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Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Area into Mississauga

1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THIS PAPER

This paper discusses the feasibility and implications for expanding the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area
into the Credit River Valley in the City of Mississauga. The purpose of this paper originates from a
recommendation by the Environmental Advisory Committee to undertake such study.  This
recommendation was subsequently included in the Terms of Reference for the Natural Heritage and
Urban Forest Strategy.

On April 28, 2010 Mississauga City Council adopted the following resolution:

1. That City Council support, in principle, the addition of public lands in the Credit River Valley to
the Provincial Greenbelt to ensure these valuable lands are preserved and protected.

2. That prior to requesting the Region to make application to the Province of Ontario for Growing
the Greenbelt, staff, in consultation with Region of Peel and Credit Valley Conservation (CVC),
carry out a feasibility analysis of Growing the Greenbelt and report back to the Environmental
Advisory Committee; and the report should specifically include:

a. the location of City and CVC owned lands within the Credit River valley in the City of
Mississauga that may be suitable for Provincial Greenbelt designation; and

b. an analysis of the implications of the Provincial Greenbelt designation for City and CVC
owned lands with respect to recreational uses, facilities and infrastructure.

Since the upper reaches of the Etobicoke Creek extends into Caledon and is included within the Greenbelt
Plan Area, this report also assesses the implications of extending the Provincial Greenbelt Plan along this
river valley in addition to the Credit River valley.

2.0 THE GREENBELT PLAN

2.1 GREENBELT PLAN OVERVIEW

The Greenbelt Plan identifies “where urbanization should not occur in order to provide permanent
protection to the agricultural land base and the ecological features and functions”. It applies not only to
large areas of farmland and countryside, but also to significant natural heritage features and areas.

The vision of the Greenbelt plan is for a band of permanently protected land which:

* Protects against loss of agricultural land;

* Gives protection to the natural heritage and water resources; and

* Provides for a diverse range of economic and social activities associated with rural communities,
agricultural, tourism, recreation and resource uses.

Within the Greenbelt Plan, the significant natural heritage features and areas are protected from
development through policies on key natural heritage features (KNHFs) and key hydrologic features
(KHFs).

The Greenbelt Plan also identifies a Natural Heritage System, which is intended to include areas within
the Protected Countryside with the highest concentration of the most significant natural features and
functions. The intent is further to manage this area as a connected and integrated natural heritage system.
However, outside of the KNHFs and KHFs the full range of existing and new agricultural, agricultural
related, and normal farm practices are permitted, as well as non-agricultural uses with limitations on
coverage and the proportion of the developable area on a site.
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Within Peel Region, the Greenbelt Plan Area encompasses a large swath of land in the northern half of
the Town of Caledon. It then extends as “fingers” south along a series of stream corridors in the rural
part of the Town of Caledon and the City of Brampton to the limits of the existing urban area boundaries.
From that point south, through the existing urban area, it is shown in dotted lines as “River Valley
Connections (outside the Greenbelt)” along the Etobicoke Creek, and Credit River corridors (as shown in
Figure 1).

These River Valley Connections are discussed in Section 3.2.5 of the Greenbelt Plan. This section states
that,

“The river valleys that run through existing or approved urban areas and connect the Greenbelt to inland
lakes and the Great Lakes are a key component of the long-term health of the Natural System. In
recognition of the function of the urban river valleys, municipalities and conservation authorities should:
1. Continue with stewardship, remediation and appropriate park and trail initiatives which maintain

and, to the extent possible, enhance the ecological features and functions found within these valley

systems;
2. In considering land conversions or redevelopments in or abutting an urban river valley, strive for
planning approaches that:

a) Establish or increase the extent or width of vegetation protection zones in natural self- sustaining
vegetation, especially in the most ecologically sensitive areas (i.e. near the stream and below the
stable top of bank),

b) Increase or improve fish habitat in streams and in the adjacent riparian lands;

¢) Include landscaping and habitat restoration that increase the ability of native plants and animals
to use valley systems as both wildlife habitat and movement corridors; and

d) Seek to avoid, minimize and/or mitigate impacts associated with the quality and quantity of urban
run-off into the valley systems, and

3. Integrate watershed planning and management approaches for lands both within and beyond the

Greenbelt.”

