the creek via runoff were occasionally recorded at acute levels 
of toxicity (i.e. instant effects). On the main Credit River there appears to be weaker and weaker formation of 
winter ice. This is likely a function of warmer winters, but may be exacerbated by salt runoff. Flow of winter 
ice through the main river channel scours new pools and recruits new wood to the channel (where the riparian 
zone is forested). The lack of these normal spring freshets must be regarded as deleterious given that this is a 
historic condition that drives the physical formation of fish habitat. We need this process to continue and 
would like to see the amount of salt reaching the river and its tributaries decrease through use of Low Impact 
Development, and general incentives to reduce impervious cover. 

The general intent of the above two paragraphs is that both direct runoff and poorly designed/maintained 
stormwater ponds are having a massive impact on river productivity/sustainability and its 
tributaries. Reducing impervious cover will help reduce the above noted impacts and potentially re-establish 
some natural shallow-groundwater inputs to the river and tribs, which are critical to salmonid smolts and fry 
that require coldwater refuge through the summer. 

3. How should the City address aging storm water infrastructure? (select one) 
• _Repair only when structural failure occurs or is imminent (i.e., let future generations deal with problems 
as they arise); 

• _X_Collect money now to renew and rehabilitate infrastructure in the highest priority areas (i.e., proactively 
reinvest in consideration of future generations); or 

• X Other/Comment: 

The city is partially on the right course (retrofitting older systems), however the work is far too slow and not 
concentrated enough to show tangible benefits to the natural stream/watershed systems pertaining to the 
Credit River. While the city has 31 streams (per the slides), the Credit River is the only system with a major 
sport fishery and home to several endangered and threatened species such as American eel, lake sturgeon, 
Redside dace and Atlantic salmon. 
However a broad, well coordinated (watershed or sub watershed basis) and legislated approach is mandatory 
to succeed: 
• Mandatory disconnection of downspouts where possible (change existing development regulations as 

well- they simply do not make sense as I have brought up in the past (more info below) 

• Mandatory inclusion of swales, bio filters and other at or near source storm water control and infiltration 
at new sites and build them into existing systems where possible (everywhere pOSSible). Any new 
developments, with only Low Impact technologies being acceptable. 

• Tax based on impervious cover (as outlined) is great with incentives for people to solve stormwater on 
their property 

• Would also like to see a program where we disconnect downspouts for free and provide a free rain 
barrel. City and other agencies (CVC, TRCA, NGO's like CRAA, TU, Sierra Club, etc). 

3 



• Public education will be necessary through ward newsletters, Mayor update newsletters and'Oirect 
. newsletters from the works department or region of peel notices or some combination. Education about 
rain barrels, disconnected downspouts, success stories"! 

4. How should the City's storm water management costs be allocated? (select one) 

• _Based on each property's taxable value; 
" _X_Based on each property's stormwater runoff contribution; or 
• _Other/Comment: 

This is the only fair option. Would also like to see costs downloaded to the developer for new 
developments: Why should the municipality and its taxpayers have to pay for stormwater impacts caused by 
developers trying to maximize profit by squeezing as many homes into a space as possible! 

5. The main funding options presented tonight included: property taxes, development charges, and a 
storm water user fee. Are there any other funding options that should be considered? 
The charges are too low based on $4.40 per month for a single house. That is $53.00 per year. My residential 
taxes are $6,000. $53 is less than 1%. I suggest rates 1.5 to 2 times higher. It costs about $10-15 to disconnect 
a downspout, for the cost of one years charges any house in the city could be disconnected. Creating the 
financial incentive to encourage change is one good option. Legislation with a slight tax to pay for the 
disconnection to cover city costs would work better. 

6. Additional comments: 
The value of the sport fishery and other recreational use (boating, hiking, park use) and costs associated with 
sediment and flooding (erosion control, harbour dredging, fish stocking) should also be shown as the 
cost/benefit analysis. The costs of not solving the urban storm water problem are far greater than you have 

shown and the costs to fix the short term issues is also much higher than shown. Jim Tovey (Ward 1) said to 
me the other week the Port Credit fishery was estimatedto be worth 2.5 million dollars per year. In 2007 CVC 
estimated the lower Credit fishery in Mississauga worth $650,000 in direct spending. Fishing 
activity/participation has jumped 300-400% in the past 5 years suggesting the lower river fishery is now worth 
1.5-2 million and growing. The steelhead run this year was up 600% from 8 years ago and 86% of the fish are 
wild. This is drawing thousands of anglers from Ontario. Every time it rains and the river floods people cannot 
fish ... this is a huge economic loss for the city. 

There will be some public backlash because people generally have no idea about the costs required for the 
infrastructure on which they depend. It must be clearly elaborated to the public the costs associated 
st6rmwater management, as you've done nicely on one of your slides. 

Scenario 1: 
You also need to present a clear message on how impervious cover is charged to land owners/business. For 
example (my house): 
• My driveway is 2,000 sf and slopes to the road so it should be charged 

• My front porch 300 sf drains to the road and should be charged 

• My roof is disconnected and drains to the lawn ~ there should be no charge 

• my walkway and patio in the rear yard drain to the grass and infiltrate so they should not be charged 

• my pool is drained to the yard always so there should be no charge· 

Being clear with these and other scenarios is key to implement this. 
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, 
Also dealing with commercial/institutional properties is vital. Working with them to implement projects 
funded in part or whole by storm water tax revenue to stop runoff at the source. 

Example 2: 
Scenario 2: 

One of my schools in Streetsville with roof, parking lot and playground is 95% impervious cover. When I 
installed the play area and sidewalk I wanted to install.bio retention areas. The citydevelopment/building 
office would not allow me to. The only way I could was to also install a catch basin in the lot at a cost of 
$20,000. The irony is my design would have stopped 50% of the runoff and held/infiltrated it. Instead all 95% 
goes straight to the storm sewer as a result of city building codes/requirements. Therefore part of the funding 
needs to address inconsistent planning/design rules in the city itself. 
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PUBLIC INFORMATIONMEETlNG No.2 
November 20, 2012 

Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Mississauga is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that 
if your name and address are not legible we will be unable to contact you. 

, 

Name' 
(jtlltY/Jl/,# 

Address: ...--.-
16'etj5'/NTDclJt /E;ef.:J~£ 

Email~ (J!£. 5'/((/4 tJJ M· Vef' 
. 

Please drop-off sheet in Comments Box or email by November 3dh
, 2012 to: 

Mr. Lincoln Kan 
Manager, Environmental Services 
City of Miss iss aug a - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca 
Mail: 20lCityCentreDrive.Suiie 800, Mississauga ON L5B 2T4 

Phone #: 9t:> 0 
b?1"«P~7 

The personal information on this form Is collected under authority of Section 11 oflhe Municipal Act, 2001, and will be 
used to inform you of any futmoe meetings regarding the Stormwater Financing Study, to respond to your 
comments/concerns ifnecessary and to maintain a record of allendance althe public meeting. Questions about the 
collection of this personal information should be directed 10: Mr. Lincoln Kan, Managm~ Envi,.onmental Services by phone 
(90J-61 J-3200 ext. 4086) or by mall /0 the above address. 

lex) 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.2 
November 20,2012 

Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Mississauga is interested in hearing the community ~ comments, questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that 
if your name and address are not legible we will be unable to con/act you; 

Address: G:o<f a 1 "Dt:..iJ2..UjCJC;b 

Tt24/L-
Email: 

Please drop-off sheet in Comments Box or email by November 3dh
• 2012 fo: 

Mr. Lincoln Kan 
Manager, Environmental Services' 
City of Miss iss aug a - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: Lincoln.Kan@mississanga.ca 
Mail: 201 City Centre Drive, Suite 800, Mississauga ON L5B 2T4 

The personal information on this/orm is collected under authority a/Section 11 of the Municipal Act, 2001, andwiIJ be 
used 10 in/orm you of any future meetings regarding the Stormwaler Financing Study. 10 respond to your 
comments/concerns if necessary and to maintain a record 0/ attendance 01 the public meeting. Questions about the 
collection of this personal information should be directed 10: Mr. Lincoln Kan, Manager, Environmental Services by phone 
(900·610-3200 ext. 4086) or by mail to the above adth'ess. 

CII MISSrSSAUGA 
....- J.egding Ioday for """orrow AS'COM TrRlth 



PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.2 
November 20,2012 

Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Mississauga is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that 
if your name and address are no/legible we will be unable to contact you. 

Name: Address: ~l...~ ~~ C/ ASSoC!... Phone #: 

~l..t6'tJ ~\..L. 100 - \ D KII"I~fA.II)c.e ('..., . ~ '7'-~8'SSeS 
Email: c.\cu..I,..~ 

Additional CommentsfQuestions: ON ~ oF'-~ D.tI.C..~l> 1t>C.E~ b"F'..y,.Il.~ • 

~u"'b'-4 So\"\o"'~ Be ""\'1t\ttc~~1rl ;-~~o~ oca-

CM.v\'t.CM.-e~ $~Iol'-b e'\C~t' -r Fft.o""- ~'t .lVtca.....~ 

~ CMA1't4.11i1:. CM.,.l~ ~ ~\"\'"P'<S.....a ORAD;t.JI1.,- :So 

~'"' ~1:>\-hcNM-~ c..~EJb';"'" A ~~(t.~ vll ~ 

-r~ M.O~rat Au->Pt'1 ~ SOc:..11.l<\- Ou-tn..eb.~ 

'Pn.ot:.(Ct.~S ~n..o\J~b~ P.:., c. .... \J1'L1t...\-\ (C,",MUUn-te> 

--I"t> ~Qs.e \...,) "-Iae')p I ~ Pc("\.Je ~"-T ~Rb\l\"he;> f>t 
tv'Iv ~,q 1'Prl.-1116. 

Please drop-offsheet in Comments Box or email by November 3dh
• 2012 to: 

Mr. LincolnKan 
Manager, Environmental Services 
City of Mississauga - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: LincolnKan@mississauga.ca 
Mail: 201 City Centre Drive, Suite 800, Mississauga ON LSB 2T4 

The personal information on this/onn is colfecled under authority o/Section I J of the. Municipal Act, 2001, and will be 
used to infarm you of any future meelings J'egarding the StoTmWater Financing S/uciy, to I'espond 10 your 
commentS/concerns if necessary and 10 maintain a record of attendance tIl the public meeting. Questions aboul the 
collection of this personal in/ormation should be directed 10: Mr. Lincoln Kan. Manager, En1!ironmental Services by phone 
(905-615-3200 ext. 4086) or by mail to Ihe above address . 
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,-

PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.2 
November 20, 2012 

Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Miss iss aug a is interested in hearing the community's comments; questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that 
if your nalne and address are not legible we will be unable to contact you . 
. 

Name: Address: Phone #: 

v.:J1<.£S ?~/~ 555'f/Jj'II/:'M'?I/?-t-. M,S-.; i!-O"" $' b( '/1' -,{2"i-& z..L,5 

Email: rit; .& ~ 'a 1"JO' ;5.' ~f (/'CIt 1# \I 1M '#' . 

. 

Additional Comments/Questions: 

'7 tfw Vvt'V7 (.;;1;;(/1'..,,( N ih. I~j?a/-;, ,;:;; M-?~rfh't Un' 
0"- /..;-li; ?dH<M {/H;fl:--/ f- 1<"" -;?nrfl5, l'~~ p'7?JI'1I'$-a,{:"'-, 

~,...-? 4luf < nv_kr 1';Uy'? II..OU~ e:.-~ U../d""- .0v"q 
/untl,! h'J 4H,f.f,i<1 . .4- 'If, .-~" (,;.... ... , 0/ .tv/< ;tJ1'W[W,,-"" P""7"f1"4 

a-", ",//J!,hf- cd~f (.VIti Mu<r coll..vT.tk ;""I';. .. flh< ~ k¥.'!f 

¥J'Y;lL-~1 CAR dd ... ,.. 7k!..: t?-'J"",'uA';.;, ,(ir.£ tfllV~ ~~.JO 
Hf-P'{ <J., ~rv-L #-.-/~ ,:.,. -u---.f ~J /Akk' Cw "'0 ("'~hU ,;of/V/..:'I" ?f.lk 
w."k ",if!. '1~v1/, / Xrll' .... f ~.,4. .... !1;.J5_ .z /Jd;.ev<. !-It:v,'U ~ SP"'~!f 

ct ... 1' l-iJA~Mit-11y Cry .. ie."--I'Y-Id"" -b/A- yO ,h,p"'k frrl{ /-eJ/y c... ~-'<
t"'1M1Mii.-r 'lkl"<fr""- J 5~?-~.J ~7K., c/~ yf, fr-.... f4M.~a:.py{i.--

..,4.> It<~ UVf"""~P{---;,~ 
Please drop-offsheet in Comments Box or email by November 3dh

, 2012 to: 

Mr. LincolnKan 
Manager, Environmental' Services 
City of Miss iss aug a - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca 
Mail: 201 City Centre Drive, Suite 800, Mississauga ON L5B 2T4 

The personal injOJ'maJiol1 011lhisiorm;8 collecledundel' authorily a/Sec/ion 1 J o/the Municipal Acl, 2001, and will be 
used to Inform you of anyfuture meetings regarding the Sto1711WQler Financing Study, /0 respond /0 your 
comments/concerns If necessary and 10 ma;nlafn a record of attendance at the public meeting. Questions about the 
collec/ion of this personal information should be directed to: Mr. Lincoln Kan. Managel', Environmental Se~ices by phone 
(905-615-3200 exl, 4086) or by mall 10 Ihe above address. 

AS'COM 'iPrMth 



PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No. 2 
November 20,2012 

Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Miss iss aug a is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly. We regret that 
if yoW' name and address are not legible we will be unable to contact you. 

Name: PCM.N\ Address: '). qo l G.,vJ.Ju\.A ~ 
M.tl ~Jff1..W.. .... \N~ ON 

Email: u 

Please drop-off sheet in Comments Box or email by November 3dh
• 2012 to: 

Mr. Lincoln Kan 
Manager, Environmental Services 
City of Miss iss aug a - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca 
Mail: 201 CityCentreDrive, Suite 800, Mississauga ON L5B 2T4 

Phone #: 

905' 5{)~ 6L\cOa' 

The personal information on this/arm is collecled under authority o/Seclion 11 o/Ihe Municipal Act, 2001, and will be 
used 10 inform you of any future meetings regarding /he Slormwater Financing Study, 10 respond 10 your 
comments/concerns if necessary and 10 maintain a record 0/ allendance a/ (he pub[;c meeting. Questions about the 
collection of/his personal In/ormation should be directed 10: Mr. Lincoln Kan, Manager, Environmental Services by phone 
(905·615-3100 exl. 4086) or by mail 10 Ihe above addre ... 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING No.2 
November 20,2012 

. Stormwater Financing Study 

Record of Attendance & Additional Comments Form 
The City of Miss iss aug a is interested in hearing the community's comments, questions, concerns and 
suggestions regarding this study. Please print your name and mailing address clearly, We regret thai 
ifyaur name and address are 1101 legible we will be unable to cOlllact you. 

Name: Address: 

(,~h1 K/..f:5 15Qolv iO j8-Z 111001)';"010 ~I 
Email: Co. brEW f/:382C0> t:j 01 , Ov I'Yl 

Additional Comments/Questions: 

REA$'c ~ce M,f.l'TERfIifL EAJf2.0 j..DE:-D, 
{!4fj . 

Please drop-off sheet ill Comments BOlO or email by November 3d\ 2012-10: 

Mr. LincolnKan 
Manager, Environmental Services. 
City of Miss iss aug a - Transportation and Works Department 
Email: Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca 
Mail: 201 City Centre Drive, Suite 800, Mississauga ON L5B 2T4 

Phone #: 

q"S-1T1~ q5~Lf 

. . The personal in/ormanon on this form is collected under authority of Section 11 of the Munjcipal Act. 2001, and will be 
used 10 inform you of any futw'e meetings regarding the Stormwaler Financing Study, to respond to your 
comments/concerns if necessary and /0 ma;ntain Q record of allendance aI/he public meeting. Questions about the 
collection of this personal in/ormation should be directed to: Mr. Lincoln KanJ Manager, Environmental Services by phone 
(905-615-3200 ext. 4086) or by mai/to the above address. 

