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DATE:

April 15. 2014

TO:

Chair and Members of Planning and Development Committee
Meeting Date: May 5, 2014

FROM:

Edward R. Sajecki
Commissioner of Planning and Building

SUBJECT:

General Amendment to Mississauga Official Plan - Report on
Comments

RECOMMENDATION: That the proposed amendments to Mississauga Official Plan contained
in the report titled “General Amendment to Mississauga Official PlanReport on Comments” dated April 15, 2014, from the Commissioner
of Planning and Building, be approved.
REPORT
HIGHLIGHTS:

• A public meeting was held on January 13, 2014 to hear comments
regarding the proposed Mississauga Official Plan – General
Amendment;
• In response to comments received, it is proposed that:
o

Policy 1.1.4.c. clarify the parameters of a local area review
and the local area review implementation process;

o

Terminology be modified, where appropriate, from “local area
plan” to “local area review” or “character area policy”;

o

The intent of Policy 9.5.4.6 to ensure outdoor storage is not
visually intrusive or creating blank wall conditions and that it
applies to all sensitive land uses, not just residential lands, be
clarified;
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o

The proposed amendment to replace the term “will” with
“may” throughout Part 3 of the Plan, be withdrawn and instead
that the definition of “will” be expanded to include the need for
permitted land uses to meet all other policies of the Plan; and

o

Sections 1.1.4 and 11.1 clarify that the uses in Part 3 of the
Plan will be permitted provided that all other policies of the
Plan are met.

On November 11, 2013, City Council considered the report titled,
“Mississauga Official Plan – General Amendment” dated October 22,
2013, from the Commissioner of Planning and Building1 and directed
that a public meeting be held to consider proposed official plan
amendments as recommended in the report. Prior to the November 11,
2013 Planning and Development Committee meeting, a letter dated
November 11, 2013 from Jim Levac, Weston Consulting, was
received.
The statutory public meeting, to fulfill the requirements of the
Planning Act, was held by the Planning and Development Committee
on January 13, 2014.
At its meeting of January 22, 2014, City Council adopted the
following recommendations:
1.

1

That the submissions made at the public meeting held at the
Planning and Development Committee meeting on January 13,
2014 to consider the proposed amendment as outlined in the
report titled “Mississauga Official Plan – General Amendment”,
(reference Item 3 of the November 11, 2013 PDC Agenda,
available online at this link: www7.mississauga.ca/documents/
agendas/committees/pdc/11_11_13_PDC_Agenda.pdf) dated
October 22, 2013, from the Commissioner of Planning and
Building, be received.

This report is available at the following link:
www7.mississauga.ca/documents/agendas/committees/pdc/11_11_13_PDC_Agenda.pdf
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2.

That staff report back to the Planning and Development
Committee on the submissions made with respect to the report
titled “Mississauga Official Plan – General Amendment” dated
October 22, 2013, from the Commissioner of Planning and
Building.

3.

That the letter dated January 10, 2014 from Mr. Philip Stewart,
Pound and Stewart Planning Consultants, be received.

Subsequent to the public meeting, no further correspondence has been
received. The two letters are attached as Appendix 1 to this report.

COMMENTS:

This report responds to the comments received regarding the
recommendations to amend Mississauga Official Plan (MOP) as
proposed in the report titled “Mississauga Official Plan – General
Amendment” dated October 22, 2013. Based on the comments
received, some revisions to the proposed amendment to MOP are
recommended. They are outlined below.
1.

Letter dated November 11, 2013 from Jim Levac, Weston
Consulting
Issue/Comment
Regarding Section 16.1.2.1, the proposed amendment intends to
make infill common element or standard plans of condominium
subject to the same requirements as new lots created by land
division. The proposed amendment will discourage this type of
infill redevelopment which is otherwise permitted under the R16
zone category.
Response
Policy 16.1.2.1 pertains to infill residential development in low
density residential neighbourhoods in Neighbourhood Character
Areas. Under the City Structure, Neighbourhoods are
characterized as physically stable areas with a character that is to
be protected and are not considered appropriate areas for
significant intensification. Where infill development is proposed,
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it is to be compatible in built form and scale to surrounding
development. Neighbourhood policies support this intent.
The proposed amendment will update Policy 16.1.2.1 to recognize
the various legal mechanisms used in the land development
process. In addition to new lots being created by land division, the
City is also seeing infill development applications for units or
POTLs (a “parcel of tied land’) created by standard or common
element condominiums, respectively.
Regardless if infill development is in the form of new lots, units
or POTLs, it should be subject to the same criteria under Policy
16.1.2.1, to preserve the character of residential low density
neighbourhoods and meet the intent of the Neighbourhood
Character Area policies in MOP.
Recommendation
No change to the proposed amendment to Policy 16.1.2.1 is
recommended.

2.