2.2 GROWING THE GREENBELT

In 2008, the Province released criteria to be used in considering municipal requests for expanding the
Greenbelt Plan. The report, Growing the Greenbelt, establishes the process and criteria under which the
Greenbelt Plan can be expanded. Municipalities can request the Province to expand the Greenbelt Plan,
but the authority to amend the Greenbelt Plan lies only with the Lieutenant Governor, who can approve
amendments to the plan, on the recommendation of Cabinet, that have been proposed by the Minister of
Municipal Affairs and Housing.

The criteria and the process to consider requests to grow the Greenbelt are based on the following
principles:
*  “Reductions or deletion to the Greenbelt area will not be considered.
* Land in the Greenbelt will not be swapped or traded for land outside the Greenbelt.
*  The mandated 10-year Greenbelt Plan review is not replaced. The plan’s policies and mapping
will be subject to comprehensive review by 2015.
*  The ability of the Minister to propose other amendments is not affected.
*  The legislated Greenbelt amendment process remains unchanged, only the Minister of Municipal
Affairs can propose amendments, and only the Lieutenant Governor, on the recommendation of
Cabinet, can approve amendments.”’

The six criteria that a municipality must demonstrate in their submission through a detailed proposal and
supporting information (i.e. maps and reports), and that the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
will consider, are:

1. “The request is from a regional, county or single-tier municipal government and is supported by
a council resolution. In a region or county, the lower-tier host municipality (or municipalities) in
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the proposed expansion area supports the request through a council resolution... The municipality
documents [s]how it has addressed the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing’s expectations
for:
*  FEngagement with the public, key stakeholders, and public bodies such as conservation
authorities, including notification of affected landowners.
*  Engagement with Aboriginal communities.”

2. “The request identifies an expansion area that is adjacent to the Greenbelt or demonstrates a
clear functional relationship to the Greenbelt area and how the Greenbelt policies apply.”

3. “The request demonstrates how the proposed expansion area meets the intent of the visions and
one or more of the goals of the Greenbelt Plan.”

4. “One or more of the Greenbelt systems (Natural Heritage System, Agricultural System and Water
Resource Systems) is identified and included in the propose expansion area and their functional
relationship to the existing Greenbelt system is demonstrated.”

5. “The proposed area for expansion cannot impede the implementation of the Growth Plan. The
municipalities must demonstrate how the expansion area supports the goals, objectives and
targets of the Greenbelt Plan and Growth Plan. Expansions to the Greenbelt plan will be
considered for areas that are outside existing settlement areas. An exception may be considered
for major natural heritage systems that are located within the existing urban settlement areas.
The natural heritage system must be designated within the municipal official plan.”

6. “A municipality’s request to expand the Greenbelt may be considered by the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing while complementary provincial initiatives area being developed.
The request has to demonstrate that the proposed expansion area will not undermine provincial
interests, or the planning or implementation of complementary provincial initiatives (e.g. Source
Protection Plan under the Clean Water Act, 2006, Metrolinx’s Regional Transportation Plan,
proposed lake Simcoe Protection Strategy).”

With regards to the fifth criteria, the report states that lands designated for public parks and recreation
uses, such as sports fields, that make up part of the urban community would not be considered part of the
natural heritage system that could be incorporated into the Greenbelt Plan area. This point however
seems to be contradicted by Amendment #1 for the new Urban River Valley designation, which indicates
that the policies of Section 3.3 of the Greenbelt Plan would apply. Section 3.3 applies to parkland, open
space and trails and states that municipalities should provide for a full range of publicly accessible built
and natural settings for recreation. Provincial staff have clarified that active recreational uses such as
sports fields are permitted in the Urban River Valley designation of the Greenbelt Plan if the
municipality’s Official Plan permits the use. However, the Provincial staff cautioned that the City may
not want to include lands used for active recreation where the City may want to intensify those active
recreational uses as such intensive uses may not be compatible with long term vision for the Greenbelt
Plan Area

2.3 GREENBELT PLAN AMENDMENT #1

Greenbelt Plan Amendment #1 was approved on January 9, 2013. The intent of the Amendment is to
allow for the inclusion of publicly owned lands in the urban river valleys into the Greenbelt Plan Area.
Urban river valleys are valleys that traverse the existing urban areas generally south of the Greenbelt Plan
Area and link to river valleys that are located generally north of the existing urban area. This would
appear to apply to those areas referenced above as “River Valley Connections”. In Mississauga, this
would include the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek.