AS'COM ~.mth 



THE STORMWATER INFRASTRUCTURE PROPOSAL 

My name is Charles Brown. I have been a resident of Mississauga since 
1967, living several blocks from the Cooksville Creek in Cooksville. I am 

. very familiar with the flooding situation of the creek and am aware of 
the damage done by flooding to residences along Sherobee Drive. I 
sympathize with the residents who have suffered property damage and 
I agree action to avoid a recurrence is called for. In fact, effective action 
should have been undertaken before properties were affected when the 
problem was first identified almost 30 or so years ago. Had it been we 
would not be faced with this proposal and some of its unacceptable 
solutions and outrageous cost. 

I speak specifically to the intention of measuring the asphalt surface 
for parking at my church and having the church assessed financially 
because of the stormwater that flows from it. When the church was 
built in 1957, an oversize dry well was installed to accept all the 
stormwater from its weeping tile. I had all downspouts disconnected to 
permit roof water to flow on to the church lawn. Water on the parking 
lot is channelled to a portion of church property that was lowered to 
store the runoff. The parking surface was sloped to permit this. This 
was done under my direction ~hen the parking lot was surfaced two 
years ago. As well, the parking lot is at a level below that of the N. 
Service Road and water is more likely to flow towards us than away. We 
do not add to the stormwater problem. We are keeping our water on our 
property, but, interestingly, on several occasions have had water from 
the municipal roadway flow on to our lawn and on one occasion up to 
the edge of our Daycare play area. Clearly, our efforts to implement 
good environmental practices are to be ignored in this frantic rush to 
accumulate money to fix a problem that should have been dealt with 30 
years ago. As a member of my church I cannot support this one size fits 
all style. We are not a contributor to the problem you are facing. 
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Lincoln Kan 

From: Lana Russell <Irussell@tmig.ca> 
2012/101027:55 PM Sent: 

To: Lincoln Kan 
Cc: David Ashfield; Kramer, Gary 
Subject: Meeting with the City of Mississauga on theStormwater Financing Study 
Attachments: Mississauga 2012 Existing Land Use. pdf; Land Use & Imperviousness - MississaugaSWM 

Funding.pdf 

Lincoln, 

Thanks for hosting a meeting with Orlando Corporation on the above noted study. 
To start here are a few facts about Orlando's Mississauga operations: 

They own over 2000 acres of industrial lands in Mississauga; 
Orlando pays over $62 million in taxes per year to Mississauga; 
They have owned and operated Business Parks for over 50 years in Mississauga; and 
They are good corporate citizens in the City. 

Orlando Corporation also recognize the need for good Stormwater Management (SWM) and have been developing their 
Business Parks with appropriate on-site measures (roof top storage, parking lot storage and oversized pipes, as well as 
SWM ponds) to attenuate stormwater runoff to pre-development conditions, as specified by the City of Mississauga 
requirements for all development applications. These SWM improvements were made to each of Orlando's sites based 
on the assumption that the overall system would be.sustainable. In addition, Orlando has made further storm drainage 
payments to the City of Mississauga in the amount of $30-$40 million overthe past 30 years to supplement additional 
SWM improvements. 

We would like to focus our questions in the following areas: 

1) General Principles 

There are a few principles that need to be applied for the financing to be fair: 

o The fee needs to apply to everyone (including the GTAA). 
o The fee needs to be used for the purposes it has been collected. 
o There needs to be open and clear accounting of the monies collected / spent and on what. 
o There needs to be continued efforts to improve the efficiencies of the accounting system . 

. 2) Anticipated Costs 

0, What is included in the $16 billion SWM infrastructure figure? 
• Are the existing SWM Pond land costs included? 

• New land would not need to be obtained. 
• What is included in SWM pond costs? 

• Likely only one cleanout and a replacement ofthe outlet structures would be required rather 
than a full scale rebuild of the facility. 

• Can the current SWM fund estimate be broken down into components such as Water Quality, Quantity, 
Erosion, Water Balance, and Operation & Maintenance? 

o What does the $16 million figure contain? 
o What happens to the $10 million tax base now? 
o How was the previous reserve fund attained? 

1 
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o What has the $30:$40 million been used for that Orlando has funded the City over the last30 years via storm 

drainage payments?' 
o Is the state of our desired stormwater beyond our ability to fund it? 

3) Fundirig Formula 

o Theformula and administration need to be kept simple and efficient. 
o Need to be based on the principle that everyone pays: 

• See attached 2012 City of Mississauga Land Use map and TMIG review of imperviousness, 
• The municipal roads would have a share attributed to them due to their high imperiousness, 
• Is this a City expense? How would the City portion be funded? 

4) Credits 

o For areas that drain to "Orlando Constructed" SWM ponds that drain directly to creeks, we feel that there 
should be a large credit in the range of 80%, 

o How will the Cash-in-lieu that has been paid historically be credited? 
o When credits are established how does the shortfall of funds get replaced? 
o How are on-site, controls to be accounted for since they are built, maintained and operated by Orlando? 

5) Tax vs. SWM Fund 

o We believe the tax system is the best for collecting the funds since there is a balance that must be maintained 
with a'il public costs. 

o Elected officials need to make those tough decisions and develop the balance for public funding; increasing 
taxes; and the public good in a holistic manner. 

I look forward to our conversation 

Regards, 
Dave 

Lana Russell on behalf of 

David Ashfield, P.Eng. 
founding partner 

TMIG I THE MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE GROUP LTD 
8800 Dufferin Street Suite 200 I Vaughan Ontario Canada L4K Des I office 905.738.5700 ext 232 I mobile 647.200 8780 I fax 905-.738.0065 
EXPERIENCE I EFFICIENCY I COMMITMENT 
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2012 
EXISTING LAND USE OVERVIEW 
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APPENDIX 3 

RBad more aboutthB 2012 existing land use and 
view this map as a KML at mississauga.ca/data 
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Breakdown of Land Uses and Imperviousness 
City of Mississauga SWM Funding 

830 

Industrial 11,000 

Open Space / Greenbelt 7,9S0 

School/Public / Institutional / GTAA 6,680 

Commercial/Office / Mixed Use 4,320 

630 

1,470 

Communitv / Place of Religious Assembly 660 

Other 220 

TOTAL 71,840 

90% 13,347 I 30.57% 

90% 9,900 

20% 1,S90 3.64% 

7S% 5,010 11.47% 

90% 3,888 8.90% 
20% 726 1.66% 

30% 441 1.01% 

50% 330 0.76% 

0% 0 0.00% 

--- 43,664 '1f"1f"1 nnOL I 

Land Use & Imperviousness - Mississauga SWM Funding.xlsx 
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Reatproperty AssadaUon des biens, 

Association of Canada immobiliers du Canada 

City of Mississauga: 
Comments on Stormwater Financing Study 

September 28'h, 2012 
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About BOMA Toronto: 

NAIClP 
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Over 800 of Toronto's most influential Property arid Facility Managers, Developers, Leasing Agents, 

Service Providers, industry influencers and Commercial Real Estate Professionals in its membership 

roster, representing 80 per cent of all commercial and industrial real estate companies in the Greater 

Toronto Area and beyond. 

About ICSC: 
Founded in 1957, ICSC is the premier global trade association of the shopping center industry. Its more 

than 55,000 members in over 90 countries include shopping center owners, developers, managers, 

marketing specialists, investors, retailers and brokers, as well as academics and public officials. As the 
global industry trade association, ICSC links with more than 25 national and regional shopping center 

councils throughout the world. 

About NAIOP Greater Toronto: 
NAIOP Greater Toronto Chapter represents commercial real estate developers, owners and investors of 

office, industrial, retail and mixed-use properties. It provides strong advocacy, education, and business 

opportunities, and connects its members through a powerful local and North American network. 

By fostering the right business climate where members can share ideas, cultivate new relationships and 
stay on top of the most current industry information and trends, NAIOP strives to be the leading 
association for the commercial real estate industry in the Greater Toronto Area. 

About REALpac: 
REALpac is Canada's senior national industry association for owners and managers of investment real 

estate. Our members include publicly traded real estate companies, real estate investment trusts (REITs), 

private companies, pension funds, banks and life insurance companies with investment real estate assets 

each in excess of $1 00 million. The association is further supported by large owner/occupiers and pension 

fund advisors as well as individually selected investment dealers and real estate brokerages. 
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Subject: Comments on City of Miss iss aug a Stonnwater Financing Study 

On behalf of the Building Owners and Managers Association Toronto ('BOMA'), the International 

Council a/Shopping Centers ('ICSC'), the Commercial Real Estate Development Association Greater 
Toronto ('NAJOP'), and the Real Property Association a/Canada ('REALpac'), we would first like to 
thank the City of Miss iss aug a for engaging stakeholders in a topic that is of crucial importance to our 
industry. 

By way of background, BOMA Toronto, lCSC, NAIOP Greater Toronto, and REALpac have been very 
active on stonnwater related consultations in.the past, and recognize the importance of addressing capital 
funding and reinvestment deficiencies for any major municipality. 

Principally, this coalition seeks to ensure that funding is fairly and evenly distributed amongst the 
commercial and residential sector alike. 

As a result of materials presented during stakeholder meetings and the clear direction as to where the City 
of Mississauga is heading, we believe it is imperative that the city understand the negative externalities 
that come with certain financing mechanisms. 

Stormwater User Fee: 
BOMA Toronto, lCSC, NAIOP Greater Toronto, and REAL pac are strongly opposed to a stonnwater 
user fee being applied in the City of Miss iss aug a and see the following as issues related to it: 

• Change in billing methodology to impervious area shifts stormwater costs between classes of property 
and between properties within each class; 

shifts liability from residential property to non-residential property; and 
shifts liability to horizontal properties with large parking areas (ie shopping centres/box 
stores and industrial facilitieS); 

• A maj or source of stonnwater runoff is from common municipal roads, sidewalks, municipal 
buildings and municipal parking facilities. A shift in funding responsibility to non-residential 
property through the use of impervious area will allocate a disproportionate share of these common 
use facilities to non-residential owners; 

• Advocates of stonnwater charges based on impervious area state that the area measure is more 
equitable as it quantifies the relative contribution of stonnwater runoff as a function of land use 
practices and development decisions of property owners. In reality, many of these decisions were 
established many years ago based on municipal zoning requirements, particularly respecting off street 
parking requirements; 

• Off street parking design standards requiring impenneable surfaces were previously mandated. Only 
recently has technology allowed for hard surface penneable parking areas, however, at a sigoificant 
cost premium; 

• Businesses such as shopping centres, industrial facilities, car dealers, vehicle repair shops and gas 
stations require large impervious sites to 9perate their businesses and will be heavily impacted; 
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• Commercial properties requiring off street parking are disadvantaged when compared to street front 
business which only utilize exempted street parking; 

• The shifting of stormwater costs from residential to non-residential will result in an effective increase 
in fixed costs to business that are already overtaxed relative to residential. Advocates of using 

, impervious area based on fairness and equity are promoting a selective user pay system based on run
off. In fact, large commercial properties pay more to municipalities than the value of services they get 
in return. Perhaps Mississauga should also be considering a change to user fees from property taxes 
for such municipal services as libraries, community centres, roadways and parks not used by business. 
Large properties also provide their own fire protection, security, waste and snow removal reducing 
the need for additional municipal fire, police, waste and snow removal services. 

• The increase in fixed costs to commercial properties would translate to a reduction in commercial 
property values and a corresponding decrease in assessed values. 

• Tenants compete for business' on a regional level and the switch to a stormwater charge, in 
Mississauga will place tenants at a disadvantage relative to their competition in neighbouring 

municipalities; 

• A change to impervious area will reqnire the creation of a new costly administration to measure and 
calculate charges based on impervious area including the creation of an impartial dispute resolution 
process to handle area disagreements. The database will have to be maintained and constantly updated 
to reflect physical changes; and, 

• Switch to an impervious area calculation will shift the burden to commercial property owners, the 
economic engine for the city of Mississauga and will result in loss of employment within the city of 

Mississauga. 

Recommendations for the City of Mississauga: 

BOMA Toronto, lCSC, NAJOP Greater Toronto, and REAL pac support that the increase in level of 
service for stormwater management, however we recommend that the level of service increases for 
stormwater should be funded through increased property taxes together with appropriate development 
charges or impact fees (new development),. and cash-in-lieu charges (infilllredevelopment). Property taxes 
are allocated based on current property values and, therefore, are an indirect prol{)' of ability to pay. As 

with most other public services, we believe that property assessment is the most equitable basis for 
distributing the cost of stormwater services within a municipality. 

We would be pleased to make a deputation before City Council to outline our concerns with some of the 
financing mechanisms presented in the stakeholder consultation process. We believe that we have not 
been given enough timely information and even at this late date have yet to receive any financial data on 
how this will affect our properties. We are recommending that this process includes direct consultation 
with our membership following the release of the financial information. In line with the 'principles 
outlined earlier in this submission, our goal is to work with the City of Mississauga to ensure that any 
stormwater fmancing option is fair, equally distributed amongst the commercial and residential sector. 
Please' feel free to contact any of us below; should you have any questions regarding the information 
presented in this,,;ubmission. 
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Sincerely, 

Paul Morse 
Chief Executive Officer 
REALpac 
pmorse@realpac,ca 

Ted Williams 
Chair, Government Relations 
Committee 
ICSC 
Ted. Williams@ivanhoecambridge.com 

Ryan l Eickmeier 
Manager, Government 
Relations & Policy 
REALpac 
reickmeier@realpac,ca 

Chris Conway 
President & Chief Staff Officer 
BOMA Toronto 
cconway@boma.ca 

Craig Smith 
Chair, Government Relations 
Committee 
NAIOP Toronto 
cmith@ashlarurban,com 



Lincoln Kan 

From: 
Sent: 

Gray, Derek <Derek.Gray@gtaa.com> 
2012/09/28 3:36 PM 

To: Lincoln Kan 
Subject: RE: Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group - Additional Meeting (GTM) 

Lincoln: 

I will not be able to make it to the proposed date as I'm returning from a conference in the US at that time. 

Items for discussion I believe should include at least the following: 

• Credit/rebate system 
o As you are aware GTAA has spent over $120million on stormwater capital since assuming the operation 

ofpearson Airport in addition to the associated O+M costs for these facilities. 

• Exempt status and PILT 
o I think there needs to be some clarity to the group for the exempt status and those paying PILT. 

• Rationa I Nexus 
o Almost all of the Toronto Pearson lands are go through some sortof stormwaterfacility/pond prior to 

leaving our property and directly outlet into the creeks. 

• Storage for others 
o We provide some storage for other properties on our property. 

If you have any questions or concerns, I am available at your earliest convenience. 

Regards, 

Derek R. Gray P.Eng., A.A. E., 
Manager Environmental Management Systems 

From: Lincoln Kan [mailto:Lincoln.Kan@mississauga.ca] 
Sent: Friday, September 28, 2012 2:42 PM 
To: Bri-Ann Stuart (Dixie Outlet Mall); Celina Wrobel (THC - May Chang); Christine capewell (UTM); Christine Zimmer 
(OIC); Dan Labrecque (ROP); Darren O'NeU(Sheridan);. Gray, Derek; DPCDSB; Gary Kramer (Orlando); Jeff O'Leary 
(Friends of Lake Wabukayne Stewardship); Jennifer Reid (St. Peter's Anglican Church); J-M Rouleau(Oxford); Kiruthiha 
Kulendiren (Lisgar); Linda Pinizzotto (COA); Matthew Coleridge (RJB - Square One); May Chang (THC); Michael Dewit 
(EAC); Michael Ewaschuk (CRAA); Paul Mountford (PDS8); Richard Dundas (GWHA); Roger Coote (Cooksville Task 
Force); Sameer Dhalla (TRCA); Sheldon Leiba (MBOT); Steve Blaney (Sherwood Forest RA) 
Cc: John Murphy; Zubair Ahmed; Michael Masliwec; Kimberly Hicks; Gregory, Mike; Brenda Breault; Joe Pitushka; Martin 
Powell; Mary Ellen Bench; Patti Elliott-Spencer; Wendy Alexander 
Subject: Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group - Additional Meeting 

Good afternoon: 

As discussed at Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group meeting #5, an additional meeting has been scheduled for 
Wednesday, October 17, 2012 at 6:30 pm. The meeting location is Committee Room 'A' at the Mississauga Civic Centre 
(300 City Centre Drive, 2nd floor). 

This meeting is intended to provide an opportunity for open discussions on the stormwater financing options presented 
by the City. As noted at our last meeting, please email me with questions that you would like to discuss at this meeting. 

