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CD.03.MIS 

DATE: March 1, 2011 

TO: Chair and Members of Planning and Development Committee 

Meeting Date: March 21, 2011 

FROM: Edward R. Sajecki 

Commissioner of Planning and Building 

SUBJECT: Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – Requested 

Modifications - Report on Comments 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the requested modifications contained in the report titled 

“Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – Requested 

Modifications”, dated December 14, 2010, from the 

Commissioner of Planning and Building, as amended by the 

recommendations in the report titled “Proposed New Mississauga 

Official Plan – Requested Modifications - Report on Comments” 

dated March 1, 2011, from the Commissioner of Planning and 

Building, be approved. 

 

2. That the City Clerk be authorized to forward the requested 

modifications contained in the reports titled “Proposed New 

Mississauga Official Plan – Requested Modifications”, dated 

December 14, 2010, from the Commissioner of Planning and 

Building and “Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – 

Requested Modifications - Report on Comments” dated March 1, 

2011, from the Commissioner of Planning and Building, to the 

Region of Peel for incorporation in the Notice of Decision on 

Mississauga Official Plan. 
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BACKGROUND: City Council, on January 19, 2011, considered the report titled 

“Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – Requested 

Modifications” dated December 14, 2010 from the Commissioner of 

Planning and Building and adopted the following: 

 

“That a public meeting be held to consider modifications to be 

requested of the Region of Peel to modify the proposed new 

Mississauga Official Plan as recommended in the report titled 

“Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – Requested 

Modifications dated December 14, 2010, from the Commissioner of 

Planning and Building”. 

 

Further, on February 23, 2011, City Council adopted the following 

recommendations: 

 

“1. That the submissions made at the public meeting held at the 

Planning and Development Committee meeting on February 14, 

2011 to consider the report titled “Proposed New Mississauga 

Official Plan - Requested Modifications” dated December 14, 

2010, from the Commissioner of Planning and Building, be 

received. 

 

2. That staff report back to the Planning and Development 

Committee on the submissions made with respect to the report 

titled “Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan - Requested 

Modifications” dated December 14, 2010, from the 

Commissioner of Planning and Building. 

 

3. That the following correspondence commenting/expressing 

concerns on the Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan – 

Requested Modifications, be received: 

 

 (a) e-mail dated February 11, 2011 from Randall Roth, MMM 

Group Limited on behalf of EL-AD Group (Canada) Inc., 

owners of the property located at 1370 Dundas Street  

  (Dun-Dix Plaza); 

(b) e-mail dated February 14, 2011 from Bridgette Alchawa, Aird 

& Berlis LLP on behalf of First Capital Realty Inc., owners of 

property located at 925 Rathburn Road; and 
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(c) e-mail dated February 14, 2011 from Phillip Stewart, 

Principal, Pound & Stewart Planning Consultants on behalf of 

Orlando Corporation respecting its lands located with the City 

of Mississauga. 

 

COMMENTS: Public Consultation Process 

 

On February 14, 2011, a public meeting was held to consider the 

requested modifications to the proposed new Mississauga Official 

Plan (hereafter referred to as “the Plan”). At the meeting, one person 

addressed the Planning and Development Committee (PDC) – Mr. 

Ed Morgan, While Elm Investments. Nine written submissions were 

also received (See Appendix 1). 

 

In addition to the public meeting, residents and other stakeholders 

were invited to attend two open houses held on February 4 and 7, 

2011. 

 

Proposed Revisions to the Requested Modifications to the Plan 

 

Planning and Building Department staff have considered the results 

of the public meeting, as well as comments received in writing and 

propose revisions to the requested modifications to the Plan, where 

appropriate. The proposed revisions are contained in Appendix 2. 

 

The comments in Appendix 2 are in the order in which the policies 

appear in the Plan. Deletions are shown as strikeouts and additions 

are in italics and underline. The recommendations do not include 

editorial changes, minor matters of style or organization, changes to 

the arrangement of text, tables, schedules and figures, changes to 

figures, captions and appendices, minor cartographic revision, or 

minor rewording that does not alter the intent or meaning of the 

proposed policies. 