The Greenbelt Plan is not clear on what “publicly owned lands” can and cannot be included in the Urban
River Valleys. The only publically owned lands that are currently designated as “Urban River Valley”
within the Greenbelt Plan are Provincially owned lands in North Oakville within and adjacent to Bronte
Creek north of Dundas Street and south of Highway 407. Since the Oakville lands are all Provincially
owned lands, it would appear that any publicly owned lands could be included if the agency responsible
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for the lands is willing. Provincial staff confirmed that any publicly owned lands can be included in the
Urban River Valley designation provided the government or agency responsible for the lands is agreeable.

Greenbelt Plan Amendment #1 adds a new Section 6.0 to the Greenbelt Plan which sets the policy
framework for the new designation of Urban River Valley. The lands within the Urban River Valley are
to be governed by the applicable municipal official plan policies provided they have regard to the
objectives of the Greenbelt Plan. Infrastructure is permitted subject to the Environmental Assessment
Act. The use and operation of existing municipal infrastructure in the urban river valleys including
stormwater management ponds would continue to be governed by municipal official plan policies and
current municipal practices.

The Amendment also states that the Protected Countryside policies of the Greenbelt Plan do not apply
except for the policies on external connections in Section 3.2.5 and the policies on parkland, open space
and trails in Section 3.3.

The policies in Section 3.2.5 have been described above. The policies in Section 3.3 are rather general
and are largely encouraging rather than prescriptive policies and encourage the development of a system
of parkland, open space and trails for recreation and to support the connectivity of the Natural Heritage
System, and set out policies to encourage municipal parkland and open space strategies and municipal
trail strategies.

Other than the lands in North Oakville added through Amendment #1, additional lands would have to be
added through further amendment and regulation.

3.0 ONTARIO GREENBELT ALLIANCE REPORT

The Ontario Greenbelt Alliance prepared a report on the Greenbelt expansion titled Good Things Are
Growing in Ontario — Expanding Ontario’s Greenbelt Through Urban River Valleys (February, 2013).
The report recommends that the process be initiated to include the areas around the urban river valleys in
Toronto, Mississauga, Brampton, Oakville, Guelph, Markham, and Hamilton as Greenbelt under the
Urban River Valley Designation on the basis that it provides “connectfion] to the natural spaces and
working farmland that are essential to the environmental social and cultural health of the communities
across the Greater Golden Horseshoe.” (p. 34). Specific to Mississauga, the reports identifies two
benefits of designating the Credit River as part of the Greenbelt. Doing so would “bridge a connection
between southern Ontario’s green space and agricultural lands and one of Canada’s fastest growing and
most diverse populations” (p.16) and “encourage residents to see their city in a new light, not just as a
growing urban center but one that is connected to the natural world through a river in need of
protection” (p.16). The report is vague in its approach, does not discuss the specific Greenbelt policies in
any detail nor outline any precise benefits or any possible downfalls to adding the Credit River Valley or
the other major river valleys in Mississauga to the Greenbelt Plan. However, as discussed later in this
report, including lands in Mississauga in the Greenbelt Plan may help to raise the profile of the urban
river valley and public awareness of their importance.

4.0 OTHER MUNICIPAL APPROACHES TO THE GREENBELT EXPANSION

4.1 OAKVILLE

The Town of Oakville explored the issue of expanding the Greenbelt Plan into the urban area in a report
dated October 11, 2011 (PD-040-11). They found that there is merit in maximizing the protection of
natural environmental areas but that the Greenbelt Plan was not the right tool at that time for the
following reasons:

* At a fundamental level, the Greenbelt policies are suited to a rural agricultural context and not
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appropriate for the urban area;

*  Qakville’s vision for environmental protection and orderly urban development does not meet the
intent of the rural and agricultural vision of the Greenbelt Plan;

*  The Greenbelt policies could permit the introduction of agricultural land uses and aggregate
operations within the urban area which could result in diminished environmental protection for
Oakville’s natural environment;

* [f agricultural land uses and aggregate operations were permitted to establish, the town might
not be able to regulate these uses adequately in order to maintain the existing levels of
environmental protection provided by current land use policy and regulation; and

*  There would be inflexibility, conflict and inconsistency implementing existing local official plan
policies if Greenbelt policies were introduced.