Regards, 

1 



Lincoln Ken, P.Eng. I Manager, Environmental SeNices I Transportation 8s Works 
t 905-615-3200 ext. 4086 I I" 905-615-3.173 I Iincoln.kan@mississauga.ca 

.Please consider the environment before printing· 
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Lincoln Kan 

From: Gray, Derek <Derek.Gray@gtaa.com> 
2012/11/1610:25 AM Sent: 

To: lincoln Kan 
Cc: Gregory, Mike (Mike.Gregory@aecom.com) 
Subject: RE: Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group meeting #6 (GTAA) 

Lincoln: 

Further to the meeting on Wednesday I'd like to reiterate the concerns I raised during the meeting and one additional 
item. 

1. The City's Legal opinion including the GTAA as an entity subject to user fees and charges. I noticed that 
Metrolinx, and Canada Post are listed as exempt 

2. The rational nexus of storm water fees remaining fair and equitable considering the ability for the City to 
implement any stormwater management at the airport or .on stormwater from the airport. 

3. The PILT that the GTAA already provides to the City and the component that would be currently allocated to 

stormwater management bY,the City. . , 
4. Since assuming the operation of Toronto Pearson International Airport the GTAA has made capital investment 

of over $120 million capital investment in stormwater management plus the annual maintenance cost 
associated with these facilities and the stormwater infrastructure assumed from Transport Canada. 

5. The Credit Program did not make reference to the City's stormwater that the GTAA manages and conveys on 
airport property. 

If you have any questions or concerns, I am available at your earliest convenience. 

Regards, 

Derek R. Gray P.Eng., A.A.E., 
Manager, Environmental Services 
Greater Toronto Airports Authoritv 
Operations and Customer Experience 
P.O. Box 6031, 3111 Convair Drive, TGronto AMF, Ontario, LSP 182 
Phone (416) 776-3049 I Fax (416) 776-7358 I Mobile (416) 573 - 7268 
www.TorontoPearson.com 

This e-mail is confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual to whom It is addressed. If you are not the intended 
recipient, be advised that you have received this e-mail in error and that any use, dissemination, forwarding, printing, or copying of 
this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact the sender. 
Any views or opinions presented are solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the Greater Toronto 
Airports Authority. 
Although this e-mail and any attachments are believed to be free of any virus or other defects that might affect any computer or IT 
system into which they are received, no responsibility is accepted by the Greater Toronto Airports Authority for any loss or damage 
arising. in any way from the receipt or use thereof. 

From: Lincoln Kan [mailto:Lincoln.Kan@mississauga~ca] 
Sent: Monday, November 12, 2012 3:01 PM 
To: Bri-Ann Stuart (Dixie Outlet Mall); Celina Wrobel (THC - May Chang); Christine Capewell (UTM); Christine Zimmer 
(CVe); Dan Labrecque (ROP); Gray, Derek; DPCDSB; Fred Theiss; Gary Kramer (Orlando); Jeff O'Leary (Friends of Lake 
Wabukayne Stewardship); J~nnifer Reid (St. Peter's Anglican Church); J-M Rouleau(Oxford); Kiruthiha Kulendiren 
(Lisgar); Linda Pinizzotto (COA); Matthew Coleridge (RJB - Square One); May Chang (THe); Michael Dewit (EAe); Michael 

1 
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Ewaschuk (CRAA); Paul Mountford (PDSB); Richard Dundas (GWHA); Roger Coote (Cooksville Task Force); Sameer 
Dhalla (TRCA); Sheldon Leiba (MBOD; Steve Blaney (Sherwood Forest RA) 
Cc: Martin Powell; Brenda Breault; Patti Elliott-Spencer; John Murphy; Zubair Ahmed; Wendy Alexander; Steve Dickson; 
Mary Ellen Bench; Jeremy Blair; Gregory, Mike; Arseneau, David (David.Arseneau@aecom.com); Kimberly Hicks 
Subject: Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group meeting #6 

Good afternoon: 

The Stormwater Financing Stakeholder Group meeting #6 is scheduled for Wednesday, November 14, 2012 at City Hall 
in Committee Room 'A' from 6:00 pm to 8:00. 

Please find attached the following items: 

• Proposed agenda for meeting #6 
• Minutes from Meeting #5 
• Presentation from meeting #5 
• Sign-in sheet from meeting #5 

It would be appreciated if you can please review the minutes from the previous Stakeholder Group meeting and advise 
of any errors or omissions. 

Thank you, 

Lincoln Ken, P.Eng. I Manager, Environmental Services I Transportation & Works 
t 905-615-3200 ext. 4086 I ~! 905-615-3173 I lincoln.kan@mississauga.ca 

.'Please consider the environment before printing 

2 



Lincoln Kan 

From: mikeyrogers <mdewit@rogers,com> 
2012105/098:58AM Sent: 

To: Lincoln Kan; mike.gregory@aecom,com 
Subject: RE: Stormwater Financinjl Stakehold Group (SFSG #1 EAC comments) 

Good meeting last night ... my notes below are intended to help you move ahead and build on the excellent start you 
have made on this 

A few thoughts for you to ponder 

• For the possible methods offinancing that you have already effectively excluded ., for example PPPs you may 
want to provide the group with back ground on why,., in the PPP example, I understand why they are not in the 
table effectively (I think of a PPP as a mechanism when you need to act and cannot raise the, funds, recognizing 
that a PPP actually has a net higher cost to the customer base - which is why I would not go with a PPP here) 
but even if this group does not ask the questions about why the other financing methods are not on the table, 
you should expect that others will ask, for example at a PIC 

• As I noted last night, not everyone will have currently understand the split of roles and responsibilities / 
regulatory domain and authority between Peel Region and the City, not to mention CVC / the province etc.., this 
drives the need for stormwater management as well as who the City has to work with and it was good to see 
that the group was talking about the complexities that will affect what is possible / the development of an 
approach .. , the more you can provide in a backgrounder to the group to help all of the group members are up 
to speed on the many players and drivers behind both why more $ wiWneed to spent and the complexity 
,.,ahead of time ."then you can focus on details with the group having a more common starting point when we 
meet 

• The point above really feeds into and is needed to get a clear scope description laid out ,., ie what is it that the 
funding will be there for ... and as a professional doing environmental management for over 25 years I am very 
big on the need to define in detail what it is that you working to manage and also defining the limits of the tools 
you have in your tool box 

• I realize that is all part of what you are planning to dive deeper into as you go and as the meetings go ... as you 
can see from last night the group will push you to be very clear as to what "it" is 

• When the presentation last night went over slide 53 (one the important ones!) I was expecting to then not just 
hear about how ERUs work in the scheme (part ofthe red box on the slide - which was well presented by the 
way), but also what is different ifthe scheme goes to a "tiered residential rate" style for example ... I did not 
really get the impression that was covered ... in order to move the discussion ahead to a logical resolution and 
recommendation in the fall the effect the step function subtleties of options at least slightly less detailed than 
the ERU style and slightly more than the ERU style will need to be covered to some degree so that the group 
can see what is gained and lost with shifts in complexity / accuracy 

Regards ... 

Until June or I think of other items ........ . 

Michael DeWit 
9052740391 
Vice Chair EAC (for this email at least that is the hat I have on ©) 

My professional life is noted below 
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Michael DeWit 
Technical Director, ICF International 
9052740391 
m 416 807 0391· 
http://www.icfi.com/aboutlour-peopleflcf/dewit-mike 

Connect with us on social media. 

Please consider the .environment before printing this message. 
NOTICE: This message is for the designated recipient only and may contain privileged or confidential information. If you have received 

it in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the original. Any other use of this a-mail by you is prohibited. 



LincoInKan 
Manager, Environmental Services 
Transportation and Works Department 
20 I City Centre Drive, Suite 800 
Mississanga, ON L5B 2T4 

Dear Mr. Kan, 
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November 22, 2012 

Thank you for giviog the Credit Valley Conservation an opportunity to participate io the City of 
Mississauga Stormwater Fioanciog Stakeholder Group and comment on the proposed stormwater 
utility fee recommendations. eve would like to state our ardent support for the 
recommendations that are being proposed by the Mississauga Stormwater Finance Project 
Team. The starmwater utility fee recommendations are io lioe with· those made in the 2010 
Credit River Water Management Strategy Update - Municipal Stormwater Financing Study. A 
stormwater utility fee approach is not only a more equitable finance system but will also make 
Mississauga and evc stormwater programs tremendously more effective at achieviog the goals 
of the Mississauga Stormwater Quality Control Strategy, The Living Green Master Plan and 
cVC's Credit River Watershed Management Strategy. 

A stormwater utility fee and credit system has the power to mobilize more public and private 
resources to address stormwater issues (erosion, f1oodiog, water quality, climate change 
adaptation) than any other public iocentive program alone. The advantages afthe stormwater 
utility fee include: 
• A stable dedicated funding source for the stormwater program allows for long-range planniog, 

large-scale capital improvements, and leverage for debentures. 
• The user fee is a fair and equitable finance me thod that is based on runoff contnbntion rather 

than property value and that can also be applied to tax-exempt properties. 
• Presenting stormwater services as a utility fee apart from the tax bill provides a vehicle for 

educating Mississauga residents on stormwater issues and infrastructure and how to limit their 
own impacts. 

• The non-residential credit program will motivate property owners to reduce stormwater runoff 
and pollutant discharge. 

Over the past five years, CVC and the City of Mississauga have had a productive partnership in 
implementing sustaioable stormwater management or Low Impact Development (LID) in the 
city. Through our various partnership efforts, we have implemented a network of real time io
stream gauge stations for flood warning and fo recasting and water quality monitoriog, pollution 
prevention demonstration projects with local busioesses, monitoriog to optimize road and 
parking lot winter maintenance practices to reduce impact on the environment and the first green 

Credi1 Valley Conservation 1255 Old Derry Road. Mississauga, ON L5N 6R4-
Phone: 905-670-1615 Fax:905·S70-2210 www,credilvslleyca.ca 
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LID streets in Ontario, Elm Drive near City Centre and 1st and 3m streets in the Lakeview 
Neighbourhood 

CVC programs and expertise are well positioned to assist the City and property owners with the 
transition to a stonnwater utility fee systern: 
• Leaders for Clean Water - Offers LID and pollution prevention services for 

mu nicipalities and property owners. Through various LID guidance documents, peer 
review of engineering designs, ousite construction assistance, and focused performance 
monitoring, CVC can assist property owners in retrofitting their properties with LID to take 
advantage of the utility fee credits and incentive programs. 

• Making it Work: Professional Training - Provides municipal staff, the development 
community, and planning professionals the training and guidance tools they need to 
promote and deliver LID. Th~ training programs CVC offers help to build capacity of 
stormwater professionals to meet demand for retrofit stonnwater management services. The 
gnidance documents CVC has developed guide professionals through all aspects of LID, 
p1anning, engineering, landscaping aod construction. Through the MIDistry of Environment 
Showcasing Water hmovation Fund, CVC in partnership with the City of Miss iss aug a is 
developing step by step guidance on how to retrofit different landuse sectors with LID, 
Industrial/Commercial, Residential aod Institutional and Public Lands. 

• Community Engagement Program - We help watershed residents and community based 
organizations understand and use LID techniques through demonstration projects, 
pollution prevention programs and our bealeader.ca website. CVC is educating the 
community through a variety of outreach approaches and marketing (enviromnental school 
curriculum, educational signage, demonstration projects in public spaces, public meetings) to 
understand the value of our water resources and the important functions of the stonnwater 
iofrastructore that the utility fees will improve and maintain. 

The City of Miss iss aug a has demonstrated their leadership in innovative water resource 
management and protection. CVC hopes the city will continue to show its leadership by 
approving the stormwater utility fee. The shift to a stormwater utility fee slructure would be a 
significant step toward ensuring that our communities have safe, abundant, clean drinking water. 

Rae Horst 
Chief Administrative Office 
Credit Valley Conservation 

cc: Patricia Mullin, CVC Chair 

Credit Valley Conservalion 1255 Old Derry Road, Mississauga, ON L5N 6R4 
Phone.: 905-670-1615 Fax:905-670-2210 www.credltvaReyca_c.a 
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Appendix 2 

Pressures on Stormwater Program 

1) Minimize storm related flood risks to all buildings/structures in the City: 
a) Cooksville Flood Evaluation Study - flood storage facilities 
b) Estimated cost - $150 million ($79 million in 2013 to 2022 capital program needs) 
c) Flood evaluation studies of other flood prone areas still need to be done 

2) Enhance water quality treatment initiatives: 
a) Increase water quality treatment from current coverage of 15% 
b) Construct, operate and maintain low impact development measures 
c) Naturalization programs, social marketing 

3) Enhance By-law Enforcement: 
a) Additional staff resources for outreach, inspections and enforcement efforts 
b) Storm Sewer Use By-law, Erosion and Sediment Control By-law 
c) Encroachments into Storm Drainage Easements 

4) Enhance monitoring and maintenance activities: 
a) Improvements to sewer inspection and cleaning programs 
b) Enhance stormwater management facility monitoring efforts 
c) Expand Woody Debris Management program city-wide 

5) Climate change adaptation: 
a) Storm drainage network model 
b) Infrastructure vulnerability assessments and upgrades 

6) Regulatory requirements: 
a) Increase in monitoring requirements 
b) Legislation such as Ontario's Water Opportunities Act 

7) Infrastructure life-cycle renewal costs: 
"a) Stormwater management pond dredging and rehabilitation 

b) Watercourse rehabilitation and works renewal 
c) Storm pipe infrastructure replacement 



Stonnwater Program Through Property Tax 
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Multi-Family (7+ Units) 

Drive-per unit 
$10.54 $17.71 $7.17 I 68% I $32.18 I $21.63 I 205% $47.75 $37.21 I 353% 

Mall (example) $10,445 $17,548 I $7,103 I 68% I $31,875 I $21,429 I 205% I $47,303 353% 

Street 
$0 $0 $0 N/A 

Note: 

1. Current program includes S8.7M (Tax & Payment In-Lieu-Of Taxes) plus $5.9M (Reserves). As such, the 2.36% shown is based only on 
$8.7M. Due to declining reserves, the program will ultimately need to be fully funded by tax. 

2. Numbers are in present day value (no inflation). 
3. The program cost represents the capital and operation cost (tax component). 
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Estimated StonnwiLter Rate (Tiered SFU, with Fee Exemptions) 

Notes: 
1. Rate assumes 92% collection with annual administration estimate of $770,000 

(subject to refinement) - not reflected in the Program Cost above. 
2. Figures in present day value (no inflation). 
3. Numbers shown as estimates only. 
4. The program cost represents the capital and operation cost (tax component). 
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Comparison: Tax versus Estimated Stormwater Rate 

Single-Family Detached Home 

I (Small Tier) 

90-percentile assessed value 

90-pe (Large Tier) 

Homelands Drive . 

Beacham Street 

Multi-Family (7+ Units) 
(Example) 

Notes: 

$31.08 

$15.86 

$10.54 

$10,445 

Annual 
Charge ~Existing % 

Annual 
Charge 

Appendix 5 

$63.77 205% $93.60 201% 

205% $53.46 133% 

1. Existing program includes $8.7M (Tax & Payment In-lieu-Of Taxes) and $5.9M (Reserves). The cost shown 

under Existing (2012) reflects only the cost based only on $8.7M. 

2. Rate assumes 92% collection with annual administration estimate of $770,000 (subject to refinement). 

3. All values in present value (no inflation) and are estimates only. 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

November 19, 2012 

General Committee Chair and Members of General Committee 
Meeting Date: December 5, 2012 DEC 0 5 2012 
Martin Powell, P .Eng. 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluatiou Study Update 

(Wards 1,3,4,5,6 & 7) 

RECOMMENDATION: That the report dated November 19,2012 from the Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works titled Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation 

Study Update be received for information. 

BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

The Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study Master Plan 

Environmental Assessment (CFES) was undertaken following the 
August 4, 2009 storm which caused significant flooding in the 

Cooksville Creek watershed. City staff has been partnering with the 

Region of Peel and Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) to mitigate and 

reduce the risk of flooding in this area. While work with Regional 
staff has focused primarily on basement flooding mitigation due to 

sanitary sewer surcharging, the goal of the CFES was to find solutions 

to reduce the occurrence of riverine flooding of dwellings and 

properties adjacent to Cooksville ~reek. 

Past experience with riverine issues across the Cooksville Creek 

watershed suggests that it is prudent to pursue a modem and 

implementable approach that would reduce flooding potential along 
the creek. The CFES examined and proposed solutions that could be 

implemented to lessen the risk of flooding should a similar event 
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occur as that of August 4, 2009 which was comparable to a I DO-year 

stonn. 

The study process was completed in accordance with the Municipal 

Class Environmental Assessment (EA) process. Following an EA 

Master Plan ilPproach has satisfied the EA requirements for all of the 
projects recommended for impiementation by the study. This means 

that they may proceed to detailed design and construction. 

