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INDEX- GENERAL COMMITTEE AND CORPORATE GRANTS- FEBRUARY 5, 2014 

CALL TO ORDER 

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA 

DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

PRESENTATIONS -Nil 

DEPUTATIONS 

A. Item 1 Ted Li and Tracy Lee, Kaleidoscope Chinese Performing Arts Society 

B. Item 4 Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning, Mirek Sharp, Principal, North South 

Environmental and Margot Ursie, Planning Ecologist, Beacon Environmental 

C. Item 5 Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning and Paul Lowes, Principal, Sorensen 

Gravely Lowes Planning Associates Inc. 

D. Item 5 Representative(s) from Sierra Club of Peel 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

1. Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Program 

2. Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Cultural Festivals and Celebrations (CFC) 

Grant Program 

3. Recommended Community Grant Allocations for the 2014 Recreation and Sport Grant 

Program and 2014 Environment Grant Program 

4. Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) and Urban Forest Management 

Plan 

5. Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga 

6. Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund (CIIF) Streetsville Village Square 

Redevelopment (Ward 11) 

7. Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, 920 Lakeshore Road East, 

1352 Lakeshore Road East and 1635 Cormack Crescent (Ward 1) 
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INDEX- GENERAL COMMITTEE AND CORPORATE GRANTS -
FEBRUARY 5, 2014 CONTINUED 

8. Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, Erin Mills Parkway at 

Thomas Street (Wards 9 and 11) 

9. Lease Agreement with 2016169 Ontario Inc. (o/a Blyth Academy) for the Cawthra

Elliot House located at 1507 Cawthra Road (Ward 1) 

10. Surplus Land Declaration- City Owned Property located on Keenan Crescent between 

3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent (Ward 5) 

11. Surplus Land Declaration of a Portion of City Owned Property, Municipally Known as 

4140 Pheasant Run, for the Purpose of a Proposed Transfer to Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 

(Ward 8) 

12. 2013 Obsolete Corporate Policies and Procedures 

13. Amendments to the Tow Truck Licensing By-law (521-04), as amended, (the "Tow 

Truck Licensing By-Law") 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS -Nil 

COUNCILLORS' ENQUIRIES 

OTHER BUSINESS/ ANNOUNCEMENTS 

CLOSED SESSION 

(Pursuant to Subsection 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001) 

A. Personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal or local board 

employees - Personnel Item- Succession Planning Update 

ADJOURNMENT 
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DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

PRESENTATIONS -Nil 

DEPUTATIONS 

February 5, 2014 

A. Item 1 Ted Li and Tracy Lee, Kaleidoscope Chinese Performing Arts Society 

B. Item 4 Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning, Mirek Sharp, Principal, North South 

Environmental and Margot Ursie, Planning Ecologist, Beacon Environmental 

C. Item 5 Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning and Paul Lowes, Principal, Sorensen 

Gravely Lowes Planning Associates Inc. 

D. Item 5 Representative(s) from Sierra Club of Peel 

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

1. Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Program 

Corporate Report dated January 6, 2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

with respect to the 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Program. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the 2014 Arts and Culture grant allocations as outlined in the report 

"Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Program", 

dated January 6, 2014, from the Commissioner of Community Services, be 

approved. 

2. That Cultural projects with a "Pan Am Games" focus be prioritized for project 

grant approvals in 2015. 
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2. Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Cultural Festivals and Celebrations (CFC) 
Grant Program 

Corporate Report dated January 6, 2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 
with respect to the 2014 Cultural Festivals and Celebrations. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the 2014 grant allocations for the Cultural Festivals and Celebrations Grant Program 

as outlined in the report "Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Cultural 

Festivals and Celebrations Grant Program", dated January 6, 2014 from the 

Commissioner of Community Services, be approved. 

3. Recommended Community Grant Allocations for the 2014 Recreation and Sport Grant 

Program and 2014 Environment Grant Program 

Corporate Report dated January 14, 2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

with respect to the 2014 Recreation and Sport Grant Program and 2014 Environment 

Grant Program. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the 2014 Recreation and Sport grant allocations as outlined in the report 

"Recommended Community Grant Allocations for the 2014 Recreation and Sport 

Grant Program and 2014 Environment Grant Program" dated January 14, 2014 

from the Commissioner of Community Services, be approved. 

2. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be given authority 

to enter into a multi-year funding agreement with Ecosource for no more than the 

total award of$75,000 annually in a form satisfactory to Legal Services, City 

Manager's Department for January 1, 2014 to December 31,2018. 

3. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be given authority 
to enter into a multi-year funding agreement with Nexus Youth Services, 

Volunteer Mississauga Brampton Caledon (VMBC), Square One Older Adult 

Centre, Mississauga Sports Council, StJohn Ambulance and The Riverwood 
Conservancy for no more than the total award outlined in Appendix 2, 

"Recommended Grant Allocations - Recreation and Sport, 2014 Community 

Grant Program", in a form satisfactory to Legal Services, City Manager's 

Department, for January 1, 2014 to December 31, 2018. 
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4. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be given authority 

to amend the current multi-year funding agreement with Safe City Mississauga to 

extend the term to 2018 in a form satisfactory to Legal Services, City Manager's 

Department, effective for 2015 to 2018. 

5. That all necessary by-laws to execute the funding agreements with EcoSource, 

Nexus Youth Services, Volunteer Mississauga Brampton Caledon (VMBC), 

Square One Older Adult Centre, Mississauga Sports Council, StJohn Ambulance 

and The Riverwood Conservancy be enacted. 

4. Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) and Urban Forest Management 

Plan 

Corporate Report dated January 14, 2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

with respect to the Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy and Urban Forest 

Management Plan. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the "Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy" (NH&UFS) and the 

"Urban Forest Management Plan" (UFMP), provided as Appendix 3 to the 

Corporate Report dated January 14,2014 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services be endorsed in principle; 

2. That the Implementation Guides for the "Natural Heritage and Urban Forest 

Strategy" and the "Urban Forest Management Plan", provided as Appendix 4 to 

the Corporate Report dated January 14,2014 from the Commissioner of 

Community Services, be referred to the annual business planning and budget 

process for review and prioritization; 

3. That staff initiate consultations with land owners of properties proposed to be 

included in the City's Natural Heritage System as shown on Map 1 of the Natural 

Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy; and 

4. That a public meeting be held to consider amendments to Mississauga Official 

Plan further to the policy directions recommended in Appendix E of the Natural 

Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy. 
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5. Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga 

Corporate Report dated January 14,2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

with respect to the expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the report dated January 14,2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

entitled "Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga" be received 

for information. 

6. Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund (CIIF) Streetsville Village Square 
Redevelopment (Ward 11) 

Corporate Report dated January 24,2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services 

with respect to the Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund Streetsville Village 

Square Redevelopment. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That funding of $990,000 be transferred from Capital Tax Reserves to (PN12-

331) as replacement for CIIF funding to allow the Streetsville Village Square 

tender to be awarded as outlined in the report dated January 24, 2014 from the 

Commissioner of Community Services, to ensure continuation of the project not 
withstanding that discussions with the Federal Government are ongoing with 

regard to an extension to the CIIF project completion date. 

