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DATE: September 7, 2010

TO: Chair and Members of Planning and Development Committee
Meeting Date: September 20, 2010

FROM: Edward R. Sajecki
Commissioner of Planning and Building

SUBJECT: Revised Report on OQutstanding Matters — Draft Mississauga
Official Plan

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the Draft Mississauga Official Plan be revised in accordance

with the report titled “Revised Report on Outstanding Matters —
Draft Mississauga Official Plan” dated September 7, 2010, from
the Commissioner of Planning and Building.

2. That the following comments received, subsequent to the June 28,
2010 meeting of the Planning and Development Committee, be
received:

(1) Letter dated June 30, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodman:s,
on behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

(i) Letter dated July 5, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans,
on behalf of Rockwood Mall Ltd.;

(ii1) Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans,
on behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

(iv) Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Philip Stewart, Pound and
Stewart, on behalf of Orlando Corporation; and

(v) Letter dated July 7, 2010 from Lynda Townsend, Townsend
and Associates, on behalf of Solmar Development
Corporation.
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BACKGROUND:

City Council, on July 7, 2010, considered the reports titled “Report
on Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010
and Addendum Report on Comments - Draft Mississauga Official
Plan, dated June 23, 2010 from the Commissioner of Planning and
Building. and adopted the following:

1. That the Draft Mississauga Official Plan be revised in accordance
with the report titled “Report on Comments — Draft Mississauga
Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010 and the report titled
“Addendum Report on Comments — Draft Mississauga Official
Plan” dated June 23, 2010 from the Commissioner of Planning
and Building.

2. That a by-law to repeal Mississauga Plan and adopt the Draft
Mississauga Official Plan, as revised, be enacted by City Council,
and the City Clerk be authorized to forward the Draft Mississauga
Official Plan to the Region of Peel for approval.

3. That Recommendation 60 contained in Appendix 3: Response to
Comments Table of the report titled “Report on Comments —
Draft Mississauga Official Plan” dated June 8, 2010 from the
Commissioner of Planning and Building, be revised as follows:

That Table 7-2 be revised by deleting the row regarding Main
Street and replacing it with:

Main St./Queen St. S./Approximately 90 m east of Wyndham
St./Mississauga/20 m.

Main St./Approximately 90 m east of Wyndham St./Credit
River/Mississauga/30 m.

4. That Floor Space Index ranges be re-introduced into the Draft
Mississauga Official Plan.

5. That staff bring forward for Council approval, a motion to amend
Recommendation 46 contained in Appendix 3: Response to
Comments Table and Policy 5.4.3 of the Draft Mississauga
Official Plan.
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6. That further written submissions with regard to the “Report on
Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June §, 2010
and the report titled “Addendum Report on Comments — Draft
Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 23, 2010, from the
Commissioner of Planning and Building, be received and
considered:

(1)  Letter dated June 24, 2010 from Glen Broll, Partner, Glen
Schnarr & Associates Inc.;

(i1) Letter dated June 24, 2010 from Bruce Thom, Planner,
EMBEE Properties Limited;

(ii1) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Glenn J. Wellings,
WELLINGS Planning Consultants Inc.;

(iv) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Victor Labreche, Senior
Principal, Labreche Patterson & Associates Inc.;

(v) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon,
Managing Principal Planner, Gagnon & Law;

(vi) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Robert E. Jarvis, Q.C.,
Barrister and Solicitor;

(vil) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon,
Managing Principal Planner, Gagnon & Law;

(viii) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Chad B. John-Baptiste,
Senior Planner, Associate, Planning & Environmental
Design, Baif Developments Limited;

(ix) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Paul Lowes, Principal,
Sorensen Gravely Lowes Planning Associates Inc.;

(x) Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon,
Managing Principal Planner, Gagnon & Law.

7. That oral submissions made at the Planning and Development
Committee meeting held on June 28, 2010, be received and
considered.

Planning and Development Committee, at its meeting on June 28,
2010 received for consideration oral submissions and the above
correspondence which could not be addressed in the reports on the
comments received regarding the Draft Mississauga Official Plan, (the
draft Plan). In addition, comments have been received subsequent to
the meeting of Planning and Development Committee from the
following:
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COMMENTS:

1. Letter dated June 30, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

2. Letter dated July 5, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Rockwood Mall Ltd.;

3. Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

4. Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Philip Stewart, Pound and Stewart,
on behalf of Orlando Corporation; and

5. Letter dated July 7, 2010 from Lynda Townsend, Townsend and
Associates, on behalf of Solmar Development Corporation.

The purpose of this report is to review outstanding issues resulting
from oral and written submissions received at the June 28, 2010
Planning and Development Committee meeting and from submissions
subsequently received (Appendix 1), and recommend amendments to
the draft Plan, where necessary. This report was originally prepared
for consideration by Planning and Development Committee on
September 7, 2010. Since that time, it has been revised for the
September 20, 2010 meeting of Planning and Development
Committee to include additional recommendations regarding air
quality and minor mapping changes.

The proposed amendments are addressed in Appendix 2 in the order in
which the policies appear in the draft Plan. Deletions are shown as
strikeeuts and additions are in ifalics and underlined. 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.

Oral Submissions

Outstanding matters identified by deputants at Planning and
Development Committee were:

e parking;

e air quality;

e retroactive application of Official Plan policies (Cliffway Plaza);
and

e application of Port Credit Local Area Plan.
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Parkin

Issue: With respect to the submission on parking by Jim Danahy on
behalf of MIRANET, it was suggested that the parking standard in the
zoning by-law be subordinate to the Official Plan, that terms of
reference for parking studies mandate the new vision for parking, and
that a parking authority be established.

Response: Because building and occupancy permits are issued on the
basis of the zoning by-law, the parking standards in the by-law take
precedence. Where there is a development application proposing a
reduction in parking standards based on the policies of the Official
Plan, they will form a policy framework for evaluating the proposal.
This vision for parking forms part of the terms of reference for any
parking studies. A Parking Office has been established in the

Transportation and Works Department until such time as a parking
authority is established.

Air Quality

Issue: Sue Shanly, on behalf of MIRANET, made recommendations
regarding the governance of the Oakville-Clarkson Airshed, the
implementation of the Air Quality Action Plan, Certificates of
Approval, provincial standards for emissions, and the integration of
the Report of the Air Quality Task Force on the Oakville-Clarkson
Airshed into the draft Plan.

Response: The official plan is not the appropriate mechanism to
control air quality through the development approval process, as this is
dealt with by the Ministry of Environment through the Certificate of
Approval process. Nonetheless, the draft Plan, as amended by the
recommendations of the report titled “Report on Comments — Draft
Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010 from the
Commissioner of Planning and Building, identifies the expectations of
Mississauga for the Ministry of Environment to consider the
cumulative effects of emissions by the following additional policy:
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“Mississauga requests the Ministry of Environment to take into
account existing regulatory standards, the cumulative effects of
emissions, and background pollutant concentrations prior to
approving applications for Certificates of Approval.”

Staff have reviewed the Report of the Air Quality Task Force on the
Oakville Clarkson Airshed, dated June 24, 2010, and concluded that it
contains no further recommendations appropriate for the draft Plan.
However, the above-noted recommendation should be revised to
encourage the Ministry of Environment to establish higher regulatory
standards than currently used by the Ministry.

Retroactive Application of Official Plan Policies

Issue: Andrew Gassman, on behalf of MIRANET, suggested, with
reference to the Cliffway Plaza Site, that the draft Plan be applied to
current development applications.

Response: Ontario Municipal Board decisions have established the
principle that the Official Plan which is in force and effect at the time
a development application is the plan which forms the basis for
evaluating the application.

Port Credit Local Area Plan

Dr. Geoff Edwards raised some concerns regarding the policies in the
Port Credit Local Area Plan as they apply to the development capacity
of his site. The Port Credit Local Area Plan contains the existing
polices of the Port Credit District Policies in Mississauga Plan. As
these policies are under review, it is inappropriate to amend them
through this process. Dr. Edwards’ concerns have been referred to
staff responsible for the review of the Port Credit Local Area Plan.

Written Submissions at June 28, 2010 Planning and Development
Committee Meeting

Matters Dealt with by the Report on Comments

The following letters are dealt with in the report titled “Report on
Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010:
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e letter dated June 24, 2010 from Glenn Broll, Glen Schnarr and
Associates Inc., on behalf of Chartwell, RioCan and Rockport; and

e letter dated June 28, 2010 from Paul Lowes , Sorensen, Gravely,
Lowes Planning Associates Inc. on behalf of Highland Farms.

These matters are dealt with by recommendations 1 and 132,
respectively, in Appendix 3 of the June 8, 2010 report and no further
action is required. Recommendation 1 states that the Plan be revised to
incorporate all amendments adopted by City Council, which will
include the Chartwell, RioCan and Rockport amendment.

Recommendation 132 states that the policies of Exempt Sites (e.g.
Highland Farms) be revised to permit all development rights currently

permitted by Mississauga Plan.

Matters to be Dealt with by Development Applications

The following comments seek to amend the draft Plan or the Port
Credit Local Area Plan to facilitate development applications by
seeking land use redesignations, the adjustment of character area
boundaries, and/or site specific policies. Consequently, they should be
dealt with through the development approval process. In the case of
the letter from Robert Jarvis requesting a site specific deferral of the
Plan pending a hearing by the Ontario Municipal Board, the draft Plan
will be revised, if required, in accordance with the decision by the
Ontario Municipal Board.

e letter dated June 28, 2010, from Glenn Wellings, Wellings
Planning Consultants Inc.;

e Jetter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Gagnon and
Law, on behalf of White EIm Investments Ltd.;

e Jetter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Gagnon and
Law, on behalf of Latiq Qureshi;

e letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Gagnon and
Law, on behalf of Azuria Group; and

e letter dated June 28, 2010 from Robert Jarvis.
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Matters Requiring Further Consideration

Planning and Building staff reviewed the following submissions to
Planning and Development Committee and recommend minor
revisions to the draft Plan, as described below:

e Jetter dated June 24, 2010 from Bruce Thom, Embee Properties;

e letter dated June 28, 2010 from Victor Labreche, Labreche
Patterson and Associates Inc.; and

e Jetter dated June 28, 2010 from Chad B. John-Baptiste, Baif
Developments Ltd.

Planning and Building Department staff met with Bruce Thom,
representing Embee Properties, to discuss his comments. To address
his concerns, staff explained the proposed policies regarding drive-
through facilities, and clarified that the meaning of “encourage” is “to
carefully consider, or take into account” the potential to mix uses on
land designated “Mixed Use”. If, after careful consideration, a mix of
use is not appropriate the policies provide flexibility to respond to site
specific circumstances.

Further, is was noted that the “Mixed Use” designation of the lands at
the south-west corner of Mavis Road and Bristol Road does not permit
uses; namely, a service station, gas bar, car wash and garden centre,
permitted by the zoning by-law in accordance with an Ontario
Municipal Board settlement. These lands should be identified as a
Special Site to permit these additional uses, as outlined in Appendix 2.

Planning and Building Department staff also met with Victor
Labreche and representatives of the restaurant industry to further
review their comments, and recommend some minor revisions to the
drive-through policies, as outlined in Appendix 2. It is proposed to
remove reference to the word “exceptional” with reference to the
circumstances where a drive-through facility would be permitted. As
well, it is proposed to exempt existing restaurants with drive-through
facilities in those areas where they will be prohibited by the draft Plan.

Baif Development (“Baif”) notes that there is an inconsistency in the
mapping of the boundaries of the Downtown Core. In this regard,
Schedules 2, 9 and 10 of the draft Plan show the southerly boundary of
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the Downtown Core as including the lands designated Residential
High Density fronting on the south side of Webb Drive. This is
consistent with the boundary of the Urban Growth Centre identified in
the report titled “ Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe —The
Built Boundary and the Mississauga Urban Growth Centre” dated
April 22, 2008 from the Commissioner of Planning and Building.

The Downtown Core Local Area Plan Land Use Map is based on the
existing City Centre Boundaries, and does not include the lands on the
south side of Webb Drive. Given the intent of the Urban Growth
Centre, the Downtown Core Local Area Plan policies and maps should
be revised to include the lands fronting onto the south side of Webb
Drive, consistent with the boundaries of Downtown Core in Schedule
10 of the draft Plan. By doing so, the Downtown Core Local Area
Plan will permit structures over or under public roadways, which will
also address Baif’s concern that these encroachments be permitted,
where appropriate.

Baif is also concerned that the prohibition of outdoor signage for
convenience commercial facilities within an apartment building would
not be appropriate in the Downtown Core. Given that such signage is
regulated by the Sign By-law, this policy, in section 11.2.5.11 c is
outmoded and should be deleted from the draft Plan.

Additional Comments Submitted after the June 28, 2010 PDC
Meeting

Specific comments have been received from the following subsequent
to consideration of the draft Plan by Planning and Development
Committee (Appendix 1). The comments are addressed in Appendix 2
in the order in which the policies appear in the draft Plan.

1. Letter dated June 30, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

2. Letter dated July 5, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Rockwood Mall Ltd.;

3. Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, on
behalf of Wal-Mart Canada Inc.;

4. Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Philip Stewart, Pound and Stewart,
on behalf of Orlando Corporation; and

5. Letter dated July 7, 2010 from Lynda Townsend, Townsend and
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CONCLUSION:

STRATEGIC PLAN:

Associates, on behalf of Solmar Development Corporation.
Planning and Building staff recommend the following minor
amendments to the draft Plan in response to these submissions:

e amendments to the Retail policies to clarify that the expansion of
existing retail uses on lands designated Mixed Use will be
permitted;

e modifications to the Downtown, Major Nodes, Community Nodes
and Corporate Centres policies to permit single-storey additions to
existing retail developments, where considered appropriate by
Character Area policies;

e amendments to the Greenbelt designation to permit electricity
transmission and distribution facilities, if no other options are
feasible and subject to an Environmental Assessment;

e amendments to the Gateway Corporate policies to incorporate
OPA 40, as approved by the Ontario Municipal Board;

e amendments to Schedule 1b and the Neighbourhoods Map on page
16-1 of the draft Plan to correct an error by establishing Mavis
Road as the boundary between the East Credit Neighbourhood and
Gateway Employment District, consistent with the rest of the draft
Plan; and

e amendments to the Downtown Core Local Area Plan Land Use
Policies to clarify that restaurants with drive-through facilities are
not permitted.

Subsequent to completion of the report titled “Report on Comments —
Draft Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010, additional
submissions were received. While these submissions have not resulted
in any significant changes to the draft Plan, some minor revisions, as
outlined in Appendix 2, are proposed.