 

Key issues raised during the consultation process are as follows: 

 

1. Development Master Plan 

 

A number of concerns were raised regarding the addition of a 

requirement for a development master plan, where the review of a 

Character Area, Corridor or Major Transit Station Area has not been 
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completed within five years of a development application being 

submitted. The concern is that this requirement should not be a part 

of a complete application and it should be evaluated on a case by 

case basis. 

 

The wording of this requirement indicates that it “may” be required. 

The requirement will not be mandatory for all applications. The need 

and extent of the development master plan will be determined by the 

City and used to ensure that orderly development occurs and that the 

policies of the Plan will be achieved.  No change to the requested 

modification is required. 

 

2. Market Conditions 

 

Another concern that was raised is the addition of a new policy that 

states that market conditions may not be used as planning 

justification in support of a development application. This policy was 

proposed to provide clarity in the implementation of official plan 

policies. Although the official plan does not say that market 

conditions are valid criteria for evaluating development applications, 

proponents have cited market conditions as a factor in shaping the 

nature of their application. Some respondents indicated that the 

proposed policy is contrary to the Provincial Policy Statement and 

common planning practice. 

 

Nothing in the Provincial Policy Statement or the Growth Plan 

supports the suggestion that market conditions should be used as 

planning justification. Cost-effective development refers to making 

the best use of efficient infrastructure and land. Further, land 

requirements and land use patterns are to be based on the provision 

of lands for a range of uses at “densities which efficiently use land, 

resources, infrastructure and public service facilities”. 

 

Planning decisions should be based on “good planning”. Market 

conditions vary with economic cycles and the City does not have 

access to a detailed pro forma from applicants to fairly evaluate 

applications. Market conditions will determine “when” a 

development will happen, but should not be used to determine 

“what” should happen.  No change to the requested modification is 

required. 
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3. Cycling Master Plan 

 

A number of concerns were raised by respondents regarding some of 

the policies proposed to be added to the Plan as a result of the 

Cycling Master Plan. The policies in question state that the 

municipality may acquire lands beyond the designated right-of-way 

widths to accommodate necessary features including cycling routes. 

In addition, decisions regarding the detailed characteristics and 

development of primary and secondary cycling routes will be guided 

by a Cycling Master Plan. The concern is that the requirement for 

lands beyond the designated rights-of-way has not been identified in 

either the Plan or the Cycling Master Plan, which results in 

uncertainty for land owners. 

 

Upon further review, the policies should be clarified to indicate what 

facilities are included within a designated right-of-way, where 

additional lands may be required for a right-of-way and when an 

official plan amendment is required to change a designated right-of-

way (see Recommendation 7 in Appendix 2). 

 

Approval of the Plan 

 

This report recommends that the Region of Peel be requested to 

modify the proposed new Mississauga Official Plan in accordance 

with the recommendations in the report titled “Proposed New 

Mississauga Official Plan – Requested Modifications”, as amended 

in Appendix 2 of this report. 

 

The Province has delegated approval authority to the Region and 

within 180 days, the Region may approve; modify and approve as 

modified; or refuse to approve part, parts, or the entire Plan. The 

Region’s role is to ensure conformity to the Regional Official Plan 

and Provincial policies and legislation. A decision from the Region is 

expected by or on April 12, 2011. 
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STRATEGIC PLAN: The Official Plan is an important tool to implement the land use 

components of the Strategic Plan. The results of the “Our Future 

Mississauga – Be part of the conversation” public consultation 

informed the preparation of the Plan. The policy themes of the Plan 

advance the strategic pillars for change, which are: 

 

Move: Developing a Transit Oriented City 

Belong: Ensuring Youth, Older Adults and New Immigrants 

Thrive 

Connect: Complete Our Neighbourhoods 

Prosper: Cultivating Creative and Innovative Businesses 

Green: Living Green 

 

  
FINANCIAL IMPACT: Not applicable 

 

CONCLUSION: Stakeholders have had the opportunity to obtain information and to 

comment on the requested modifications to the Plan at the open 

houses and the public meeting. During the public consultation 

process, a number of written submissions were received. 