2. That all necessary by-laws be enacted. 

7. Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, 920 Lakeshore Road East, 

1352 Lakeshore Road East and 1635 Cormack Crescent (Ward 1) 

Corporate Report dated January 13, 2014 from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works with respect to a proposed exemption to the Noise Control By-law 360-79 for 920 
Lakeshore Road East, 1352 Lakeshore Road East and 1635 Cormack Crescent. 
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RECOMMENDATION 

That McNally Construction Inc. be granted an exemption from the Noise Control By-law 

No. 360-79, as amended, to allow for extended tunnelling construction work of the 

Hanlan F eedermain as outlined in the Corporate Report dated January 13, 2014 from the 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works for the following locations: 

a. 920 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, 

2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Monday, June 1, 2015. 

b. 1352 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, 

2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, April1, 2016. 

c. 1635 Cormack Crescent, commencing at 7:00p.m. on Tuesday, February 18, 

2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, January 1, 2016. 

8. Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, Erin Mills Parkway at 

Thomas Street (Wards 9 and 11) 

Corporate Report dated January 15, 2014 from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works with respect to a proposed exemption to the Noise Control By-law 360-79 for Erin 

Mills Parkway at Thomas Street. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That McNally-Kiewit-Aecon Partnership be granted an exemption from Noise Control 

By-law No. 360-79, as amended, to allow for extended construction work for the third 

phase of twinning of the existing West Trunk Sanitary System between Highway 401 and 

Queen Elizabeth Way (QEW), commencing Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and ending 

Friday, August 29, 2014. 

9. Lease Agreement with 2016169 Ontario Inc. (o/a Blyth Academy) for the Cawthra

Elliot House located at 1507 Cawthra Road (Ward 1) 

Corporate Report dated January 17, 2014 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services 

and Chief Financial Officer with respect to a Lease Agreement with 2016169 Ontario Inc. 

(o/a Blyth Academy) for the Cawthra Elliot House located at 1507 Cawthra Road. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That the Realty Services Section of Corporate Services Department be authorized to enter 

into negotiations for a lease agreement, in a form and content satisfactory to the City 

Solicitor, between the City ofMississauga as landlord and 2016169 Ontario Inc. (o/a 

Blyth Academy) as tenant, for the Cawthra-Elliot House located at 1507 Cawthra Road, 

in accordance with the terms contained herein. 
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10. Surplus Land Declaration- City Owned Property located on Keenan Crescent between 

3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent (Ward 5) 

Corporate Report dated January 14, 2014 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services 

and Chief Financial Officer with respect to a Surplus Land Declaration for City property 

located on Keenan Crescent between 3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That the City owned parcel of land located on the west side of Keenan Crescent, 
between 3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent, containing an area of approximately 

115 square metres (1,238 square feet), be declared surplus to the City's 

requirements. The City owned parcel is described as PCL PLAN-2, SEC M7; 

BLK H, PL M7, in the City of Mississauga, Regional Municipality of Peel, Ward 

5. 

2. That Realty Services staff be authorized to proceed to dispose of the subject 

property to the adjacent landowners once it has been declared surplus. 

3. That all steps necessary to comply with the requirements of Section 2. (1) of City 

Notice By-law 215-08 be taken, including giving notice to the public by posting a 

notice on the City of Mississauga' s website for a two week period, where the 

expiry of the two week period will be at least one week prior to the execution of 

an agreement for the sale of the subject land under delegated authority. 

11. Surplus Land Declaration of a Portion of City Owned Property, Municipally Known as 
4140 Pheasant Run, for the Purpose of a Proposed Transfer to Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 
(Ward 8) 

Corporate Report dated January 17, 2014 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services 

and Chief Financial Officer with respect to a Surplus Land Declaration for City property 

located at 4140 Pheasant Run to transfer to the Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
1. That a portion of City owned property, municipally known as 4140 Pheasant Run, 

containing a site area of approximately 0.81 ha. (2 acres), be declared surplus to 

the City's requirements for the purpose of a proposed conveyance to Hearthouse 

Hospice Inc. upon satisfactory completion of all required lease payment under a 

five (5) year lease-to-own agreement. The subject lands are legally described as 
Part of Block X on Registered Plan M-120, containing approximately 2 acres in 

the approximate location as shown on Appendix 1, in the City of Mississauga, 

Regional Municipality of Peel, in Ward 8. 

2. That the requirements of Section 2.(1) of City Notice By-law 215-2008 be 

waived and, in lieu, notice to the public will be given by posting a notice on the 

City ofMississauga's website for at least three weeks prior to the Transfer of Title 

the subject land to Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 

12. 2013 Obsolete Corporate Policies and Procedures 

Corporate Report dated December 19, 2013 from the City Manager and Chief 

Administrative Officer with respect to the 2013 Obsolete Corporate Policies and 

Procedures. 

RECOMMENDATION 
That the following Corporate Policies and Procedures be declared obsolete: 

a) Assisted Education Leave (01-06-06) 

b) Portables (03-03-02) 
c) Highway Noise in Industrial Subdivisions (09-03-01) 

13. Amendments to the Tow Truck Licensing By-law (521-04), as amended, (the "Tow 

Truck Licensing By-Law") 

Corporate Report dated January 21, 2014 from the City Solicitor with respect to proposed 

amendments to the Tow Truck Licensing By-law 521-04, as amended. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That a bylaw to amend the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law be enacted to clarify subsection 
4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law and to set out the appropriate time frames 

for subsequent applications for tow truck licences. 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS -Nil 

COUNCILLORS' ENQUIRIES 

OTHER BUSINESS/ ANNOUNCEMENTS 

CLOSED SESSION 

(Pursuant to Subsection 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001) 

February 5, 2014 

A. Personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal or local board 

employees - Personnel Item - Succession Planning Update 

ADJOURNMENT 
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Chair and Members of General Committee 
Meeting Date: February 5, 2014 

Paul A. Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

General Committee 

FEB 0 5 2014 

Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Arts and Culture 
Grant Program 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the 2014 Arts and Culture grant allocations as outlined in the 

report "Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Arts and 

Culture Grant Program", dated January 6, 2014, from the 
Commissioner of Community Services, be approved. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

2. That Cultural projects with a "Pan Am Games" focus be 
prioritized for project grant approvals in 2015. 

• Total funding of$1,983,536 was requested through the 2014 Arts 

and Culture grant program against a budget of $1,583,000. 

• 32 eligible grant applications were reviewed by Finance staff and 
a team of independent assessors. 

• Total allocation of $1,541,075 is recommended by the grants 

assessment panel. 

• The assessment panel recommends 3 grant recipients be placed on 
concerned status. 

• Staff requests approval to prioritize Pan Am Games focussed 

initiatives for project grant approvals in 2015 to a maximum of 
$5,000 per project. 
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In 2007, City Council directed the Culture Division to assume direct 

responsibility for the distribution of municipal grants to arts, heritage and 
cultural organizations. This approach was consistent with the 

recommendations of the Arts Review Task Force. 

The Arts and Culture grant program supports emerging and established 

not-for-profit professional and community based arts, culture, and heritage 

organizations in Mississauga. To be considered eligible for grant funding 
the primary mandate of the applicant organizations must be "to provide 

and support arts, culture or heritage activity on a year-round basis, and 
deliver quality programming or services." Further, applicant organizations 
must be based and active in Mississauga, and provide year-round arts and 

culture programs and/or services which are open to the public and 
publicized city-wide. The stated goals of the grant program are: 

• To help eligible organizations develop exemplary programs and 

services for art, culture and heritage; and 

• To advance knowledge, understanding and the appreciation of 

arts, culture, and heritage for the citizens of Mississauga. 