However, the report noted that the matter should be re-examined if policies appropriate for an urban
context area were introduced into the Greenbelt Plan. One of the report recommendations was that,

“the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing be requested to amend the Greenbelt Plan to introduce
policies that address the urban context including limitations on the full range of existing and new
agricultural, agricultural-related, secondary uses, normal farm practices and mineral aggregate
operations.”

The Province’s subsequent Amendment #1 to the Greenbelt Plan, which was passed on January 9, 2013,
would appear to have addressed the Town’s concerns.

4.2 TORONTO

Prior to the introduction of the Greenbelt Plan Amendment #1, the City of Toronto investigated the
possibility and suitability of designating portions of the Don and Humber River Valleys as part of the
Greenbelt Plan. Although portions of these river’s valleys met the criteria to be designated as such, it was
concluded that this would be inappropriate as the policies were designed for rural areas not valleys in
urban areas. For example, additional infrastructure costs would have been required as some of the storm
water management ponds planned for these areas could not be built, and more costly alternatives would
be required. It was concluded that it was unsuitable to designate the river valleys in the Greenbelt Plan
but that clarity should be sought during the 2015 Greenbelt Plan review as to “how the [Greenbelt Plan
Policies] apply to external river valley connection and the role that municipalities can play in protecting
these important connections”.

According to the Province, the multiple requests received for a mechanism to protect river valleys in
urban settings, initiated by the City of Toronto and the Town of Oakville, prompted the Greenbelt Plan
Amendment to introduce the Urban River Valley Designation.

4.3 YORK REGION

In a letter to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing dated January 4, 2013, York Region provided
a coordinated response (on behalf of itself and many of its lower tier municipalities) to the then proposed
amendment to the Greenbelt Plan to create the new “Urban River Valley” designation. The following
concerns with the amendment were addressed:
*  “There is confusion about what lands are intended to be included in the proposed amendment.
*  The proposed amendment does not include detailed protection policies, and creates uncertainty
about the future of the municipal role in the protection.
*  The proposed amendment does not protect the ‘system’.
* The proposed amendment could be perceived to diminish the importance of the protection of
other lands currently protected by municipal policy.
* The Province has not committed funding to the long-term protection of these lands nor
Justification for the costs required to designate these lands.”
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The letter requested that the amendment not be approved but further revisited during the 2015 Greenbelt
Plan Review; however, the Province approved the proposed amendment to the Greenbelt Plan on January
9, 2013 without changes to address the above noted concerns.

4.4 CITY OF BRAMPTON

On December 27, 2012, the City of Brampton staff provided preliminary comments to the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing on the Proposed Amendment #1 to the Greenbelt Plan. Their comments
raised the following issues with the proposed amendment:

*  “Adopting the Protected Countryside designation and policies, including those of the Natural
Heritage System, in an urban area may not be appropriate. The Protected Countryside
designation and policies are intended for rural areas would permit uses (i.e. agriculture and
aggregate operations) that are not permitted by current Official Plan policies, and may also affect
the provision of municipal infrastructure and services necessary to support a growing city. [Staff
is] concerned that if the Greenbelt polices are not clarified, urban municipalities would not be
able to regulate land uses in accordance with existing Official Plan policies.”

* “More detail on what policies and/or technical criteria, including requirements to delineate
[Urban River Valley] lands, would be recommended prior to the adoption of the amendment.”

*  “It would be appropriate to consider amending the 2008 Greenbelt expansion criteria #2 and #4,
and include criteria specific to [Urban River Valleys] to clearly identify that for urban areas the
Protected Countryside policies do not apply.”

¢ “[Staff] questions[s] the land use planning merits of adding the jurisdiction of a Provincial plan to
the urban area of the City. Currently Brampton's Official Plan, comprehensive zoning by-law and
conservation regulations, combined with the Region of Peel Official Plan and conservation
authority regulations ensure protection of the ecological features and functions found within the
valley systems, both within and outside of the Greenbelt.”

* “City staff questions whether it is necessary to proceed with a limited and scoped amendment to
the Greenbelt Plan at this time in advance of the more comprehensive review in 2015.”

A staff report to the Planning, Design and Development Committee dated January 25th, 2013, discussed
the Greenbelt Plan Amendment and the staff comments to the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.
In the staff report, staff highlighted that “each time an Urban River Valley designation is considered in the
City, there will be a cost to map the entity and present the proposal to the public. Furthermore, because
the Urban River Valley designation applies only to publically owned lands, this will result in fragmented
mapping to demonstrate the external valley connections in the Greenbelt.” The staff report also indicated
that the City of Brampton is currently preparing a Natural Heritage and Environmental Management
Strategy, and as part this ongoing process, the viability of growing the Greenbelt through the Urban River
Valley designation will be considered.