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 draft Plan. The policy themes of the
draft Plan advance the strategic pillars for change, which are:

Move: Developing a Transit Oriented City
Belong:  Ensuring Youth, Older Adults and New Immigrants
Thrive
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Connect: Complete Our Neighbourhoods
Prosper:  Cultivating Creative and Innovative Businesses
Green: Living Green

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Not applicable

ATTACHMENTS: APPENDIX 1: Written Submissions Received by the Planning and
Development Committee, June 28, 2010
APPENDIX 2:Response to Comments Table

Original Signed By:

Edward R. Sajecki
Commissioner of Planning and Building

Prepared By: Ron Miller, Policy Planning Division

K:A\PLAN\POLICY\GROUP\2010 Mississauga Plan Review\Report on Comments\re Outstanding Issues Report.doc



Appendix 1

Written Submissions Received by Planning and Development Committee, June 28, 2010

10.

11

12.

13.

14.
15.

Letter dated June 24, 2010 from Glen Broll, Partner, Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc.
Letter dated June 24, 2010 from Bruce Thom, Planner, EMBEE Properties Limited
Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Glenn J. Wellings, WELLINGS Planning Consultants
Inc.

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Victor Labreche, Senior Principal, Labreche Patterson
& Associates Inc.

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Managing Principal Planner, Gagnon
& Law, (on behalf of White Elm Investments Ltd.)

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Robert E. Jarvis, Q.C., Barrister and Solicitor

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Managing Principal Planner, and
Gagnon & Law (on behalf of Azuria Group)

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Chad B. John-Baptiste, Senior Planner, Associate,
Planning & Environmental Design, MMM Group

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Paul Lowes, Principal, Sorensen Gravely Lowes
Planning Associates Inc.

Letter dated June 28, 2010 from Michael Gagnon, Managing Principal Planner, Gagnon
& Law, (on behalf of Latiq Qureshi)

Written Submissions Received after June 28, 2010

Letter dated June 30, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, (on behalf of Wal-Mart
Canada Inc.)

Letter dated July 5, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, (on behalf of Rockwood Mall
Ltd.)

Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Roslyn Houser, Goodmans, (on behalf of Wal-Mart
Canada Inc.)

Letter dated July 6, 2010 from Philip Stewart, Pound and Stewart Associates Ltd.

Letter dated July 7, 2010 from Lynda Townsend, Townsend and Associates
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:: GLEN SCHNARR & ASSOCIATES INC. P
LEN SCHHARR, MCIR RPP

UreAR B REGIONAL PUANNERS, LAND DEVELOPHMENT CORSULTANTS
G1en BroLL, MCIZ RPP
CoLty CHURG, MCIP RPP

ASSOCIATES:

CaRL BRAWLEY, MCIR RPP
JEFF R. DUNCAN, CPT, ACST{A)
June 24, 2010 Refer To File: 556-001
City of Mississauga
Office of the City Clerk

300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, Ontario
L5B 3C1

Attention: Mr. John Britto, Legislative Coordinator

Dear John,
Re Comments on the new Official Plan
Planning and Development Committee Meeting ~ June 28, 2010
Chartwell/RioCan/Rockport
1829 and 1865 Lakeshore Road West
0Z-07/013 W2
City of Mississauga

We are the Planning Consultants to RioCan and McDonalds, the owners of the above
referenced lands. We have been involved in an Ontario Municipal Board Hearing under the
Planning Department file number OZ-~07/013 W2 for an Official Plan Amendment and
Rezoning. The hearing resulted in a settlement between the parties, however the site specific
Amendment and By-law has not yet been Ordered by the Board. It has come to our attention that
the City’s new Official Plan document which is being considered at the Planning and
Development Committee meeting on June 28, 2010, ought io include the special site provisions
that were agreed to in the settlement hearing.

Please accept this letter as a formal request for the policies, as settled in the hearing, to be
included within the City’s new Official Plan. We have not yet reviewed the document in its
entirety to ensure that there are no other provisions that may impact the development. Therefore
we are filing this letter out of an abundance of caution. In addition, please advise of any future
meetings and/or notice of the passing of this document.

Yours very truly,

GLEN SCHNARR & ASSOCIATES INC.

Eémll, M.CILP.,, RP.P. 10 KINGSBRIDGE GARDEN CIR(LE

é(_ Partner. Sume 700
Mississaucs, GRTARID
L5R 3X6

TeL {905) 568-B88%
Fax {905] 568-8894
WEBSHE www.gsal.ca
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' GLEN SCHNARR & ASSOCIATES INC.

: URBAN & REGIORAL PLANHERS, LAKD DEVELOPMENT COMSULTANTS

c. L. Townsend
M. Minkowski
A, Dietrich
R, Miller
J. Hardcastle
S. Wisnowski
L. Savoie
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EMBEE

PROPERTIES LIMITED

APPENDIX 1 -
APPENDIX 1-2 :

88 Sheppard Avenue W, Sulte 200
Toronto ON M2N 1M5

tel 416.250.5858

fax 416.250.5860

June 24, 2010

Planning & Development Committee
City of Mississauga

300 City Centre Drive

Mississauga ON L3B 3Cl1

Draft Mississauga Official Plan
March 2010
File CD.03.MIS

DELIVERED BY HAND

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITIEE

JUN 2 & 209

). 0% Mis

Embee Properties Limited is the registered owner of numerous properties in Mississauga,

We have studied the draft Official Plan with regard to both overall policy direction and 1mpact

on our individual sites.

We appeared before Planning and Development Committee at the statutory public meeting of
May 3, 2010, and provided a written submission of the same date,

We met with Planning staff on May 27, 2010, to review our concerns and objections as part of

their on-going Ofﬁc1a1 Plan process.

We have reviewed the latest staff report dated June 8, 2010, We provide our current comments in
this letter following the same format as our letter of May 3, 2010. :

L SEC Bloor Street and Mississauga Valley Blvd. — 620 Bloor Street East

> Proposed designation “Convenience Commercial” does not describe the existing

development which is greater than 2,000 sq.m.

June 24, 2010

> The June 8, 2010, staff report recommends removal of the 2,000 sq.m. size limitation;

this is acceptable to Embee.
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2. SEC Bristol Road and Creditview Road — 5425 Creditview Road

> Proposed designation “Convenience Commerc1a1” does not describe the emstmg
development which is greater than 2,000 sq.m.

June 24, 2010

> This comment is as we have noted for Site #1 above.

3. SEC Erin Mills Parkway & Millereek Drive — 6400 Millereek Drive

> Proposed designation “Mixed Use” does not describe the existing development,
particularly the permifted drive-through function and uses.

June 24, 2010

> We are unable to decipher the new policies proposed in the June 8, 2010, staff report.
For example, proposed policy 8.2.2 requires conformity to certain design standards; it
is unclear to us how this will impact existing facilities that may not meet such
standards. '

> Furthermore, the proposed policy permits drive-throughs provided they maintain the

intent of the Plan. What exactly is that intent expressed in clear language and where is
it to be found in the new document?

4, SEC Mavis Road and Bristol Road — 720 Bristol Road West

> Proposed designation “Mixed Use” does not describe the existing development,
particularly the permitted drive-through function and uses.

June 24, 2010

» This comment is as we have noted for Site #3 above.

5. SWC Mavis Road and Bristol Road — 5380 Mavis Road

> Proposed designation “Mixed Use” does not describe the proposed development per
the site-specific Ontario Municipal Board settlement.

FILES\BTADRAFT MISSISSAUCA OFFICIAL PLANFOLLOW UP-JUNE 24, 2010
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June 24, 2010

> We provided staff with detailed information regarding this site at the meeting of May
27, 2010, but have not heard back from staff. It is imperative that all matters in the
settlement are provided for in the draft Official Plan.

6. SWC Hurontario Street and King Street — 2500 Hurontario Street

» Proposed designation “Mixed Use” does not take into account Hurontario-Main Study
and Downtown Hospital Local Area Plan.

June 24, 2010

» We believe the proposed policies are premature until the noted Study and Plan
recommendations are made available for our review and comment.

7. NWC Hurontario Street and King Street — 2550 Hurontario Street

> Proposed designation “Mixed Use” does not take into account Hurontario-Main Study
and Downtown Cooksville Local Area Plan.

June 24, 2010

» This comment is as we have noted for Site #6 above,

8. We object to all general and specific policies relating to the “Mixed Use” designation.

June 24, 2010

> We continue to object to all general and specific policies relating to the “Mixed Use”
designation. ' '

» Furthermore, we object to all general and specific policies relating to “Drive-through
facilities”, for example, but without limitation, as we have noted for Site #3 above.

9.. We object to all general and specific policies relating to “payment-in-lieu” of parking.

4...

FILES\BT\DRAFTMISSISSAUGA OEFICIAL PLAM\FOLLOW UP-JUNE 24, 2010
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June 24, 2010

» We do not see that our concerns discussed with staff at the meeting of May 27, 2010,
have been addressed with regard to these matters. We continue to object to all general
and specific polices relating to “payment-in-lieu” of parking. :

We will attend your meeting of June 28, 2010.

We continue to be available to review these concerns and objections with Cit.y staff as part of
their ongoing Official Plan process.

We request that we receive written notice of any and all further actions by the City with regard to
this file. . '

Respectfilly submitted.
EMBEE PROPERTIES LIMITED

oo T o

ruce Thom
Planner

BT:bk

FILES\BTADRAFT MissISsaUGA OFFICIAL PLAN\FoLLOW UP-JUNE 24, 2010
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June 28, 2010 ,
| PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT GOMMITTEE

JUN 2% 2010

Legislative Coordinator

City of Mississauga Ch. 02 . MiS
300 City Centre Drive

Mississauga, Ontario

L5B 3C1

Mr. John Britto

Dear Mr. Britto:

Re: Proposed Adoption of the Draft Mississauga Official Plan
Lands Owned by Dr. Geoff Edwards, 46 Port Street East — Port Credit

Our File No.: 2007/57 :

We are Planning Consultants for Dr. Geoff Edwards. owner of land municipally known
as 46 Port Street East within the Port Credit community. We have had the opportunity
to review the Draft Mississauga Official Plan and provide the following comments.

Cur client’s fands are designated “Community Node" on proposed Schedule 1 — Urban
System and "Mixed Use" on proposed Schedule 10 a - Land Use Designations ~ South.
The subject lands are also designated "Mixed Use” within the Port Credit Local Area

Plan (“PCLAP™, forming part of the Mississauga Official Pian.

“Community Node” Land Use Designation

Chapter 14 of the draft Mississauga Official Plan indicates that there are ten {10)
Community Nodes in the City, including Port Credit. Chapter 14 idenfifies modifications
to the General Land Use designations in Chapter 11 that apply to all Community Nodes.
There are no modifications stated for 46 Port Street East.

"Mixed Use” Land Use Designhation

Chapfter 11, Section 11.2.6.1 lists the uses permitted in the "Mixed Use” designation and
include, but are not limited fo, residential, restaurant, retail store, commercial parking
facility, and entertainment, recreation and sports facilities. Residential uses are
permitted within this designation, with the exception of detached and semi-detached
dwellings. It is also stated that residential uses will be combined on the same lot or
same building with another permitted use and wili generally not be permitted on the
ground floor. Section 11.3 stafes: "In addition fo the general fand use designation,
Local Area Plans may develop land use designations specific to the area they address.”

Port Credif Local Area Plan — Draft — March 2010

The PCLAP Land Use Map designates the subject lands "Mixed Lse”. The Harbour
Mixed Use Precinct Urban Design Policies would also apply. Section 2.1 of the PCLAP

554 imerale Sirpet - Budmpten DY L7RINE
FR0L BV 1767 -1 905 k1§72t
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— Community Design, Subsection 2.1.2.7 contains policies for the community referred to
as “Harbour Mixed Use”, :

The character of this area is meatf to be an extension of the Mainstreet Commerclal
Precinct-with potential for higher buildings. The PCLAP further states:

“Building heights should 1ot exceed three storeys for the entire Harbour Mixed
Use area with the exception of buildings fronting onto the north and south sides
of Port Street East between the Hurontario Street extension and Helene Street
South which may be six storeys high and buildings located on lands municipally
known as 48-50 Port Street East which:inay be five storey high.” [Quote from part
of Subsection 2.1.2.7 — Harbour Mixed Use, Subsection b.]

Based on the foregoing, 48 Port Street East can re-develop with @ maximum height of
three {3) storeys. This height restriction would also apply to the neighbouring property

to the west {42 Port Street East).

Section 5 of the PCLAP contains “Special Site Policies™. There are detailed policies
provided for Site 4 — Areas A and B. Ared A is located on the south side of Lakeshore
Road East between Helene Street South and Elmwood Avenue. Area A of Site 4 is
located to the east of, and in cloge proximity to, 46 Port Street East,

There are tands identified as Special Site 37 which are located at the northwest comer
of Port Street East and Helene Street South, These lands are immediately adjacent fo
46 Port Street East and the site specific policy reads: “Notwithstanding the Urban
Design Polices, Harbour Mixed Use provisions, the maximum height of the existing

apartment building will be five storeys.”

Community Nodes and Intensiﬁcati_on

We note that Community Nodes are identified as Intensification Areas. Planning staff
note in their report dated June 8, 2010 that transpartation and community infrastructure
is being directed to Community Nodes and urban design policies have been writien to
require compact built form conducive to pedéstrians. Generally, the vision for
Community Nodes is to provide for walkable and vibrant mixed use areas containing a
variety of services and facilities. Planning staff do state, however, that not all
Intensification Areas are to be developed to the same density. The Downtown and
Major Nodes are planned to contain greater heights and densities, and local area
studies will determine the appropiiate density for each Community Node.

Following from the PCLAP, a District Plan will be prepared and approved for Port Credit.
On behalf of our client we have been monitoring the process and progress to date
pertaining to the Port Credit District Plan (“PCDP"). Various studies, including the
Mobility Hub Study, the Lakeshore Road Study and the Port Credit Parking Study, must
be complete befors the completion of the PCDP. Detailed policies regarding land use,
transportation, transit, parking and open space will be incorporated into the PCDP.