The grant program involves a series of steps beginning with the 
dissemination of information through to the development of 

recommendations by an independent assessment panel for Council's 
approval. The grant process employed by the Culture Division is 

consistent with the arms length practice by arts granting bodies throughout 
North America, including the provincial and federal government. This 
process allows staff to offer a higher level of support to organizations that 

would not otherwise be possible without perceptions of conflict. 

Support to Grant Applicants 

2014 grant program guidelines and applications were posted on the Culture 

Division's website in August 2013. As in previous years, information 
about the grant program was disseminated through a number of channels 

to ensure broad community awareness, including the City website, direct 
electronic communication with existing grant clients and other 
stakeholders, Mississauga Arts Council email newsletter, and a media 

release distributed to all local media, on Facebook and Twitter. In addition, 
community centres and road signs at five (5) major intersections were used 

to promote the grant program. 

Two information sessions were held on August 28, 2013 and September 4, 

2013 to provide information and advice to potential applicants. Sessions 
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were open to the general public, and all organizations which previously 

submitted an application were notified of the sessions. A total of twenty 
six (26) organizations attended the sessions. 

Grant applications must be complete and comprehensive. Therefore it is 
the practice of Culture Division to invite any returning or prospective grant 

applicant to a pre-application consultation. This added service provides an 

opportunity for staff to answer questions and to provide advice on grant 
submission and content. This service is emphasized during the information 
sessions. A total of 12 applicants utilized this opportunity. Although an 

increase over previous years, the assessment committee believed the 

quality of the grant applications still needs to improve and therefore 

strongly encourage groups seeking grants to meet with staff in advance. 

Receipt and Review of Applications 

Thirty three (33) grant applications were received by the October 11, 2013 
deadline. One group, the Clarkson Artists' Initiative did not meet the 

deadline. The group made no effort to contact staff in the weeks leading 

up to the grant deadline to ask for assistance with the challenges they had 

with the application. As a result of not submitting the application on time, 
it was disqualified from the process. This approach is consistent with 
previous decisions regarding late submissions and is in keeping with the 

practice of other granting organizations. 

Of the thirty three (33) grant applications received, one (1) was deemed 

ineligible as it was missing significant portions of the required application 

information under the grant guidelines. The remaining 32 grant 
applications were advanced to the formal assessment stage. The table belov 

illustrates the eligible applications by type (operating, project or capital) 

versus organizational status (established, new and emerging): 

Eligible Arts and Culture Grant Applicants 

Organizational Status 
Grant Type Totals 

New& 
Emerging 

Established 

Operating 4 22 26 
Project 0 6 6 
Capital 0 0 0 

Number of 4 28 32 
Applications 
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The formal assessment of eligible applications includes three steps. The 

first step involves a review of the applications for completeness and clarity. 
If questions or the need for clarification arises, applicants are contacted by 
staff. This step is designed to ensure all applications can be fairly assessed. 

Following this, the financial information submitted by each applicant is 
forwarded for review and comment by the City's Finance Division. 

Finally, grant packages are provided to the assessment panel members who 

review the applications in preparation for the assessment process. 

The Assessment Panel 

The assessment panel is comprised of three assessors, one returning from 
the previous year. The role of each assessor is to review the grant 

applications independently and to attend a series of group sessions to 

review the applications and recommend grant allocations. Every effort is 

made to recruit assessors without a formal relationship with specific 

applicants. Where a relationship does exist, assessors are required to state 
this conflict and recuse themselves from the discussion. 

Recruiting potential grant assessors begins with annual promotion of this 

opportunity on the City's website, and direct email blasts, a media release 

to various outlets, posts on volunteer websites and posters and signs placed 

throughout the City. Additionally, the Mississauga Arts Council and 

Visual Arts Mississauga provide information via their email newsletters. 
Staff review and consider all applicants to fill the vacant positions for the 
committee. In instances where the candidate pool does not provide 

qualified candidates, staff will pursue additional assessors. 

Appendix 1 provides a list of the members of the 2014 Arts and Culture 

grant assessment panel. The City is fortunate to have such a high quality, 
knowledgeable group of volunteers. Members were fully engaged and 
dedicated to the evaluation process. Staff offers its sincere thanks to the 

assessors for their time and commitment. 

Ms. Lorraine Hogan was a returning assessor from the 2013 Arts and 

Culture Grant assessment committee. Additionally, due to a relationship 
with one of the applicants, Ms. Patricia Ryan recused herself from the 

assessment of the organization's submission. 

Staff do not take part in the evaluation process, or in the funding allocation 

discussion. Staffs role is to facilitate the assessment panel review 

process, provide clarity where required and ensure adherence to the 



General Committee 

COMMENTS: 

- 5 - January 6, 2014 

principles of good decision-making. All recommendations for funding 

within this report reflect the decisions of the assessment panel. 

The assessment panel reviewed and scored each eligible application 

against the published criteria for the Arts and Culture grant program 
(Appendix 2). Funding recommendations were based on the merit of the 

service or project provided, the impact the service or project has on the 

local community, the capacity of the organization, and the organization's 
need for funding. This included taking into account the organization's 

accumulated surplus and cash flow requirements. Funding award 

recommendations were based on the total value of the 2014 grant program 
budget of $1,583,000. 

Municipal funding is an important aspect of Mississauga' s cultural 

development. Not only does such funding assist with the delivery of 

valuable arts and cultural services and programs to the citizens of 

Mississauga, but it sustains the core operations of arts and cultural 

organizations. Funding also facilitates new opportunities for 
Mississauga' s local arts and cultural practitioners, and attracts and retains 

the creative class which is important for Mississauga's economic and 
social development. 

2014 Arts and Culture Grant Program Recommendations 

Appendix 3 provides a summary of the recommended grant allocations, 
based on the 2014 budget. The total amount requested by arts and culture 
organizations was $1,983,536. The 2014 budget provides $1,583,000. 
This results in a funding gap of $400,536. 

Over the years the grant program has become increasingly more 

competitive, requiring the assessment process to apply a new level of rigor 
to ensure recommended awards adequately reflect the level of community 

and intrinsic cultural value offered. It is also a process designed to 
identify organizations that might benefit from additional support from staff 

(concerned status), and to acknowledge those which have made strides to 

address their organizational challenges. 

{d 
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Concerned Status 

The City's art and cultural organizations are at the front lines of service 
and program delivery. As the City evolves and changes, organizations 
must be equipped to adapt to new realities, and respond to new needs and 
demands. It is vitally important for the City's art and cultural organizations 
to access skills, training and resources to manage change. 

The City has adopted the phrase "concerned status" as a means to signal to 
Council where particular arts and cultural organizations may benefit from 
more support. An organization placed on "concerned status" receives 
additional advice and coaching from the Culture Division. 

For the 2014 grant process, the assessment panel recommends removing 
the following organizations from "concerned status": 

• Chamber Music Society of Mississauga; 

• Mississauga Festival Choir; 

• Mississauga Festival Youth Choir; and 

• Youth Troopers for Global Awareness. 

These organizations are congratulated for their hard work, due diligence 
and openness to change. Through a strong desire to improve their status, 
they addressed various factors including, but not limited to, financial 
stability, good governance, reporting, strategic planning, and partnerships. 

Notwithstanding the above, the assessment panel recommends three 

organizations be placed, on "concerned status" for 2014. 