5.0 IMPLICATIONS FOR MISSISSAUGA

5.1 STATUS OF THE CREDIT RIVER AND ETOBICOKE CREEK CORRIDORS

As shown on Schedule 1, Urban System, of the Mississauga Official Plan (MOP), the entirety of the
Etobicoke Creek and Credit River corridors are identified as part of the Green System (see Figure 2 of
this report).

As shown on Schedule 3 of the MOP, the Green System along these corridors is composed of lands in the
City’s Natural Areas System, and Natural Hazards (see Figure 3 of this report). Within the Natural Areas
System, the majority of the lands along the valleys are comprised of Natural Areas along with two large
Provincially Significant Wetlands.
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The Natural Areas and Natural Hazard policies in the MOP ensure that, for the most part, development
will not be permitted within the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek valleys. The policies in the MOP
(section 6.3.1) state that development and site alteration will not be permitted within or adjacent to lands
in the Natural Areas System unless it is demonstrated, through an Environmental Impact Study, that there
will be no negative impacts on natural features or their ecological functions. The Natural Hazard Lands
policies in the MOP (section 6.3.2) indicate that development and site alteration will generally not be
permitted, and that these lands will be designated Greenbelt in the MOP.

Schedule 4 further illustrates that a significant proportion of the corridors are recognized as Public and
Private Open Space (see Figure 4 of this report). The Public Open Space designation provides an
illustration of some of the public lands that could be included in the Urban River Valley designation of
the Greenbelt Plan.

Schedule 10 of the MOP (see Figure 5 of this report) illustrates the land use designations along the Credit
River and Etobicoke Creek corridors. As shown on the map, the majority of the stream corridors are
designated Greenbelt in the MOP. Other land use designations include Private and Public Open Space,
Parkway Belt West and Institutional. These land use designations, for the most part, provide for a narrow
range of permitted uses such as conservation, passive recreation, municipal infrastructure and parks.

In addition to the policy protection for the valley lands within the MOP, the Region of Peel Official Plan
identifies regionally significant Core Valley and Stream Corridors in Peel. Both the Credit River valley
and the Etobicoke Creek valley are Core Areas in the Region’s Greenlands System. The Region of Peel
Official Plan prohibits development and site alteration within Core Areas, which provides for another
layer of policy protection for lands within these valleys.

Figure 6 of this report identifies the amount of lands within these two stream corridors that are currently
publicly owned. Since there is no definition in the Greenbelt Plan of what the boundary of an Urban
River Valley should be, the crest of the valley slope was used as a determinative of the boundary of the
river valleys. Provincial staff have confirmed that it is up to each local municipality to determine what
the extent of the Urban River Valley designation should be on either side of the valley. Figure 6
identifies all City, Peel Region, CVC, TRCA and Provincial owned lands within that area. Publicly
owned lands within the Credit River valley total 466 ha with an additional 116 ha of publicly owned lands
abutting the Credit River valley. Within the Etobicoke Creek valley (within Mississauga), publicly
owned lands total 146 ha with an additional 99 ha of publicly owned lands abutting the Etobicoke Creek
valley. A breakdown of ownership of these lands is contained in Appendix A.

As noted in Section 2.3 of this report, Amendment #1 only facilitates the addition of publicly owned
lands. As one can see on this map, the publicly owned lands along the Credit River and Etobicoke Creeks
are not continuous and thus any resulting Urban River designation will be scattered and not continuous.
The Council direction for this study was to assess the City and CVC owned lands for inclusion into the
Provincial Greenbelt. Figure 6 also shows Peel Region owned lands in the Credit River valley and TRCA
owned lands in the Etobicoke Creek valley. If the City were to recommend inclusion of the publicly
owned land within the Greenbelt Plan Urban River Valley designation, it would be advantageous to
include as much publicly owned land as possible in order to move towards a connected designation.