 

Some of the key issues raised at the February 14, 2011 meeting of 

the Planning and Development Committee and during the public 

consultation process pertain to concerns with the addition of a 

requirement for a development master plan, the statement indicating 

that market conditions cannot be used as planning justification in 

support of a development and the policies that have been added from 

the Cycling Master Plan. Based on issues raised at meetings and 

during the course of the public consultation program, modifications 

to the Plan are summarized in Appendix 2. 

 

This report recommends approval of the proposed modifications to 

the Plan and that the Region of Peel be requested to make 

modifications to the Plan when they issues their Notice of Approval, 

which is expected by or on April 12, 2011. 

 

The Plan aligns with the vision established in the Strategic Plan and 

the Plan’s approval is important to the advancement of the vision 

articulated in the “Our Future Mississauga – Be part of the 

conversation” process. 
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ATTACHMENTS: APPENDIX 1: Written Submissions 

 APPENDIX 2: Response to Comments Table 

 

 

 

 

 

    Original Signed By: 

Edward R. Sajecki 

Commissioner of Planning and Building 

 

Prepared By:  Marianne Cassin, Policy Planning Division 
 

K:\PLAN\POLICY\GROUP\2011 Mississauga Official Plan\March 21 PDC\PDC Corporate Report on Comments Feb. 28.doc 



 

 

Appendix 1 

Written Submissions 

 

1. Letter dated January 10, 2011 from John Alati, Davies Howe Partners LLP 

2. Letter dated February 11, 2011 from Diana Santo, MMM Group Limited 

3. Letter dated February 14, 2011 from Philip Stewart, Pound & Stewart Associates Limited 

4. Letter dated February 14, 2011 from Steven Zakem, Aird & Berlis LLP 

5. Letter dated February 16, 2011 from Bruce Thom, EMBEE Properties Limited  

6. Letter dated February 18, 2011 from Michael Gagnon and Marc De Nardis, Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners Ltd. 

7. Letter dated February 18, 2011 from Michael Gagnon and Richard Domes, Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners Ltd. 

8. Letter dated February 18, 2011 from Michael Gagnon and Andrew Walker, Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners Ltd. 

9.   Letter dated February 7, 2011 from Peter Chee, Mi-Ko Urban Consulting In
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Appendix 2 

Response to Comments Table1- Requested Modifications to Proposed New Mississauga Official Plan 
 

RESPONDENT SECTION ISSUE COMMENTS REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PROPOSED NEW MISSISSAUGA 

OFFICIAL PLAN 

 

1.  Introduction and Policy Context 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

1.1.4 c. How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan 

The third bullet ought 

not to be inserted in 

1.1.4 c. as the 

“development master 

plan” is not prepared by 

the City. 

Upon further review, 

Recommendation 1 of 

the report titled 

“Proposed New 

Mississauga Official 

Plan – Requested 

Modifications”, dated 

December 14, 2010 

from the Commissioner 

of Planning and 

Building regarding a 

development master 

plan should be revised 

to indicate that the City 

may undertake a study 

“or require” a study to 

be done. 

1. That Recommendation 1 of the report titled “Proposed New 

Mississauga Official Plan – Requested Modifications”, dated 

December 14, 2010 from the Commissioner of Planning and 

Building be replaced with the following: 

That 1.1.4 c be deleted and replaced with the following: 

c. Mississauga may undertake or require a number of studies to 

address planning matters including the following: 

● a municipal comprehensive review is an official plan review 

or an official plan amendment, initiated by the City, that has 

city wide policy implications. This includes, among other 

matters, changes to the urban structure or conversion of 

employment lands; 

● a local area review plan applies to reviews of a Character 

Areas, Corridors or Major Transit Station Areas These 

reviews are is typically undertaken by or on behalf of the 

City and will be incorporated into this Plan by amendment; 

and 

● a development master plan is prepared by a development 

proponent at the direction of the City and to the City’s 

satisfaction to assist with the evaluation of development 

applications until such time as a local area review has been 
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RESPONDENT SECTION ISSUE COMMENTS REQUESTED MODIFICATIONS TO PROPOSED NEW MISSISSAUGA 

OFFICIAL PLAN 

completed; and 

● planning studies may address a variety of Official Plan 

policies including matters relating to land use, 

transportation, environment, or urban design that are limited 

in scope or geography. These reviews are typically 

undertaken by or on behalf of the City and may or may not 

result in an amendment to this Plan. 