2fPage
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Comments

Based on our review of the new draft Mississauga Official Plan, we have significant
cancems regarding the general policy direction for the Port Credit Community Node as
it relates to 46 Port Street Eastand the immediately surrounding lands. The proposed
policies provide little vision and potential redevelopment and intensification
opportunities. The public consultation process identified this precinct as capable of
providing high rise built form which is clearly not reflected in the proposed policies (i.e.
maximum of three {3) storeys). The ecanomic implications of a three (3) storey
redevelopment have not been addressed in the policy framework which will almost
certainly only facilitate surface parking. F urther, we find the proposed policies deficient
in terms of requiring integrated, comprehensive redevelopment of properties and an
overall parking strategy within precincts. Such policies represent good planning and in
our view provide a superior built form.,

We wish to ensure that equitable policy treatment is provided fo all properties within this
precinct. We are aware of the Official Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment applications
for those lands directly fo the west of our client’s lands (Centre City Capital). The '
proposal is to permit a four (4) storey retail commercial/office building fronting on
Lakeshore Road and 3 ten (1 0) storey, 56 unit residential condominium apartment
building (stepping fo four (4) starey) fronting on Port Street East. This proposal would
not conform fo the height restrictions stated in the draft Official Plan and the PCLAP,
We assume that an Official Plan Amendment wolild confinue fo be required for the
proposal based on the present policy framework.

We would appreciate receiving further notice 6f the approval of Mississauga Official
Plan.

Yours truly,
WELLINGS PLANNING CONSULTANTS INC.

it

Glenn J. Wellings, MCIP, RPP.

¢. Edward Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and Building
Dir. Geoff Edwards - 48 Port Street
Lyn Townsend — Lynda J. Townsend Professional Corporation
Michael Spaziani ~ Michael Spaziani Architect Inc.
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Labreche Pattersorn & Associates Inc.

Professlonal Planners, Development Consultanis, Project Managers

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

JUN 28 200

ch. 02 - MiS

June 28, 2010
{E-maited: john.britto@mississauga.ca)

Chair and Members of Planning and Development Commitiee
¢/o John Britto, Legislative Coordinator

City of Mississauga

300 City Centre Drive

Mississauga, ON

L5B 3CH

Dear Mr. Britto and Members of Planning and Development Committee

Re: Proposed Draft Mississauga Official Plan

File # CD.O3MIS
Commissionser of Planning Recommendation Report Dated June 8, 2010

We are responding to the latest Planning Department recommendation report that will be
considered by the Planning and Development Commiitee later today. We have praviously
provided written comments on the previous proposed draft Officlal Plan (OF) in which our letter
dated May 2, 2010 was acknowledged at the Planning and Development Commitiee meeting on

May 3, 2010,

As noted in our previous letter, we represent the member brands being A & W Food Services of
Canada Inc., McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Ltd., the TDL Group Corp. {operators and
ligensors of Tim Hortons restaurants), and Wendy's restaurants of Canada Inc. as well as their
industry group assoclation being the Ontario Restaurant Hotel and Motel Association (ORHMA).

We recognize and appreciate that within the Planning Department recommendation report {page

5 and 6 of report) it provides comments and response to our previous letter and the previously

proposed Official Plan pollcies/prohibltion areas related fo drive-through facillties. These areas

and the approach to regulating drive-through facilities have been revised and somewhat scaled

back to acknowledge our comments along with provided OMB and court case law examples that
- drive-through facilities should not be prohibited at the level of the Official Plan.

Our previous letter, in addition to referencing related OMB and court case law and providing the
Planning Department with specific case law examples in a follow up e-mail to them on May 4m,
details the fact that drive-throughs locate in existing areas of any City that are aiready
designated for service retail commercial land uses all of which typically rely on vehicular and
pedestrian access already coming to and accommodated in the area by assodated parking lots.
As such, the only unigue feature of a drive-thraugh In these pre-determined commercial areas is
the drive-through stacking or queuing lane. The drive-through facility and stacking is a detail

S A T T e S v i bt s emr (imdaries RNNOE 2010 =« Tal ATQROR-FRORAR &« Fawv-/RI1I0O0-208-7=R~
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which can clearly be regulated through the zoning by-law and/or urban design guidelines and
under the municipal powers of Site Plan Control. Therefore, prohibition based policies at the
leve! of an official plan is not waranted.

While we have had some discussions with Planning staff in the last week, we have not been
able to obtain satisfactory clarification or assurances on certain concerns we have with the latest
revised proposed Officlal Plan and we ask that these concerns be addressed before or at the
Planning Committea meeting this evening as follows:

1. As specifically nofed within the proposed revised OP palicies for drive-through
faclliles in "Appendix 3", recommendation #100, it is noted that the "Plan be revised fo
confinue the prohibition of drive-through facHitles in the Downtown Core and all areas
currently designated Mainstreet Commerclal untif Local Area Plans are prepared for
these areas which may confirm, modify or amend the prohibitions™, With regard to this
statement, we have been unable to confirm that in fact the noted “Downtown Core”
means those lands currently designated "Mixed Use and Retall Core Commercial” within
the “City Centre District Map" which are the designations that currently prohibit drive-
through facilities. We need assurances that the proposed new OP wlll reflect only the
geographic areas of these current designations per the current OP as the proposed new
OP would substantially enlarge the “Downtown™ as shown on “Schedule 1b Urban
System — City Structure” plan of the new OP.

2. The Planning Department staff report as well as recommendation #100 on Appendix 3
does not acknowledge our concem noted on page 3 of our previous letter that any
existing drive-through faclilties that are located within designatlons proposed to continue
a prohibition for drive-through facilities be at least provided a site specific OP policy
exemption so they do not become non-conforming to the new OP and/or rendered "legal
non-conforming” in any future implementing Zoning By-law for these locations. We would
note that there are not many locations that would fall info this category (likely 5 to 8
locations) which would be easy and appropriate to acknowledge within the OP. It is also
necessary to recognize these existing facliiies in the proposed new OP so that the
investment of each of the corporate brands wa represent and equally that of the
ownar/operator franchisea is not adversely impacied if these site were to become non-
conforming to the new OP and the future Implementing Zonlng By-law.

3. We are conceimed and object to the current opening sentence in the proposed revised
Policy 8.2.1 in that it would appear to require that a Zoning By-law Amendment would be
required in all case’s when a new drive-through facility was proposed within an
"Intensification Area”. We don't feel it would be fair or appropriate 1o require a Zoning by-
law Amendment in gll cases in these areas and as such request that the opening
sentence to revised Policy 8.2.1 be revised as follows: “Zoning By-faw Amendments for
new drive-through faciiities may be required in certain areas of the "Intensification Areas”
and those areas where a Zoning By-law Amendment will be required will be further
established and defined within the city's implementing comprehensive Zoning By-law.
Zoning By-law Amendments for these Identified areas will nof be approved where they
will interfere with the intended function and form of these areas.”

We are also concerned and object to the use of the word “exceptional® noted in the
proposed revised Policy 8.2.1 as noted within recommendation #100 in Appendix 3. The
use of the word “exceptional” is much too broad and open to interpretation and is
redundant as this policy dlearly lists the circumstances/requirements that consideration of
a new drive-through facility would have to meet. As such, we request that the word
“exceptional” be deleted from this proposed revised Policy B.2,1.
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4. Woe are concemed that proposed revised Folicy 8.2.2 as noted in recommendation #100
on Appendix 3 Is a new policy that would be applied to any future new or re-
development application for a drive-through facility no matter what designation it
occurred anywhere across the clty. In reference to our previous letter and in relation to
the related OMB and court cass law examples we provided to the Planning Department,
our submission is that wherever a "parking lot” is permitted and required hy any other
commercial retail {and use including restaurants without an assoclated drive-through, a
drive~through shouid be held to the same requirements that would be applied to any new

permiited parking iot.

The only minor difference would be slfe plan and urban design matters related to some
additional [andscaping/buffering around the stacking/queuling lane and
placement/locational requirements for the stacking lane which the clty already has In
place within Its Zoning By-law and Urban Design Guidelines. As such, we request

that the cpening sentence to this policy be revised fo raad as foliows:

*Drive-through facilities will be permitted in non-intensification areas provided that and, in
consideration to the similar evaluation of otherwise permitted parking lofs in the same
areas, that a proposed drive-through facifity develapment does notl inferfere with the
intended function and form of these characler areas.”

The remainder of this policy as proposed by the Planning Depariment would remain the
same.

Lastly, while the overall revisions proposed by the Planning Department generally recognizes
our previous comments letter dated May 2, 2010 in recognition of related OMB and court case
law that drive-through facilities should not be prohibited at the level of the Official Plan, as such,
we request that the OP bs revised now to remove any existing prohibltion policies rather then
waiting until “Local Area Plans are prepared for these existing prohibition areas” as noted in the
first paragraph in recommendation #100 on Appendix 3.

Based on the foregoing, we request that the above points be addressed by the Planning
Depariment at the Planning and Development Committee meeting later today and the final draft
OP be revised accordingly to incorporate our comments. Alternatively, although it is not clear,
the Planning Department notes two options fo provide moedifications to the Plan after adoption of
the Plan by Committee and Council under the heading of "Approval of the Plan” on page 10 of
the staff report. We would be satlsfied if staff could clarify/confirm that our requested revisions
would be accommodated as part of the two scenarios for Plan modification detailed within the

staff report.

We thank you again for your consideration and we request that we be sent a copy of written
notica of committees decision on this matter and any future notices and related decision to either
committees or councils decision on the proposed new Official Plan for the City of Mississauga.

Yours truly,

Labreche Pafterson & Associates Inc.

,gm_u, Rt

Victor Labreche, MCIP, RPP
Senior Principal
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Copy: John Calvert (via e-mall: john.calvert@mississauga.ca)

Direclor of Policy Flanning, City of Misslssauga

Marlanne Cassin (via e-mall: marianne.cassin@misslssauga.ca)
Palicy Planner, Clty of Mississauga

Ron Miller (via 8-mail: ron.millar@mississauga.ca)
Planner, City of Misslssauga

Tony Elenis (via e-mall: telenfs@oarhma.com)
Presldent and CEQ - ORHMA

Michelle Saunders (via e-mail: msaunders@orfima.com )
ORHMA

Michael Polowin (via e-mall: michael polowin@gowlings.com)
Gowling Laflaur Henderson LLP

Nick Javor (via e-mall: javor_nick@timhortons.com)
The TDL Group Corp.

Maurice Luchich (via e-maifl: luchich_maurice@timhortons.com)
The TDL Group Corp.

Leslia Smejkal (via e-mail: smejkal_lesliz@timhartons.com}
The TDL Group Corp.

Sherry McLaughiin (via e-mail: sherry.mactauchlan@ca.med.com)
McDonald's Restaurants of Canada Ltd.

Scoft Dutchak (via e-mait: scolt.duichak@ca.mecd.com)
McDonald's Restaurants of Canads { td.

Paul Hewer (via e-mafl: paul hewsr@ca.med,.com)
McDonald's Restaurants of Capada Lid,

Susan Towle (via e-mall: susan_towls@wendys.com)
Wendy's Restauranis of Canada

Darren Sim (via e-mail: dsim@aw.ca)
A & W Food Services of Canada inc.
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FPrincipals 7
Michael Gaghon, B.ES., M.CI.P, R.PP.
Lily Law, B.Es.

June 28, 2010 Our File: PN 1619 — Draft

Mississauga OP
City of Mississauga
Planning and Building Department Via: Mail & E-Mail
300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, Ontario
L5B 3C1

Attention: Crystal Greer, Clerks Department
John Britto, Clerks Department
John Calvert, Planning & Building Department
Marianne Cassin, Planning and Building Department

Re: Formal Public Input - Draft Mississauga Official Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

Gagnon & Law Urban Planners Ltd. (G&L) is agent io White Elm Investments Lid. (White
Elm), the registered owner of the property located at 1450 to 1458 Dundas Street East in the
City of Mississauga; generally located at the southwest quadrant of Dixie Road and Dundas

Street East.

The subject property measures approximately 2.80 hectares (6.93 acres) and is currently
utilized as a mixed use commercial strip plaza. Retail and warehousing uses are located on
the ground floor of the exiting plaza and office uses are located within a partial second storey
along the building’s northern fagade (Dundas Street East).

White Elm is currently in the initial stages of pursuing an application to re-develop the site for
a high density mixed-use residential, office and retail development.

White Elm has requested that we review and comment on the draft ‘new’ Mississauga Official
Plan — March 2010 (MOP) as it relates to their contemplated vision for re-development of the
gsite. On behalf of White Elm we would like to share the following comments, concerns and
bservations:

1. We note that the site is desighated as:

e ‘Mixed Use’ on Schedule 10;
s 'Community Node' on Schedules 1, 1B, 9, 10;

21 Queen Street Easy, Suite 500 » Brampton, Ontaro, Canada L6W 3P1

Phone: (905) 796-5790 » Fax: (905) 796-5792 » Webslte: www.gagnonlawurbanplanners.com

CONTIDENTIALITY CAUTION
This dosument i Consullant-Client priviloged and contains sonfidential information {ntended only for peraon(s) named above, Any distribution, copying or disclosure iz ptrictly prohibited
IT you have received this document in emor, please notify us immedintely by lolephane and retumn the original to us by mail without making & copy.
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e ‘Major Transit Station Area’ on Schedule 2;
¢ Being within the Dixie Employment Area on Schedule 9.

2. We note that Dundas Street is identified as an ‘Intensification Corridor’ on Schedules
1, 1C, 2 and 8. It is also designated a ‘Higher Order Transit Corridor’ on Schedule 6.

3. Schedule 1 designates the site Employment Area, Intensification Corridor and
Community Node.

4. While Schedule 2, Intensification Areas identifies the site as falfing within a Community
Node, we believe that the Node as depicted should be increased in size to envelope
the whole of the intersection and immediate surrounding lands which are conducive to
the type of development envisaged in this area. It should also include the Major
Transit Station Area.

5. We support the identification on Schedule 5 of Dundas Street East as an Arterial Road.
We support the identification on Schedule & on Dundas Street East as an
Intensification Corridor and a Higher Order Transit Corridor coupled with a Potential
Mobility Hub in proximity to the existing commuter rail-line and station to the south.
These designations lend suppott to our position that our client's site and surroundlng
area should be considered for Higher Order Mixed-Use development.

6. Schedule 10a designates our client's site as Mixed-Use. While we support the Mixed-
Use designation, we believe that consideration shotild be given to the adjustments of
the mixed-use area and the Node consistent with the vision for our client’s property.

7. We believe that circumstances exist where it is appropriate 1o identify ‘site specific’
policies which reflect the unique circumstances of certain sites and/or groups of
propemes In some instances it simply isn't practical to expect the Official Plan which
is a broad, high level plan to be able to capture existing land uses or a particular vision
for the lands.

8. Consistent with the Growth Plan, the proposal to redevelop our client's property will
contribute to:

¢ Building compact, vibrant and complete communities;

e Protecting, preserving, énhancing and wisely using valuable natural resources
for current and future generations; and

e Optimize the use of existing and new infrastructure.