Where the Credit River crosses Highway 403, there are lands within the Credit River Valley that are part
of the Parkway Belt West Plan. There are Provincially owned lands within the Parkway Belt West Plan.
The Greenbelt Plan states, in Section 2, that it encompasses the lands within the Oak Ridges Moraine area
and the Niagara Escarpment Plan area and the Parkway Belt West Plan Area. Where lands are within the
Parkway Belt West Plan Area and the Greenbelt Plan area, the requirements of the Parkway Belt West
Plan Area continue to apply with the exceptions of Sections 3.2 (Natural System) and 3.3 (Parkland Open
Space and Trails) of the Greenbelt Plan, which would apply. As such, the lands in the Parkway Belt
West Plan Area could also be included in the Urban River Valley designation in the Greenbelt Plan.
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However, the Province has indicated that some or all of these Provincial owned lands may be required for
infrastructure purposes.

5.2 PROS AND CONS OF EXTENDING THE GREENBELT

A number of municipalities have previously identified valid planning issues with expanding the Greenbelt
Plan into the urban areas due to the rural focus of the Greenbelt Plan. The Province has attempted to
address those shortcomings with the new Urban River Valley designation in the Greenbelt Plan.

The implications and benefits of this new Urban River Valley designation for the City include:

*  No policy duplication.
With this Urban River Valley designation, there would be no duplication in policy as the City’s
Official Plan policies and the City’s zoning would govern the use of the lands.

*  No rural bias.
The original concerns by many municipalities that a largely rural based policy structure inherent in
the policies of the Greenbelt Plan would not be appropriate in an urban system, is no longer an issue
as none of the Countryside policies would apply in the Urban River Valley designation.

* Effect on operations or maintenance of City properties

Since the Urban River Valley designation in the Greenbelt Plan will rely on the City’s official plan
policies and designations, no additional restrictions will be placed on the City’s use of their lands.
However, the City’s actions will have to be in conformity with Section 3.3 of the Greenbelt Plan on
parkland, open space and trails. The most significant implication will be on the preparation of
municipal parkland and trail strategies, which will have to have regard for the consideration of
Section 3.3.3.3 and 3.3.3.4. However, many of these considerations would be addressed in municipal
parkland and trail strategies in any event.

* Effect on infrastructure in the river valleys.
Policy 6.2.2 of the Greenbelt Plan addresses infrastructure in the Urban River Valley designations and
states that all existing, expanded or new infrastructure approved under the Environmental Assessment
Act or similar approval is permitted provided it supports the needs of the adjacent urban areas and
supports the goals and objectives of the Greenbelt Plan.

* Effect on other City Strategies.
Since the use and development of the lands in the Urban River Valleys are to be governed by the
policies of the Mississauga Official Plan while having regard to the policies of Section 3.3 of the
Greenbelt Plan, there is unlikely to be an effect positively or negatively on the City strategies
including natural heritage strategy, infrastructure or parks planning.

Including parts of the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek Valleys in the Greenbelt Plan would have some
benefits to the City (although these would be more related to promotion and outreach than planning)
including:

* Increasing the profile of the lands subject to the Urban River Valley designation by including
them in a Provincial Plan;

* Raising awareness of the need to protect the Urban River Valleys as part of a natural heritage
system,;

* Raising awareness and providing educational opportunities on the importance of the regional
linkages and the role of the Urban River Valleys as a natural heritage system and their role in
linking the large core areas in the upper reaches of the watershed to Lake Ontario; and

*  Promoting the City as the first municipality to request a Greenbelt expansion in the urban area.
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However, simply including the lands on a map as part of a Provincial Plan will not increase the profile or
raise awareness, it would also require promotion by the City or other public or non-governmental
organizations. Additional efforts at public education will be needed to increase the profile and raise
awareness, but the inclusion of the lands in the Provincial Plan could provide the rationale to do so.
Provincial staff indicated that there are no financial resources available from the Province to assist in
promotion or education. However, the Greenbelt Foundation may be able to assist in such promotion and
outreach..

Despite these benefits, there are a number of weaknesses with the new Urban River Valley designation.
These include:

There are no changes to the level of policy protection;

The permitted uses and level of protection defers to the local official plan polices other than the
general Parkland, Open Space and Trail policies of Section 3.3 of the Greenbelt Plan. From the
City’s operational perspective, however, there appears to be no implications for or infringements
on the City’s use and management of their parks, open spaces and infrastructure as they are to be
governed by the policies in the current municipal official plan.

It only applies to publicly owned lands;

In Mississauga, the publicly owned river valleys are already protected through public ownership
and zoned as either Greenbelt or Open Space. Nothing is gained from the perspective of
increasing the amount of protected lands as no additional lands would be protected in public
ownership.