Michael Gagnon,  

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

White Elm 

Investments 

Ltd., Azuria 

Group and Latiq 

Qureshi 

1.1.4 c How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan 

 

Note: This issue 

was also raised  

for Sections 5.1 

Introduction, 

11.2.2.6 Mixed 

Use and 19.3.5 

Development 

Applications 

Do not agree with the 

requirement for a 

Development Master 

Plan. This requirement 

should be assessed on 

an application by 

application basis where 

the proposed 

development warrants 

it. 

The wording of this 

requirement indicates 

that it “may” be 

required at the 

discretion of the City, 

where the review of a 

Character Area, 

Corridor or Major 

Transit Station Area has 

not been completed 

within five years of a 

development 

application being 

submitted. The 

requirement will not be 

mandatory for all 

applications and the 

need and extent of the 

master plan will be 

determined by the City 

on an application by 

application basis. 

2. No action required. 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

1.1.4 v. How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan – 

“discourage” 

Add the words “or 

practicable” at the end 

of the proposed 

definition. 

The definition is 

sufficient and the 

suggested additional 

words would reduce 

the effectiveness of the 

3. No action required. 
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Orlando 

Corporation 

term. 

 

5.  Direct Growth 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

 

Michael Gagnon, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

White Elm 

Investments 

Ltd., Azuria 

Group and Latiq 

Qureshi 

5.1 Introduction 

Note: This issue 

was also raised  

for Sections 

1.1.4 c. How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan, 

11.2.2.6 Mixed 

Use and 19.3.5 

Development 

Applications 

See Recommendation 2. See Recommendation 

2. 

4. No action required. 

Bruce Thom, 

Embee 

Properties 

Limited 

5.4 Corridors Concerned that drive-

throughs will not be 

permitted at 720 Bristol 

Road West (southeast 

corner of Bristol Rd. W. 

and Mavis Rd.) 

Although this issue was 

not the subject of the 

report on requested 

modifications to the 

Region of Peel, 

discussions have been 

ongoing with this 

respondent. This 

property is located on a 

corridor, there are 

5. No action required. 
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policies that indicate 

that development 

should be compact, 

mixed-use and transit-

friendly and appropriate 

to the context of the 

surrounding 

neighbourhood. Land 

uses and building 

entrances will be 

oriented to the Corridor 

where possible and 

surrounding land uses 

permit. If the proponent 

can meet these and 

other requirements of 

the Plan while providing 

a drive-through use, it 

may be permitted. 

 

7.  Complete Communities 

Community 

Services 

Department 

7.6.2 Lake 

Ontario 

Waterfront 

Policies should make 

reference to the 

Mississauga Waterfront 

Strategy. 

Within the introduction 

of the Lake Ontario 

waterfront policies, it is 

appropriate make 

reference to the 

Mississauga Waterfront 

Strategy. 

6. That 7.6.2 be modified by adding the following to the third 

paragraph, after the first sentence: 

Mississauga has 22 waterfront parks that vary in size, use and 

features. Future development in waterfront communities should 

have regard for the Mississauga Waterfront Parks Strategy, a 

comprehensive long term plan to manage the future development of 

the City’s waterfront parks. 
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8.  Create a Multi-Modal City 

Steven Zakem,  

Aird & Berlis on 

behalf of First 

Capital Realty 

 

Michael Gagnon, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

Azuria Group 

8.2.1 and  

8.2.1.1 b, 

Corridor 

Protection 

8.2.4.2 Cycling 

and Active 

Transportation 

Network 

Proposed modifications 

will allow the City to not 

only require land for 

cycling routes through 

conditions of 

development 

applications, but will also 

allow the City to acquire 

lands beyond the 

designated right-of-way 

widths to accommodate 

cycling infrastructure. 