9. The proposal to intensify on the site is appropriate on account that existing
infrastructure is or will be available to support the additional development.

10. Consistent with the guiding principles of the new Official Plan, the proposal will
contribute to the range of housing choices for local residents.

G&L Urban Planners Ltd. ' Page 2


nicbis
Text Box
APPENDIX 1


APPENDIX 1

11.The proposal represents an opportunity to direct higher density residential and
employment growth to key locations which have or will have transit and infrastructure
available.

12.Consistent with Section 4.3 the Official Plan appropriately identifies our client’s

property as falling within a Community Node. We recommend the enlargement of the
Community Node to capture the whole of the intersection of Dundas Street East and

. Dixie Road. We envlsage our client's property as playing a future role in
accommodating a mix of population and employment uses at densities commensurate
with the ability of existing and planned infrastructure to support same. The opportunity
exists to maximize the ability of the Dundas Street East and Dixie Road intersection to
contribute to the Official Plan's goals and objectives for intensification,

13.According to Section 4.3.3, our client's site is located within the Dixie/Dundas
Community Node. We support the range of uses envisaged including retail,
restaurants and housing. We support the role that the site. and surrounding property
can play in intensification.

14.Consistent with Section 8.2, we envisage the development of our client's site as
contributing to the build-out of the Community Node as an exciting Intensification Area.
Ultimately, this area will become a vibrant and memorable urban place.

15.Section 16.0 deals with Neighbourhoods. Section 17.0 deals with Employment Areas,
We recommend that the limits of the Dixie Employment Area be revised to include the
whole of the intersection of Dixie Road and Dundas Street East and that a special site
designation be applied to our client's lands to recognize the potential for Mixed-Use
development, including Employment and Residential uses commensurate with
infrastructure. The Residential uses would be wholly approptiate in view of Section
17.1.2. There seems fo be a contradiction in Section 17.1.3. Any restrictions on
Residential within this area would needlessly and unfortunately result in the area not
achieving its full mixed-use potential.

We welcome an opportunity to meet with staff to discuss our comments. We reserve the right
to make additional comments. We recommend against approving the Official Plan in its
current format. We wish to receive notification of approval of the Plan and adoption of
implementing documents. We wish to be notified of future mestings related to the
Mississauga Official Plan.

Yours truly,

f6n, B.ES., M.C.I.P., R.P.P.
fincipal Planner

Michael Gag

urk, White Elm Investments Ltd.
afia Morgan, White Elm Investments Ltd.
ichard Domes, G&L Urban Planners Ltd.

G&L Urban Planners Ltd. ' Page 3
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

JUN 2 8 2010
. 0% - MU

ROBERT E. JARYVIS, Q C. ’ 105 Confederation Way

Rarristar and Solicitor Thomhbill, Optario
Canada, L.3T 5R4

Phaone: {905) 763-5998
Fax: (905) 763-1439

June 25, 2010
File No, 8-011

BY FACSIMILE

City of Mississauga.

Planning and Building Department
Policy Division

300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga ON- L5B 3C1

Atn* Ms, Marianne Cgssin

Dear Ms., Cassin:

RE: Draft Mississauga Official Plan
Section 14 Community Nodes, Subsection 14.2 Clarkson Village;
Offficial Plan and Zoning By-law Amendment — 607074 Ontario Limifed
Mississauga File: OZ 05/843 W2 —1969 and 1971 Lakeshore Rd. West

607074 Ontatio Limited has made a private application for an Official Plan Amendment
and Rezoning for lands located at 1969 and 1971 Lakeshore Road West, at the northeast
comer of Lakeshore Road West and Walden Circle. The application has been appsaled

to the Ontario Mumicipal Board,

The subject lands are as defined by Appendix 5-3 of the Novembsr 10, 2009
Supplementary Report, attached for your reference.

On behalf of 607074 Ontario Limited, T wish to request a deferral of Section 14.1.1.2 of
Section 14 Community Nodes in the draft Mississauga Official Plan as it applies to the
subjest site until the Optario Municipal Board has dealt with the Appeal.

Alternatively, I would request that the policies in the draft Misuissauga Official Plan be
amended to implement the Official Plan Amendment under epplication OZ 05/043 W2.

Yours very traly, -

(A “i'f{l/,g/\.a.zé—é\

Robert E. Jarvis-Q.C.
Enc.
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APPENDIX 17
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
| 28 200
ChH- 03 MIS
Principals
" Michael Gagnon, BES, MCLP, RPP
& Lily Law, 8.ES,
1 Law
I!:hed 1990 .
June 28, 2010 Our File:

P.N.90.050.00
Mississauga OP

City of Mississauga

Planning and Building Department

300 City Centre Drive : “AZURIA™
Mississauga, Onfario '

L5B 3C1

Atfenfion: Crystal Greer, Clerks Department
John Britto, Clerks Department
John Calvert, Planning & Building Department
Marianne Cassin, Planning and Buillding Department

Re: Formal Public Input - Draft Mississauga Official Plan
Azurid Group

To Whom It May Concern:

Gagnon & Law Urban Planners 1id. (G&L) represent Aziria Group (Azuria), the registered
owner of 3150 Golden Orchard Drive, located at the southwest comer of Golden Orchard
Drive and Dixie Road, Part of Lot 8, Concession 1, N.D.S., City of Mississauga, Regional
Municipality of Peel. 3150 Golden Orchard measures approximately 2,44 hectares (6.03
acres) in size. It is occupied by two {2) aparfment buildings; one 16 storey building and one
14 storey building. The two (2) buildings house 238 apartment units in fotal.

Azuria has requested that G&L review the Draft Mississauga Official Plan (MOP). This review
is being conducted partially in responss to a letter which Azuria received from the City of
Mississauga, Planning Department advising that a proposed change in the Draft MOP would
delete a “Special Site” designation which currently applies fo our client's site.

Our review will focus on the MOP i the context of Azuria's plans for intensification of their
site threugh the addition of a third and possibly fourth apartment building.

1. Schedule 1, 1b and 1c designates the site Neighbourhood and Corridor, whereas we
betieve that it should ba designated as part of the larger Employment Area and
Intensification Corridor in the vicinity of the intersection of Dixie Road and Dundas
Street East. This would recognize the existing development on the site and the

21 Queen Sl;—eet East, Suite 500 » Brampton, Ontario, Cinada LEW 3P1

Phone: [905) 796-5790 » Fax: {005) 795-5792 » Website: www.gagrronlawurbanplanners.com

CONEIDINTIALITY CAUTION |
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pofential o accommodate more residential development. Residential development on
this site contributes to the municipality’s intensification goals. With respect to the
Corridor designation, we belleve that it would be more appropriale to be an
Intensification Cosridor. Cnce again, this would more appropriately recognize what
exists on site and the potential if has to accommodate more residenfial. The
Community Node which is proposed on the north and south sides of Dundas Street
East, just east of Dixie Road Is a more appropriate designation for the subject site and

surrounding lands to the south.

2. Schedule 2 falls fo identify the site and surrounding area as part of a Community Node
and I[ntensification Corfidor. Given the existing develppment and potential to
accommodate higher density residential, as well as surrounding uses, we believe that
the Community Node as deplcted should be enlarged to include the site. We also
believe that it should be increased in size fo envelope the whole of the intersection of
Dixie Road and Dundas Street East, plus the Major Transit Station Area located to the
south, as all of these lands work i unison o create a mixed-use precinct/district. The
various sites and land uses do not exist in a vacuum. They are not isclaied from one

ancther.

3. We support the identification on Schedule 5 of Dixie Road as a Regional Arterial Road.
We support the identification on Schedule 5 of Dixie Road as a Transit Priority
Corridor, The Arierial Road context and the Transit Priority Corridor lend support to
our position that our client's site and the surrounding area should be assigned a higher
priority relative ta their role and function in accommodating higher density

development,

4. Scheduie 9 identifies our clienf's site as being within the Applewood NHD, whereas we
believe that it should be part of the Dixie EA and Community Node CN for the reasons
stated earlier. We believe that the site has a stronger relationship to Dixie Road and
the other developments fo the south and east in terms of their role and function in
providing higher density residential which provides miuch needed housing and supporis

the commercial uses existing and planned

5. Schedule 10a designates our client's site as Residential High Density. We believe
that consideration should be given fo re-designating the site perhaps to Mixed-Uss in -
recognitfon of its relationship to the lands to the south and east, and the role and
function the site plays in accommodating residential high-rise development. We
believe that consideration should be given {o the adjustments of the Mixed-Use Area
and the Node consistent with earlier comments.

6. Our clienf’s proposal is supportive of Provincial Policy which encourages development
that this transit-criented. The intention behind the proposal is fo increase density as a
means of maximizing and optimizing the use of infrastructure.

7. We believe that circumstances exist where it Is appropriate fo identify 'site specific’
policies which reflect the unique circumstances of certain sites andfor groups of
properties. In some instances it simply isn't practical to expect the Official Plan which
is a broad, high level plan to be able to capture existing land uses or a particular vision

for the lands,

G&L Urban Planners Lid. Page 2
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8. The intent through ‘intensification’ as proposed Is to support the PPS and the goal of
long term prosperity and social well-being. We support the wise use of land resources.
The Azurla proposal fo add a third and possibly fourth apartment building will promote
greater efficiency and a more compact form of development.

9. Consistent with the Growth Plan, the proposal will confribute to:

* Building compact, vibrant and complete communities;
» Profecting, preserving, enhancing and wisely using valuable natural resources
for current and future generations; and
"+ Optimize the use of existing and new infrastructure.

10.The proposal fo infensify on the site is approptiate on account of existing infrastructure
which will be available to support the additional devetopment.

11. Consistent with the guiding principles of the New Official Plan the proposal will
confribute to the range of housing cholces for local residents.

12. The proposal represenis an oppertunity to direct higher density residential and
employment growth to key locations which are served by transit and infrastructure.

13. Consistent with Section 4.3, we believe that our client's site has a role and function to
play in the context of the intersection of Dixie Road and Dundas Street East as part of
a larger Community Node. The development which exists and which is envisaged can
play an important rele in accommodating higher density development which is transit-
oriented.

14, Being mindful of Section 4.3.3, we believe that the limits of the Dixie/Dundas
Communify Node need to be revised fo include our client's lands. These lands already
play an important role in accommodating higher density residential. As development
on the site Intensifies, it will help fo achieve the vision for the Dixie/Dundas Node, as
well as the parficular targets related to the number of residents to be accommodated.

15. Section 4.3.5 Neighbourhoods does recognize that higher density development has a
role fo play and that intensification can occur, but that being sald, we believe that it
would be more appropriate to re-designate our client’s lands from Neighbourhood to
Dixie/Dundas Community Node and Employment Area recognizing that higher density
development will play an important role in the emerging Intensification area to the

south.

16.Section 4.4 addresses Corridors. We belleve that it would be more appropriate
recognizing the level of development existing on our client’s site and proposed that the
site be designated an Intensification Corridor,

17.We belleve that our client's site is suitable for a fourth apartment buiiding located
immediately adjacent to Dixie Road. Dixie Road in the vicinity of our client's site
leading down to Dundas Strest East is warthy of serious considerafion as being
designated an Intensification Corridar.

GEL Urban Planners LEd. Page 2
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18.As far as Intensification Areas are concemed and being mindful of Section 8.2.2, the
Zorning By-law already allows for a third apartment building on our client's site. Our
client is considering the pursuit of a fourth apartment building. Ve seriously question
the appropriateniess of designating the site as being part of a Non-Intensification
Neighbourhood Area. We believe that it would be more appropriate fo re-designate the
site a Community Node.

19.We have reviewed Seciion 16.0 of the Official Plan and the letter from the Planning
Department proposing fo delete the “Special Site” designation which applies fo our
client's lands. We do not support what is proposed, We believe that the site should
continue to be idenfified as a “Special Site” in the context of our other
recommendations and comments contained herein. The site should have a "Special
Site” applied fo it and possibly an exempfion fo allow for its own policies to be
developed.

We welcome an opporfunity to meet with staff to discuss our comments. We reserve the right
to make additional comments. We recommend agalnst approving the Official Plan in its
current format. We wish to receive notification of approval of the Plan and adoption of
implementing documents. We wish to be nofified of fufure meetings related to the
Mississauga Official Plan.

Yours fruly;

Michael on, B.E.S., M.C.L.P., R.P.P.

Managjfg r27(;:&&] Planner
C.C‘._:((Ed h Device, Azuria Group

Marc De Nardis, G&L Urban Planners Lid.

G&L Urban Planners Lkd. Page 4
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MMM Group Limited

100 Commerce Valley Drive West
Thornhill, ON Canada L3T 0A1

t: 905.882,1100 | f: 905.882.0055

WWw, mimm.ca

June 25, 2010
10.10022.001.P01

-Edward Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and Building
City of Mississauga

Planning and Building Department

Policy Division

300 City Centre Drive

Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1

Subject: Baif Developments Limited Comments on the March 2010 Draft
Ofticial Plan

MMM Group Ltd has reviewed the Draft Official Plan on behalf of our clients, Baif
Developments Limited [n relation to their land holdings, and would like to offer the
following comments on the Draft Official Plan as it relates to the subject. The subject
site covers two parcels located on the north and south side of Webb Drive on the west
side of the proposed new Main Street in Downtown Mississauga. Legally described as,
Part of Lots 26, 27, 29 & 30 and all of Lot 28 & Pt of Paul Grave Rd on Reglstered Plan

B-25.

In general we are supportive of the policy directions outlined in the draft Official Plan.
However, we note that there are inconsistencies that permeate the document and flow
into the Downtown 21 Master Plan (April 2010) and the Downtown Core Local Area Plan
(DCLAP, March 2010). Our comments are outlined below:

1. Schedules in the draft Official Plan indicate that the boundary for the Downtown
Core includes the subject site on the south side of Webb Drive, whereas the
mapping in the Downtown Core Local Area Plan and the Downtown21 Master
Plan, show a combination of the subject site both in and out of the Downtown
Core Area. Our position Is that the subject site south of Webb Drive should
remain included in the Downtown Core Local Area Plan as part of the City of
Mississauga Urban Growth Centre.

2. We support the DCLAP, section 5.1.5, which permits ‘the placement of structures
over and under public roadways consistent with this Plan’ as a permitted use, We
note that section 7.2.2.8 of the Draft Official Plan does not permit ‘permanent
below or at grade encroachments on the road system' and therefore request that
it be modified to allow for an exception for the downtown core and site specific
exemptions, to allow for parking structures to be permitted in public easements or
R.O.W. as determined by staif and approved by Council.