The lands to be protected will be scattered and non-contiguous;

By excluding privately owned lands and only including publicly owned lands, the lands protected
in the Urban River Valley designation will be scattered and non-contiguous. Although this non-
contiguous approach will not address ecological connectivity through the Greenbelt Plan alone,
the non-publicly owned river valley lands are otherwise protected through the Region’s and the
City’s Official Plans and thereby the ecological connectivity would be achieved.

Survey Details are Required to bring Parcels into the Greenbelt Plan at a cost to the City;

The boundary of all lands within the Greenbelt Plan are surveyed so that the exact boundaries are
known. The Urban River Valley addition to the Greenbelt Plan Area in North Oakville was
added through regulation with a surveyed line. The Province has confirmed that any future lands
added to the Urban River Valley designation will need to follow a similar process with a surveyed
line. However, the Province indicated that existing survey PINS and detailed GIS meets and
bounds may suffice. However, if the City chose to include only a portion of a property into the
Urban River Valley designation in the Greenbelt Plan, the dividing line between the two portions
would need to be surveyed. The cost of providing the survey details will be a cost to the City, but
due to the number of properties involved, it is not possible, at this time, to determine the extent of
that cost.

The Province clarified that the boundaries of the Greenbelt Urban River Valley designation on
either side of the River Valleys are up to the municipality. The City could chose to include only
that portion of their public lands that fall below the top-of-bank, or the City could chose to also
include the adjacent table land portion of their public lands. The Province, however, cautioned
that the City may not want to include publicly owned lands that are used for active recreation and
where the City may want to intensify those active recreational uses as such uses may not be
compatible with the future vision for the Greenbelt Plan Area.
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* Additional lands purchased by public authorities can be brought into the Greenbelt Plan but
through a new Amendment Process.
Additional lands purchased by the public authorities would further enhance the connectivity of
the urban river valleys. However, the Province has indicated that any future expansions to
include additional public lands would have to go through the same process with an amendment
required to the Greenbelt Plan boundary. Undertaking repeated requests by the Region to the
Province would be onerous and time consumptive of staff resources.

5.3 CRITERIA TO EXPAND THE GREENBELT

To include the lands within the Greenbelt Plan, the request must come from the Region of Peel based on a
demonstration that the Province’s six criteria for expanding the Greenbelt can be met.

Criteria 1: The request must be made by the Region of Peel and must demonstrate that the municipality
has undertaken appropriate consultation with key stakeholders, public bodies, and Aboriginal
communities.

This engagement process would need to be undertaken and documented, and would be a cost to the City
and Region.

Criteria 2: The expansion is to be located adjacent to the Greenbelt or demonstrates a clear functional
relationship.

By selecting only publicly owned lands, a patchwork will be created and as a result, many of the parcels
will not be located adjacent to the Greenbelt. However, they would have functional relationship to the
Greenbelt by virtue of being within a stream corridor that connects north to the Greenbelt Plan Area. As
well, coordination with the City of Brampton and the City of Toronto (along Etobicoke Creek) would be
needed to ensure a fully connected Urban River Valley designation. However, Provincial staff have
indicated that the City of Mississauga could bring their publicly owned lands into the Urban River Valley
designation without the need for either the City of Brampton or the City of Toronto to include their
publicly owned lands.

Criteria 3: The request is to show how it meets the intent of the visions and one or more goals of the
Greenbelt Plan.

The vision of the Greenbelt Plan is to give permanent protection to the natural heritage system and the
goals are to protect and restore connections between Lake Ontario, the Oak Ridges Moraine, the Niagara
Escarpment and the major river valleys. While in theory this vision and the goals will be furthered, this
vision and the goals are being achieved today as the lands are already protected in public ownership and
are protected through Official Plan policies and zoning by-laws associated with the green system,
including the existing natural heritage system (and enhanced by the proposed recommendations of the
ongoing NH&UFS). However, Provincial staff indicated that a further benefit is the permanence of the
Greenbelt Plan designation.

Criteria 4: One or more of the Greenbelt systems are identified.

The lands along the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek would be part of the Greenbelt Natural Heritage
System, but it is important to recognize that a continual natural heritage system would not be created
through this designation, as privately owned lands in the river valleys would not be included.

Criteria 5: The proposed area for expansion cannot impede the implementation of the Growth Plan.
The lands are already designated for environmental protection and are in public ownership so there should
be no impact on the Growth Plan.