Concerned that there is 

no indication as to 

where lands will be 

required beyond the 

designated rights-of-

way, or how much land 

will be required. 

Suggest that cycling 

infrastructure be 

accommodated within 

designated rights-of-

way. 

Upon further review, 

the policies should be 

clarified to indicate 

what facilities are 

included within a 

designated right-of-

way, where additional 

lands may be required 

for a right-of-way and 

when an official plan 

amendment is required 

to change a designated 

right-of-way. 

7. That paragraph 2 of 8.2.1. be modified as follows: 

 

To support growth and to ensure the safe, efficient and 

environmentally responsible movement of people and goods, the 

City will protect for new roads and rights-of-way. Rights-of-ways 

may contain road surfaces, sidewalks, utilities, transit facilities, 

cycling routes, multi-use trails, streetscape works and other uses 

such as public art and signage. Detailed design studies will 

determine which functions are accommodated within a particular 

right-of-way and the dimensions of those facilities within the right-

of-way. The City may require land for the rights-of-way (including 

easements) or the widening of rights-of-way through conditions of 

approval for development applications. 

 

That 8.2.1.1 b be modified as follows: 

designated right-of-way widths are considered the basic required 

rights-of-way along roadway sections. At intersections, grade 

separations or major physical topographical constraints, wider rights-

of-way may be required acquiring lands beyond the designated right-

of-way widths to accommodate necessary features such as 

embankments, auxiliary lanes, additional pavement or sidewalk 

widths, transit facilities, cycling facilities bicycle lanes and multi-use 

trails, and streetscape works, or to provide for necessary 

improvements in visibility for safety in certain locations; 

 

That 8.2.2.1d be modified by as follows: 

d. minor adjustments to the basic right-of-way widths and 

alignments for roads may be made without further amendment to 

this Plan subject to the City being satisfied that the role and function 

of such roads are maintained. Major adjustments to the basic right-

of-way widths and alignments for roads will require an amendment 
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to this Plan. 

 

11.  General Land Use Designations 

Michael Gagnon, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

White Elm 

Investments 

Ltd., Azuria 

Group and Latiq 

Qureshi 

11.2.6.6  Mixed 

Use 

 

Note: This issue 

was also raised 

for Sections 

1.1.4 c. How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan, 5.1 

Introduction and 

19.3.5 

Development 

Applications 

See Recommendation 2. See Recommendation 

2. 

8. No action required. 

 

12.  Downtown 

Peter Chee,  

Mi-Ko Consulting 

Inc. 

12.4  Downtown 

Cooksville 

Environmental Planning 

Areas map and policies 

from Cooksville 

Neighbourhood should 

also apply to the 

Downtown Cooksville 

character area. 

While this issue was 

not the subject of the 

proposed modifications 

to be requested by the 

Region of Peel, since 

these areas were 

identified and carried 

forward from the 

Cooksville District 

policies of Mississauga 

Plan, they should also 

be included in the 

9. That 12.4 Downtown Cooksville of the Plan be modified by adding 

an Environmental Areas map and policies as follows as 12.4.2:  

 

12.4.2 Environmental Planning Areas 
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Downtown Cooksville 

Character Area. 

Reference to the area 

subject to the policies 

should also be made in 

the Cooksville 

Neighbourhood 

Character Area policies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12.4.2.1 The lands identified above are located generally between 

the North Service Road and where the Cooksville Creek crosses 

Camilla Road. The area subject to these policies within Downtown 

Cooksville, is generally located west of Cooksville Creek. The lands 

shown are subject to the Two-Zone floodplain management 

concept, which divides the regulatory floodplain into two portions 

known as the floodway and the flood fringe. The limits of the flood 

fringe and the floodway are conceptual, the exact limits of which will 

be determined through further study. 