Cow Over Moon Children's Theatre 

Cow Over Moon Children's Theatre requested an operating grant of 
$19,500. Assessors recommended the group receive an operating grant of 
$10,000 an increase of$6,000 over last year's grant, and be placed on 
"concerned status". The assessors were impressed with the quality of the 
organizations programming and their commitment to provide good quality 
theatre for children and families. However, they felt the organization 
would benefit from working more closely with Culture Division staff as 
they operationalize a significant organizational expansion in 2014. 

Girls Rock Camp Mississauga 

Girls Rock Camp Mississauga requested an operating grant of$15,000. 
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Assessors recommend an operating grant of $8,375, the same amount they 

received in 2013. The assessors recognized the group for its unique and 

innovative programming. However, due to the quality of the financial 

reporting for this organization, the assessors felt they would benefit from 

working more closely with Culture Division staff in 2014. 

Mississauga Children's Choir 

Mississauga Children's Choir requested an operating grant of $30,000, an 

increase of $10,000 over 2013. Assessors recommend the group receive 

an operating grant of $20,000, and be placed on "concerned status". This 

organization has accumulated a small deficit and has shown a decrease in 

attendance. Although Assessors believed there was some evidence of an 

effort to address these concerns, they felt the group would benefit from 

closer monitoring of their financial and statistical data in 2014. 

Pan Am 2015 Cultural Project Funding 

As Mississauga prepares to host the 2015 Pan American (Pan Am) Games, 

a major component of the event will be the Pan Am Cultural Festival 

Program. In order to encourage the involvement of Mississauga' s Arts and 

Culture Organizations with creating projects related to the Pan Am Games, 

the Culture division proposes that Pan Am focussed projects be prioritized 

for Project Grant funding support in 2015. Encouraging Arts and Culture 

Organizations to participate in the Pan Am Cultural Festival will greatly 

contribute to the vibrancy and overall success of the 2015 games in 

Mississauga. As project grants are limited to $5,000 per group staff 

believe this provides support to Pan Am cultural programs without 

creating an undue pressure on the overall grants budget. 

This report recommends a total Arts and Culture grant allocation of 

$1,541,075. These funds are budgeted in the 2014 Culture Division 

budget. 

Through the provision of grants, municipalities support the growth and 

development of culture within their communities. Through its arts, 

culture, and heritage granting programs, the City of Mississauga is 

building professionalism, accountability, and sustainability within the 

local cultural community. 

If 
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ATTACHMENTS: Appendix 1: 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Assessment Committee 

Criteria for Arts and Culture Grant Programs 

Recommended Grant Allocations - 2014 Arts and 

Culture Grant Program 

Appendix 2: 

Appendix 3: 

Paul A. Mitcham, P. Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Paul Damaso, Manager, Cultural Operations, 

Culture Division 
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Grant Program Assessor 

Arts and Culture Lorraine Hogan 

Gina Power 

Patricia Ryan 

Summary of 
Qualifications 

Regional Advisor, 
Ministry of Culture, 
Tourism and Sport 
Government of Ontario 

Director of Programming 
and Operations, Disney
ABC-Television 
Chair, Disney 'Voluntears' 
Committee 
Member, Directors Guild of 
Canada 

Event Coordinator, 
Mississauga Waterfront 
Festival 
Social Service Worker, 
Salvation Army 
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Criteria for the 2014 Arts and Culture Grant Programs 

All eligible applications will be evaluated in a comparative context, using FOUR areas of 
measure: 

1. Organizational Effectiveness 
2. Program Merit 
3. Community Impact and 
4. Need for Funding 

The following outlines the criteria against which the answers for Established Organizations 
will be evaluated for each area of measure. For New and Emerging Organizations, only 
relevant criteria will be used in assessing the applications. 

1. Organizational Effectiveness 

• Evidence of a clear mandate. 
• A clear history of past successes I achievements that directly support the mandate. 
• Proof of competent administration, focussed and active board and an effective 
administrative and governance structure ensuring financial stability and accountability and 
evidence of effective short and long term planning. 
• Effective asset management abilities. 

2. Program Merit 

Program Merit will be assessed within the specific context of the organization's own stated 
priorities and values, and within the general context and standards of community-based 
and pr'Ofessional practices in the respective fields of arts, culture and heritage. 

• Degree to which the organization's artistic, cultural or heritage programming reflects and 
fulfills its mandate and artistic objectives. 
• Artistic merit of an arts or cultural organization's research, acquisition or commissioning, 
creation, production, presentation or exhibition, and dissemination activity OR program 
merit of a heritage organization's research, presentation, and dissemination activity. 
• Expertise in identifying, designing and delivering programs and/or services, and 
evaluating their impact upon targeted and broader communities. 
• Evidence of ongoing self-assessment that has helped invigorate and enhance the quality 
and innovativeness of artistic, cultural or heritage activity of the organization. 
• Distinctiveness of the organization's activities in the context of comparable activities in 
Mississauga, and its ability to initiate unique opportunities for: artists, heritage and cultural 
practitioners; other arts, culture and heritage organizations; and the public 

3. Community Impact 

• Ability to respond to changing needs of the community based on appropriate research, 
audience development and marketing strategies and to evaluate their impact upon the 
organization. 

------- Page 1 



• Public access to the organization's work, including access by Mississauga's diverse 
communities. 
• Level of engagement with other arts, culture and heritage organizations, artists and 
community groups, including diverse communities. 
• The collaborative process and the effectiveness of the work in expressing community 
interests and issues. 

4. Need for Funding 

• Ability to describe how grant funding will directly support the creation of programs I 
services to further organizational goals. 
• Ability to create alternative strategies for accessing other funding resources. 
• Demonstrated added value from and/or need for financial assistance from the City of 
Mississauga 

--·-------- Page 2 
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RECOMMENDED GRANT ALLOCATIONS 
2014 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM 

Appendix3 """J' 
1 of3 

Name of Organization 
Stated purpose of grant 
(on grant application) 

2013 
Grant 

2014 Amount Recommended 
Requested 2014 Grant 

st 
payment 
March 

1- ___ ------.~ __ Expenses associated with operations, $325 000 $335 000 $325,000 $243,750 
1 . d d" "t fil ' ' Mississauga programmmg an expan mg I s pro I e. 

payment 
August 

Expenses associated with hiring a 
2 ICha~b:r Music Society General Manager, operations, $70,000 $121,000 $70,000 $52,500 $17,500 

Additional Comments 

of Mississauga · k · 
programmmg and mar etmg. Concerned Status: 

· · · · Quarterly meetings with Expenses associated with hinng an . . . . 
3 ,cow Over Moon Artistic Director and expanding $4,000 $19,500 $10,000 $10,000 $0 Culture DivisiOn to review 

Children's Theatre . Financial reports and programmg. . 
business p]annmg nroce' 
Concerned Status: 
Quarterly meetings with 

4 I Girls Rock Camp Expenses associated with administration, $8,375 $15,000 $8,375 $8,375 $0 c.ultur: Division t? ~eview 
Mississauga staffing, and rentals. Fmancml and Statistical 

5 1Heritage Mississauga Expenses ~ssociated with programming $211,000 $215,000 $215,000 $161,250 $53,750 
Foundation and operatiOns. 

Kaleidoscope Chinese Expenses associated with programing N/A $19,950 $0 $0 $0 
6 I . d d . . . Performing Arts Society an a mimstratwn. 