COMMUNITIES
TRANSPORTATION
BUILDINGS
INFRASTRUCTURE
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Baif Developments Limited
June 25, 2010
Page 2 of 2 AN\ mvim Grour

3. The Dratft Official Plan indicates in policy 11.2.56.11 (¢) that no outdoor signage
will be permitted for lands designated High Density Residential. We do not
believe that was the intent of the Officlal Plan. Rather we would like to see this
policy changed to reflect ‘appropriate’ signage policies for the downtown core
consistent with an urban environment.

QOutlined above are our immediate concerns with regards to the March 2010 Draft Official

Plan. There are inconsistencies that require clarification. We would be pleased to meet
with you at your earliest convenience to discuss the input we have provided above.

Regards,

MMM GROUP LTD

- R. 2t - B L

Chad B. John-Baptiste, BES, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner, Associate
Planning & Environmental Design

C.c. Marianne Cassin, Policy Planner
Lynn Barkey, Baif Developments Limited

MAJobs\2010110.10022.003.P0% - Ball, MississaugalOP review letier for submissfon.dog

COMMUNITIES
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B Sorensen Gravely Lowes
U Plannin Associates Inc.
' . d Principals: Warren Sorensen, ».Eng, MCIP, RPP

509 Davenport Road Catherine Gravely. Mes, MCIP, RPP
Toronte, Onlario M4V 1B8 Paul Lowes, MES, MCiP, RPP

Telephone [416) 823-6630 ot _
Facsimlle (416) 9236916 Senler Associate: Carcl-Anne Munroe, Mcip, RPP

June 28, 2010 Project: HF.MS

Planning and Development Committee
Policy & Planning Division

300 City Centre Drive

Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1

Dear Chair and Members of the Planning and Development Committee:

Re: Report on Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan
Highland Farms Property

Thank you for your response to our letter dated April 30, 2010, where we expressed concern with
the Draft Mississauga Official Plan and the proposed permitted nuses on Exempt Site 1 in Gateway
Corporate Centre, the Highland Farms property.

In the “Report on Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan” report dated June 8, 2010,
Appendix 3 summarizes all comments received on the Draft OP and associated recommendations
to each comment. Recommendation # 133 addresses our letter, stating that “No action [is]
required” as our concermn is dealt with by recommendation #3. While we support the changes in
this recommendation, the changes do not address the concerns we raised relating to the existing
permission of retail uses on the Highland Fanmns property.

It was our understanding that staff would carry forward all existing permitted uses in the
Mississauga Plan for “Special Site 17, which permit “all forms of retail commercial uses,
including free-standing restaurants and financial institutions, except motor vehicle commercial
uses and drive-throughs™.

We request that the permitted uses for “Exempt Site 1” in the Gateway Corporate Centre District,
the Highland Farms property, reflect the existing permissions.

Yours very truly,
SORENSEN GRAVELY LOWES PLANNING ASSOCIATES INC.

Paul Lowes, M.E.S., MCIP, RPP
Principal
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Copy Mr. Charles Coppa, Highland Farms Inc.
M. John Calvert, Director, City of Mississauga Planning and Building Department
Ms. Marianne Cassin, City of Mississauga Planning and Building Department
Mpr. Ron Miller, City of Mississauga Planning and Building Depariment
Ms. Angela Dietrich, City of Mississauga Planning and Building Department
Mr. Ed Sajecki, Commissioner, City of Mississauga Planning and Building Department
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Principals
Michael Gagnon, B.ES, MCLP, RPS.
Lily Law, 8.Es5.
June 28, 2010 Our File:
PN.08.1519.00
The Corporation of the City of Mississauga
'Planning, Design & Development Via E-mail & Mail
300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, Ontario ' “LATIQ QURESHI"
L5B 3C1

Attention: Crystal Greer, Clerks Department
John Britto, Clerks Department
John Calvert, Planning & Building Department
Marianne Cassin, Planning and Building Department

Re: Formal Public Input - Draft Mississauga Official Plan
2625 Hammond Road

To Whom It May Concern:

We represent Latiq Qureshi, owner of 2625 Hammond Road in the City of Mississauga.
2625 Hammond Road is located south of the commercial plaza at the southwest corner of
Dundas Strest West and King Forest Drive.

Qur client Is proposing to preserve the heritage dwelling which occupies 2625 Hammond
Road. In addition, our client wishes to develop the surplus lands surrounding the heritage
dwelling for a modest number of single detached residential dwellings in keeping with the lot
fabric in the surrounding area. The objective is to focus on the architecture of the historic
dwelling. They wish to make the home itself a showpiece. The new surrounding lots will be
sympathetic to the neighbourhood.

1. Schedule 1 and 1a to the Official Plan designate the site Neighbourhood. It is unclear
from the scale of Schedule 1 if the site is included as part of the Intensification Corridor
and the Green System. We do not support the designation of Green System due to the
highly degraded condition of the vegetation which occupies a portion of the site. We also
do not support the Green System designation due to the lack of connectlwty with any other
significant natural heritage features in the area. The drainage ditch/swale which traverses
the property is a highly degraded remnant former water course which traversed the site
and surrounding area. This feature was decimated by the approval by the City of
Mississauga of urban development to the north, south, east and west.

21 Queen Sireet Fast, Suite 500 » Brampton, Ontario, Canada L6W 3P1

Phone: (905) 796-5790 = Fax: {905) 796-5792 » Website: www.gagnonlawurbanplanners.com

CONFIDY. Y CAUTION
This document s Consuliant-Client privilaged and contains confidential information intended only for person(s) named above. Ay distribulion, copying or disclosure is sirjetly prohibited
If vou have received this docusment in zmror, pleass nolify us immediately by telephone and retum ths originalie us by mail witheut making a copy.
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. Schedule 10a designates our client's site Greenbelt and Residential Low Density 1,
whereas we believe that the Greenbelt designation is wholly inappropriate. We also
believe that Residential Low Density 1 should be changed to Residential Low Density 2
consistent with the rest of the Neighbourhood. Our client is in the process of preparing a
Draft Plan of Subdivision for additional lots which will be similar in size with that which
exist in the area.

. Our client's objective in going forward is to protect, preserve and enhance the historic
dwelling and a reasonable and appropriate amount of land surrounding it, while allowing
for the development of the balance of the lands in a manner which is consistent and
complementary.

. We believe that circumstances exist where it is appropriate to identify 'Site Specific’
policies which reflect the unique circumstances of certain sites and/or groups of
properties. In some instances it simply isn’t practical to expect the Official Plan which is a
broad, high level plan to be able to capture existing land uses or a particular vision.

. Consistent with the Growth Pian, the proposal will contribute to:

e Building compacf, vibrant and complete communities;

« Protecting, preserving, enhancing and wisely using valuable natural resources
for current and future generations; and

e Optimize the use of existing and new infrastructure.

. The proposal and the vision of continuing to protect the heritage resource is unique and
represents an exciting opportunity to recognize the diversity in the local landscape. This is
an inspired opportunity to demonstrate how the public and private sectors can work
together to promote the individual and greater good simultaneously.

. The proposal in advancing a limited number of new residential lots which are similar
and/or complementary in terms of frontage and lot size is meant to protect and enhance
what is by and large a stable neighbourhood, but at the same time allow for our client o
optimize the use of the site. We firmly believe that if planned properly, additional lots can
be added without detracting from the significant cultural heritage resource. Future homes
will be designed being mindful of the heritage of the existing dwelling.

. Consistent with the guiding principles of the new Official Plan, the proposal will support,
sustain and improve the natural environment and cultural heritage. The proposal includes
the realignment and re-vegetation of the watercourse/drainage swale/ditch which
traverses the property. The goal is to take a-highly degraded vegetative unit and create
something superior to what exists today.

. Our client knows first hand the value of preserving hatural heritage and cultural resources.
In this regard, our client is committed to maintaining a link to the past, while balancing this
with the need to use land resources as efficiently and responsibly as possible.

10.While our client is sympathetic fo the Greenland System and need to protect and enhance

natural systems, this cannot extend to the inappropriate designation of highly degraded
pockets of vegetation of which serve no true purpose on a city-wide scale. [n the case of

GEL Urhan Plahners Ltd. Page 2
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our client's property, the surrounding lands were approved for the development of housing
and a commercial plaza, and it is our understanding that historically these other lands
were not terribly different from our clients’ property. Recognizing this, we do not believe
that it is appropriate to apply any of the Greenland System Policies to the subject site.

11.We have reviewed Section 6.4 of the Official Plan dealing with Heritage Planning. Our
client's property is identified and designated as a Heritage Resource. Our client does not
dispute the importance of maintaining the heritage dwelling. Our client only wishes to
develop surplus lands consistent with what others have been allowed to do.

12.0ur client views the rest of the land holding as having similar characteristics to adjacent
properties which were approved for the development of single: detached dwellings and a
shopping centre. Our client is preparing to file an Amendment Application which will
propose the preservation of the historic dwelling and a modest number of new residential
building lots. We beligve that the policies in the Official Plan pertaining to Heritage
Resources need to be re-examined and customized to take into consideration this site.

13.Consistent with commment No.12 above and belng mindful of Section 16.0 of the Official
Plan, we recommend that consideration be glven to applying a “Special Site” designation
to 2625 Hammond Road which would recognize the preservation of the heritage dwelling
and allow for development of surplus lands consistent with surrounding newer
construction.

We welcome an opportunity to meet with staff to discuss our comments. We reserve the right
to make additional comments. We recommend against approving the Official Plan in its
current format. We wish to receive nofification of approval of the Plan and adoption of
implementing documents. We wish to be notified of future meetings related to the
Mississauga Official Plan.

on, B.E.S., M.C.l.P., R.P.P.
rincipal Planner

Yours truly,

| Michael )

” L. Qureshi, 2625 Hammond Road
A. Walker, G&L Urban Planners Ltd.

G&L Urban Planners Ltd. Page 3
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o '_ Barrlslers & Sollcltors
- BayAdelaI e

: 'Telephona 4159792211
_Facsumlle 416 9791234

::.:-.j; LT :.'ii S 3_; Tl _'r"fDlrecthatcllIG 59741]9'::';:'77
' R T T R TR rhouser@gnndmﬂnsca o

_'jJune 30 2010

- .OurFlleNo 10 1246 et el

calvet @nwswsauga.ca

Diregtor, Policy Planmng SRR T

" -City of Mississauga

300 City Centre Dnve'.- 5.:'--.3 o PR

L _'MlSSlSSﬂuga, ON LSB 3C1 i o

o _'Dear M1 Calvett

R | DraftMlSSlssauga Ofﬁmal Plan- 3"-i_--:'3'ﬁ':': o

800 Matheson Blvd W. MlSSlssauga

3 We are the sol1c1tors for Wal-Mart Canada Inc whlch opetates a store at 800 Matheson Blvd whtchi_ S

- is located at the southwest corner of Mavis Road and Matheson Blvd (the “Lands”) ‘The Lands are
located w1thm the East Credit Nelghbourhood and are proposed to be demgnated “Mlxed Use” in the.
- Clty s new Oﬁimal Plan (the “New OP”) o o . -

We undelstand from Clty staff that the 1ntent of the New OP is to: mamtam the current retall' '

‘permissions and to allow:for-the: expansion of existing stores on demgnated sites.” However, when -
" we consider the mterplay of the-Retail and Netghbou.rhouds pohc:les in the New- OP; we- beheve there
is ‘some doubt as to whether the pohcies would permit an expansion of a large vetail facility such as
the existing Wal-Mart Spectﬁcally, the Retail pOhCleS of the New OP contained -in Section 94
provide: permission only for [fmited retail develepment in Nelghbourhoods and spec1fy that the retail =
“uses are meant o’ serve “neatby fesidential -populations. While Section 9.4.3. identifics. that the
. character area- pohctes and local ares plans will identify appropriate: looauons and typcs of retail
uses, the East Credlt Nelghbomhood Character Area pohc]es do not even mentlon penmssmn for

reta1l uses.


nicbis
Text Box
APPENDIX 1


o In 01der to rerove any doubt w1th 1esp_ ' __
B may. expand we - are: 1equestmg the mclusmn of a Spemal Site” Pohcy in: the East Cledlt :
.+ Neighbourhood Chalacter Area that explessly provndes such peLmlssmn e :

L Yours troly, : :

- f__rrfGoodmans LLP

APPENDIX 1

: Roslyn HOUSCI

e

_cc Mal lanne Cassm
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) ) Baristers & Solicitorg
nre Bay Adelaide Centre
OO mans 333 Bay Street, Suite 3400
_ Toronto, Ontario M5H 257
Telephone: 416.979.2211

Facsimile: 416.979.1234
goadmans.ca

Difect Line: 416.597.4119
rhouser@goodimans.ca

Tuly 5,2010
Our File No.: 96-1922
Via Email:  john.calverf@mississauga.ca

Mr. John Calvert, MCIP, RPP
Director, Policy Planning
City of Mississauga

300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, ON L5B 3Cl1

Dear Mi. Calvert:

Re:  Draft M-ississaﬁga Official Plan
Rockwood Mall, 4141 Dixie Road East

We are the solicitors for Rockwood Mall Limited (“Rockwood Mall”), the owner of a shopping
centre located at the northeast corner of Burnhamthorpe Road and Dixie Road (the “Lands”) in the
City of Mississauga (the “City). The Lands are located in the Rathwood-Applewood Community
Node and are proposed to be designated “Mixed Use” in the City’s New Official Plan (the “New

oP”). .

The retail policies in the New OP prohibit single storey retail uses within the Downtown, Major
Nodes and Community Nodes. The policies for Community Nodes also require a minimum building
height of two storeys for all development in the Node. In discussions with staff, we were advised it
is their view that any proposal for an expansion to existing single storey building would be required
to include a two storey component unless an application is filed for an official plan amendment.

We understand that the minimum height requirements are intended to assist the City in is objective
fo create a vibrant mixed use areas within Community Nodes which have compact, urban form and
offer a variety of services and amenities. While a minimum heighit restriction may bé an appropriate
requitement in the context of an application for a significant development proposal or
redevelopment, we do not consider it appropriate to prevent an existing, successful shopping centre
from expanding to meet the needs of tenants if the proposal does not include a second storey

component,
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‘Goodmans

We note that the City is currently processing a site plan application for a new single storey pad site
on the Lands

We are requesting a modification to the new pohcy requirement for minimum building heights of
two storeys to clarify that the Lands will not be subject to this requirement.