The consultation element ofthe CFES included a public meeting, 
consultation with staff from Transportation and Works, Community 

Services and CVC, the Leadership Team, the Mayor and affected 

Ward Councillors as well as the Cooksville Flooding Task Force. The 
study has been fonnally completed, and CVC and Regional staff have 

provided comments to assist in the specific projects going forward. It 
should be highlighted that the City will consult again with local 

stakeholders at the time of implementation for each specific project. 

The study recommendations to reduce the risk of flooding to homes 

and other buildings from stonns up to the I ~O-year event are as 

follows: 

• Construction of detention storage facilities in the upper part of the 

watershed located north of Highway 403 to reduce the 100-year 

peak flow through the major flood affected areas. There was 
limited opportunity within the watershed for conventional above 

ground ponds, so a number of underground detention storage 

facilities are proposed. An overview of the proposed site locations 

for the detention facilities, as well as a sample of an underground 

detention facility, is included in Appendix I 

• Improving downstream culvert and bridge crossings, namely at 
King Street East and Paisley Boulevard East, to safely convey the 

I ~O-year peak flow. A concept for the King Street East bridge 
improvement is included in Appendix 2 

• Encouragement of Low Impact Development (LID) techniques on 
existing developed lands throughout the watershed to reduce stonn 

runoff volumes 
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• Construction of a dyke south of Central Parkway East immediately 

behind the townhouses on Rhonda Valley Boulevard. A concept 

for the Rhonda Valley dyke is included in Appendix 3 

The estimated construction cost for these works, excluding land costs 

and any LID measures undertaken by private land owners, is $90 

million. It is expected that the entire plan would be implemented over 

the next 20 years, subject to available funding. A summary of the 

Implementation Strategy is included as Appendix 4. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Funding requirements to implement the recommendations of the 

Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study will be dealt with through 

annual capital budget processes. 

CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

The Cooksville Creek Flood Evaluation Study has laid out a 

recommended plan for implementation that would benefit in 

mitigating riverine flood risk. The first three priority proj ects 

recommended from the Study, which are the King Street East and 

Paisley Boulevard East crossing improvements, the Rhonda Valley 

Boulevard dyke and a large stormwater management facility in the 

upper reaches of the Cooksville Creek, will be moving to the design 

phase in the winter of2013. 

Appendix 1: 

Appendix 2: 

Appendix 3: 

Appendix 4: 

Locations and Sample of Underground Detention 

Concept for King Street Crossing Upgrade 

Concept of Rhonda Valley Dyke 

artin Powell, .Eng. 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Prepared By: Muneef Ahmad, Water Resources Engineer, 

Transportation and Infrastructure Planning 
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Table 7.1 Implementation Strategy 

I Recommended I . Capital cost Funding 
Plan component ($) alternatives , 
, 
, 

• 

.Storage in the Capital 
!I Upstream 93,600,000 Funding 

Locations 
.. 

! 

Watercourse and 
Channel Capital 
Capacity 

7,5,000,000 Funding 
Upgrades 

Berm 
Construction at 300,000 

Capital 
Funding 

Rhonda Valley 
... 

Priced as part As shown in 
of the the 

Implementation Stormwater Stormwater 
of Source and Quality Quality 
Conveyance Strategy Strategy 

Control Program Update Update 
(Aquafor, (Aquafor, 

2011) 2011) 

Aquafor Beech Ltd. 

Policy or Design 
Standard 

Implications 

• Coordination 
with the 
Community 
Services 
Department re: 
parks programs 
and policies 

• Purchase of two 
properties 

Purchase of vacant 
lot within floodplain 
at Paisley Boulevard 

None 

updating by -laws 
and policies to 
accommodate 
source and 
conveyance 
controls (Aquafor, 
2011) 

July 2012 

Timeframe for 
Expected Environmental 

Coordination with 
Future Study 

Implementatio 
Benefit 

Existing Programs 
Requirements 

nlPrioritization and Projects 
. .. 

Park 317 (Site # • Reduction of flood 
frequency along Cooksville 1): 1-3 Years 
Creek Integration with the 

Community Services Preliminary and 
The remainder of • Reduction in erosion Department Parks detailed design 
sites (3 - 20 

problems 
programs and policies 

Years) • Improvement in water 
quality and aquatic habitat 

• Purchase of vacant 

Reduction of flood frequency at 
lot at Paisley 

Preliminary and 
1-3 Years 

King St. and Paisley Boulevard • Relocation of detailed design 
walkway in 
Cooksville Park 

Confirmation of 
1-3 Years Reduction of flood frequency at existing Preliminary and 

Rbonda Valley traiVrecreational detailed design 
requirements 

Depends on Provide many environmental Aquafor (2011) sets • 
benefits due to tbeir capacity up a fraruework for specifics of site 

to infiltrate, store, or increase tbe implementation • Geotechnical 
1-25 Years 

evapotranspiration tbereby of source and 
assessment 

reducing stormwater runoff conveyance control • Hydraulic 
conductivity test 

volume and flow rate measures 
--

Ref 65109 172 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

November 21, 2012 

Chair and Members of General Committee 
Meeting Date: December 5, 2012 

Paul A. Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

General Committee 

Ute 05 20\2 

New Revised Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop Solar 
Applications Under the ProVincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program 

RECOMMENDATION: I. That Council pass a resolution supporting rooftop solar projects in 

Mississauga as outlined in the Corporate Report titled "New' 

Revised Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop Solar 
Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program" 

dated November 21, 2012 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

2. That a resolution repealing Resolutions 0170-2012 and 0219-2012 

be passed by Council. 

• On August 10, 2012, the Province of Ontario released the new 
Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program, which included the requirements 

for municipal council support resolutions to qualify applicants of 
the FIT 2.0 Program for priority points. 

• On November 12,2012, the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) 
revised the requirements for the wording of the municipal support 

resolutions. 

• Council passed two support resolutions for rooftop solar 

applications: the first on July 4,2012 supporting, in principle, 

3 
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BACKGROUND: 

- 2 - November 21, 2012 

rooftop solar applications under the FIT Program subject to three 

conditions; and t1fe second on September 26,2012 supporting, 

without reservation, rooftop solar applications with no conditions. 

-. The July 4,2012 resolution does not meet the OPA's current 

requirements for priority points and the September 26, 2012 

resolution expires December 26, 2012. 

• In order for applications to the fIT 2.0 Program to qualify for 
priority points based on municipal council support, Council must 

pass the new resolution. 

• The new revised Council support resolution will be provided to 

applicants who fulfill the criteria contained in a checklist. 

On July 4, 2012, Mississauga Council passed Resolution 0170-2012 to 

support, in principle, solar rooftop projects in Mississauga subject to 

conditions relating to glare and fire safety. The resolution was based 

on the requirements of the draft Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program, and 
passed in anticipation of the new Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program 

being released and the application window being opened. 

On August 10, 2012, the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) released the 

new FIT 2.0 Program which clarified the requirements for municipal 
council support resolutions to qualify applicants of the FIT 2.0 

Program for priority points. The requirements specified: 

a) wording for the municipal council support resolutions that 

included "support, without reservation"; and 

b) that resolutions cannot be subject to conditions. 

As such, the July 4, 2012 Council resolution did not meet the OPA's 

requirements for priority points. On September 26,2012, Council 

considered a motion for a revised resolution with no conditions and 

with wording prescribed by the OPA including the words "support, 

without reservation". Concerns were raised regarding the prescribed 

wording, as well as potential impacts of rooftop solar projects on 
adjacent residential areas. The August 29, 2012 Corporate Report to 

General Committee is contained in Appendix 1. 
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- 3 - November 21,2012 

Although Council had reservations about the wording of the 

resolution, to avoid jeopardizing applicants applying to the FIT 

Program for rooftop solar projects in Mississauga, the resolution was 

passed, but it was stipulated that it would lapse three months after 

adoption by Council. At the time ofthe September 26, 2012 CounCil 

meeting, the OPA had announced an October 1, 2012 opening of the 

FIT Program application window for small renewable energy projects 

(>10 kilowatt (kW):S 500 kW). Subsequently, on September 28,2012 

the OPA announced that the application window would be delayed 

until further notice. At the time of writing this report, no new dates 

with respect to the application window have been announced. 

Several municipalities, including Mississauga, have repeatedly 

expressed concern to the OPA about the wording requirements for the 

municipal support resolutions. In response, on November 12,2012, 

the OP A revised the required wording to exclude the words "without 
reservation" . 

Resolution 0170-2012 adopted by Council on July 4,2012 does not 

meet the OPA's requirements for muuicipal support resolutions 

qualifying for priority points. In addition, Resolution 0219-2012 

adopted by Council on September 26,2012 expires on December 26, 

2012. 

Presently, staff are aware of21 companies who are preparing to apply 

for 184 rooftop solar installations in Mississauga. The applications 

are for small FIT projects (> 1 0 kilowatt (kW) :S 500 kW). Of the 184 

locations: 

• 113 are Peel District School Board sites; 

• Seven are City of Mississauga facilities; 

• Two are GO parking garages; 

• One is a hospital; 

• One is a Region of Peel Social Housing project; 
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• One is an apartment building; 

• One is a place of worship; and 

• 58 are industrial or connnercial buildings. 

Appendix 2 is a map showing the locations of the proposed rooftop 

solar projects in Mississauga applying to the FIT Program. Appendix 

3 contains 11 maps showing the same locations by individual ward. 

Seeing as the July 4, 2012 resolution does not comply with the OPA's 

requirements and the September 26,2012 resolution expires on 

December 26, 2012, Council must pass a new resolution in order to 
provide support for rooftop solar applications applying to the FIT 

Program. The new revised resolution, as propos~d in Appendix 4, 

states that Council supports rooftop solar projects. The words 
"without reservation" have been removed. 

In addition, in order to address Council's concerns regarding potential 

impacts of rooftop solar projects adjacent to residents, a checklist has 

been developed (see Appendix 5). The checklist addresses issues 
relating to visibility, noise, glare, ice, safety and emergencies. The 

Council support resolution will only be provided to applicants who 

satisfy the items on the checklist. Keeping in mind that renewable 
energy proj ects are exempt from planuing approvals, but are required 

to obtain a building permit, the checklist covers aspects that would not 

be addtessed through the building permit process. If an applicant 

cannot satisfy the items on the checklist, the Council support 
resolution will not be provided. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There are no financial impacts ofthe new revised blanket Council 
resolution in support of rooftop solar installations in Mississauga. 

Where the rooftop solar installation is on a City-owned building, there 

will be revenue generated from the lease. The amount generated for 

each building will vary depending on the type and size of the 

installation. 
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Passing the new revised resolution shows Council's support of rooftop 

solar projects in Mississauga, while ensuring impacts on residents will 

be addressed. It is unlikely that this new revised resolution will 

undermine any of the consents or permits that are required by the City 

or any other authority as the wording of the prescribed resolution 

provides that the sole purpose of the resolution is to enable FIT 

applicants to gain priority points and is not to be used for any other 

purpose. 

The new revised Council support resolution will increase FIT2.0 

Program applicants' chances of being awarded the opportunity to 

build rooftop solar projects in Mississauga by enabling such applicants 

to qualify for priority points. 

Appendix 1: August 29, 2012 General Committee Corporate 

Report titled "Revised Council Resolution in Support" 

of RooftopSolar Applications Under the Provincial 

Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program". 

Appendix 2: Mississauga Locations of Rooftop Solar Projects 

Applying to the Feed-in Tariff Program. 

Appendix 3: Locations of Rooftop Solar Projects Applying to the 

Feed-in Tariff Program by Ward. 

Appendix 4: New Revised Council Support Resolution for Rooftop 

Solar Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in 

Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program. 

Appendix 5: Mississauga Rooftop Solar Applications Checklist. 

Paul A. Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Mary Bracken, Environmental Specialist 
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5. 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

RECOMMENDA'ITON: 

REPORT 

IDGHLIGHTS: 

August 29, 2012 

Chair and Members of General Committee 
Meeting Date: September 19,2012 

Paul A Mitcham, P .Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

General Committee 

SEP 19 2012 

Revised Council Resolntion in Support of Rooftop Solar 
Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program 

That Council pass a resolution supporting, without reservation, rooftop 

solar projects in MiBsissauga as outlined in the Corporate Report titled 

"Revised Council Resolution ill Support of Rooftop Solar 

Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program" 

. dated August 29, 2012 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services and that a resolution repealing Resolution 0170-2012 be 

passed by COUllCil. 

• Based onthe requirements ofthe draft Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 2.0 
Program, on July 4, 2012 Council passed Resolution 0170"2012 

supporting, in principle, .rooftop solar applications Under the FIT 

Program subject to certain conditions. 

• On August 10,2012, the Province of Ontario released the new 

Feed-in Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program, which clarified the requirements 

for municipal council support resolutions to qualifY applicants of 
the FIT 2.0 Program for priority points. 

• The wording in the July 4, 2012 Council resohltion does not meet 
the new FIT 2.0 Program requirements to enable applicants to 

qUalify for priority points. 
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o . A revised blanket Council resolution,. which excludes the 

conditions listed in the July 4, 2012 Council resolution, is proposed 
. for the purpose of enabling applicants to qualify for priority points. 

~ In order for applicants to the FIT 2.0 Program to qualify for priority . 

points based on municipal council support, Council must pass the 
revised resolution in its prescribed form. 

e The application vvindow for small FIT projects (>'10 kilowatt (kW) 

:s: 500 kW) is anticipated to open October 1,2012 and remain open 
until November 30, 2012. 

On July 4, 2012,.Mississauga COlmcil passed Resolution 0170-2012 to 
support, in principle, solar rooftop proj eets in Mississauga. The . 

resolution was based on the requirements of the draft Feed-in Tariff 

(FIT) 2.0 Program and passed in anticipation ofthe new Feed-in Tariff 

(FIT) Program being released. The June 14, 2012 Corporate Report to 

General Committee is contained in Appendix 1. 

On August 10, 2012, the Ontario Power Authority (OPA) released the 

new FIT 2.0 Program which clarified the requirements for municipal 

council support resolutions to qua1ify applicants of the FIT 2.0 

Program for priority points. The application window for small FIT 

projects (> 1 0 kW :s: 500 kW) is anticipated to extend from October 1, 

2012 to November 30, 2012. All applications received during the 

application window will be reviewed according to the new FIT 2.0 

Program Rules for compliance .and for the prioritization of 

applications. Where projects have the same number of priority points, 

the time stamp will be used to determine the order in which projects 

will be tested for available transmission and disiribution capacity. The 

OP A anticipates awarding 200 megawatts of small FIT contracts. 

The new FIT 2.0 rules stipulate that, in the application for the FIT 

Program, priority points will be awarded for certain factors. Two of 

the priority points will be given for a municipal council support 

resolution. A prescribed forrnftemplate for a municipal council 

blanket support resolution is provided under the FIT 2.0 Program. 
The wording in the template stipulates that a council support, withont 

reservation, renewable energy projects. In addition, a confirming by" 

law demonstrating the support of the local municipality is required. 
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There are two aspects of the July 4,2012 Council resolution that do 

not comply with the new FIT 2.0 Program: 

L The words support "in principle~' do not meet the intent ofthe 

OPA's prescribed fonus which state support "without 

, reservation"; and 

2. The three conditions do not meet the intent of supporting "without 
reservation". ' 

City staff has consulted with the OP A to ensure that the revised 

-resolution (Appencli:&: 2) will be acceptable for the priority points. 

- In order to enable applicants to the FIT 2.0 Program to qualify for the 

priority points tied to municipal council support, Council must pass '8. 

resolution in the fonu prescribed by the OF A. The following outlines 

the ilifferences between the July 4, 2012 resolution and the proposed 

resolution: 

1. Change the wording to: "The Council of the City of Miss iss aug a 

supports without reservation the construction and operation of 

Rooftop Solar Projects", thereby removing the words "in 

principle" and adding the words "without reservation", 

'2. Remove the thtee conditions relating to anti-reflective surfaces, 

fire safety and all applicable laws and regtuations. Although. the 

conditions would be removed, staff would ensure that, when 

providing copies of the Council resolution to applicants, 

infonnation would be provided notifYing applicants of these 

ISsues. 

The requirement for a confirming by-law can be met with the 

confirmatory by-law which is passed after each Council meeting. 

Pass~ the new resolution ,in its prescribed form shows, Cotlllcil's 

support of rooftop solar projects in Mississauga without reservations 

or conditions. It is unlikely that this new resolution will tllldermine 

any of the consents or permits that are required by the City or 'any 

other, authori.ty as the wording of the prescribed resolution provides 
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that the sole purpose of the resolution is to enable TIT applicants to 

gain priority points and that the resolution is not to be used for any 
other purpose. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There are no financial impaots of the revised blanket COllncil 

resolution in support of rooftop solar installations. 

CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

Where the roottop solar installation is on a City-owned building, there 
will be revenue generated from the lease. The amount generated for 

each building will vary depending on the type and size of the 

installation. 

The revised Council support resolution will increase FIT 2.0 Program 

applicants' chances of being awarded the opportunity to build rooftop 

solar projects in Mississauga by enabling such applicants to qualify for 

priority points. 

Appendix 1: June 14, 2012 General Committee Corporate Report 

titled "Council Resolution in Support of Rooftop 

Solar Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in 

Tariff (FIT) Program". 

Appendi'l: 2: Revised Cmmcil SUPPOli Resolution for Rooftop 

Solar Applications Under the Provincial Feed-in 

Tariff (FIT) 2.0 Program. 

ttl A Mitcham, P .Eng., lVIBA 

Commissioner of Co=unity Services 

Prepared By: Mary Bracken, Environmental Specialist 
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DATE: 

TO: 

Corporate' 
Report 

J1llle14, 2012 

, " 

Chair and Members of General COllJ1IlitWe 
Meeting Date; June 27, 2012 

General Goml7litiae 

" JUN 2 7 2012, 

FROM: ' PaulA Mik;b,a:m, P.Eng., MBA 
Comtnissioner of Commol1ity Services 

SUBmCT: COillltil Resolution ill Sfippo.rt of&aftop Solar App1ieations 

Under -the Provincial Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Prog.·am 

RECOMMENDATION: That Council pass a motion mch llllpporls, in principle, rooftop BOlar 

projects In Mississauga as outlined in the Corponrte Rf:Part tiU~,d 
"Council Resolution in SuppOrt of Rooftop Solar Applioiroons Under 
the Provincial Feed-in Twill (FIT) Program" dated June 14,2012 
from fue Commissioner of Community Services. 

REPORT .' The Province of Ontario will be, releasing anew Feed~:in Tariff 
mG-BLIGHTS: {FIl),Pfogram. 

• The draft m 2.0 prQgnun provides mtrnicipalities the opportunity 
t9 show their snwort'fm :reJ[ewable energy projects by is:rning a 
council SlJpport resolution. 

'. MisBissauga:bas received nmnerous requests fOl Councll 
resohJtions 6tlP.Porting xooftopsoIar projects. 

• The Clty has entered:into an'agreement w.ith a so1l!r photovol1aic 
comPany wheJ:e the City will1ease the roof space at selected City 
facilities and the company inatalls, ,o'l'lJ1S, and Dp!lt;:ites the rooftop 
solar~. Applications will be BUbmittedto the,FIT progrwn 

, ,fer instillation of solar photovoIta.ic SYSteInS 9n selectm,City 

Appendix! 
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buildings. A Council resolutipn will be required to qualify for twu· 

priority points nnder the pT applioation process •. 

• Planning Aot 'lPprovats do not apply to renewable euergy proj eels. 

• The Building Code Act applies to reoowable energy projects. 

• A blanket Councill'esolntion:is proposed that 8Up]lOrts rooftop $01 

projects, in principle, subj ect ~o a nnmbet of 1sSlJei! be:ing 
,addressed, such as those relating 10: glare, safe accesa c1uriug 
<lII!ergencies, mid herilage buildings_ 

• Supporting renewable energy projects is consistent with goals in 
the Strategic Plan, Living GTeen Master Plan, Official Pl<lll, 
Economic Development Strategy and the City's Corporate Eru,lgy 
Managelllent PIan. 

Pro-vince 1)I On:tarm Renewable Energy Initiatives . , 

. The Green EnergyAct (the "Act") cameiuto effect in 2009, The. Act 
addresses energy efficiency, etlflI'gy caJl,<Iervatiotl and dematld 
manilileroetrl:, and the JlIaI1lDIioll of'renewable energy technologies_ . 
Renewable energy sources ~clude: wlnd, waterpower, biomass, 

-bioga.'l, landfill gas, solar photovoltaic, and geo-tb=aL' Th;l Act 
" removes Planning Act authority over renewable =gy projects. The·· 

Building Code Act teJna:ins applicable law and, as =h, building 
permits are tequired depending on the size of the prc:iect. 

In 2009, the Ontario Power AUihority (OP A) released a F eed"m Ta1±(f 
(FIT) pro-gram whlchincluded two purchase agreement ptugrattm'fur 
remewable en"r~ proj~cts: ' 

.' FIT ptcgtatn. - AppHes to :renewable energy projects over 10 
kilowatts' (kW); 

.•. microFITprogram-l'rojecls 10 kW or less, focnssedon' 

h,o)lllloWners and small businesses. 

The purpose ,of the m pmgrron wasto'enooUrngerenewable power 
gEltlaration throogh a g\laJ:lUlteed pricing ffi:\"Uetw:e for renewabk 

-electricity production. It.iooluged stalliIardized program meST prices 

,- .. _-_. 

, 
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and contr;lcts for those interested in developing a q'lal:irylng renewable 
energy project. . 

T!illt rep'ortJ'bcuses on the FIT progiain and does not disouss tile. 
detaiJs of tire microFIT program. 

In 2011, the Oirlario MJnilrtry of Energy 1lI1dertook a review of fue Flif 
program. The feedbaclf: ~wefved from mmrlcipalities included· 
concern relating to the lack of mu:n:icipal authority over renewable 
enwgy pro] ect(L IrrApri12012, a draft of the revised FIT program: 
. (FIT 2: 0) WlIS ,eleased for ~ommenL At the time of writing this 
teport, the final m 2.0 progrlUll had IIDt been released, but js 

anticipated any time. 

The draft FIT 2.0 program includes revised rules fa! applications and a 
revised FIT price schedule: . 

The 2009 FIT pmgTalIl pricing was designed to ldck-start the 
development of a domestio renf!WUble energy industry. Prices for 
solar rooftop projects 1anged from 5::1.9 cents pet kilowattnour 
(¢/kWh) to 71.3 ~1kWh, depending on iile slzD of the prOject (highet 
prices for smallerprOj~cts). The present domesticnm.ewable energy 
sector is now of sufficient size to drive economies of s~ale and l<)Wet 
prices. The draft FIT 2.0 price schedulepropooo.s a 10% to 25% 
mduetion for rooftop solar ins.taliatiaos. Prices m the draft FIT 2.0 
program price sch.edrlle rang,,:from 48.7 ¢/kWh to 54.9 ¢!kWh, 

. depending on the size of the prqie.ct.· A 15% price :reduction for-wind 
generation is proposed ani'! no price c~s are proposed for biarOass, 
biogaa and landfill gas projentll. ~ OP A intends to review the FIT 
price sol:Jedule annually' or as n~cesSllo/ based mt changes in market . 
conditions. 

The draftFIT 2.0 program alJro introduces a point system for 
'evaluating renewable energy -projects. Of these priority poJnts, ~ere is 
the opportunity to submit support from the inunicipa1ity in the form of ". 
a councJlllUpport resolution. In fue context afMississauga, fqr 
rooftop solar projects. tru:re would be II. toull ~f seven primity points 
available,. two of whic.lrare attrib¢ed to an aPPlicant having II. 
supporting mlllJicipal council resolution. ' . 
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The draft FJT-2.0 process has a number of stages. Initially, when an 
applicant submits a FIT·application to the OPA for arenewable energy 
project they need to provide info:rmation sucl:t as pro~f oflealling or 
.ownerilhip of the building rooftop and general details of the proj ect. It 
is at this stage that the cQ1mci1 support resolution is requested fur 

- submission as part of the FIT application. The application is then -
reviewed by the OP A and succe~sful applicants are selected and 
contraCts awarded. ThiB allows the- applicant to p'or= financing and 
further details of the projool The applicant bas 18 months ·10 m&aIl 
the project: During this time, the appliC<lIll must submit a notice to 

-proceed, whiCh includes a fi:ru!nci:o.g plan, ;impact assessruent, 
domestic content, me. The applicant Dlust apply to the !lIlll1icipality 
for a buildillg pennit and the building petmit must be issued priar tQ 

-in:1taJ1.ation of the proj eel. During the review of the building permit 
applioation, the municipality erumres that the solar instaJ1ation is safe 
and abides by the Building Code. Structoral implications such as the -

IQOf's structural integrity, the additional loading from the solar pmels 
and how they are fastened me Bome of the factors that ate examined-

Clty of MissisBallga Renewable Energy Projllds 

1112007. the _City installed a. 25 leW solar vhotovoltaic ~eration plant 
on the roof of the Hersb.ey Centre as a pilot J;ITogram, Originally, the 
City -entered. into an agreement tinder the Renewable Energy Standard 
Offer Program, wlrich was upgraded to a-FIT agreem!IDt in20l0. The 
pilot instaUationhas been succes3ful aud has gen'iJrated rovenue for the 
City. 

In 2011, the CJ:ty isSIlfld II Request for Proposal to qualliied 
photovoltaic power generation developers for lealling rooitop >~pace at 
selected City :facilities. The City cOmpleted a procurement process 
and has entered into an igr.eement with a solar pbotovoltaic OOll1pany 
where the City williease the roof space an4 the company installs, 
·OWlJll, and operates the rooJ'top solar systems. onCe the FIr 2.0 ' 
pragramisre1eased·and the window for !!pJ'llicationsis open for 
rooftop·solar projects, the compeny Will sllbmitapplications to the 
OP A. Although. the instalIations will be on City-ownro buildings, the 
soLar photovoltaic company wilf stilI require a_ Council resol\ition to 
qualifY for the two priority pam under tlie FIT aplilicatilJll process. 

. I 
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Rooftop "olar lnsbJlations in Missi5s:mga 

There ate mqny rooftop solar instaIlations in the City ofMissis:3auga. 
The majority are small installations on reSidential dwellings. Some 
are larger installations on indlliltrial or institutional b\Uldings. 
BuilOingpenniis have been issoed fot rooftop solar :instaUatioDE that 
. have a surface area greater tl:ian or equal to 5 Bquare metera (5.3.8 
squme feet) or if itconStitutl;!3 a materiai alteration to fbI" build:ing. To 

. Gare, no i?Sue3 have been nrited relating to rooftop solae iImtallations. 

City of Mississanga J'lans 

The Living Green Master "Plan recoWuz.es the importnnce of 
Missisrouga's energy futnte and directs Nfississ311ga to: assess energy 
effi.ciency and renewable fuel strategies; and contiIJue to identify, 
invest .in and implement reneWllhle energy actions :identified in the 

. City's Corporate Energy Management Plan. 

The Economic Developrp,ent Strategy: Building on Success b:ighlig,ht:l 
the City's positive position through. its economic base and skilled . 
womorce to capitalize on -the opport:rmities that lie m the emergence 
of the green economy, and the increasing importance <!,fthe use and 
development of clean technologies and their implications for 
sustainable growth. These opportunities will adVllllce the City's 
econumic futurB, both in terms of enviroJJIO.eIIl:al ~tewardsbip and in ils 
support fur the incubation and producilon of new green technologies 
and services. 

In addition, the new MississatJga Official Plan, which bas been 
adapted by City of MississaugaCotmcil and Region of Peel Council, 
but w"hich is cun:ently under appeal, highlights Misslssauga' ~ suppo-rt 
fot renewable energy systems by: 

o proIDotingrenewable energy systems; and 

e wod:ingjoinllywith ot.\:u:J: levels of government arid agencies to 
investigate the need, feasibility; irnplkations and suitable . 

. lo,cations fortenewahle energy projects and to promote local 
. clean energy generation, where appropriaie. 
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Other MllnicipalitiOls 

The Municipality of Strafhroy-Caradoc Council passed two 
Reso lutioM on May 7, 2012 supporting individual rooftoP solar 

. p:rojeolil. 

The City' of Vaughau Committee 'Dfihe Whole 3pp:ov,d a 
RecommendatiOn on June 5, 2012 that City ofVaugbau emil: , 

. ' 

~ endorse a resolution to suPJl0rt individua1 solm: J:ooftop projects 
makine. appliDation under the FIT 2.0 progr~i end 

.. give staff the authoritj to :Provide applioafits a oopy of the 

:resolutiOllS wnere the appJicationroeets C<lttain, LTJt<;JJ;.ia. 

This will involve .slllff reviewing each application and isllUillg 

individuaLresolntioIl3. -The criteria stipulate ibatthe!oofiop ooIar 
project be for inciustrJal a:pplicatioTIS, public use buildings, or site plam 
with solanoaf!op applications that have been approved by the City of 
V rmghan. At fue time of writing this report, City of Vaughan Council 
had nmconside:red the Recommendation. 

The Clty ofB=pion COlJ:IlJ1ittee of C01l11,?il passed a Resolution on 
June 13, 2012 supporting eight rooftop solar ph<rtnvo1taic projects that 
are subjeot to applications unde! the FIT progratn. 

There are several oiber Jllllnicipalities in ()ntario that axe comidlll'illg 
council resolutions fat applicati<IIlll under the FIT program, but. to ~ -
date, haw not passed areaolu!ion. 

The City of:Mississaugabalixeceived requests fWm ihree som energy 
ClIDlpattiea, involving appro:;rj:mately ten different locations, :for 
Council to pas-s a resolution in support ofthelr rooftop 801m: projects. 
It is anticipated that, Ofice the Prov.ince' s FIT 2. a program ~ released 
and the applicatiou,wi~dowis' ,opened, the City win reCeive more 
requests for 'CouncilrcsolutiOllS. 

l'r<isently~ W1 of the requests ~eceive<l:fuJ: a City-ofMissisSlIuga' 
Co1lttcil suppor(regolutinuhave been forroofIDp solar imrtaIIatioos. 

'I 

I 
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'This is attribtrted to the fact that there are many larll" flat roofs in 
Mismssauga, primarily in mdustiiru: ateas, and there are' no large tracka 
ofland sultaNe for ground mOl.Ulted solar farms. In addinoJl, aVeJ:Hge 
wIDd speeds in MJssissanga are relatively low and do not provide 
enoug'b:oajJucity to make wind generation profitable, This report 
therefore proposes that a Council ,support resolution for }IT 
applications' only be applicable to rooftop solar ptbj eots. 

The dtll:ft FIT 2.0 pIOgralii. provides mUniciPalities the opportunity to 
p1'ovide a council support:tesolution fqr FIT aW1ications. 'This gives 
municipalities the abilityio lot the OPA know whethex they. support 
theprojecl 

city staffhaE 'consulted with aU City dep",mments, the Region ofPee1, 
otlw nnm:ioipalities, the ElIvironmental Advisory Committee, the 
OPA, and the solar industry, Although certain struciUIa1 requirements 

, are adclr.essed furough the building permit application, there are two 
issues that fITe oot covered under the Building Code and one issue that 
,should pe highlighted early ill t\w project: 

1. G1are:The types ofrooftop solar applicatiOll!l under the'FIT 
program generallyuse anti-'J;efl~e solar photov!,ltaic systems. 
However, Wssissauga is in an area of influeIlce for both Toronto 
Pearson International Airport and Billy Bishop Toronto City 
Airport. Glare:fi:um solar panels could pose a risk to airplanes 
taldng off and landing. As suoh, it should be stiplUa:!ed that anti
glare surfaces be used, 

2. Fire safety: ln an <l1l1ergency si:tua:!:ion, access to the roof may be 
neceI:lsm:y. Durmg a fu:e, -ventilation:may be required and 

. emergency services staff may need to create holes in fu", roaf. 
Aocess on the roof may a1:lQ be Acquired with enough space for 
emergency seryices staffi:o move arOlmd. While acceSJling'1;he 
root; live electricity may pose arisk, A main cut-ofl;' or bteaker; 
that is readily accessible 10 e=gencJ: services, will assist in 
reducing risk during an emergency situation. However, the sohlr 
systmn may be live as long as the Balm: panels are producing, 
electricity; Emergency semces stafl:m:etniinedto take 
appropriate measmes around live solar panels. However, thetll 

·_, 
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should be lIignage at tI:te main breaker advising that the soJar 
panels lTIay still be live even nihe breaker js off. 

3. Heritage buildings:· The types of rooftop solar applicatioDs 
received under the FIT pta gra:ln me generaUy on large buildIDgs 
with flat roofs. Therefore, it is' anticipated that few, if any,. 

appJicaUous underthe FIT program wouJd be proposed on 
hootRge ~uildIDg8. However, Mould a sima !ion arise where a' 
TOO.flop solar installation is proposed on II. heritage building, the 
aflplicam; should be advised that the Ontario Heritage Act applies 

.. and therefore a permit is: required for the alteration of ille· 
bllildlngpriorto the building pertnit being issned. 