7 1 __ . ___ 0 ___ ts Centre in Expenses ass?ciated with programming $100,000 $200,000 $100,000 $75,000 $25,000 
Mississauga and commumty outreach. 
Mississauga Arts Expenses associate? with operations, $243,450 $248,450 $248,450 $186,338 $62,112 8 1 
Council staffing, programmmg, and outreach. 

9 IMississauga Big Band Expenses associated with staffing and $5,740 $5,350 $5,350 $5,350 $0 
Jazz Ensemble updating the music collection. tatus: 

Quarterly meetings with 
Mississauga Children's Expenses associated with staffing, $20 000 $30,000 $20,000 $15,000 $5,000 Culture Division to review 10 1 
Choir marketing, administration and outreach. ' Financial and Statistical 

Mississauga Chinese Expenses associated with professional $9,975 $25,000 $11,000 $11,000 $0 
11 I · - · ·on fees. rent. and ---- - - -- --- ~ --
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RECOMMENDED GRANT ALLOCATIONS 
2014 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM 

Name of Organization 
Stated purpose of grant 
(on grant application) 

Mississauga Chinese Expenses associated with professional 
Children's Choir fees. rent, and pro2ramming. 
Mississauga Choral Expenses associated with staffing, 
Society programming and outreach. 
Mississauga Festival Expenses associated with staffing, and 
Choir programming. 
Mississauga Festival Expenses associated with profesional 
Youth Choir fees. marketing and programing. 
Mississauga Santa Expenses associated with the marching 
Claus Parade bands. 
Mississauga Symphony Expenses associated with professional 
Orchestra fees, rentals. and advertising. 

Polish Canadian Society Expenses associated with administration, 
of Music promotions and programming. 

Sampradaya Dance 
Expenses associated with operating, 
training and performances staffing and 

Creations 
exnansion. 

Sawitri Theatre Group 
Expenses associated with professional 
fees, marketing and administration. 

Sistema Mississauga 
Expenses associated with staffing and 

(Esperanza Music 
administration. 

Proiect) 
Streetsville Historical Expenses associated with cataloguing 
Society and operations. 

Theatre Unlimited 
Expenses associated with marketing and 
rentals. 

. . . Expenses associated with staffing, 
VIsual Arts Mississauga marketing. operating. and pro2Tamming. 
Vychodna Slovak Expenses associated with profesional 
Dancers fees and advertising. 
Youth Troopers for Expenses associated with programming 
Global Awareness and professional fees. 
SUB-TOTAL OPERATING 

2013 
Grant 
Rec'd 

N/A 

$70,000 

$11,250 

$11,000 

$10,000 

$110,000 

N/A 

$100,000 

$12,000 

$5,000 

N/A 

$14,000 

$110,000 

$8,000 

$27,150 

1st 
2014 Amount Recommended payment 

Requested 2014 Grant March 
2014 

$12,000 $0 $0 

$76,000 $70,000 $52,500 

$18,000 $11,250 $11,250 

$14,500 $14,500 $14,500 

$20,000 $10,000 $10,000 

$135,000 $110,000 $82,500 

$18,950 $0 $0 

$125,000 $112,000 $84,000 

$19,000 $14,000 $14,000 

$10,000 $0 $0 

$2,000 $2,000 $2,000 

$16,900 $14,000 $14,000 

$165,000 $115,000 $86,250 

$17,000 $8,000 $8,000 

$69,936 $27,150 $20,363 

$1,953,536 $1,521,075 $1,167,926 

2nd 
payment 
August 

2014 

$0 

$17,500 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$27,500 

$0 

$28,000 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$28,750 

$0 

$6,787 

$353,149 

Appendix 3 
2 of3 
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RECOMMENDED GRANT ALLOCATIONS 
2014 ARTS AND CULTURE GRANT PROGRAM 

Name of Organization 

27 1A~ ~allery of 
M1ssissauga 

Stated purpose of grant 
(on grant application) 

Expenses associated with the creation of 
the "Switchboard" project 

Chamber Music Society Expenses associated with creation of a 
281 fM' . INC o lSSissauga new program. 

1
Meadowvale Theatre Expenses associated with the creation of 

29 . . . B d sory oar a one time event. 

1
Mississauga Festival Expenses associated with the creation of 

30 Ch. Olr a new program. 

Mississauga Symphony Expenses associated with the creation of 
311 h . k Orchestra a new symE omc wor . 

1
Port Credit Village 

Expenses associated with the creation of 
32 . the River screen- Shipwrecked on the 

ProJect 
Great Lakes oroiect. 

TOTAL 2014 RECOMMENDATIONS 
(Total Arts & Culture grants awarded in 2013: $1,495,060) 

2013 
Grant 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

$4,120 

2014 Amount Recommended 
Requested 2014 Grant 

$5,000 $0 

$5,000 $5,000 

$5,000 $5,000 

$5,000 $0 

$5,000 $5,000 

$5,000 $5,000 

payment 
March 

$0 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$0 

$5,000 

$5,000 

$1,983,536 $1,541,075 $1,187,926 

payment 
August 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$353,149 

--
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

January 6, 2014 

Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: February 5, 2014 

Paul A. Mitcham, P .Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

General Committee 

FEB 0 5 201~ 

Recommended Grant Allocations for the 2014 Cultural Festivals 
and Celebrations (CFC) Grant Program 

RECOMMENDATION: That the 2014 grant allocations for the Cultural Festivals and 
Celebrations Grant Program as outlined in the report "Recommended 

Grant Allocations for the 2014 Cultural Festivals and Celebrations 
Grant Program", dated January 6, 2014 from the Commissioner of 
Community Services, be approved. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

BACKGROUND: 

• 12 grant applications to support city-wide cultural festivals and 

celebrations were reviewed by a team of independent assessors. 

• Total allocation of$490,432 is recommended by the grants 

assessment panel against a budget of $544,200. 

• The assessment panel recommends three grant recipients be on 

concerned status. 

The Culture Master Plan states, "festivals are an important expression of 

culture and community in Mississauga." It goes on to say there is great 

potential for leveraging the strengths of festivals to support cultural 

development in the city. With this in mind, City Council established the 

Festivals Funding Review Committee (FFRC) in 2009 to seek 

recommendations for improving the City's approach to funding 

community cultural festivals and celebrations. In 2010, a number of 
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recommendations were endorsed. Most significant amongst the 

recommendations was a refocusing of the program's purpose to support 

clean and safe festival environments. In order to ensure grant funds only 

go towards services such as fencing, hand washing stations, security etc., 

a list of eligible services was developed (Appendix 1 ). These services 

may be provided by various City departments or by private businesses. 

This allows the basic needs of operating a festival to be met and frees the 

organization to focus on making their festival unique and attractive to 

residents and visitors. 

To be eligible for grant funding a festival must be a community driven, 

volunteer supported, annual event, or a one-time major event, running a 

minimum of one full day, or a number of consecutive days, organized by 

a not-for-profit, democratically elected Board of Directors, or a non

incorporated group operating in a similar manner, and be based and 

active in Mississauga. The festival must be open to the public and 

publicized city-wide. 

The Grant Process 
The Cultural Festival and Celebration (CFC) grant program involves a 

series of steps beginning with the dissemination of information to 

prospective grant applicants through to the development of 

recommendations by an independent assessment panel for Council's 

approval. The process employed by the Culture Division is consistent 

with the practice by granting bodies throughout North America, 

including the provincial and federal government. This process allows 

staff to offer a higher level of support to organizations that would not 

otherwise be possible without perceptions of conflict. 