Criteria 6: The request cannot undermine provincial interests or other provincial initiatives.
Since the Urban River Valley designation applies only to public owned lands that are already protected
from development, it is unlikely that it would affect any other provincial initiatives.
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Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Area into Mississauga

6.0 CONCLUSION

The Province, in 2008, set out a process and criteria for expanding the Greenbelt Plan Area. A number
of largely urban municipalities investigated the potential. The City of Mississauga supported in principle
the addition of publicly owned lands in the Credit River Valley subject to staff undertaking a feasibility
analysis of adding public lands in the Credit River Valley to the Greenbelt.

Other municipalities found that the policy framework in the Greenbelt Plan was not conducive to being
applied in an urban setting. The Province responded with Amendment #1 to the Greenbelt Plan approved
in January 2013. This amendment was intended to address some of the short-comings of applying the
Greenbelt Plan to urban areas as identified by other municipalities and introduced a new Urban River
Valley designation in the Greenbelt Plan.

From our review of the new Urban River Valley designation, there would appear to be no policy-related
benefits from expanding the Urban River Valley designation into Mississauga and including publicly
owned lands into this designation as it will not result in any increased protection of natural heritage
features. There may also be costs associated with implementing the designation including potential
survey requirements and the costs of consultation and report preparation, although these costs are not
certain at this time. However, including parts of the urban river valleys into the Greenbelt Plan would
offer benefits including elevating the profile of the lands through their inclusion in a Provincial Plan, and
raising awareness of the role of the urban river valleys in supporting connection to a larger, regional
natural heritage system.

This discussion paper concludes that it is feasible to expand the boundaries of the Greenbelt Plan into the
City of Mississauga using the new Urban River Valley designation of the Greenbelt Plan. It is
recommended that, with the benefit of this Discussion Paper on the feasibility analysis, the City make a
final decision on whether it is desirable to expand the Greenbelt Plan into the City.

If the City chooses to request the Greenbelt Plan expansion, the Provincial process for including publicly
owned lands in the Urban River Valley designation entails consultation with the public, agencies and
Aboriginal groups. It is recommended that the City, Region and Province agree on the scope and extent
of that consultation before proceeding. The Province also requires the City to complete, and provide to
the Region of Peel, a detailed justification report, demonstrating that the 6 criteria, outlined in Section 5.3
above, can be met,. The Province further requires a resolution from both the City and Regional Councils
requesting the Greenbelt Plan expansion. Allocation of City of Mississauga resources (staff costs) will be
necessary to carry out the appropriate consultation and required reporting.
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Figure 1: Greenbelt in Peel Region
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Figure 3: Mississauga Official Plan Schedule 3 — Natural System
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NOTES: - MAP FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY. DO NOT QUOTE.

- THE LIMITS OF THE CREDIT RIVER AND ETOBICOKE CREEK
CORRESPOND TO THE CREST OF SLOPE LINES AS PROVIDED

BY THE CREDIT RIVER CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (CVC) AND MISSISSAUGA
THE TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY (TRCA). i Community Services

- FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS MAPPING EXERCISE, THESE LIMITS Produced by T&W, GEOMATICS
DO NOT INCLUDE STREAM CORRIDORS OR BRANCHES THAT END
IN MISSISSAUGA OR BRAMPTON WITHOUT JOINING UP TO THE
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Appendix A: Ownership breakdown on Public lands

Credit River
Owner Within Credit Abutting
River (ha) Credit River (ha)
City of Mississauga 277.17 ha 73.60 ha
Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) 166.46 ha 36.67 ha
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 0 0
Region of Peel 15.11 ha 0.08 ha
Lands in Provincial PWBWP 7.44 ha 5.24 ha
TOTAL 466.18 ha 115.59 ha
Etobicoke Creek
Owner Within Abutting
Etobicoke Etobicoke Creek
Creek (ha) (ha)
City of Mississauga 103.22 ha 32.81 ha
Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) 24.62 ha 17.98 ha
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 17.62 ha 47.35 ha
Region of Peel 0 0
Lands in Provincial PWBWP 0.40 ha 0.55 ha
TOTAL 145.86 ha 98.69 ha

Source: City of Mississauga, CVC, TRCA, Region of Peel.

Important Note: Area calculations are preliminary and approximate. Data are provided for discussion

purposes only.