Letter dated January 10, 2014 from Philip Stewart, Pound &
Stewart
Mr. Stewart commented on three MOP amendment items. Based
on these comments modifications/amendments to the previous
comments are proposed. Where deletions to policies are proposed
they are shown as strikeouts and additions are highlighted.
2.1 Issue/Comment
It should be clarified that the local area reviews are not MOP
policy and do not, by themselves, establish any binding
development criteria and are to be made binding by
processing and adopting an official plan amendment (OPA).
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Response
It is agreed that the definition and parameters for a “local area
review” require clarification. A local area review may be
undertaken for all or part of one or more Character Areas and
may result in an amendment to city wide policies or
Character Area policies which may be contained within a
Local Area Plan. An OPA is needed to implement any new or
amended policies resulting from a local area review.
In view of the concerns expressed, the following is proposed:
• Clarification to the “Local Area Plans” definition under
Policy 1.1.3, Part 4 – Implementation and Glossary, that
Local Area Plans may be made up of all or part of one or
more Character Areas;
• Clarification to the “local area review” definition in Policy
1.1.4.c.;
• Where appropriate, replacement of the term “local area
plan” with “character area policies”, meaning the
approved policies resulting from a local area review; and
• Where appropriate, replacement of the term “local area
plan” with “local area review”, where a policy refers to a
process to confirm, determine, consider, or identify
Character Area boundaries, land uses or other policies.
Several policies in Chapter 5, Direct Growth, and Chapter 10,
Foster a Strong Economy, were under appeal at the time of
the preparation of the MOP General Amendment report. The
appeal affecting these policies has been withdrawn, allowing
for proposed amendments to replace the term “local area
plan” with either “local area review” or “character area
policies”.
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Recommendation
That policies be amended as outlined in Appendix 2, to
replace “local area plan” with the appropriate terminology,
“local area review” or “character area policies”.
2.2 Issue/Comment
Policy 9.5.4.6, pertaining to outdoor storage, should be
further amended by deleting reference to “located adjacent to,
or be” as the policy is meant to address the concept of
“visibility” rather than “location” from the public realm.
Response
The recommendation was to amend the word “should” to
“will” in Policy 9.5.4.6 is to ensure that outdoor storage is not
located adjacent to, or be visible from city boundaries, the
public realm or residential land uses.
Narrowing the scope of this policy to only the visual impacts
does not address other potential outdoor storage nuisances
such as odor or dust. Also, screening should not result in
blank wall conditions, particularly when adjacent to highly
visible locations such as arterial roads or highways.
Further, the impacts of outdoor storage extend beyond
residential land uses to all sensitive land uses, including but
not limited to, day care centres, educational facilities and
health facilities. A further modification is proposed to Policy
9.5.4.6 to broaden the reference from residential lands to all
sensitive land uses.
Recommendation
That Policy 9.5.4.6. be modified as follows:
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9.5.4.6 Outdoor storage should will not be located adjacent
to, or be visible from city boundaries, the public realm or
residential lands sensitive land uses by incorporating the use
of appropriate setbacks, screening, landscaping and buffering.
2.3 Issue/Comment
Terminology amendments in Chapters 11 – 18 that replace
“will” with “may” in phrases including “will be permitted”
and ‘will also be permitted” are not supported. This approach
appears to restrict current permitted uses, and adds a
‘subjective’ or ‘discretionary’ aspect that presently does not
exist.
Response
It is intended that the uses in Part 3 of MOP will be permitted
provided that all other policies of the Plan are met. To
alleviate the concern that a discretionary aspect is being
added with the use of “may” and to clarify the intent, the
following approach is proposed:
• Expand the definition of “will” to include the need for
permitted land uses to meet all other policies of MOP; and
• Expand sections Section 1.1.4, How to Read Mississauga
Official Plan, and in Section 11.1 Introduction, of Chapter
11, General Land Use Designations, to clarify how the list
of permitted uses is intended to be read.
With these proposed changes, the original recommended
amendment to replace “will” with “may” is no longer
required.
Recommendations
That the proposal to replace the term “will” with “may”
throughout Part 3 of MOP be withdrawn, and instead the
following policies be revised as shown:
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• Section 1.1.4, How to Read Mississauga Official Plan
(paragraph 1):
To understand the planning rationale and policy objectives
of Mississauga Official Plan, also referred to as “Official
Plan”, “the Plan” or “this Plan”, it should be read in its
entirety and all relevant text, tables, and schedules are to
be applied to each situation. The uses listed in Part 3 of
this Plan will be permitted provided that all other policies
of this Plan are met.
• 1.1.4.ll
“will” denotes a mandatory requirement of the Plan.
“Will” used in conjunction with a permitted land use
means the use is permitted if all other policies of the plan
are met.
• Section 11.1, Introduction (paragraph 2):
General policies applicable city wide for all land use
designations are included in this chapter. Chapters 12 to
18 contain modifications to the general policies specific to
each of the above City Structure elements. These
modifications may add or delete permitted uses. Uses
permitted in Chapters 11 to 18 will be permitted provided
that all other policies of this Plan are met.

STRATEGIC PLAN:

MOP is an important tool to implement the land use components of
the Strategic Plan. The results of the “Our Future Mississauga – Be
part of the Conversation” public consultation informed the preparation
of the Plan. The policy themes of MOP advance the strategic pillars
for change, which are:
Move:
Belong:

Developing a Transit Oriented City
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.

CONCLUSION:

The comments and issues raised in the two letters received have been
reviewed and addressed. Amendments are proposed to clarify “local
area review” terminology, address the visibility of outdoor storage and
clarify the definition of “will”.

ATTACHMENTS:

Appendix 1:
Appendix 2:

Written Comments Received
Response to Comments Regarding Local Area
Reviews

Edward R. Sajecki
Commissioner of Planning and Building
Prepared By: Sharleen Bayovo, Planner, Policy Planning Division
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