Support to Grant Applicants 

Grant information sessions were held on August 29, 2013 and September 

5, 2013. Information sessions were marketed to organizations previously 

submitting applications, as well as to the general public. The sessions 

were promoted through direct email, the City's website, Facebook and 

Twitter, as well as by the Mississauga Arts Council email newsletter, and 

a media release. The purpose of the information sessions was to provide 

general information and advice on the granting process, as well as to 

distribute the 2014 grant guidelines and application to prospective 

applicant organizations. In total, twenty six (26) people attended, 

representing twenty two (22) events. 
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Grant applications must be complete and comprehensive to be 

considered for funding. Therefore it is the practice of Culture Division 

to invite any returning or prospective grant applicants to a pre

application consultation. This provides an opportunity for staff to 

answer questions and to provide advice on draft grant submissions. This 

service is emphasized during the information sessions. A total of 7 

applicants maximized this opportunity. 

Receipt and Review of Applications 

26 

Twelve (12) applications were received by the October 11, 2013 deadline 

Upon receipt, staff reviewed the applications for completeness and 

clarity. Where questions arose, or the need for additional information 

was identified, applicants were contacted by staff. This step was 

designed to provide all prospective applications with every possible 

opportunity for success. Two groups, The Irie Music Festival and Pride 

Week in Peel did not meet the deadline. These groups made no effort to 

contact staff to identify they would have challenges meeting the 

application deadline. As a result of not submitting their application in 

time, they were disqualified from the process. The remaining 12 grant 

applications were advanced to the formal assessment stage. 

The Assessment Panel & Process 

In support of the CFC process, an assessment panel is established 

comprising three assessors, including one returning from the previous 

year. Recruiting for potential grant assessors begins with annual 

promotion of this opportunity on the City's website, and direct email 

blasts, a media release to various outlets, posts on volunteer websites and 

posters and signs placed throughout the City. Additionally, the 

Mississauga Arts Council and Visual Arts Mississauga provide 

information via their email newsletters. Staff review and consider all 

applicants to fill the vacant positions for the committee. Appendix 2 

provides a list of the members of the 2014 grant assessment panel. The 

City is fortunate to have such a high quality, knowledgeable group of 

volunteers. Staff are sincerely grateful to the assessors for their time and 

commitment. 

The formal assessment of eligible applications includes three steps. The 

first step involves a review of the applications for completeness and 

clarity. If questions or the need for clarification arises, applicants are 

contacted by staff. This step is designed to ensure all applications can be 
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fairly assessed. Following this, the financial information submitted by 
each applicant is forwarded for review and comment by the City's 
Finance Division. 

Grant packages are provided to the assessment panel members to 

independently review each application in detail. This is followed by 

group sessions at which time the assessors make a recommendation to 

"fund" or "not fund" each festival. This recommendation is based on the 
published criteria for the CFC program (Appendix 3). This includes 

considering the merit of the service or project provided, the impact the 

service or project has on the local community, the capacity of the 

organization, and the organization's need for funding. As well the 

assessors take into account the organization's accumulated surplus and 

cash flow requirements. Staff do not take part in the evaluation process, 
or in the discussion to "fund" or "not fund" a festival. Staffs role is to 

facilitate the assessment panel review process, provide clarity where 
required and ensure adherence to the principles of good decision-making. 

Festivals and celebrations are an important aspect ofMississauga's cultural 
life and development. The administration of the grant program plays an 
important function in fostering dynamic, innovative and accessible 
festivals and celebrations. Granting provides the much needed financial 
capacity to deliver a broad calendar of festivals and celebrations, which 
aim to highlight the City's richness and diversity, and contribute to its 
overall quality of life. Specifically, the CFC program aims to: 

• Encourage the long-term growth and sustainability of city-wide 
arts, heritage and cultural festivals/celebrations; and 

• Support a variety of festivals/celebrations offering a range of 
activities reflecting the City's many cultural traditions and 
practices. 

Appendix 4 provides a summary of the recommended grant allocations. 
Of the twelve (12) applications reviewed, the assessors recommend 11 
festivals receive funding. The assessors do not recommend funding for the 
Italian Heritage Day. 

Italian Heritage Day 
The Mississauga Italian Canadian Benevolent Association applied for 
support for their Italian Heritage Day festival. This organization did not 
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provide adequate evidence to demonstrate that they were publicized city
wide or could attract a city-wide audience. 

Concerned Status 

The City's festival organizations are at the front lines of arts and culture 

program delivery. As Mississauga evolves and changes, the festival 

organizations must be prepared to adapt and respond to the needs and 

demands of the community. It is vitally important, therefore, for festival 
organizations to access skills, training and resources for maintaining their 

relevance and sustainability. 

The City has adopted the phrase "concerned status" as a means to signal to 

Council where particular festival organizations may benefit from more 

support. An organization placed on "concerned status" receives additional 

advice and coaching from the Culture Division. 

For the 2014 grant process, the assessment panel recommends removing 
the following organizations from "concerned status": 

• Southside Shuffle Blues and Jazz Festival; and 

• Streetsville Founder's Bread & Honey Festival. 

These organizations are congratulated for their hard work, due diligence 

and openness to change. Through a strong desire to improve their status, 

they addressed various factors including, but not limited to financial 

stability, good governance, reporting, strategic planning, and partnerships. 

Notwithstanding the above, the assessment panel recommends one (1) 

organization remain, and two (2) organization be placed, on "concerned 

status". 

Paint the Town Red 

It is recommended Paint the Town Red continue to be on "concerned 

status". Assessors recognized that the festival has a successful history and 

track record of attracting significant audiences. However this festival's 

application was lacking in detailed information and it included inconsistent 

statistical and financial data. 

Malton Community Festival 

Malton Community Festival is recommended to be placed on "concerned 
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status". Assessors acknowledge the festival has a significant positive 
impact on the Malton Community. However, the poor quality of the 
application raised numerous concerns with the accuracy of the financial 
and statistical reporting. Assessors believe that the festival will benefit 
from working more closely with Culture Division staff to ensure the 
administrative capacity of the group is strengthened over the coming year. 

MuslimFest 
MuslimFest is recommended to be placed on "concerned status". 
Assessors acknowledge the successful history of the festival, and the 
benefits of its unique arts and culture focus. However there were concerns 
with the governance structure of the festival and the absence of solutions to 
attract more non-Muslim audiences, increase sponsorship, and engage 
more Mississauga artists. For these reasons, assessors felt the festival 
would benefit from working more closely Culture Division staff in 2014. 

FINANCIAL IMP ACT: As per the recommendations of the Festival Funding Review Committee, 

the amount of a grant is based on an established percentage of the previous 
fiscal year's total operating costs. The FFRC recommended grants be 

capped at 20% of the total costs until such time as available budgets 

allowed this to be increased to 25%. Due to the increase in funding 
requests for 2014, approved grants will be capped based on the 20% 

allocation formula. This provides a total grant allocation of $490,432. 
Funding of $544,200 is available in the 2014 approved Culture Division 

budget. 

It is important to note these amounts represent the maximum grant groups 
can receive. The Festival Funding Review Committee (FFRC) 
recommendations stated that a festival can only receive funding towards 
items on the list of eligible services. If a festival does not spend its full 
allocation on the list of eligible expenses, they forfeit the remainder of the 
allocation. 