There are two types of cOuUci1l'esolutious proposed under the draft 
FIT 2.0 rules: 

• a blanlM snpport resolution which would cover all applications; 
lllld 

, a project-specific support resolution. 

In m:deJ: to issue project-speoific Council support resolutions, each 
application will.have to be reviewed in advance of the bui\ding pell:nit. 
applioation. In order to ieview I'lIch applic:itioD, criteria and a process 
far nrview would have to be esmbliShed. This 'Will have resauroe 
implicaiioru;. Other than the ~OfS noted above (glare, fire), the 
building plltII\it process will ensure safety requirements are met and 
other applicable laws such as the OntiIrio Heritage Act are addresse,a 
There have been severa! 1.arge rooftop Bolat: proj eets Wstalled in 
Mississauga and no issues ha:re been noted to date, However, 

. endorsing the pr-Oponent of a S]lecific project cotild present liOD'\e . 
liability iS811es for the City sbonld there be issues with ihe installation. 

A blanket resolooon S1lppo~t1ng rooftop solar inslliIlatio:tlS provides tM 
opportunity for the City to provide support,. in principle, for renewable . 
energy pro4uctIDn, while highlighting to -the applicant and the OPA 
!lpeci:(ic criteria that is importantto MisSissa~ga, bntnotoowred!lll . 
PlUt of the buildingpermit.process, The .proposed hlanketRcsolutton, 
(Joutalned in. APPendix 1, provides support fur -rooftop solar projllcts 
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subject to the glare and:fire issues being addressed and bighlights the 
,ne~d to obtain a heritage permit, if ~ui:red.. TheSe criteda have been 
vetted by all City departmeuts to BIlSll!e that roaftop solar applications 
undetthe FIT program will be comp~tible in Mississauga. 

STRATEGIC PLAN ~ The Strategic Plao stipulates that renewable tm~gy is important to 
"ensUl'eMissiSBauga's sustauiability. Action 1 of the Green Pillar ' 

sta!:Es that Missmsauga "will pursue renewable energy production and 
use to :reduce green house, gas emisalo:ll.s, :iinprGve air quality and' 
protect natural resources," 

Support of renewable energy projects, specifically rooftop solar 
installations, lielps to aobiwe the goah! ofllie Strategic Plan. 

FINANCIAL lMJ' Act: There lIXe no finanoial impacts of a blanket Council resolution in 
support of rooftop solar installations. 

CONCLUSlIUN: 

Where the rooftop solar imruillation is on a City "owned building, there 
will be revenue generated from the lease. The amount get\el'ated far 
eaCh btrllding will wry depending on the type and size' of the 
insiallation. 

Council support of rooftolJ solar re11<:wable energy projects supports 
the directioM in the Strategic Plan, the Living Green Master PIan, the 
EcOnomic Developnrent strategy,aild tl,ltl O:fficiall>lan, mid will 
clearly demOnstrate tlre desire fQI" MisBissauga to be recOgnized fOIl-its 
innDvation and le-adership in an emerging aruf green e~OlliJIlly, 

Although the 2009 Green Energy Actremovedl'ltmni'ng Act a]Jptovrus 
frDmrenewable energy p~oject:<, the draftF1T :2.0 program provides 
mlllIici.paliti.es tlre opportunity to state Whether they support renewable 
energy p:t'ojects through council :resolutions. Mlllsissauga bas received-' 
req1Jests for C01JJlcilresolutiotlS o:tJlyforroofiop solar installations. 
:By providing a Counci1l'eBolution supporting rooftop solar prnjectg, in 
principle, Mississ:mga has the opportunity to show support for rooftllp 
solatirrojects while bighlighting metolS :that are not covered.-qnder tb.e 
lmikling permit process relating to gIare, fue and hf,roage bUildings_ 
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Proposed Motion fGl' 

ClTYOFMISSlliSAUGA-COUNClL SlJPPORT RESOLUTION 
FOlUWOFTOl' SOLAR GENERATION PROJECTS 

Appl'11dil; 1 

RESOLUTIONNO.:_~~ _______ ~ DATE: _________ __ 

WHEREAS the province's Feed--in Tariff (FIT) program encourages 1he I;oruriruction mtd 
operation ofrooitop solilt generation projects C'Rooftop Solar Projects"); 

- AND WHEREAS it is IJk!)ly that one or more Rooftop Solllr Projects will be considered for 
.constructi.<:m aud operation in the CitY ofMi'lsissanga; -

-AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the roles governing the-FiT program (the "FIT Rules"), applicants 
whose Roo1l;op Soillt Projects receive tl-Le SllJ?port of municipalities will be awarded priority 
points, whiclilimy- result in fue;se applicmtts being offered a FIT cont:rlj.ct by the Province prior to 
other persons applying tOr FIT contracts; 

AND WHEREAS the Green E'hsrgy Act, 2009, S,O. 2!J09, c.12,. as amended, stipulates that a 
m-u:qicipal Official Plan md Zoning By--Jaw does not apply to a :renewable energy undertaking; 

AND WHEREAS the Building Code Act; 1992, s.o. 1992, c.23, as amended, applies to 
renewable energy-projects and, as such,. each Rooftop Solar Project will reguire a building permit 
issued by the City ofMisaissauga Building Division; ... 

AND WHEREAS; pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act, RS.O. 1990, c.0.18, as <Illi-,mded, each 
Rooftop Solar Projo;ct that is proposed io be located on a property listed on fue City of 
Ivlississauga'5 Heritage Register or designated as a heritage property will rcqrrlre a Heritage 
Pennit frO-ill the City of MissmSllllga prior to work commencing on such properties; 

NOW TIlEREFOREBE lTRESOLVED THAT: 

The Council of the City of Mississauga ~'1lPPO!ts, in principle, the construction :md operation of 
Rooftop Solar Projectll in the City of MiasiSlllIUga, including but not limited to Rooftop Solar 
Projects on City-owned buildings, subject to the following: 

1. That all Bolar:pancls ha;ve an anti-reflective su:r.fuce; 
Z. That fire ~afety issues be adclressed to ille satisfuction of the City of Mississauga' s Fire 

- and Emergency Services division -with respect to e=gency situations; and 
3. That each Rooftop Sol.ar Prqject· shall have cotnplied with all applicable laws :md 

regtilirtions, incl.uiling but not limited to RJl!llioable City of Mississa-uga policies .and 
procedures. 

And further, that this Resolution's sole putp{)se is to enable the pw:ticlpall,ill in the FTI: program 
10 receive priority points uru!er the FIT program, and)bat 1hiI! Resolution may D!)I:'be i;Jsed:wr the 

, .. 
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purpose of sny other fann of municipal approval in relation to a FIT application at a Rooftop 
Solar Project or any other FIT project at for any other purpose. . 

And fmthet, that Couac:il !!Uppor! m principle shall lapse twelve (12) months after its adoption by 
COTIllcil 



. Revised Motion for 
CITY OF MISSISSAUGA COUNCIL SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

FOR ROOFTOP SOLAR GENERA'll ON l'RO.JECTS 

DATE: 

Appendix:/' 

RESOLUTIONNO.:~~ _________ _ 
-~~---

WHEREAS the Province's Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program encourages the construction and 
operation ofrooftop solar generation projects ("Rooftop Solar Projects"); 

AND ·WHEREAS it is likely that one or more Rooftop Solar Projects will be considered for 
constmction and operation in the City of Mississauga; 

AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the rules goverriing the FIT Program (the "FIT Rules"), applicants 
whose Rooftop Solar Projects receive the formal support of local municipalities will be awarded 
priority points, which may result in these applicants being offered a FIT contract by the Province 
prior to other persons applying for FIT contracts; 

AND WHEREAS the Green Energy Act, 2009, S.O. 2009, c.12, as amended, stipulates that a 
municipal Official Plan and Zoning By-law does not apply to a renewable energy unde1iaking; 

AND WHEREAS the Building Code Act; 1992, S.O. 1992, c.23, as amended, applies to 
renewable energy projects and, as such, each Rooftop Solar Project will requite a building permit 
issued by the City of Mississauga Planning ancl Blulding Department; 

AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.0.18, as amended, each 
Rooftop Solar Project that is proposed to be located on a property listecl on the City of 
Mississauga's Heritage Register or designated as a helitage property will require a Heritage 
Permit from the City of Miss iss aug a prior to work commencing on such properties; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED TI-IAT: 

The Council of the City of Mississauga supports without reservation the construction and 
operation of Rooftop. Solar Projects anywhere in the City of Mississauga, including but not 
limited to Rooftop Solar Projects on City-owned buildings. 

And further, that this Resolution's sole purpose is to enable the participants in the FIT Program 
to receive priority points under the FIT Program, and that this Resolution may not be used for the 
purpose of any other form of mlmicipal approval in relation to a FIT application or a Rooftop 
Solar Project or for any other purpose. 

And further, that Council support shall lapse twelve (12) months after its adoption by Council. 
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New Revised Motion for 
CITY OF MISSISSAUGA COUNCIL SUPPORT RESOLUTION 

FOR ROOFTOP SOLAR GENERATION PROJECTS 

3Ch'Kh; 
Appendix 4 

RESOLUTION NO.: __________ _ DATE: ______ _ 

WHEREAS the Province's Feed-in Tariff (FIT) Program encourages the construction and 
operation of rooftop solar generation projects ("Rooftop Solar Projects"); 

AND WHEREAS one or more Rooftop Solar Projects may be constructed and operated in the 
City of Mississauga; 

AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the rules governing the FIT Program (the "FIT Rules"), 
applications whose Rooftop Solar Projects receive the formal support oflocal municipalities will 
be awarded priority points, which may result in these applicants being offered a FIT contract by 
the Province prior to other persons applying for FIT contracts; 

AND WHEREAS the Green Energy Act, 2009, S.O. 2g09, c.12, as amended, stipulates that a 
municipal Official Plan and Zoning By-law does not apply to a renewable energy undertaking; 

AND WHEREAS the Building Code Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c.23, as amended, applies to 
renewable energy projects and, as such, each Rooftop Solar Project will require a building permit 
issued by the City of Mississauga Plauning and Building Department; 

AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990,c.0.18, as amended, each 
Rooftop Solar Project that is proposed to be located on a property listed on the City of 
Mississauga's Heritage Register or designated as a heritage property will require a Heritage 
Permit from the City of Mississauga prior to work commencing on such properties; 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 

The Council of the City of Mississauga supports the construction and operation of Rooftop Solar 
Projects anywhere in the City of Mississauga, including but not limited to Rooftop Solar Projects 
on City-owned buildings. 

And further, that this Resolution's sole purpose is to enable the participants in the FIT Program 
to receive priority points under the FIT Program, and that this Resolution may not be used for the 
purpose of any other form of municipal approval in relation to a FIT application or a Rooftop 
Solar Project or for any other purpose. 

And further, that resolution 0170-2012 and resolution 0219-2012 be repealed. 

And further, that Council support shall lapse twelve (12) months after its adoption by Council. 
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i\ppendix 5 

City of Mississauga 

Rooftop Solar Projects 
applying for the Feed-in 'Tariff FIT 2.0 Program 

seeking City of Mississauga Council Support Resolution 

Checklist 

The following information is required to be submitted to the City of Mississauga 
when requesting a Council Support Resolution. 

Applicant Information: 
("note primary contact) 

Name Address & Postal Code Contact Information: 
(telephone, mobile, 

e-mail) 
. 

Owner of property 

Applicant 

. 

Agent 

Municipal Address of Subject Lands: 

Kilowatts (kW) generated: 

Project Summary: 

PI ease proVI e a ne 'd b' f d 'f escnp Ion 0 f th e propose d project 



Are proposed solar installations (please check): 

PI Fixed 

Ii!l\i' Moveable 

". Flat 

I"' Angled 

YES NO 

Will the proposed installations form significant visible projections above 
beyond the wall or roof line? 

II il~1 Will any noise be generated by the proposed installations? 

YES NO 

YES NO 

FIll 
YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

PI '!b,; PI " 

YES NO 

FI 
YES NO 

II II,; , , 

YES NO 

"" YES NO 

Will the proposed installations form sources of reflected light? 

Will the proposed installations present a danger related to sliding ice? 

Has a structural assessment been undertaken for the roof installation? 

Will measures be implemented to ensure the roof membrane is protected? 

Will there be a main cut-off or breaker readily accessible to emergency 
services? 

Will there be proper labelling of all Solar Photovoltaic equipment? 

Will there be adequate pathways on the roof for access during an 
emergency situation? 

Are the proposed installations to be fitted to a listed or designated heritage 
structure? 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

November 21,2012 

Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: December 5, 2012 

Martin Powell, P. Eng. 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

General Committee 

DEC 0 5 2012 

Prohibition of Nuisance Lighting within the City of Mississauga 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the report to General Committee, dated November 21, 2012, 

from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled 

"Prohibition of Nuisance Lighting within the City of 

Mississauga" be received for infonnation. 

REPORT 
HIGHTLIGHTS: 

2. That a By-law (Appendix 1) to prohibit Nuisance Lighting within 

the City of Mississauga be enacted. 

3. That Compliance and Licensing Enforcement staff enforce the 

Nuisance Lighting By-law on a reactive basis to complaints 

received in the manner set out in the Enforcement Action Plan 

outlined in the report dated November 21, 2012, from the 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works titled "Prohibition of 

Nuisance Lighting within the City of Mississauga". 

• Provides the rationale and proposed purposes for the enactment 

of a Nuisance Lighting By-law; 

• Summarizes the key provisions of the draft Nuisance Lighting 

By-law; 

• Outlines an Enforcement Action Plan. 



General Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

- 2 - November 21, 2012 

Concerns have been raised by Councillors and residents over the 

approval and installation of lights and lighting fixtures on retail, 
commercial and industrial sites that result in light trespass on adjacent 
residential properties. 

On April 25, 2012, City Council adopted recommendation 0310-2012 

(Appendix 2) requesting "That staff bring forward proposed by-law 

changes to allow the City to control lighting on buildings and that the 

Plarming and Building Commissioner bring forward changes to the 
Site Plan Approval process to impose stricter lighting controls on 

buildings adjacent to residential neighbourhoods". 

The Plarming and Development Committee report (Appendix 3) dated 

November 13,2012, from the Commissioner of Planning and Building 

titled "City of Miss iss aug a- Outdoor Lighting Review", includes: 

• Current outdoor lighting review practices are explained and 
discussed; 

• Applicable legislation and municipal policies are 

summarized; 

• Current practices of other municipalities are reviewed; 

• Changes to the current Site Plan Approval process 
concerning outdoor lighting and a requirement for shielded 

lighting fixtures are recommended. 

Compliance and Licensing Enforcement staff have received 

approximately 125 lighting complaints since 2002 to present date. The 
majority of the complaints were concerning lights shining onto 

residential properties. The complaints received by Compliance and 

Licensing Enforcement staff concerning lighting or outdoor 

illumination are typically resolved by enforcement through the 
provisions outlined in the Property Standards By-law 654-98, as 

amended. 

The Property Standards By-law 654-98, as amended, has general 

provisions dealing with exterior lighting and lighting fixtures that are 
enforced similar to other general standards for property maintenance 

contained in the by-law. 
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The provisions of the Property Standards By-law 654-98, as amended, 

requires that exterior lighting fixtures are installed and maintained so 

as to prevent the light source from shining directly into a dwelling 

unit. Indirect and ambient light are not controlled by the existing 

Property Standards By-law. 

Enactment of a Nuisance Lighting by-law would provide for more 

prescriptive regulations that would assist in addressing lighting 

complaints that are currently not enforceable under the Property 

Standards By-law 654-98, as amended. 

General Purposes for enacting a Nuisance Lighting By-law 

• To promote reasonable uses of outdoor lighting for night

time safety, utility, security, productivity, enjoyment and 

commerce while preserving the ambiance of the night. 

• To reduce glare from exterior luminaries and interior 

luminaries. 

• To control light pollution by minimizing non-target light and 

by requiring light reduction through adaptive lighting 

techniques. 

• To reduce unwanted light trespass and spill. 

• To prohibit and control light nuisances. 

Attached is a draft Nuisance Lighting By-law (Appendix 1). The draft 

by-law includes the following provisions: 

No Person shall cause a Light Nuisance within the City without 

limiting the generality of the foregoing: 

• No Direct Lighting or Indirect Lighting shall be used so that 

an unusual quantity or type of light creates a Glare or Light 

Trespass upon the land of others so as to be or to cause a 

Nuisance to the public generally or to others residing or 

carrying on a business or trade in the vicinity. 

