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8. Policy Conformity  

A summary of federal, provincial and municipal environmental protection and planning policies and 
regulations applicable to the Subject Property were discussed in Section 2.  An evaluation of how the 
proposed re-development complies with the applicable l policies and legislation is summarized in Table 
4. 
 

Table 4.  Policy Compliance Assessment 

Applicable Policy / 
Legislation 

Relevant EIS Findings And Recommendations 

Endangered 
Species Act (2007) 

Not applicable. There is no habitat for endangered or threatened species associated 
with the subject property. 

Provincial Policy Statement (2020) Section 2.1 – Natural Heritage 

1. Habitat for 
Threatened and 
Endangered 
Species 

See above. 

2. Significant 
Valleylands 

According to ROP and MOP policies, Cooksville Creek satisfied criteria as a 
Significant Valleyland. Development is not permitted within significant valleylands 
unless it can be demonstrated though and EIS that there will be no negative impact 
on the feature or its functions. The proposed redevelopment will be setback from the 
Cooksville Creek valley by more than 70 m and will not negatively impact the 
Significant Valleyland.   

3. Significant 
Wetlands 

Not applicable – There are no Significant Wetlands in the Study Area. 

4. Significant 
Woodlands 

Not applicable - There are no Significant Woodlands in the Study Area. 

5. Significant 
Wildlife Habitat 

There is no Significant Wildlife Habitat associated with the subject property. The EIS 
has identified the Cooksville Creek valleylands as Candidate Significant Wildlife 
Habitat for its Animal Movement Corridor functions. The proposed redevelopment will 
not negatively impact on this function.   

6. Significant 
Areas of 
Natural and 
Scientific 
Interest 

Not applicable – There are no Areas of Natural or Scientific Interest in the Study Area. 

7. Fish Habitat 
All development will be setback over 75 from the Cooksville Creek; therefore, no 
impacts to fish habitat are anticipated. 

Region of Peel OP  

The Regional Greenlands System consists of “Core Areas”, “Natural Areas and 
Corridors (NAC)”, and “Potential Natural Areas and Corridors (PNAC)”. 
 

The subject property does not support Core Areas or NAC.  The cultural woodland 

may qualify as a PNAC. Regional policies pertaining to NAC’s and PNAC’s defer their 

interpretation, protection, restoration, enhancement, proper management and 

stewardship to local municipalities (in this case the City of Mississauga, see below). 

Mississauga OP (2019)  

1. Natural Heritage 
System 

The western portion of the subject property is mapped as a SMA.  It is the policy of 
the City to manage, restore and enhance SMAs in a manner that compliments and 
supports the adjacent Significant Natural Area or Natural Green Space. The SMA 
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Applicable Policy / 
Legislation 

Relevant EIS Findings And Recommendations 

corresponds with parkland to the west and a cultural woodland feature on the subject 
property.   

2. Natural Hazard 
Lands 

The western portion of the subject property corresponds with the Cooksville Creek 
floodplain and is mapped as Natural Hazard Land in the MOP. All proposed structures 
will be located outside the natural hazard lands. Refer to LEA SWM Design Brief 
2021.  

3. Urban Forest 

The City’s Urban Forest is recognized as a component of the NHS. The proposed 
development will require removal of 84 trees from the subject property and adjacent 
lands. The removal of these trees will be off-set by planting an equivalent number of 
trees on the subject property and/or the adjacent lands. 

CVC Regulations 
and Policies 

CVC regulates hazard lands including floodplains.  The western portion of the 
property overlaps with the Cooksville Creek floodplain. No structures are proposed 
within the proposed future floodplain. 

 

 

9. Conclusion 

DVB Real Estate Investments Inc. is proposing to redevelop properties located at 3016, 3020, 3026, 
and 3032 Kirwin Avenue and 3031 Little John Lane in the City of Mississauga (subject property). The 
proposed redevelopment consists of an 8-storey rental apartment building with a total of 148 units and 
associated aboveground and underground parking as well as an outdoor amenity space. The proposed 
redevelopment will occur outside of the floodline.   
 
The subject property corresponds with former single-family residential developments fronting Kirwin 
Avenue and a vacant parcel on Little John lane.  The residences have been demolished and much of 
the site has been cleared. The western portion of the subject property has been identified as a SMA 
and forms part of the City’s Natural Heritage System. It is the policy of the City of Mississauga to require 
that an EIS be prepared in support of applications for development and/or site alteration within or 
adjacent to certain components of its Natural Heritage System, including SMAs.  
 
Beacon was retained by DVB Real Estate Investments Inc. to prepare a Scoped Environmental Impact 
Study (EIS) in support of the proposed redevelopment application. The purpose of an EIS is to 
demonstrate that the proposed development and/or site alteration can proceed without negatively 
impacting upon on significant natural heritage features or ecological functions and to also identify 
opportunities for protection, restoration, enhancement and expansion of the Natural Heritage System.  
 