Yours truly,

Goodmans LLIP

oty fdoscar

Roslyn Houser

RH/sls

c.c. Mariane Cassin
Michael Sitzer

\5863086


nicbis
Text Box
APPENDIX 1


APPENDIX 1
APPENDIX 1 -13

' . ) Bamisters & Selicitors
) e Bay Adelzide Centre
OO0aMmans 333 Bay Sires, uite 3400
) Toronto, Ontario M5H 257
Telephone: 416.979.2211

Facsimlle: 416.979.1234
goodmans.ca

Direct Line: 416.597.4119
rhouser{@goeodmans.ca

July 6, 2010
Our File No.: 10.1246
Via Email:  john.calverf@mississauga.ca

Mr. John Catvert, MCIP, RPP
Director, Policy Planning
City of Mississaunga

300 City Centre Drive
Mississauga, ON L5B 3C1

Dear Mr. Calvert:

Re: Draft Mississauga Official Plan
‘Wal-Mart Canada Inc.
100 City Centre Drive, Mississauga

We are the solicitors for Wal-Mart Canada Inc., which operates a store at 100 City Centre Drive’
within the Square One Shopping Centr¢ (the “Lands”). The Lands are located within the “Downtown
Core Character Area” and are designated “Downtown Retail Core Commercial” in the City’s new

Official Plaxi (the “New OP”).

The Retail policies in the New OP prohibit single storey retail buildings within the Downtown,
Major Nodes and Community Nodes. The policies for the Downtown also requite & minimum
building height of three storeys for all development in the Downtown. In discussions with staff, we
were advised it is their view that any proposal for an expansion to an existing building in the
Downtown would be required to iriclude a three storey component unless an application is filed for
an official plan amendment. '

We understand that the proposed minimum height requirements are intended to assist the City in its
objective to create a vibrant downtown for the City which will support a variety of uses and services
in a compact urban form. While a minimuin height restriction may be an approptidle requirement in
the context of an application for a significant development proposal or redevelopment, we do not
consider it appropriate to preclude an expansion by Wal-Mart of its current store unless it takes the

form of a three-storey structure,
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Therefore, we request the inclusion of a Special Site Policy in the Downtown Core Character Area
that expressly provides permission for the Wal-Matt to expand in a sidgle-storey form,

Yours truly,

Goodmans LILP '

Wit

Roslyn Houser -
RH/sls &
ce Marianne Cassin

Chris Hanson

\5864468
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~ POUND & STEWART -8

PLANNING CONSULTANTS * CITYPLAN.COM -

hly 62010 ' ] UL 07 20108

DELIVERED

City ef Mississauga REC E I VE D

300 City Centre Drive NRISTRY No,
City of Mississanga
Clty of M | W JUL - 6 2010

Atin; Madame Mayor & City Council HLE K. CD.LB.MIS

Re: Draft Mississauga Official Plan - Comments on behalf of Or ERARTMENT

One of our client’s significant developments is the Heartland Town Centre (‘Heartland”).
Schedule 10b places all of our client’s development within the Gateway Employment
Area. We are content with the City Structure designation. However, the map- of
Employment Areas found on p. 17-1 of the new Plan fails to depict those portions of
Hearfland to the west of Mavis Road as forming part of that Employment Area. That map
should be revised to correct that omission, A similar revision to the depiction of the
Gateway Employment Area ought to be made to Schedules 1, 1b and 9.

Should the City not revise the Gateway Employment Area as requested above, Section
17.1.3,1. should be revised.to. include mention of the East. Credit Character. Azea. .

The Plan proposes to-designate a solitary parcel of land south of Plymouth Drive, east of
Terry Fox Way and north of Matheson Boulevard as “Business Employment”. This
isolated designation does not represent good planning. We hereby request that this site be
designated “Mixed Use” like the lands it abuts to the north and east.

Oue cliont and the City recently resolved before the Ontario- Municipal Board the
appropriate urban design policies that ought to apply to its lands in the Upper Hurontario
Corridor. A modified OPA No. 40 was approved by the OMB. The principles and-
policies contained in that settlement ought to be reflected in the general urban design
policies of this new Plan. Without limiting the foregoing, sections 15.3.1.2 e. & f. and
7.4.7 b, & 4. must be revised. As well, the special site policies recently approved by the
OMB shonld be inserted into. 15,3 of the Plan..

“

Recelve O Resolution
0 Dlrection Required O Resolution / By-Law
0 Community Services y
w} Co:_porate Services Appropriate Action
s O trformation
W@’ Planning & 8uiiding O Reply
0} Transporiation & Works O Report

POUND & STEWART ASSOCIATES LIMITED

205 BELSIZE DDRIVE, SUITE 101, TORONTG, ONTARIO, CANADA M4S 1M3 - 416 482 9797
305 RENFREW DRIVE, SUITE 101, MARKHAM, ONTARIO, CANADA L3R 957 » 905 305 9737
1 800 250 9056 * WWW.CITYPLAN.COM ' INFO@CITYPLAN.COM
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We are generally encouraged that the new Plan supports the provision of daycare
facilities within the Gateway Character Area below the 35 NEP/NEF composite noise
contour. However, sections 5.1.11 should be revised to specifically mention the airport;
15.3.1.2 i. should speak to the encouragement of integration but not be a requirement; and
15.1.1.4 should allow for daycare facilities in freestanding structures,

The Plan proposes to place almost the entire City within an “Airport Influence Area”
[AIA]..a new concept being introduced. We have seen no justification for and are
opposed to this AIA concept; the policies proposed in section 18.2; and the depiction of
an AIA on Appendix G: Maps 2 and 3, These all needlessly go beyond the appropriate
recognition of airport obstacle limitation surfaces and composite noise contours as shown:
on Maps 1 and 4 of Appendix G.

A policy should be introduced info the Plan that provides that when a park or open space
is deemed surplus and disposed by the City, that the subject lands will take on the
abuiting land use designation without further amendment to the Plan.

As Tables form part of the Plan, alt Tables should be specifically identified and included
inthe Plan’s Table of Contents..

We continue to review the Plan and 1eserve the right to further comment on it and
elaborate upon the concerns contained in this submission,

Yours truly,
Pound & Stewart Associates Limited.
Philip Stewart, MCIP, RPP ‘ﬂY—

la/
14211tr July.06.10

ce. Ms. J. Reid, Legislaiive Co-ordinator, Office of the City Clerk, City of Mississauga:
ce. Ms, C. Greer, Clerk, City of Mississauga

cc. M. E. Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning & Building, City of Mississauga

¢, Mr, J. Calvert, Director, Policy Planning Division, City of Mississauga

¢c. Mr. L. Longo, Aird & Berlis

¢c. Messrs, P, King & G. Kramer, Orlando Corporation

POUND & STEWART ASSOCIATES LIMITED

205 BELSIZE DREVE, SUITE 101, TORONTO, ONTARIO, CANADA M4S 1M3 + 416 482 9797
305 RENFREW DRIVE, SUITE 101, MARKHAM, ONTARIO, CANADA L3R 957 » 903 305 9797
1 800 250 9056 * WWW.CITYPLAN.COM ' INFO@CITYPLAN.COM

K ; A
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TOWNSEND AND ASSQQIATES- o ovoand o s
Banustars 4o Souairs: . . mﬁzﬁ‘;‘%wﬁ“ 2
Lynpa-d. Towgetn PROFES IO, CORPDRATION. E-migilskats Mig@Iownsend.ca.
July 7, 2010
City'of Misslssauga
300 Gity Centtre. Drive
Mississauga, Oritafio:

L.58-3G1,

Atteption: Ms: Crystal Greer; Clerk.
Dear Madam:

Rer  Solmar Developmaif Corpuraﬂun
Commerits:orithie-New Cityof Mississauga’ Official Phai

Werare solicitors Yot Selniar Developrient Corperalic willi réspeiet b6 lands In whick it+as an lijtsrestin
lands in Galedon.

On December 23; 2009 we appeated the Gty of Mississanga Officiat PlanAmendment No. 95 which s
proposed-to Wriplement ilie Places fo Grow Plai..A 607y of e dppéalis attached hereto. We have
revaritly: {pamieq that the City ¥ inlendmg lo adopt a newrOfficial Plan wilh Similar policies 15:0PA 85

The-New MlSSISSElUQa Official Plan restates the popufation-and emﬁamenfbrmats used as ihe basfs for
OPA 95 that we have: sppealed. Wewish-hereby:fo [eglster our-confinusd objection to these. policies-as-sel
out inthe.orginalappeak. I additidn wa'riote thaluntilthe; Reglion’s conformity: amendmefits have been-
appraired and the delzled seclions of OPA-85 modified by:the Region, Itis prematura.to entrench
poputation, employmentand other related dssumptions for a local municipaity.

We would ask that you confifin that.these-Gormients wil be distibuted fo. members of Coungil before-a fina/ .
decision fs.made ot this matiar.

Yours.truly,
TOWNSEND ANDASSOQMTES

Lynda:d, Towrseid

5 Magrizio Rogata, Solmar Developritgnt: Cerpqrahon
Jim Harbell, Stikeman Elliott
Arviny Prasad, Regfion of Pesl

SUITE 10, 1525 CBBNWALLHQAE CAKYIELE, ONTARIO. 163083
PHONE: {305) 829 8600 - FAGSILE: (905) 329 2035 + E-MAL: fiali@llowrisend ¢4

i ———a A AR At by
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TOWNSEND AND ASSOCIATES e o a35)
i dei o' N OO i il dey e
Liia J. Tewnsenn PROFESSONAL CORPORATION E-malt; KateRing@twngend.ca.

December 23, 2009

Regional Munlgipality of Reel
Carporats Servives Department
10'Peel Centre Drive.
Brampiton, Oftarin

6T 489

 ARgntion: M; Jeffray Payné; Deputy Regional Clerk
Atféntion; M. Brock Crigér, Planning Manager:

Dear irs;

‘OPA 9510 flis Clty of Mississauga Officlal Blan

Section 17(36) of the.Planning Act.R8,0. 4990, &, P.AF
__ Solmiar Development Corporatio

We: represent Solmar Developmizht Corporation with respect 1o 5. land hollings: sithin- the. Tewn of
Caledon, We hereby appeal Amandmient Number 95'to the Clly.of Mississauga Official Fian fothe. Qitérlo
Municipil Board, pursiiant to section 17(36) of'the Planning-Ack R:8:0. 1980, ¢.£.13: :

Dn Mdy.4, 2009; comirients were sibitied i he-Clty raisig-vlirclignt’s concems with Jhe proposed OFPA
06, which ereattached hereli Tor esse of refirence. Amonig olhier things, those comments indicated thatit
would be inapprépriate for thé City. to adopt OFA 95; which implements the: Growth Flan, prior to the
adapfion of Peel's ROPA 24;which isihe culminalen of the Reglen's Growih Plaii confarmily exércise. A
ROPA:24 remains unadopted, dhis concgri glil standg,

Since-both vipper and owsr st munlcipalities ake expested ta conform ta the Growth Plan, and section 27
of he Planning Act réqulres thal lower lier municipal plans: conformy Yo tpper Yier municipal plans, it ds

1alure: foi any component of Mississauga's confoanity exercise 1o concluda in; advance gf Peels
broader, over-archiing, canformity éxerjsé.. Furthermors; The tiher lower- fier municipalilies within the
Region-of Pée! havé délayed the-adoglion.of thairconformity plans and Tnstead have requested exieqslons:

irom ftie-Minféter while they awalf the adoplion-ef Peel’s pian.

1t 5 also pramature- to-approve the palides: of-QP& 95:in advance of {Hie. populalion and employment
forecagts for QPA 95, The two edmpanents of the play are coordinate-and-one cannot bé inderstoad in
isalation 6f the giher, The implamentation of thi polices is Tirecty depandant oh. the forecasls; ourclieht:
tanriot be expectad foaccept the:pojicles i & vaduum,

__GUITE 18, 1525 CURNWALLRUAD, GARVILUE, ONFARIO L64DB2
‘PHONE: {005y 820°9600.» FACSIMILE: [905) 824 2035 ~E-MAIL: mali@llownsend,ca.
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Roglonol Fésl
NOTHCE OF APPEAL.
‘Misslssauga OPA S5
Decembey 23, 2009.
;@'ge.i o2

Wa. enclose herewith our fim cheque in the-amourt of $123 a e Tequirei appoal fes; s well as OMB
Appeal Fomm A1.-Should you reguire-aty addifonal inforniation, or If you: have any questions with respect
torfhls:Notice, please do:fothesitafs o contacihe undersigned.

Yours fruly,
Tow‘{ismnAﬂﬁrAssbc@<

Lyiida J.:Tﬁuﬁmsénd

ts,  Clent
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APPENDIX 1

FRE BV 0siigvss |
P feViERS ]

T

Sl gl . JL 3L TR ﬁ—_u TP
pithispes st ) Egrane Iriverhanes Bltust v

May-4, 2009

T T T L L T L LI N S S S . owed mm e

Mr, Edwizd R, Sajeicki; Commfssiones A
Plarnbygand Butlding .
CibrotMisslssaugh

Wligslssauga, Oatatld, IFF3CI

Drear Mr: Sajeckis

Subjecki  Oftictil Plan Asintinen 95
Gurpller  Pedids

Tindeyitord the Clly 6 Mississdnga pedposes tordop Ofticial Plaft Aierdpest 95 which g
intended to'bring.the MESSEssau,g_a:Plnﬁ-Iﬁta cardormify-with the Growfh Plan foi i Gregler
Golden Borseshos, e hinve been refained by Solmar Developmerd Corporation foewlew-the.
progossd QPAST and thepotential implitationy for hovsing and other growimansgement issues.
in Peel Reglon. AsSolitirhas prijposd & “Complets Commiinity” plas for lindein Ly Southy :
AlbonyBolion comuuunity i the Tawsvof Cadedon, he. firny has:ancliverest in dig Growihi Plan |
conforimily Sxerdse and fn the equitable allotation aligeovwtly In Peal Reglor. 1

Population Projestiond
PropoiediGPA 95 world seplace the esisting: population Forecasty ih Settion 1.2 of the Misttssauga:

Official Plan weiiva pesjiction of 775,000 persoristy 2021 and 512,000 pevsons by 2031, These
Jorecadts nee sigiificanthehigher than tie forecasisfor Mississauga in the Peel Region Cieficial Plan

* The pophlaion projecilons I tha Féel Otial Pl i ngtadiditod e G CEnig sndreoil. The iffefonta bl ocn the
opesed new bipsfessiugs foresasts ared tyF Riigfor Offcial Plan foracasis & significanfiy glesior Than b adjustmend for Cofistis
wideceouay,

Fae¥arch, Vatiation % Agyiiory: | Saft Cansuliing | mévity Tax-Canbnitiag ] Geamatics [-Econmite Sonssiting
AEE6 K gsteh RoA; Tiranis, 5 HINI52 Canali T R18.899. 5698 F4 16,699 3252

cobloai e ANT Larer
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Difflcial Pan Amendoent9s
‘Mayd, 750
Pagez

The citmndlative total of Hie foretasts proposediby thie lowey-Hee municipalities (Caledon, Brampton :
andMississnugd) exceeds Hhapopulation forgcasts set auirin theGrowth Plan, ' '

Regioriat codrdination of .%ngre@:th projections {or. Caledon, Hrampton mdzmmt\lgﬁﬁzai!ﬂéf
conponent.of the Grovwih Blan cottfornyity axercise: Coardimation is-mecessaty-fo ensure thé proper
balanceneedud topddressailiof e glannfng objutsives jnd poligesser ok in'bie Gronuth Plautand
fh Piovbiclnl Poliey Seatenieqt, & cariful balaning s veqiiied o endure that pioviriciaT objectives.
§or hatensification, the densityof desiznafed greenfield areasiand i=ban grotyih centres, fhe efficient

tse-of fnfmstructars, nod the hidusing supply can be achieved.

iils Misclssangaoan phiy nisjor fole i mestiig e ieqsification taiget sbt it o e Grobty
Plin, the City st frovide i full vange of fioustng fyped degdled fo medt flie Hoksing
req).i'ia-'emgn}s,—o? cuprenband fomee regidents of Pael R‘eg!én. AsMississauga’s greenfield’] andswill
soonbeballt out, Brampten and Caledan will berrespansible for providing mostof fe-new single
and send-datachied Hionses Hratwill be néeded overthi prrivd ta 2831, The City o Mississauga does
noEAppear i have cprsiderad thie patential imiplicatiome pfilie proposed rew ﬁnﬁiﬂﬁﬁq.i\;p"ri.ijé‘;ﬁmi i
forite ¥ontinued. provisionof a fll and appropriate range ofhouéi'ng_;;a-uiéat'khé;prpiectéa ]
requiremienits of currentand fue residents of el Reglor,, &5 sequired by the Provincial Pollcy.