• "Nuisance" means anything that is injurious to health, 

offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of 

property, so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment 

oflife or property. 
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• Temporary Exemption application provisions similar to the 
current exemption provisions in the Noise Control by-law 

360-79, as amended and the Fence By-law 397-78, as 
amended. 

• The Commissioner or hislher designate shall consult with the 
affected Ward Councillor on an application for an exemption 

and the consultation shall include any terms and conditions 
that may be attached to an exemption. 

• General Exemption provisions similar to the current 

exemption provisions in the Noise Control by-law 360-79, as 
amended. This would include special events such as the 

Mississauga Waterfront Festival, Southside Shuffle, 
Streetsville Founders Bread & Honey Festival and all 

approved progranuning at Mississauga Celebration Square. 

If Council approves the enactment of a by-law, it should be 

substantially similar to the attached draft by-law, and the 

Commissioner, Transportation and Works, would be responsible for 

the administration of this by-law. 

Enforcement Action Plan 

Enforcement staff recommend that the by-law be investigated and 

enforced in the same manner as the Nuisance Noise By-law 785-80, as 

amended, and the Noise Control By-law 360-79, as amended, as noted 
below. 

This will require that the complainant provide the evidence and be 
willing to testify in court that the contravention is a nuisance as 

defined under the by-law" ... is injurious to health, offensive to the 

senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere 

with the comfortable enjoyment oflife or property". 

It is the position of Enforcement staff that due to the subjective nature 
of the by-law and for court purposes, the complainant is best suited to 

testify as to the nuisance the lighting is causing them as opposed to 

Enforcement staff. In addition, it has been Enforcement staff s 

experience in enforcing the City's two noise by-laws that requiring 

complainants to testify significantly assists in reducing the number of 
frivolous or vexatious complaints. Further, due to the limited trial time 
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available for municipal by-law charges, it is imperative that the best 

evidence be provided, which is that of the complainant. 

Upon receipt of a complaint Enforcement staff will initiate the 

following action: 

• First seek compliance with the by-law through education by 

notifying the offending party by letter of the complaint and 

applicable provisions of the by-law. 

• The letter will also advise that professional mediation 

services are available free of charge subject to the 

complainant and offending party being agreeable to attempt 

mediation. Further, it will also note that legal action may be 

initiated by the complainant should the contravention under 

the by-law continue. 

• The complainant will be sent a Nuisance Lighting Complaint 

Witness Questionnaire to be completed and returned to the 

area Municipal Law Enforcement Officer (MLEO). The 

complainant will also be advised that professional mediation 

services are available subject to both parties being agreeable 

to attempt mediation. 

• If mediation is not attempted or is unsuccessful, the MLEO 

will review the evidence provided by the complainant and 

consult with prosecution staff from Legal Services to 

determine ifthere is sufficient evidence for the issuance of a 

charge under the by-law. 

• If is determined that there is sufficient evidence to proceed 

with a charge under the by-law, the MLEO will prepare the 

charge with the complainant named as the informant. 

• The complainant will be required to attend court to testify if 

the charge is set for trial. 

• No further action will be taken if there is not sufficient 

evidence to issue a charge and the MLEO will close the 

complaint file. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: There is no fmancial impact. 

4d 
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CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

----------

- 6 - November 21,2012 

Enforcement staff support the enactment of a Nuisance Lighting By

law to address nuisance lighting complaints that are currently not 

enforceable under the Property Standards By-law 654-98, as amended. 

Further, Enforcement staff recommend that the by-law be enforced as 

outlined in the Enforcement Action Plan. 

Appendix 1: 

Appendix 2: 

Appendix 3: 

Enacting By-law 

Recommendation GC-031O-2012 

Outdoor Lighting Review Report dated November 13, 

2012, Planning and Development Committee 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Prepared By: Douglas Meehan, Manager, Compliance and 
Licensing Enforcement 



A by-law to regulate and control light nuisances 
on private property 

Appendix 1 

WHEREAS sections 8, 9, and II of the Municipal Act 2001 authorize the Corporation 
of the City ofMississauga to pass by-Jaws necessary or desirable for municipal purposes, and in 
particular paragraphs 5, 6, 8 of subsection 11(2) and paragraph 7 of subsection 11(3) authorize 
by-laws respecting the economic, social and environmental well-being of the municipality; the 
health, safety and well-being of persons, and the protection of persons and property; 

AND WHEREAS Section 128 of the Municipal Act 2001 provides municipalities with 
authority to prohibit and regulate public nuisances, including matters that, in the opinion of the 
Council of the City ofMississauga are or could become public nuisances; 

AND WHEREAS in the opinion of the Council of the City of Mississauga certain kinds 
of lights are or could become a public nuisance; 

AND WHEREAS Section 129 of the Municipal Act 2001 provides municipalities with 
authority to prohibit and regulate with respect to noise, vibration, odour, dust and outdoor 
illwnination, including indoor lighting that can be seen outdoors; 

AND WHEREAS section 425 of the Municipal Act. 2001 authorizes the Corporation of 
the City ofMississauga to pass by-laws providing that a person, who contravenes a by-law of the 
City of Mississauga passed under the Act, is guilty of an offence; 

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Act. 2001 further authorizes the City of Mississauga, 
amongst other things, to delegate its authority, to impose fees or charges on persons for services 
or activities provided or done by or on behalf of it, to provide for inspections and inspection 
orders, and to make orders to discontinue activity or to do work; 

AND WHEREAS the City of Mississauga wishes to adopt a by-Jaw to prohibit and 
regulate nuisance lighting; 

NOW THEREFORE the Council of The Corporation of the City of Mississauga. 
ENACTS as follows: 

1. PURPOSE 

1.1 The general purpose of this By-law is: 

(a) to promote reasonable uses of outdoor lighting for night-time safety, utility, 
security~ productivity, enjoyment and commerce while preserving the 
ambiance of the night; 

(b) to reduce glare from exterior luminaries and interior luminaries; 

( c) to control light pollution by miniInizing non-target light and by requiring 
light reduction through adaptive lighting techniques under site plan control; 

(d) to reduce unwanted light trespass and spill; and 

(e) to prohibit and regulate light nuisances. 

2. DEFINITIONS 

2.1 In this by-law: 



(a) "By-law" means this Nuisance Lighting By-law and any amendments or 
updates thereto. 

(b) "City" means The Corporation of the City of Miss iss aug a. 

( c) "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of the Transportation and Works 
Department for the City or hislher designate. 

(d) "Direct Lighting" means light emitted directly from the lamp of the reflector 
or luminarie. 

( e) "Fixture" means the assembly that houses the lamp or lamps and can include 
all or some of the following parts: housing~ a reflector, and a mounting 
bracket or pole socket. 

(f) "Flood or Spot Light" means any light fixture or lamp that incorporates a 
reflector or a refractor to concentrate the light output into a directed beam in 
a particular direction. 

(g) "Glare" means light emitting from a luminaire with intensity great enough to 
reduce a viewer's ability to see, or to produce sensation of discomfort. 

(h) "Indirect Lighting" means light that has been reflected or has scattered off 
other surfaces. 

(i) "Enforcement Officers" means Municipal By-law Enforcement Officers 
appointed by City Council from time to time to enforce this By-law; 

0) "Light Trespass" means the shining of light produced by a luminaire beyond 
the boundaries of the property on which it is located. 

(k) "Luminaire" means a complete lighting system, including a lamp or lamps 
enclosed in a housing complete with reflectors, refractors, etc. 

(I) "Motion-Sensor Activated Lighting" means lighting products equipped with 
a sensor that detecting activity will switch on the luminaire and then switch 
it off again after an interval of no activity detection. 

(m) "Nuisance" means anything that is injurious to health, offensive to the 
senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, so as to interfere with 
the comfortable enjoyment of life or property. 

(n) "Outdoor Light Fixtures" means outdoor artificial illuminating devices, 
installed or portable, used for flood lighting, general illumination or 
advertisement. 

(0) "Person" includes, but is not limited to, an individual, sole proprietorship, 
partnership, association or corporation. 

(P) "Special Event" includes festivals, carnivals, entertainment or advertising, 
which inclndes, but is not limited to that which may require City approval 
for specific event components, such as compliance with zoning regulations 
as well as related road access restrictions or congestion supervision. 

(q) "Wall-Pack Light Fixture" means light fixtures on exterior walls of 
buildings. 

3. APPLICATION 

3.1 Any Person who installs outdoor lighting on private property within the 
boundaries of the City of Mississauga shall do so in conformity with the 
requirements of this By-law. If conflicts arise between this By-law and other by-
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laws regarding control and maintenance of outdoor lighting, this By-law shall be 
the governing document. 

3.2 Direct or Indirect Lighting from private property identified as causing Glare or 
Light Trespass by the Commissioner and not in compliance with the provisions of 
the By-law shall be corrected or removed to the satisfaction of the Commissioner. 

3.3 Direct or Indirect Light emitted from Wall-Pack Light Fixtures on private 
property identified as creating Glare or Light Trespass by the Commissioner, and 
not in compliance with the provisions of the By-law shall be corrected or removed 
to the satisfaction of the Commissioner. 

3.4 Nothing in this By-law shall affect the rights of any City employees or other 
Persons from enforcing the Property Standards By-law 654-98, as amended, or 
any other applicable laws or by-laws, if such City employees or Persons are 
authorized to enforce such laws and by-laws. Further, nothing in this By-law 
shail limit the enforceability or applicability of the Property Standards By-law 
654-98, as amended, the standards for maintenance and occupancy of property as 
prescribed as the minimum standards for the City. 

4. NUISANCE 

4.1 No Person shall cause a Light Nuisance within the City without limiting the 
generality of the foregoing: 

(a) The use of laser source light, signal beacons, Flood Light, Spot Lights, 
flashing lights any other similar high intensity Lurninaire that projects light 
onto adjacent private property is prohibited; notwithstanding the exemptions 
set out in Section 5. 

(b) The use of strobe, twinkling or chasing lights for private purposes and for 
advertising or entertainment purposes on private property is prohibited 
notwithstanding the exemptions set out in Section 5. 

(c) No Direct Lighting or Indirect Lighting shall be used so that an unusual 
quantity or type of light creates a Glare or Light Trespass upon the land of 
others so as to be or to cause a Nuisance to the public generally or to others 
residing or carrying on a business or trade in the vicinity. 

5. TEMPORARY EXEMPTIONS 

5.1 Any Person may submit a written request on a fonn prepared by the City for a 
temporary exemption to the requirements imposed by this By-law by way of an 
application to the Commissioner. 

5.2 The request for a lighting exemption for temporary events shall contain the 
following information: 

(a) Specific exemption requested; 

(b) Type and use of exterior light involved; 

(e) Date(s) of the event; 

(d) Duration oftime for requested exemption; 

(e) Proposed location of exterior light; 

(f) Physical size of exterior light; 

(g) Wattage of exterior light; 
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(h) Height of exterior light; and 

Ci) Proof of publication for two consecutive days within the precediug teo (! 0) 
days in a newspaper of general circulation within the City, of a Notice of 
intention to apply for any exemption to this By.law, received or by the 
distribution of a flyer as prescribed by the City to all residences and 
businesses within a 100· meter radius of the subject property containing the 
infonnation required by Clauses Ca) through (h) hereof, atating the date upon 
which objections may be submitted to City staff. 

53 The owner of lands upon which it is intended to place and use prohibited Iight(s) 
for the purposes of a Special Eveut or other activity, shall apply to the 
Commissioner for a temporary exemption to the requirements imposed by this 
By·law certifying approval of the light(s). Plans for the location and fixture 
specifications for such Jight(s) shall be submitted with the application and 
application fee, and temporary exemption shall not be issued unless the lightCs) 
shown on such plans comply with the provisions of all applicable by·laws of the 
City. 

5.4 The Commissioner may grant an exemption, in whole or in part, with terms and 
conditions, subject to the provisions of this By·law. 

5.5 In considering the completed application for any exemption, the Commissioner 
shall take into account the following: 

(a) If an exemption is granted, a time limit shall be specified, and an exemption 
shall not exceed six months. 

(b) The Commissioner sha11 consult with the affected Ward Councillor on an 
application for an exemption and the consultation shall include any terms 
and conditions that may be attached to an exemption. 

C c) AIly correspondence received regarding the application as a result of the 
distribution of the notice or newspaper advertisement referred to in Section 
5.2(i). 

(d) The proximity of the light to a residential area and the likelihood that the 
light for which an exemption is requested may negatively affect persons in a 
residential area.. 

Cf) Whether any negative impacts under clauses (c) or (d) can be reduced with 
the use of mitigation measures including limiting the light to certain days or 
times of the day. 

5.6 A breach by the applicant of any of the terms or conditions imposed by the 
Commissioner in granting an exemption shall inunediately render the exemption 
null and void. 

5.7 Notwithatanding that the authority to grant an exemption is delegated to the 
Commissioner, and that he or she may have already exercised the delegated 
power, Council shall retain the right to exercise the authority to grant or deny an 
exemptio~ in accordance with the conditions set out in section 5.5 of this By-law. 

6. GENERAL EXEMPTIONS 

6.1 The City is exempt from the requirements of this By·law. 

6.2 Motion·Sensor Activated Lighting may be left unshielded provided it is located in 
such a manner as to prevent Direct Lighting and Glare on to the properties of 
others, or into a public right of way, and provided the light is set to only go on 
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when activated and to go off within five minutes after activation has ceased, and 
the light shaii not be triggered by activity off the property. 

6.3 Vehicular lights and all temporary emergency lighting needed by the Fire and 
Police departments, or other emergency services shall be exempt from the 
requirements of this By-law. 

6.4 Nothing in this By-law shaii apply to navigational lighting systems at lighthouses 
and airPorts, or to airPort lighting systems marking runways or taxiways. All 
radio, communications and navigation towers that require lights shall have dual 
lighting capabilities. For daytime, white strobe lights may be used, and for night
time, only red lights shall be used. 

6.5 Outdoor lighting utilizing only fossil fuels, including torches, lanterns and open 
flame devices are exempt from the requirements of this By-law. 

6.6 A contractor's identification light, provided it is located on the property where the 
work is being performed and ouly during the period of such work, is exempt from 
the requirements of this By-law. 

6.7 The provisions of this By-law do not apply to any theatrioal, film or television 
production approved by the City. 

6.8 The provisions of this By-law do not apply to any of the Special Events or other 
activities set out in Schedule I to this By-law. 

7. ENFORCEMENT 

7.1 Enforcement of this By-law is carried out by Enforcement Officers as defined in 
this By-law, as amended herein. 

7.2 For the purpose of determining whether there is compliance with this By-law, an 
Enforcement Officer may have access to or enter any land, building, or structure 
governed by this By-law and may conduct an inspection. 

7.3 An Enforcement Officer conducting an inspection shall upon request produce 
identiflcation issued by the City. 

7.4 No Person shall binder, obstmct or interfere with an Enforcement Officer lawfully 
conducting an inspection under this By-law. 

7.5 Every Person who is served with a Notice of Contravention pursuant to the 
provisions of this By-law shall comply with the terms of the Notice within the 
time set out therein. 

7.6 Where an Enforcement Officer has reasonable grounds to believe that an offence 
has been committed by a Person, the Enforcement Officer may require the name, 
address and proof of identity of that Person, and the Person shall supply the 
required infonnation. 

8. ADMINISTRATION, OFFENCES AND PENALTIES 

8.1 If an Enforcement Officer is satisfied that a contravention of this By-law has 
occurred, he or she may issue a notice of contravention requiring the Person who 
contravened the By~law or who caused or permitted the contravention or the 
ovvner of the property on which the contravention occurred to discontinue the 
contravening activity. 

8.2 Every Person who contravenes any provision of this By-law is, upon convictio~ 
guilty of an offence and is liable: 
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(.) on afust conviction, to. fine of not more than $10,000; and, 

(b) on any subsequent conviction, to. fine of not more than $25,000. 

8.3 Despite section 8.2, where the Person convicted is a corporation: 

(a) the maximum fine in subsection 8.2(a) is $50,000; and, 

(b) the maximum fine in subsection 8.2(b) is $100,000. 

8.4 Where a Person has been convicted of an offence, the court in which the 
conviction has been entered and any court of competent jurisdiction thereafter 
may, in addition to any other remedy and to any penalty imposed by this By-law, 
make an order prohibiting the continuation or repetition of the offence by the 
Person convicted. 