12.4.2.2  Notwithstanding the Natural Hazards policies of this Plan, 

the following policies will apply to those lands within the regulatory 

floodplain: 
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a. the lands within the floodway are designated Residential High 

Density, Office, Greenbelt and Utility. Notwithstanding the 

Residential High Density, Office, Greenbelt and Utility policies of 

this Plan, the following uses will be permitted within the floodway 

subject to the satisfaction of the City and Credit Valley 

Conservation: 

• flood and/or erosion works; 

• facilities which by their nature must locate near water or 

traverse watercourse (i.e. bridges, storm sewer outlets and 

stormwater management facilities); 

• passive recreation activities; 

b. floodway lands will be zoned in an appropriate hazard                                              

category in the implementing Zoning By-law; 

c. the lands within the flood fringe are subject to their respective 

land use designations and the following additional policies: 

• development may be permitted provided the use, building or 

structure is floodproofed to the regulatory flood level as 

required by Credit Valley Conservation; 

• ingress/egress for all development located in the flood 

fringe will be such that emergency vehicular and pedestrian 

movement is not prevented during times of flooding in order 

that safe access/evacuation is ensured. The determination 

of safe access shall be made by Credit Valley Conservation 

based on the depth and velocity factors; 

• enclosed underground parking will be subject to the 

installation of stringent floodproofing measures to the 

elevation of the regulatory flood level; 
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• the zoning of lands may utilize a holding zone to provide 

direction as to future permitted uses while ensuring 

floodproofing and safe access are addressed prior to 

development to the satisfaction of the City and Credit Valley 

Conservation. The Zoning By-law will be amended to 

remove the holding symbol when the requirements for 

floodproofing, the provision of safe access to the proposed 

development and a detailed spill assessment and a financing 

agreement for the reconstruction of the culvert at the QEW 

has been completed to the satisfaction of the City, Credit 

Valley Conservation and the Ministry of Transportation; 

d.  the following uses will not be allowed within the floodplain: 

• institutional services such as hospitals, nursing homes, and 

schools where there would be a significant threat to the 

safety of inhabitants involved in an emergency evacuation 

situation as a result of flooding or failure of floodproofing 

measures; 

• new uses associated with the manufacture, storage, 

disposal and/or consumption of hazardous substances or the 

treatment, collection and disposal of sewage, which would 

pose an unacceptable threat to public safety if they were to 

escape their normal containment/use as a result of flooding 

of failure of floodproofing measures; 

• emergency services such as those provided by fire, police, 

and ambulance stations and electrical sub-stations, which 

would be impaired during a flood emergency as a result of 

flooding or failure of floodproofing measures. 
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14.  Community Nodes 

Diana Santo, 

MMM Group 

Limited on 

behalf of El-Ad 

Group (Canada) 

14.3 Community 

Nodes – Dixie-

Dundas 

 

Note: This issue 

was also raised  

for Schedules 1, 

Urban System; 

1b, Urban 

System – City 

Structure; 2, 

Intensification 

Areas; and 9, 

Character Areas 

 

Request that the City 

revise the conceptual 

location of the Dixie-

Dundas Community 

Node to include the 

intersection of Dundas 

Street and Dixie Road 

including 1370 Dundas 

Street (Dun-Dix Plaza). 

This issue was raised 

during the public 

participation phase of 

the new Mississauga 

official Plan and was 

addressed in the 

Report on Comments – 

Draft Mississauga 

Official Plan, dated 

June 8, 2010, from the 

Commissioner of 

Planning and Building. 

The location of the 

node is intended to 

conceptually identify a 

node along Dundas 

Street East.  It is 

intended that the 

Dundas Street Corridor 

Study will determine 

the precise boundaries 

of the node. The study 

will consider lands 

along the Dundas 

Street corridor including 

the El-Ad Group Inc. 

lands. 

 

 

 

10. No action required. 
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15.  Corporate Centres 

Bruce Thom, 

Embee 

Properties 

Limited 

Section 15.1.8 

Business 

Employment 

Concerned about 

consistency between 

Corporate Centres and 

restricted uses. 

Restrictions on 

Corporate Centres 

were consistently 

applied in the draft 

Plan but due to 

reformatting of the 

final Plan, the list of 

restricted uses was 

not included in this 

section. 