Btatenvent.

Mississatigd does noappearts have considered trepoteitial jimplications i€ thiz praposed
-popudaton and 'émgro__g.nmnb'fo'recas‘ﬁe forthe Growih Plan’s déds:l'l{y forgat fox deéignéted_g;é_eﬁﬁéld
areas wicross Peet Reglon. Caltitalians andegtaken o5 pact of he Peel Region Officia) PlanReview.
iridicate Buat'conephiraiig oo pwch grosed in Misslssaiiga wolild T pairdbie abilify fo.meek the
Qénsity tirgétal 30 gesfdents and jobs per hedtdre Jivte di:sigﬂ?;te‘ckgr‘éeﬁﬁ.el&ﬁﬂﬁé in Bramptort
arid Caleden. .

One-of fve guiding princlyiles of the Growth Blan js'ts ophinize the tse of existigand planned
Tofrastructure, The &llocation 6F popylatfion e emploinent Torecasts ka Jowee Hor-minicipalities.
il have siguificapt implicitions for the efficlent utilization ofieslsHng frid- }_ﬂiﬂﬁr—iédiRt;'giengT
vfrastructure fwiiter supply; smmitary seivers, and Regtonal roads). “The coardination.of
Yivirastructuze planning and lond vse planning is reqaired in policy 3211 of th Growth Plan-and is
méceysiry ¥ prowide for the efictentuse of Repionial fifinsinschixe, Cost-gffective s dl exisiing
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! o ey i L 2

Offictal Plaw Arvendrient 95

Magi4, 2009 ]
Taged ]
aivd phingied Infrastuetupe will sttt in Binaniial Periefts for Al Peel ratéphyiis, icding the:

resirlesits o Mississaugd. .

e U [ e L I P - e e e omT T S W B oreme T T —

Dallcyp 14,249k the Phoviricttl Policy Statesment indicatestiiat upper-iler ravipicipalifies are
pesptinsible foi fie #iloeation of population-and wits toTawer-ier rimicipaiities W enistie the:
Galiterince of it ddeqiatehuidlg sivpiply. Policy 1.2.2 nthe Proyidinl Policy Statewnent
confirme that upper-flermunicipalities are responsible for fhe identification, conrdination and
allocation of poptabon, digusing d eniploypientlarecasts fo lowectiprmunisipaliltes; WiillePee)
Regiondid asshg sefe o 16 Fesporisibiintes sinder the Grawih Pl to the City-of Mississaugy; thia
i mob include e allotation of pbpittitich And niploymient growih,

The allocstion of poprilation and enyploy meut forecasts lohiississanga, Prampronand Catedon-
eontbe coordinated by e Tegion bl Pedl fp enstare Hieconformily #iif thehoushig Jipply
palicles 3 158 Provincial Pficy- Statement, tig interisHicitlon and desisify Fargets iri- B Grawih Bliuy ,
-and botridination with infdagheuchife planning: Therefors, i {s nictapproprlafe for the Tily oF :
Mississaug;uoaﬁqpt-nnﬁfﬁdalFia_ru.-lﬁman&menhsv'ﬂh new populationiand: employment forecasts bL
ptior to complationof Prel Reglords Dificlal’Plén Review and Growih EBlan:tanformity-exercss.
Sibien 4 cordinated cerof pbpulafion sind eniploymarit{oretssts Biepproved for Pedl Hagion,
Missistinign canamend it QHicil Flarcto roflict thie viewt fotecists Which iwill mssisrthe Rigion it
confarming tethatfugels and policy intént of the Growik Plan.

Conmpl ete Commimifies.

Thepropesed definitioredt Complabe Comuunlties does ot makchtlie defniforyin the Growih
Flayi, To pirdeulsi, the propased definifion ddesiwtvefer'to “eompiinlty. fifmstruéhid®,
TrickiagAnd Transpostaiion

The progostd Tridhing and Trrusportaon pelivies appicpiiialy fecofpizs e tngoriance of
Highway 416 ag puitof the provingal goods mavementt setyork, Coordlnation ofland use polidies:
among thelowertes muricipatitiesln Peel fegionmay helpensirs Batland usesiin the #chily of-
soijpthighiiay iaterchangesare eoupatible it and siipportiveaf Hie prifary gradsmovenent
firictih ol tiese Facilitiey. ' '
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22,
Official Plan. Amendment 95
May 452009

Page'd

“Thank you for Hie spportunityto.mmment an proposed Offictal. Mlan Amendment 95,

- o S e— ey T et T e B I L I T R I e i .——_l-
SBipéerely.

Jemnista Gillezeau, MA
‘Senfor. Director:
"ErenanicGossuliing

RN Matizio Rogats; Salmar Develupment Cotporation’
‘Tynd Toswnsend, Tojwmsead Rogers
‘Paul Lowes, Soiéhsen Giavdly Lawes Plavitig Assodiatés nc.
ian Labrecque, Regional $unicipallty of Peel

PR o et e O - FAL PRl -
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e Orilario Mujiicipal Board o APPELLANT FORM (A1)
Commission dgs affgires:munleipajés de fOnfarip. L
655 Bay Street, Suife 1500 Toronje, Dnlario MSG 1E6 PLANNING ACT ~BIll 51
| TEL: (416):326.8800.0r Toll Frel: 1-066-887:8820

FAX: {416) 3283370 , o _ e
VWyy.omb,gov.on.ca. (SUBMIT TO MUNICIPALITY/APRROVAL AUTHORITY)

| Rt NembErioms Oies Uso Omyl.

- Instructions:

e Camplete-sne:form far sach type-of appeal you ars fillag, , Diale Slarg ~Apmea Redapved by Phmlgiay
].» A'Rling Teu-oF 12515 réquiret for each typa af appasl you dre fling. ToMew the
- Eea Schedule, visit 1ha Board's website.. i
» Tha fllng fee phust his pald by ceriiffed clieque armaoney ordpy, in Canadian funds,
1 -paysbla fo the Minlstyr of Flnanice,
.| » Donatsend gach.- [
1 ¥ Sisbmit your completed appel formils) and:fing for(s) to gitlier tie Appioval ‘
| :Authority or Munltlpaiily, as appiicable, by the raquiréd fillng deadilna. Thi
Apiiraval AuthorityiMunletgality will fafward your. appeat{sf and fes(s)to the-
‘Ontaris-Municlpal Board, " ' '
» Pleass prigi clearlj throughoifthe appeal form.
« Thi-Blanring Act and the Dntaito Munjcigd/ Bodrd-Act afe ayallable gt
ww.onib. JuV.0nca:.

| Part 5: ‘Appeal Type (Please Chock ORY ORe BOXE 1. 70 & & s e oo et Sl

SUBJECT OF APPEAL | T¥PEGF APPEAL | prANRING ACT |
] REFERENCE
(SECTION).

} MinorVadanch Appeals deulslo 45(12)

Appeala deckidn:or conditions timphsad . 53{19)

| Consgt; Bpgeal condlilons fmposed , . ) B3f27)

Failed to-makso-a declslon on.lhe sppicationwithin 99 days. ] Fa(sa

Appeal the passing of a Zoring By-faw . N _34{49)

NMEIEIRIE e

. Apﬁllcaﬁdpforanfameﬁmwm the Zegiing By-law — falled 1 .
Zoning By-lawiAnisndments firake a.dédislon’dn the dpplicalion within 120.days _ 34(11)

-

Appllcalion-for an amendmiént o the Zonlng Bylaw-<refused by e
rnuniclpality - ) L

Appeat ihe fiesaingof an Interim Conlol By-tav N i B84}

U

| interiin Gonirol Bi-taw'
Apped zdeclsion — _ TE(24]0r 17735}

Failed to ke 8 decision rin e dppficatiorrwithin 130 days: . 17(40)

Gfficial Planor
" Official Plan Amendment

3| 1|

Afplication for Bt amendmentto te-Official Plan — refused by e 227
municipality . . '
Agplicalion for an amendment fo the-Olficial Plan — fallsd to meke'd ¥2{7}
-;_iac‘;_;c;iﬁn uﬁ_ﬁ;‘_g?p_pl!@{rﬁn@ﬂtﬁn 180.dayg [ _

-

Apheala dbcision _ B0y

1

| Subdtviglai. Appasl condifioris Imposed . - 51t43) or 51{48)

Faffed fo.miske & datision-en e applicaion within 180 days. . __ | 5134
#1851y Rev. 230472007 : Page Tol5
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¥ Part 2:" Location Infommation -5 ... i~ o.0: £ 7t 1

.. whidle local puuricipality '
Addréss-andfor Legal Dageriplion of property subject (o the appeal:

.. 'Cly-of Migsicea

Municipality:

-Pﬂ:’tS'—ﬂﬁPE"&it nfnnnatinn‘.i R S S UL T S LRI e e N A T R A

[ZEGE — o {:ast Mlame:
.. _Btlmar Devalnoment Corpration

Go‘mpéﬁy-;{a@‘ﬁ(l’{?{sqﬁaﬁon_'Nﬁ ri-iﬁ{A,éSééja‘_uaf_tmu'sl:bzi;dngdjjﬁgmted_—-imﬂ_uda_cpﬁy of lstiar nl’-fincgrporﬁﬁénl

Profosslonal Title {if applicatle};, . &o Lynda J. Towgsend, solistar . . ...

lyn:Yourgsendidivunsend.ca N
By providirig an &-mall addizss you aregto ressive-communications fram te GHE by o:mall;

E-all Adress:

Daylime Telephotin & G05.8998600 .. . . Afferndla Tefephone #:,_
Faxfh .. 005.8292035

Mafing Address: __ {525 Comwall Redd . SulleMy. . Qskvillg.
Blset Address T AptSultenigr. ‘Clty/Towme

_Ontarls . _ . lejpmy
Provifice. Tauriyy GFaol CAnada) PostE-Coter

" -Signature:of Appellant ____ ot i 2.3, O

Plodse note: You,niust rictify the Ontario Munitipal Board of any chinge of address'or talépbone nﬁmﬁeﬂmﬁﬁ:@g&' Pleags;

quete yaur OMB.Référance Numbei(s} afier they linve beeht assigned.

} Pérsonalinformation requested ‘on this form Is collected-under the provisions'of s Planning Ack; R.5.0; 1890, c.P. 13, ud. gmepded, |
and Ihe Omario Muniopal Soard Avt, R:S,0, 1890, ¢ '0: 28 #§ anerided, Afier an appaal is-fled, 3l infortation relabng 1o this appeat
nay-become-availablétohe publc: )

Part 4: Representative Information (f appnme} e

[Fhereby autharfze the namsd sompany and/ar dividualfs){o fepresant ma:.

FligtNatiie; _ - - LastRameé: .

Company Mame:
Professional Tile: : . . N
“Esmiail Addresst

By PIOVIGG AT E-Tall IR Ar RS YAU AGTe J0 15CA1Yy COMMUNCARPTS Tto (g DMB By +-mal,

Daytima Telephoned Aliamate Telephonie #:

Faxdt_

Maailing Address - _ _ . .
" Shrget-Address “ApYSiditeAd nikg Eityfrown
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Appendix 2
Response to Comments Table

RESPONDENT

SECTION COMMENTS RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

1. Introduction and Policy Context

Lynda 4.1 Introduction
Townsend, Table 4-1

Townsend and Population and
Associates, on Employment
behalf of Solmar | Projections
Development

Corporation

5. Value the Environment

Philip Stewart, 5.1.11
Pound and Introduction
Stewart

Associates Ltd.,

on behalf of

Orlando

Corporation

The draft Plan restates
the population and
employment forecasts
used as the basis for
OPA 95, which were
appealed by Solmar.

Revise to include
reference to the Airport
as a facility where
sensitive land uses may
be considered.

This was dealt with by
Recommendation 7 in
the Report on
Comments dated June
8, 2010, which revised
the forecasts to be
consistent with ROPA
24.

The issue of sensitive
land uses in the vicinity
of the airport is dealt
with in 5.9.2 Aircraft
Noise.

No action required.

No action required.

The draft Mississauga Official Plan is referred to as “the draft Plan”. The existing Official Plan is referred to as “Mississauga Plan”
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RESPONDENT | SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Planning and
Building
Department

5.6 Air Quality

8. Build a Desirable Urban Form

Victor Labreche, @ 8.2.1 (as
Labreche amended by
Patterson and Recommendation
Associates Inc., 100, June 8,

on behalf of 2010)

members of the

Ontario

Restaurant Hotel

and Motel

Association

Ministry of Environment = Upon further review,

air quality standards. recommendation 37 of
the report titled
“Report on Comments
— Draft Mississauga
Official Plan”, dated
June 8, 2010 from the
Commissioner of
Planning and Building
regarding air quality
should be revised to
request the Ministry of
Environment to
establish higher
regulatory standards
than currently used by
the Ministry.