8.5 Where the repair, alteration, change or removal of lighting is a matter of extreme 
urgency so as to be a danger to the public, or motorists or any other situation 
deemed to be dangerous, the Enforcement Officer may give notice verbally and 
may reduce the period within which, in his/her sole discretion, is adequate, taking 
into account the circumstances at the time the notice is given. 

9. LIABILITY 

9.1 Any Person- installing or maintaining any Luminaire or illumination device on 
whose property a Luminaire or iIlumination device is located, shall be liable for 
such light device. The City is hereby indemnified ~oainst all losses, damages, 
claims, actions, demands, suits, costs and interest arising directly or indirectly 
from the erection, maintenance, removal or falling of such light device or part 
thereof and anything done in connection with the performance of, outside of, or 
contrary to this By~law and whether or not in accordance with. the City's 
standards, inclusive of anything done on the public highway or other City or 
public property. 

10. SEVERABILITY 

10.1 Should and part, section, subsection or portion of this By-law be repealed or 
declared by a court of competent jurisdiction to be illegal, the ,ame shall not 
affect the validity of the By-law as a whole or in part therecf, except for the which 
was declared to be invalid. 

10.2 In the event there is a conflict with this By-law and any other bylaw this By-law 
will prevail. 

11. EFFECTIVE DATE 

11.1 This By-law shaII take effect upon the date of its passing and shall be called the 
"Nuisance Lighting By-law". 

ENACTED AND PASSED this day of 2012. 

MAYOR 

CLERK 
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SCHEDUELI TO BY-LAWXX-2012 
SPECIAL EVENTS AND ACTNITIES TO WIDCH THIS BY-LAW DOES NOT APPLY 

ACTNITIES TO WIDCH THE BYLAW LOCATION 
DOES NOT APPLY 

. 

All Mississauga Celebration Square Approved Civic Square 
Activities 300 City Centre Drive, 

Exemption applies to appropriately approved Library Square 
events and activities that appear on the MeS 301 Burnhamthorpe Road West 
calendar of events, programs and activities 

Living Arts Centre Park 
4141 Living Arts Centre Drive 

Can-Sikb Festival Wildwood Park 
3430 DellY Road West 

Canadian Cancer Society - Relay for Life Mississauga Secondary School 
730 Courlney Park Dr. West 

Carolling in the Park Port Credit Memorial Park 
22 Stavehank Road North 

DeshBhagat Wildwood Park 
3430 Derrv Road West 

KaJayaan Festival Mississauga Valley Park 
1275 Mississauga Valley Boulevard 

Malton Community Festival Wildwood Park 
3430 Derry Road West 

Mississauga Waterfront Festival Port Credit Memorial Park 
22 Stavebank Road North 

Movies In The Park Series Port Credit Memorial Park 
22 Stavebank Road North 

On the Verandah Concert Series Benares Museum 
1507 Clarkson Road North 

Port Credit Paint the Town Red I Canada Day Port Credit Memorial Park 
Celebration 22 Stavebank Road North 
Port Credit's Busker Fest Downtown Port Credit, 

Port Credit Memorial Park 
22 Stavebank Road North 

San Salvidor Del Mundo Festival Fred Halliday Park 
2187 Stir Crescent 

Shakespeare Under the Stars Bradley Museum 
1620 Orr Road 

Sherwood Forrest Family Fun Day Sherwood GTeen Park 
1864 Deer'S Wold 

Streetsville Canada Celebration Streetsville Memorial Park 
335 Church Street 

Streetsville Founders Bread & Honey Festival Streetsville Memorial Park 
335 Church Street 

Southside Shuffle Port Credit Memorial Park 
22 Stavebank Road North 

-7-
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RECOMMENDATION 0310-2012 
adopted by the Council of 

The Corporation of the City of Mississauga 
at its meeting on April 25. 2012 

Appendix 2 

That staff bring fOlWard proposed by-law changes to allow the City to control lighting on 
buildings and that the Planning and Building Commissioner bring fOlWard changes to 
the Site Plan process to impose stricter lighting controls on buildings adjacent to 
residential. 
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Appendix 3 

Corporate 
Report 

Clerk',fllcs 

OrlglnalOf'S 

I'ilc·PP,Q?,QP1; •.. 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

poe DEC 3 2012 

November 13,2012 

Chair a.nd Members of Planning and Development COIrunittee 
Meeting Date: December 3,2012 

Edward R, Sl\iecki 
Commissioner ofPlalllling and Building 

City of MississRUgR - Outdoor Lighting Review 

RECOMMENDATION: I. That therepor! dated November 13, 2012, Ii'om the 
COIrunissioner ofPlawulIg and Building entitled "City of 
Mississaug8 - Outdoor Ligilling Review", be received for 
information, 

REPORT 
mGHLIGHTS: 

BACKGROUND: 

2, That the Site Plan Approva! process be modified to inclnde a 
more delailed review of proposed ouldool'lightillg on 
properties abutting or adjacent to residentially zOIi.ed 
properties and to require all proposed lighting fixtures to be 
shielded. 

• Current outdoor lighting review practices are explained and 
discussed; .. 

• Applicable legislation and municipal policies are sunullarized; 
• Current practices of other municipalities arc reviewed; 
• Changes to the current Site Plan Approval process concerning 

outdoor lighting and a requirement for shielded lighting 
fixtures are rcconuncnded; and 

• A potential nuisance lighting by-law is also discussed, 

Concerns have been raised by Councillors anti residents over the 
approval and insla\latiol1 of lights and lighling fixtnres on retail, 
commercialal1d industrial sites that result in light trespass on 
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Planning Bnd Develgpment Committee 
File: CD.07.0UT 

November 13. 2012 

COMMENTs: 

adjacent residential properties. Excessive or poor site lighting 
design, whether it be outdoor lighting or improper shielding of 
lighting, can create light pollution and trespass which can be a 
nuisance and nogatively affect neighboring properties. Excessive 
or unnecessary lighting can also be inefficient in tenns of energy 
consumption and the over lighting can render the night sky 
effectively unvlewable to residents. Regulatory tools are available 
to municipalities to control lighting design and placement provided 
the municipality has the proper policies in place to do 80. 

On April 18, 2012 Counoil passed a recommendation requesting 
that staff bring forward proposed by-law changes to allow the City 
to control lighting on buildings and that the Pianning and Building 
COmmissioner bring forward changes to the Site Plan Approval 
process to impose stricter lighting controls on buildings adjacent to 
residential neighbourhoods. 

JURISDICTION 

The main tools available to municipalities in Ontario to regulate 
outdoor lighting include Site Plan Control under the Planning Act 
and lighting by-laws under the Municipal Act. 

Planlllllg Act 
Municipalities cannot regulate lighting or address lighting Issues 
through Zoning By-laws; however, Section 41 of the Planning Act 
pennits the municipality to regulate lighting for new development 
or modifications to existing buildings and structures that are 
subject to Site Plan Control. 

Through the Site Plan Approval process, municipalities have the 
authority to approve plans showing the location of all proposed 
buildiJWI and structures to be erected and all faoilities and works to 
be provided, as well as building elevation plans that display the 

. massing and design of each building. Relevant to the plans are 
matters relating to extelior design and landscaping, which inoludes 
outdoor light fixtures. The City of Mississauga currently addresses 
site lighting design through the Site Plan Approval process. 
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File: CD.07.0UT 
November 13. 2012 

Section 129 oflho Municipal Act, 2001 allows municipalities to 
pass by-laws to regulate outdoor illumination, including indoor 
lighting that can be seen outdoors, as well as other issues such as 

noise, dust and odours. The passing of a by-law to control lighting 
can also involve the creation of a system for regulating these 
fixtures by requiring a pennit to be obtained prior 10 the 
installation or erection of any Iightlug fix.ture or feature that is 
subject to the by-law. An outdoor lighting by-law would address 
many of the same issues as Ihrough Site Plan Control ex.cept that 
the by-law approach allows municipalities to regulate lighting 
features for existing development, not just new development. The 
City of Miss iss aug a does not currently have a lighting by-law or 
pennit process in place to regulate outdoor illumination. 

POLlcms 

Olftclal Pllln Policies 
Section 5.3.6 of Miss iss aug a Plan (2003) governs Site Plans and 
designates all lands in Mississauga as a SIte Plan Control Area. 
The policies provide that applications for Site Plan Approval will 
be required to conta,in sufficient infonnation to ensure compliance 
with all relevant matters contained in the Planning Act, such as 
building design and design features, which includes lighting 
fIXtures. 

The policies also anow for aesthetic and functional design 
guidelines to be established to gnide the preparation of site plans 
and the design ofbuildings. Currently the City does not have 
design guidelines in place that pertain specifically to the 
installation oflights and lighting fixtures. 

Mississauga Official Plan (20 II), not yet In effect, expands on the 
policies in Mississauga Plan (2003) to also specifically identify 
that site plan appllcations will address matters relating to exterior 
design such 8S, but not limIted to, thl! character, 8cale, appearance 
and desigU features of all buildings, and their sustainable design. 
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As per tIulPlanning Act, Council passed Sile Plan Control By-law 
0293"2006, to designate specific areas of the municipality subject 
to Site Plal1 COl1trol. All developmel1t proposed within these I\reas, 
unless otherwise exempt, are subject to Site Plan COl1trol. There 
are mmy .industrialmd business employment locations throughout 
the City that are not subject 10 Site Plan Control. 

REVIEW 

Current Mlssissauga Practices 
For new development 8ubjeclto Site Plan Control, applicmts are 
required, as deemed necessary, to submit lighting plans and details. 
Lighting review is typically limited to ensuring lamps and fixtures 
are located in sucl,J. a way as to direct light away from neighbouring 
properties. A notation is also required to be included on the site 
plan stating: "All exterior lighting will be directed onto the site and 
will not infringe upon the adjacent properties." 

Complaints received by the Clly concernlng lighting or outdoor 
illumination are typically resolved by the City's Compliance and 
Licensing Enforcement Section through the provisions outlined in 
the Property Standards By-law 654-98. This By-law has general 
provisions dealing with ex.terior lighting and lighting fixtures 
(Section 18) that are enforced similar to other general standards for 
prop arty maintenance contained in the by-law. Bnforcement staff 
ensures that ex.terior lighting fixtures are installed and maintained 
80 as to prevent the light source from shining directly into a 
dwelling unit. Indirect and ambient light are not controlled by the 
existing Property Standards By-law. 

Comparison to Other MuniCipalities 
Staff compared tIul City's current praotice of reviewing lighting 
design with the processes ofBrsmpton, Burlington, Oakville, 
Richmond Hill and '!'oronto. Bach oflhose municipalities governs 
lighting on private property through Site Pla11 Control. 

• Brampton and Toronto ourrently handlo the review of lighting 
similar to Mississauga in that they do not have any guidelines 
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in place IIIld their review is limited to ensuring lamps and 
fixtures are located in such a way as to direct light away from 
neighbouring properties. 

• Burlington has lighting design guidelines in place while 
Oakville Is in the process of developing guidelines to assess 
lighting on private lands to protect against light trespass and 
promote night sky friendly lighting. ' 

• Riclnnond Hill developed a light pollution by-law in the mid 
1990's, mainly responding to concerns oflight pollutlon on the 
Donald Dunlop Observatory, through special provincial 
legislation. This was the only way a municipality could pass a 
by-law prior to the current chang6S to the Municipal Act, 2001. 
Their by-law regulates new lighting fixtures for existing and 
new development, acts as a guidel~e to review new lighting 
fixtures and provides authority for enforcement of lighting 
features that do not comply with the provisions of the by-law. 

. No Greater Toronto Area (GTA) municipality has an outdoor 
illumination by-law with an accompanying permit system in place 
to regulate private sile lighting for new or existing developments. 
Burlington is expected to pass a special event lighting by-law to 
supplement their existing lighting by-law in the near future. 

PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS 

Lighting Guidelines 
In accordance with the Site Plan PoJici6S in Mississauga Plan, 
lighting guidelines could be established to assist in thll preparation 
ofsile plans and thll d6Sign of buildings, as well as to provide more 
detailed standards by which staff could review proposed lighting 
designs beyond the current practice. However, lighting guidelines 
csn be highly technical documents that may be difficult to enforce 
and admlnlster while not substantially improving situations where 
ambient lindlor indirect light trespass occurs due to faulty 
installation andlor fixtures. Therefore, this Department does nol 
recommend the fonnulation and adoption oflighting guidelin6S. 
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Modification to Existing Site I'lan Approvall'rocellS 
A!l a means of further improving the Site Plan Approval PI'OCesS, 
with the least amount impact on approval timellnes and increased 
costs to the applicant, the following changes are recommended: 

• All Site Plan applications, except for detached and semi
detached dwellings, within 60 m (196.8 ft.) ofa residentially 
zoned property will be required to submit an engineer certified 
lighting plan for review and approval; 

• All proposed exterior lights will be required to be "shielded" as 
opposed to "unshielded lights" that produce glare and light 
inii'ingement (see Appandix 2 showing examples of acceptable 
and unacceptable lighting fixtures). Applicants will also be 
required to include a note on tha site plan Indicating the use of 
only "shielded" lighting fixtures. Exemptions will be allowed 
only when required by either the Ontario Building Code andlor 
in order to comply with the recommendations of the 
Illuminating Engineering SocIety of North America (IESNA) 
lighting handbook for uses andlor activities; 

• FInancial securities posted for site works assocIated with a Site 
Plan application shall include lighting fixture compliance to 
approved plans. Securities are returned once compliance of the 
site has been met; 

• The Department's Site Plan Manual will be revised to provide 
appropriate direction to applicants. 

Nuisance Lighting By-law 
The Compliance and Licensing Section of the Transportation and 
Works Department will be presenting a report and draft nuisance 
lighting by-law at the December 5, 2012 General Committee 
meeting. 

A nuisance lighting by-law would contain regulations to assess 
lighting Installations and would apply to both new developments as 
well as existing buildings. It could also enhance Compliance and 
Licensing Enforcement's ability to enforce lighting standards. 
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CONCLUSION: 

A'ITACHMENTS: 

Implementing a lighting by-law would not eliminate a reliance on 
the Compliance and Licensing Section to ensure adherence to the 
lighting by-law. 

In order to better regulate lighting or address lighting issues, 
modifications to tbe City's current Site Plan Approval process are 
proposed to be Implemented, as described in thls report, including 
a more detailed review of proposed outdoor lighting on properties 

. abutting or adj acent to residentially zoned properties and to 
prescribe shielded lighting fixtures. These initiatives, coupled with 
the implementation of a nuisance lighting by-law under the 
Municipal Act, 2001 through the Tl'llllSportation and Works 
Departmentwill provide additional means to the City's 
Compliance and Licensing Section to address lighting related 
complaints. 

Appendix I: Recommendation GC-0310·2012 
Appendix 2: Examples of AcceptablelUnacceptable Lighting 

Fixtures 

Edward R. Sajeckl 
Commissioner of Planning and Building 

Prepared By: Chris Rouse, Acting Manager 
Development North 

~~LMI\J)BVCONTL\OROUI'IWPJ)ATA\PDC\Ilg/llingnpol12 .• '.~Y.'.'doo 
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City of MIss Iss BUg a - Outdoor Lighting Review File: CD.07.0UT 

Recommendation GC-0310·2011 

GC-0310-20i2 "That staff bring forward proposed by-law changes to allow the 

City to control Hghting. on buildings and that t1\C~ Planning and 

Building Commissioner bring forward changes to the Site Plan 

process to impose stricter lighting controls on buildings adjacent to 

residentiBi", 
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Appendix 2 

Examples of Acceptable J Unacceptable Lighting Fixtures 

Drop-Lena & SOlI-Lens Flxtur .. 
wI expoSGd bulb I refra.lor len. 

Louvered 
'Marlnu' style 

FllIIur .. 

cJft:iJ 
Unahlolded PAR 

Floodllghl. 
~
~ Drop-Len. Canopy 

~ 

Acceptable 
FIXIures1halshleid the light source 10 minimize glar. and light 1re.psss 

and 10 facllilal. botter vision 81 nlghl 

Full CuioH Str.BUlght 

€§3:::t 

Fully Shielded 
D.corallve 

Flxlure8 .... -.. 
~"fI"'''rlI' hepaqllllOP 

:: . 
, .~ 

Fully Shl.ld.d 
Walkway 
BoliardS -

Fully Shleld.d 
'Pertod'Slyl. 

,~2/! Fixtures ~~~ .... -........ 

. ____ ~ Shielded Under Canopy ~ ~
u.hMounledorsld. 

--~ 
ShlBlded/Properly-oJmed ~ 

PAR Floodllghle ~ 

Ltv 
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