The EIS was prepared in accordance with the City of Mississauga EIS Checklist (October 2017) and 
has been scoped to confirm whether the redevelopment proposal has the potential to adversely impact 
the adjacent Significant Natural Area and to identify stewardship opportunities for the SMA. The EIS 
describes the natural heritage features and ecological functions associated with the property, assesses 
the potential direct and indirect impacts of the proposed re-development on these features and 
functions, and recommends mitigation and enhancement measures to protect and restore the ecological 
integrity of the Natural Heritage System. 
 
Significant natural heritage features in the broader Study Area include fish habitat, significant 
valleylands and significant wildlife habitat. All these significant natural heritage features are associated 
with the Cooksville Creek corridor which is located 70 m to the west and west of the subject property 
and more than 120 m from the proposed development. The impact assessment presented in the EIS 
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has confirmed that the proposed re-development will not adversely impact upon the identified Significant 
Natural Area. 
 
The EIS has evaluated the SMA that overlaps with the western portion of the subject property and 
determined that the area is partially wooded and in very poor condition due to past land uses and the 
predominance of non-native invasive vegetation cover. A previous version of the EIS (Beacon 2017) 
recommended a comprehensive restoration plan for this area, which was to be undertaken by the 
proponent; however, through subsequent consultation with the City and CVC, it was agreed that the 
trees corresponding with the SMA will be maintained. Additionally, in September of 2020, Weston 
Consulting and CVC came to the agreement that the previously approved AMEC floodline will be the 
limit of development and that no buffering or setbacks from the floodline will be required  
 
In summary, the proposed redevelopment will not adversely impact upon any significant natural heritage 
features and ecological functions associated with the Natural Heritage System. Therefore, it is our 
opinion that the proposed re-development is in conformity with the various environmental policies and 
regulations that apply to the site.   
 
 
Report prepared by: 
Beacon Environmental 
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A p p e n d i x  B  

Plant List 

Family Name Scientific Name Common Name S-RANKa Peelb 

Juglandaceae Juglans nigra Black Walnut S4?  

Aceraceae Acer negundo Manitoba Maple S5  

Anacardiaceae Rhus hirta Staghorn Sumac S5  

Asteraceae Solidago altissima var. altissima Tall Goldenrod S5  

Asteraceae 
Symphyotrichum lanceolatum ssp. 
lanceolatum 

Panicled Aster S5  

Cupressaceae Juniperus virginiana Eastern Red Cedar S5  

Geraniaceae Geranium robertianum Herb-robert S5  

Oleaceae Fraxinus pennsylvanica Green Ash S5  

Rosaceae Prunus virginiana var. virginiana Choke Cherry S5  

Rosaceae Rubus idaeus ssp. strigosus Wild Red Raspberry S5  

Rubiaceae Galium aparine Cleavers S5 R4 

Ulmaceae Ulmus americana American Elm S5  

Violaceae Viola sororia Woolly Blue Violet S5  

Vitaceae Parthenocissus vitacea Thicket Creeper S5  

Vitaceae Vitis riparia Riverbank Grape S5  

Aceraceae Acer platanoides Norway Maple SNA  

Apiaceae Aegopodium podagraria Goutweed SNA  

Asteraceae Taraxacum officinale Common Dandelion SNA  

Bignoniaceae Catalpa speciosa Northern Catalpa SNA  

Brassicaceae Alliaria petiolata Garlic Mustard SNA  

Brassicaceae Hesperis matronalis Dame's Rocket SNA  

Caprifoliaceae Lonicera tatarica Tartarian Honeysuckle SNA  

Celastraceae Euonymus europaea European Spindle-tree SNA  

Cyperaceae Carex spicata Spiked Sedge SNA  

Fabaceae Robinia pseudo-acacia Black Locust SNA  

Lamiaceae Leonurus cardiaca ssp. cardiaca Common Motherwort SNA  

Liliaceae Convallaria majalis 
European Lily-of-the-
valley 

SNA  

Papaveraceae Chelidonium majus Greater Celadine SNA  

Pinaceae Picea abies Norway Spruce SNA  

Pinaceae Pinus sylvestris Scotch Pine SNA  

Poaceae Dactylis glomerata Orchard Grass SNA  

Poaceae Poa pratensis ssp. pratensis Kentucky Bluegrass SNA  

Rhamnaceae Rhamnus cathartica Buckthorn SNA  
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Family Name Scientific Name Common Name S-RANKa Peelb 

Rosaceae Geum urbanum Clover-root SNA  

Salicaceae Salix x rubens Reddish Willow SNA  

Ulmaceae Ulmus pumila Siberian Elm SNA  

 
a - SRANK (from Natural Heritage Information Centre) for breeding status if: S4 (Apparently Secure), S5 (Secure) SNA (Not 
applicable…'because the species is not a suitable target for conservation activities'; includes non-native species) 
b - Varga, 2005 (Distribution and Status of the Vascular Plants of the Greater Toronto Area): Rx, where x  is the number of 
stations for a rare native specie 

 
 