The word “exceptional” | Agreed.
is too broad, open to
interpretation, and is

redundant as this policy

lists the requirements

proposed drive-throughs

would have to meet:

“Zoning by-law
amendments for new
drive-through facilities in
Intensification Areas will
not be approved where
they will interfere with
the intended function
and form of these
character areas. Such

That recommendation 37 of the report titled “Report on
Comments — Draft Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8,
2010 from the Commissioner of Planning and Building be
replaced with the following:

"That 5.6 of draft Mississauga Plan be amended by adding
the following:

“Mississauga encourages the Ministry of Environment to
establish higher regulatory standards than currently used
by the Ministry, and take into account the cumulative
effects of emissions, and background pollutant
concentrations prior to approving applications for
Certificates of Approval.”

That the additional policy contained in Recommendation 100
to the report titled titled “Report on Comments — Draft
Mississauga Official Plan”, dated June 8, 2010 from the
Commissioner of Planning and Building be revised by deleting
the word “exceptional”.
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RESPONDENT

SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Victor Labreche,
Labreche
Patterson and
Associates Inc.,
on behalf of
members of the
Ontario
Restaurant Hotel
and Motel
Association

Victor Labreche,
Labreche
Patterson and
Associates Inc.,
on behalf of
members of the
Ontario
Restaurant Hotel
and Motel
Association

8.2.1 (as
amended by
Recommendation
100, June 8,
2010)

8.2.2 (as
amended by
Recommendation
100, June 8,
2010)

applications may be
considered in
exceptional
circumstances where
the location, design and
function of the drive-
through facility...”

Suggests this policy be
amended to indicate
that zoning by-law
amendments for new
drive-through facilities
may be required in
certain areas and those
areas will be established
within the zoning by-
law.

Suggests that a drive-
through be subject to
the same requirements
as would be applied to a
parking lot.

This is a zoning matter

and need not be
addressed in the
Official Plan.

Drive-through facilities
and parking lots have
different functional

requirements and

should not be treated

the same.

5.

6.

No action required.

No action required.
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RESPONDENT

SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

9. Foster a Strong Economy

Roslyn Houser,
Goodmans on
behalf of Wal-
Mart Canada
Inc.

Roslyn Houser,
Goodmans on
behalf of Wal-
Mart Canada
Inc.

9.4 Retail

9.4.4

The fourth paragraph
provides permission
only for limited retail
development in
Neighbourhoods to
service nearby
residential populations.
This could prevent the
expansion of a large
retail facility such as the
existing Wal Mart in the
Heartland. Requests a
Special Site Policy that
provides such
permission.

Policy 9.4.4 prohibits
single-storey retail uses
in Downtown, and it is
inappropriate to
preclude the expansion
of Wal-Mart within
Square One unless it
takes the form of a
three-storey structure.

The intent is not to
prevent the expansion
of existing retail uses
on lands designated
Mixed Use, but to
prevent the
redesignation of land
for new major retail
uses within
Neighbourhoods. The
draft Plan encourages
such uses to locate
primarily within
Downtown, Major
Nodes and Community
Nodes. The policies
should be amended to
clarify their intent.

Policy 9.4.4 should be
modified as height
restrictions for
Downtown are covered
in policies 12.1.1.2 and
12.1.1.3.

Although policy
12.1.1.2 requires a
minimum height of
three-storeys, policy
12.1.1.3 provides
criteria whereby
building heights less
than three-storeys may
be permitted.

7.

That the first sentence of the fourth paragraph of section 9.4
be revised to read:

Within Neighbourhoods, further retail commercial
development will be directed to lands designated Mixed

Retail uses will be encouraged to develop in combination with
residential and office uses.

That policy 9.4.4 of the draft Plan be amended as follows:

9.4.4 Within the Downtown, Major Nodes, Community Nodes
and Corporate Centres;sirgle-stereyretattuses-willrotbe
permitted. existing single-storey retail developments will be
encouraged to redevelop into multi-storey mixed use
developments. ireerperate-existingretat-Hoorareainte
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RESPONDENT

SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Roslyn Houser,
Goodmans on
behalf of
Rockwood Mall
Ltd.

11. General Land Use Designations

Ontario Realty
Corporation

9.4.4

11.2.3.2 and
11.2.3.7
Greenbelt

Policy 9.4.4 prohibits
single-storey retail uses
in Community Nodes,
and it is inappropriate to
preclude the expansion
of Rockwood Mall
unless it takes the form
of a two-storey
structure.

There is a need to
permit electricity
transmission and
distribution facilities in
Greenbelt, in
accordance with the
existing Official Plan.

Policy 9.4.4 should be 9.
modified as height
restrictions for

Community Nodes are
covered in policies
14.1.1.2and 14.1.1.3.

Although policy
14.1.1.2 requires a
minimum height of
two-storeys, policy
14.1.1.3 provides
criteria whereby
building heights less
than two-storeys may
be permitted.

Upon further review, 10.

these uses may be
permitted provided that
there are no other

feasible options, andan | 11.

Environmental
Assessment, or a
satisfactory
Environmental Impact
Study is completed.

Addressed in Recommendation 7.

That 11.2.3 2 of the draft Plan be amended to permit
electricity transmission and distribution facilities.

That the first sentence of 11.2.3.7 of the draft Plan be

amended to read:

Electricity transmission and distribution facilities, and

piped services and related facilities used for water,
wastewater and stormwater may only be permitted in
Greenbelt if other options are not feasible provided that an

Environmental Assessment has been completed in
conformity with the Environmental Assessment Act or a

satisfactory Environmental Impact Study has been approved
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RESPONDENT | SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Philip Stewart,
Pound and
Stewart
Associates Ltd.,
on behalf of
Orlando
Corporation

11.2.4 Open
Space

Chad John-
Baptiste, MMM
Group, on behalf
of Baif
Developments

11.2511¢c
Residential

16. Neighbourhoods

Bruce Thom, on
behalf of Embee
Properties

Special Site
Policies

16.8.3 East Credit

A policy is required that
states when a public
park is deemed surplus
and disposed of by the
City, the former park will
assume the abutting
land use designation
without amendment to
the draft Plan.

The prohibition of
outdoor signage for
convenience
commercial facilities
within an apartment
building would not be
appropriate in the
Downtown Core.

The lands designated
Mixed Use at the south-
west corner of Mavis
Road and Bristol Road
should be identified as a
Special Site to permit a
service station, gas bar,
car wash, and garden
centre as additional uses

This may be
problematic where
there are multiple
adjoining land uses.
Further, given this is a
substantial change in
land use, the proposed
policy would not result
in a transparent
planning process.

Given that such
signage is regulated by
the Sign By-law, this
policy is outmoded and
should be deleted from
the draft Plan.

Agreed.

12.

13.

14.

by the appropriate conservation authority, the City and other
appropriate approval agencies.

No action required.

That the draft Plan be amended by deleting policy 11.2.5.11 c.

That the lands designated Mixed Use at the south-west
corner of Mavis Road and Bristol Road be identified as a
Special Site to permit a service station, gas bar, car wash, and
garden centre as additional uses.
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RESPONDENT | SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

17. Employment Areas

Philip Stewart, 15.1.1.4

Pound and Corporate
Stewart Centres General
Associates Ltd.,

on behalf of

Orlando

Corporation

Philip Stewart, 15.3.1.2 e and f,

Pound and 15.3.3 Gateway

Stewart Corporate

Associates Ltd.,

on behalf of

Orlando

Corporation
7.4.7bandd,
Create a Multi-
Modal City,
Parking

in accordance with an
Ontario Municipal Board
settlement.

This section should
allow daycare facilities in
freestanding buildings
along Corridors rather
than be in the same
building as the principal
use.

These sections should
be revised in accordance
with OPA 40, as
modified and approved
by the Ontario Municipal
Board.

Daycare facilities are
considered community
infrastructure and, as
such, are permitted in
all land use
designations, except
Greenbelt. Along
Corridors in Corporate
Centres, accessory and
principal uses should
be combined to result
in a suitable built form.

The draft Plan was
prepared prior to the
approval of OPA 40 and
will be revised
accordingly.

7.4.7 b and d were not
considered by the
Ontario Municipal
Board. In the event of a
conflict between the
Gateway Corporate
policies and this

15.

16.

No action required.

That 15.3, Gateway Corporate of the draft Plan be revised to
incorporate OPA 40, as approved by the Ontario Municipal

Board.
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RESPONDENT

SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

156.3.1.2i
Gateway
Corporate

Philip Stewart,
Pound and
Stewart
Associates Ltd.,
on behalf of
Orlando
Corporation

Philip Stewart, 17.1.3.1 Mixed
Pound and Use

Stewart

Associates Ltd.,

on behalf of

Orlando

Corporation

18. Special Purpose Areas

Philip Stewart, 18.2 Toronto —

Pound and Lester B. Pearson
Stewart International
Associates Ltd., | Airport, Appendix
on behalf of G: Maps 2 and 3
Orlando

Corporation

This section should
encourage, rather than
require the integration of
principal and accessory
uses.

The East Credit
Character Area should
be referenced in this
section.

Questions the
justification for
introducing the Airport
Influence Area as it goes
beyond the Airport
Zoning Regulations and
aircraft noise contours.

section, the provisions
of Gateway Corporate
take precedence.

These uses should be 17.

integrated within
buildings to achieve a
suitable built form
along Hurontario
Street.

As East Credit is notan | 18.

Employment Area, it is
inappropriate to
reference the lands in
this section.

The concept of the 19.

Airport Influence Area
(AlA) was requested by
the Greater Toronto
Airports Authority
(GTAA) because
development outside of
the Airport Zoning
Regulations and aircraft

No action required.

No action required.

No action required.
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RESPONDENT

SECTION

COMMENTS

APPENDIX 2
RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Schedules

Philip Stewart,
Pound and
Stewart

Associates Ltd.,

on behalf of
Orlando
Corporation

Employment
Areas map,
Schedules 1,1b, 9
and 10b

The map of Employment
Areas on page 17-1, and
Schedules 1,1b, and 9
do not include the lands
west of Mavis Road,
south of Highway 401

as being in the Gateway
Employment Area.

noise contours can
potentially impact
communications,
navigation and
surveillance equipment.
The related policies
require only that
applications within the
AlA be circulated to the
GTAA for comment
such that a timely
review can take place,
concerns can be
identified in the early
stages of the planning
process, and solutions
explored.

The map of 20.

Employment Areas on
page 17-1, and
Schedules 1 and 9
correctly depict the
lands west of Mavis
Road, south of
Highway 401 as being
in the East Credit
Neighbourhood. The
Neighbourhoods map
on page 16-1 of the
Plan, and Schedule 1b
incorrectly show the

That Schedules 1b and the Neighbourhoods map on page 16-

1 be revised to establish Mavis Road as the boundary
between the East Credit Neighbourhood and Gateway

Employment District.
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APPENDIX 2
RESPONDENT | SECTION COMMENTS RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

lands as part of

Gateway.
Philip Stewart, Schedule 10b The lands currently Redesignating lands is 21. No action required.
Pound and designated Business outside the scope of
Stewart Employment north of the official plan review.
Associates Ltd., Matheson Boulevard,
on behalf of east of Terry Fox Way
Orlando should be redesignated
Corporation. Mixed Use.
Planning and Schedules 1, 1a Upon further review, it The proposed 22. That Schedules 1, 1a and 4 of the draft Plan be amended to
Building and 4 was noted that although = amendment is include all lands within the Parks and Open Spaces system.
Department the Parks and Open acceptable.

Spaces system includes
Greenbelt lands, as well
as public and private
open spaces, Schedule
4 does not include all
the lands within this
system, and should be
amended to do so.
Consequently,
Schedules 1 and 1a
should also be amended
to include the
information on Schedule
4,
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APPENDIX 2
RESPONDENT | SECTION COMMENTS RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Planning and Schedule 4 A note should be added | The proposed 23. That Schedule 4 of the draft Plan be amended to include the

Building to Schedule 4 to clarify amendment is following:

Department that the Public and acceptable.
Ejr;\gi[ﬁ eod poenntﬁ ip;aces The Public and Private Open Spaces identified on this
Schedule include lands Schedule include lands designated Public Open Space,
designated Public Open Private Open Space and Greenbelt as shown on Schedule
Space, Private Open 10.

Space and Greenbelt as
shown on Schedule 10.

Planning and Schedules 103, Upon further review, it The proposed 24, That Schedules 10a, 10 b,10 ¢ and the Land Use Maps in
Building 10band 10 c and = Was noted that errors amendment is Local Area Plans be revised to reflect the correct designations
Department the Land Use exist in the colours used | acceptable. in Mississauga Plan.
Maps in Local to designate certain
Area Plans lands.
Local Area Plans
Chad John- Downtown Core The boundaries of the The Downtown Core 25. That the Downtown Core Local Area Plan policies, maps and
Baptiste, MMM Local Area Land Downtown Core Local Local Area Plan Schedules be revised to include the lands fronting onto the
Group, on behalf | Use Plan Area Land Use Plan are | policies, maps and south side of Webb Drive.
of Baif inconsistent with the Schedules should be
Developments boundaries of revised to include the
Downtown Core in lands fronting onto the
Schedules 2, 9 and 10 south side of Webb
of the draft Plan. Drive.
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APPENDIX 2
RESPONDENT | SECTION COMMENTS RECOMMENDATIONS TO DRAFT MISSISSAUGA OFFICIAL PLAN

Planning and Downtown Core A further review of The proposed 26. That 4.1.1. e of the Downtown Core Local Area Plan be
Building Local Area Land drive-through policies amendment clarifies amended as follows:
Department Use Plan indicates that the that restaurants with
permission for all types drive-through facilities
of restaurants should are not permitted. Hotel and conference facilities, all types of restaurants,
exclude those with except those with drive-through facilities, and
drive-through facilities. entertainment facilities. ..

27. That 4.2.1 b of the Downtown Core Local Area Plan be
amended as follows:

All types of restaurants, except those with drive-through

facilities.
Victor Labreche, = Appendix A: Request site specific Agreed. 28. That the draft Plan and Local Area Plans be amended to
Labreche Exempt Sites policies to recognize exempt existing restaurants with drive-through facilities in
Patterson and existing restaurants with areas where they will be prohibited.
Associates Inc., drive-through facilities in
on behalf of areas where they will be
members of the prohibited in the draft
Ontario Plan.
Restaurant Hotel
and Motel
Association
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