11. That Section 15.1.8 be modified by deleting 15.1.8.1 and 15.1.8.2 

and replacing them with the following: 

 

15.1.8.1 Notwithstanding the Business Employment policies of this 

Plan, the following additional uses will be permitted: 

a. Major office; 

b. post-secondary educational facility. 

 

15.1.8.2  Notwithstanding the Business Employment policies of this 

Plan, the following uses will not be permitted: 

a. adult entertainment establishment; 

b. animal boarding establishment; 

c. bodyrub establishment; 

d. cardlock fuel dispensing; 

e. composting facilities; 

f. motor vehicle body repair facility; 

g. outdoor storage and display areas related to a permitted 

    manufacturing use; 

h. transportation facilities; 

i. trucking terminals; 

j. self storage facilities; and 

k. waste processing or transfer stations. 

 

16.  Neighbourhoods 

Peter Chee,  

Mi-Ko Consulting 

Inc. 

16.6.3 Cooksville Environmental Planning 

Areas map and policies 

from Cooksville 

Neighbourhood should 

also apply to the 

Downtown Cooksville 

To clarify the area 

where the policies 

apply in the Cooksville 

Neighbourhood, the 

wording of the 

Environmental Planning 

12. That 16.6.3 Cooksville Neighbourhoodof the Plan be modified by 

deleting 16.6.3.1 and replacing it with the following: 

 

12.4.2.1 The lands identified above are located generally between 

the North Service Road and where the Cooksville Creek crosses 

Camilla Road. The area subject to these policies within the 
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character area. Areas should be 

changed. 

Cooksville Neighbourhood, is generally located east of Cooksville 

Creek.The lands shown are subject to the Two-Zone floodplain 

management concept, which divides the regulatory floodplain into 

two portions known as the floodway and the flood fringe. The limits 

of the flood fringe and the floodway are conceptual, the exact limits 

of which will be determined through further study. 

Bruce Thom, on 

behalf of Embee 

Properties 

16.8.3 East 

Credit Special 

Site Policies 

Remain concerned that 

the new OP may affect 

applications OZ/OPA 10-

12 and SP 10/148 W6. 

Although this issue was 

not the subject of the 

report on requested 

modifications to the 

Region of Peel, 

discussions have been 

ongoing with this 

respondent. The lands 

have been recognized 

in Special Site 10 

policies for previous 

approvals in accordance 

with the respondent’s 

previous request. 

13. No action required. 

Michael Gagnon, 

Marc De Nardis, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

Azuria Group 

16.2.3 

Applewood – 

Special Site 

Policies 

Believe that the subject 

lands located at the 

southwest corner of 

Golden Orchard Drive. 

and Dixie Road. should 

remain a special site to 

recognize the site’s 

location along a Transit 

Priority corridor, close 

proximity to an 

Intensification corridor 

and its potential to 

accommodate additional 

residential development. 

This change was not 

the subject of the 

report on proposed 

modifications to the 

Plan, but the concerns 

have been forwarded to 

the Region of Peel for 

their consideration in 

reviewing the 

Mississauga Official 

Plan. Zoning is in place 

that implemented the 

special site so it was 

not necessary to keep 

it. 

14. No action required. 
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19.  Implementation 

 

Planning and 

Building 

Department 

19 

Implementation 

Policy should be 

included to clarify 

jurisdiction over 

Provincial or Federal 

lands. 

It is appropriate to add 

a section within the 

Implementation chapter 

on jurisdictional 

authority over Provincial 

and Federal lands. 

15. That the following section be added as 19.1 and subsequent 

sections be renumbered: 

19.1 Jurisdiction 

 

19.1.1 The policies of this Plan apply to all lands within the City of 

Mississauga, except for those owned by the Federal Crown or the 

Provincial Crown. Should lands owned by the Federal Crown or the 

Provincial Crown be sold to an agency that is not a crown agency of 

the Federal or Provincial governments or to a private owner, the 

policies of this Plan will apply. 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

 

John Alati, 

Davies Howe 

Partners on 

behalf of 675553 

Ontario Ltd. 

 

Michael Gagnon, 

Marc De Nardis, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

Azuria Group 

 

19.3.5 

Development 

Applications 

Adding that market 

conditions may not be 

used as planning 

justification is 

inappropriate and 

contrary to the Provincial 

Policy Statement and 

good planning principles. 

Business functionality is 

a fundamental 

component of any 

properly planned 

development. Planning 

is not done in a vacuum. 

It is informed and 

influenced by a variety 

of factors, including 

market conditions. 

Nothing in the 

Provincial Policy 

Statement supports the 

theory that market 

conditions should be 

used as a planning 

justification. Cost-

effective development 

refers to making the 

best use of efficient 

infrastructure and land. 

Further, land 

requirements and land 

use patterns are to be 

based on the provision 

of lands for a range of 

uses at “densities 

which efficiently use 

land, resources 

infrastructure and 

public service 

16. No action required. 
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facilities”.  

Planning decisions 

should be based on 

“good planning”. 

Market conditions vary 

with economic cycles 

and the City does not 

have access to detailed 

pro formas from 

applicants. Market 

conditions will 

determine “when” a 

development will 

happen, not “what” 

should happen. 

Market conditions were 

not cited in the 

requirements in 

support of a 

development 

application in 

Mississauga Plan so 

the criteria has not 

been removed. Rather 

this policy is be added 

to clarify the City’s 

position on this matter. 
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Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

 

Michael Gagnon, 

Gagnon & Law 

Urban Planners 

Ltd., on behalf of 

White Elm 

Investments 

Ltd., Azuria 

Group and Latiq 

Qureshi 

 

 

 

19.3.5 

Development 

Applications 

 

Note: This issue 

was also raised 

for Sections 

1.1.4 c. How to 

Read 

Mississauga 

Official Plan, 5.1 

Introduction and 

11.2.2.6 Mixed 

Use  

See Recommendation 2. See Recommendation 

2. 

17. No action required. 

 

Glossary 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

20 Glossary 

“corridor” 

The proposed definition 

of “corridor” as lands 

adjacent to and framing 

a right-of-way is too 

vague and subjective. 

The proposed definition 

is proposed to be 

added for clarification 

and distinction 

between the definition 

for “Intensification 

Corridor”. It is difficult 

to provide a numeric 

depth to this definition 

since the depth of a 

corridor varies 

throughout the city. 

18. No action required. 
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Schedules 

Philip Stewart, 

Pound and 

Stewart 

Associates Ltd., 

on behalf of 

Orlando 

Corporation 

Schedules 1, 

Urban System 

and 1a, Urban 

System – Green 

System 

The configuration of 

Park P-317 should be 

consistent between 

Schedule 4 – Parks and 

Open Spaces and 

Schedules 1 - Urban 

System and 1a – Urban 

System – Green System 

Agreed. 19. That Schedules 1, Urban System and 1a, Urban System – Green 

System be revised to be consistent with Schedule 4, Parks and 

Open Space. 

Diana Santo, 

MMM Group 

Limited on 

behalf of El-Ad 

Group (Canada) 

Schedules 1, 

Urban System; 

1b, Urban 

System – City 

Structure; 

2, Intensification 

Areas;  

9, Character 

Areas 

 

Note: This issue 

was also raised 

for Section 14.3 

Community 

Nodes – Dixie-

Dundas 

See Recommendation 

10. 

See Recommendation 

10. 

20. No action required 

Planning and 

Building 

Department 

Schedule 8, 

Designated 

Right-of-Way 

Widths  

As a result of changes 

from Recommendation 

7, Note 1 on Schedule 8 

should be amended. 

Note 1 on Schedule 8 

should be amended to 

reflect the wording 

contained in 

Recommendation 7 for 

Section 8.2.1.1.b. 

21. That Note 1 on Schedule 8, Designated Right-of-Way Widths be 

deleted and replaced with the following: 

1. These are considered basic rights-of-way.  At intersections, grade 

separations or major physical topographical constraints, wider rights-

of-way may be required to accommodate necessary features such 

as embankments, auxiliary lanes, additional pavement or sidewalk 

widths, transit facilities, cycling facilities, or to provide for necessary 
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improvements in visibility for safety in certain locations. 
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