Staff will issue 75% of the grant to each festival upon Council's approval of 

this report. The remaining funds will be provided after the festival has 

occurred and proof of the use of the grant funds towards the items on the list 

of eligible expenses is provided to the Culture Division prior to the close of 
the City's 2014 budget year. 
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Through the provision of grants, the City provides support for the growth 

and development of local culture. The festival and celebrations granting 
program aims to support local festivals, and foster greater 

professionalism, accountability, and sustainability among organizers. This 

has certainly proven to be true of the local Arts and Culture organizations. 

Given the continued expectation and reliance on the City to support and 

provide festival funding, it will be imperative the festival organizations 
work towards increasing the standard of their grant applications. The 

integrity of the granting process depends on them to provide 

comprehensive, clear, and compelling applications. In the absence of 
quality applications, it is very difficult to effectively discern and assess 

the true value and benefit of the festivals, and the capacity of the 
organization to deliver the event. As a result of these concerns, the 

Culture Division will continue to review the grant process to determine 

how best to address these issues. 

Appendix 1: List of Eligible Services 

Appendix 2: 2014 Grant Assessment Panel Members 

Appendix 3: Cultural Festivals and Celebrations (CFC) Grant 

Appendix 4: 

Paul A. Mitcham, P. Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Paul Damaso, Manager, Cultural Operations, 
Culture Division 
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OPERATING EXPENSES- Eligible for 2014 CFC Grant Funding 

INCLUDED: EXCLUDED: 
City of Mississauga Charges 
GENERAL FEES AND CHARGES 
Administration fee Accounting and audit fees 
Rental cost of City facilities on day(s) of event Administration fees 
Utility costs charged back to the event Artist fees 

Association membership fees 
EQUIPMENT Capital office equipment 
Garbage cans: delivery and pickup Catering 
Picnic tables: delivery and pickup Fundraising expenses 
Garbage bags Gifts and prizes 
Choral risers: delivery and pickup Honoraria 
Crowd control barriers: delivery and pickup I nflatables 
Crowd control barriers: set-up and take-down Insurance 
Road closure signage (production, permit fee) Marketing and Promotion 
Shuttle bus rental Merchandise 

Performer fees 
LABOUR Printing costs 
Stage setup and take-down Promotional materials 
Technical support- hourly Rental of office space 
Stage support - hourly Rides 
Post-event grounds maintenance - hourly Staff salaries 
Electrician and mechanic- hourly Travel costs 
Indoor washroom custodial coverage- hourly Volunteer meals 

Stage Manager 
PERMITS 
Tent permit fee (Planning & Building Dept.) 
Vendor permit fees (Mobile Licensing) 
Sign permit fee (Sign Unit) 

External Provider(s) 
EQUIPMENT- RENTAL & SERVICES 
Tents 
Tables 
Chairs 
Fencing 
Port-o-lets 
Hand wash stations 
Walkie-talkies & communications equipment 
Generators 
Portable Stage 
Sound equipment 
Lighting - stage and grounds 
Dumpster(s) 
Garbage cans 
Power washing 
Shuttle buses 
Industrial garbage bin (dumpster) 
Golf cart rental 

LABOUR 
Duty police 
Emergency services personnel 
Private security 
Post-event grounds maintenance 
Waste disposal and stage setup and take-down 
Technical support- production Technical Staff 



Grant Program 

Cultural Festivals and 
Celebrations (CFC) 

Assessor 

Joseph Macerollo 

Camila Gargantini 

James Docker 

Appendix 2 2 h. 

Summary of 
•n ..,, h•·•.nntions 

Officer of Order of Canada 
Founding Member, 
Mississauga Arts Council 
Music Faculty Member, 
Queens University and 
University of Toronto 

Manager, Henry's School 
of Imaging 
Arts & Photography 
Instructor, City of 
Mississauga 
B.F.A., York University 

PMSO Analyst, City of 
Mississauga 
Community Grants Officer, 
c· ofMis. 
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Grant Program Criteria 2014 
Cultural Festivals and Celebrations (CFC) 

All eligible applications will be evaluated in a comparative context, on the basis of the information 
contained in the application form and attachments, using the following criteria: 

1. Organizational Effectiveness and Ability to Meet Goals 

• Appropriate staff and/or volunteer structure 
• For established organizations, a track record of accountability, planning, financial stability 
• Realistic and tangible measures of success and financial goals 
• Demonstrated added value from and/or need for financial assistance from the City of 
Mississauga 

2. Merit of Community Cultural Festival or Celebration 

• Vision and direction for the festival/celebration that reflects and fulfills the mandate of the 
organization or group 

• Quality, diversity and innovativeness of program 
• Proven track record in program delivery (if applicable) 
• Support of Mississauga-based cultural practitioners (amateur and/or professional) 

3. Community/Economic Impact and Involvement 

• Extent to which event contributes to the social and cultural development of Mississauga 
• Extent of audience appeal and access 
• Appropriate audience development, outreach, and marketing strategies 
• Demonstrated quantifiable economic benefits and increased economic activity in the city 
• Extent of community support and volunteer opportunities 
• Extent of established partnership initiatives and efforts to form new alliances 

4. Demonstrated Need for Funding 

• Ability to describe how grant funding will directly support the creation and/or expansion of 
Community Cultural Festivals and Celebrations grant program. 

• Ability to create alternative strategies for accessing other funding resources. 
• Demonstrated added value from and/or need for financial assistance from the City of 

M ississa uga. 



Recommended Grant Allocations 
2014 CULTURAL FESTIVAL & CELEBRATIONS GRANT PROGRAM 

Name of Festival 

6 IMississaue:a Waterfront Festival 

7 IMuslimFest 

8 I Paint the Town Red 

2013 Grant 
Received 

$7,174 

$118,656 

$35,088 

$43,432 

$37,203 

Total 
Operating 

$25,245 

$480,037 

$177,554 

$260,679 

$201,787 

$5,049 

$96,007 

$35,510 

$52,135 

$40,357 

Cultural Festivals and Celebrations awarded in 2013: $529,437 

$3,787 

$72,006 

$26,633 

$39,102 

$30,268 

2nd Payment 
(upon receipt of 

$1,262 

$24,001 

$8,877 

$13,033 

$10,089 

Appendix 4 

Additional Comments 

CONCERNED STATUS: 
Quarterly meetings with Culture Division to 

review monthly fin 

CONCERNED STATUS: 
Quarterly meetings with Culture Division to 

review monthly financial 
CONCERNED STATUS: 
Quarterly meetings with Culture Division to 

~ 
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3. 

General Committee Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: February 5, 2014 _FEB 0 5 2014 
Paul A Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Recommended Community Grant Allocations for the 2014 
Recreation and Sport Grant Program and 2014 Environment 

Grant Program 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the 2014 Recreation and Sport grant allocations as outlined in 

the report "Recommended Community Grant Allocations for the 
2014 Recreation and Sport Grant Program and 2014 Environment 

Grant Program" dated January 14, 2014 from the Commissioner of 

Community Services, be approved. 

2. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be 
given authority to enter into a multi-year funding agreement with 

Ecosource for no more than the total award of$75,000 annually in 

a form satisfactory to Legal Services, City Manager's Department 

for January 1, 2014 to December 31,2018. 

3. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be 

given authority to enter into a multi-year funding agreement with 
Nexus Youth Services, Volunteer Mississauga Brampton Caledon 

(VMBC), Square One Older Adult Centre, Mississauga Sports 
Council, StJohn Ambulance and The Riverwood Conservancy for 

no more than the total award outlined in Appendix 2, 

"Recommended Grant Allocations -Recreation and Sport, 2014 
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Community Grant Program", in a form satisfactory to Legal 

Services, City Manager's Department, for January 1, 2014 to 
December 31, 2018. 

4. That the Commissioner of Community Services and City Clerk be 
given authority to amend the current multi-year funding agreement 

with Safe City Mississauga to extend the term to 2018 in a form 

satisfactory to Legal Services, City Manager's Department, 

effective for 2015 to 2018. 

5. That all necessary by-laws to execute the funding agreements with 

EcoSource, Nexus Youth Services, Volunteer Mississauga 

Brampton Caledon (VMBC), Square One Older Adult Centre, 

Mississauga Sports Council, St John Ambulance and The 

Riverwood Conservancy be enacted. 

• Total funding of$849,442 was requested for 2014 through the 

Recreation and Sport Grant program against a budget of $740,500. 

• Community Services recommends a grant allocation of $753,642 to 
sixteen (16) groups for the 2014 Recreation and Sport Grants 

program/funding agreements inclusive of$13,142 from the 

Community Development budget. 

• Community Services recommends a grant allocation of $75,000 to one 

( 1) group for the 2014 Environment Grant Program against a budget 

of$75,000. 

• Staff recommends the City of Mississauga enter into an annual grant 

through multi-year funding agreements with EcoSource, Nexus Youth 

Services, Volunteer Mississauga Brampton Caledon, Square One 

Older Adult Centre, Mississauga Sports Council, St. John Ambulance 

and The Riverwood Conservancy for a term of five years, 2014-2018 

and to extend the current Safe City Mississauga multi-year funding 

agreement to 2018. 

In July of2013, City Council approved Corporate Policy and 

Procedure (08-01-03) Community Grant Administration (the 

"Policy"). The Policy identified the following grant programs to be 

administered under one umbrella policy: Arts and Culture, Cultural 
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Festivals and Celebrations (CFC), Recreation and Sport, Environment 

and Parks and Forestry. Community Services Divisions that offer a 

grant program were asked to streamline the process such that due 

dates, criteria, types of funding, and eligibility requirements were 

implemented and standardized where possible. 

Coordination between all staff groups occurred and the details unique 

to each Division's grant program are captured in the annual guidelines 

prepared specifically for each grant program, in the application form, 

and the criteria. 

The Policy specifies for all Community Grants the following: 

• Community grants are available only to Mississauga-based, non

profit community groups governed by a volunteer Board of 

Directors. 

• Groups may not apply for grants from more than one Community 

Service's division within the same grant year. 

• Corporate Financial Services staff will review financial 

information provided with the application to determine 

completeness, appropriateness and to advise of any financial 

concerns. 

• Concerns about the on-going viability of an organization may 

result in being placed on "Concerned Status" and have conditions 

attached to the release of grant funds. 

Community grant funding, exists for groups for the purpose of 

providing municipally-related programs, services or projects 

specifically to the residents of Mississauga. 

There are three streams of available grant funding: 

• Multi-year funding, by invitation only 

• Operating funding, up to $10,000 and 

• Project funding, up to $5,000. 
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Multi-Year Agreements 

Multi-year funding agreements are a best practice that Community 

Services is recommending for seven (7) of our key partner agencies 

which either were established as a Resolution by Council or endorsed 

as a group having a direct impact on our Strategic plans. 

In 2012, the City entered into a multi-year funding agreement with 
Safe City Mississauga as part of a pilot project. This agreement 

expires December 31, 2014. 

Organizations entering into a multi-year funding agreement 

acknowledge that subsequent year funding is subject to budget 
approval by Council. The on-going nature of these agreements will 

allow for sustainable planning and will help organizations leverage 

other multi-year funding. 

Support to Grant Applicants 

2014 Recreation and Sport grant program guidelines and applications 

were posted on the Community Group website: 
mississauga.calcommunitygroups/grants in August 2013. As in 

previous years, information about the grant program was disseminated 

through a number of channels to ensure broad community awareness, 

including the above mentioned City website, local newspaper, direct 

electronic communication with existing grant clients and other 

stakeholders. 

Information sessions were offered in September 2013 to provide 

advice to potential applicants. Sessions were available to the general 

public by appointment, and all organizations which previously 

submitted an application were notified of the sessions. This was a 

new practice for Recreation and Sport grants that was adopted to be 

similar to the Arts and Culture Grants process. 

Assessment 

The assessment of eligible applications included three steps. 

(1) Review of the applications for completeness and clarity. If 

questions or the need for clarification occurred, applicants were 
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contacted by staff. This step is designed to ensure all applications 

can be fairly assessed. 

(2) Financial information submitted by each applicant was forwarded 

for review and comment by the City's Finance Division. 

(3) Grant packages were provided to the assessment panel members 

who reviewed the applications in preparation for the assessment 

process. 

Environment Grant Program 

When the Policy was adopted, Environment, Community Services 

Department had a 2014 budget request under review for the 

Environment Grant Program. As a result, the Environment Grant 

Program was not part of the above standardized process that occurred 

after the Policy was approved. However, the Environment Grant 

Program has adopted the Recreation and Sport Community Grant 

Program Guidelines 

The 2014 budget request for the Environment Grant Program was to 

fund EcoSource to annually create three (3) new community gardens 
and to maintain and program the existing gardens through a multi-year 

funding agreement. 

2014 Recreation and Sport Grant Program 

Staff from Recreation Services (Sport and Community Development, 

and Sponsorship & Corporate Development Sections), Parks and 

Forestry, Environment, and Finance Department comprised the 

evaluation team and implemented the process for funding allocation 

recommendations. 

Receipt and Review of Recreation and Sport Grant Applications 

• Nineteen (19) grant applications were received by the October 11, 

2013 deadline. 

• Seven (7) grant applicants were invited to apply for Multi-year 

funding, in addition to the annual review of Safe City 

Mississauga, entering its last year of a multi-year funding 

agreement. 
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• Twelve (12) grant applications were for Operating funding and 
one (1) grant application for Project funding. 

• Seven (7) new groups applied in addition to twelve (12) groups 

funded in 2013. 

• One (1) group was deemed ineligible as they were missing 

significant portions of the required application information and 

their request was not eligible under the grant guidelines. 

• Three (3) groups with the lowest scores were not recommended 

for funding. 

Appendix 1 provides a summary of the recommended Recreation and 

Sport grant allocations, based on the 2014 budget. The total amount 

requested by Recreation and Sport groups was $849,442 and the 2014 

budget provides $740,442 resulting in a difference of$109,000. 

2014 Environment Grant Program 

On December 11 2013, City Council passed the 2014 budget. With 

approval of the 2014 budget, there are now funds available to 

distribute through the Environment Grant Program to EcoSource for 

community gardens beginning in 2014. The total amount requested by 
Environment was $75,000 and the 2014 budget provides $75,000. 

On January 23, 2013, City Council adopted the recommendations in 

the Corporate Report entitled "20 13 Corporate Grant Report" which 

authorized the Commissioner of Community Services to enter into 

multi-year funding agreements with Square One Older Adult Centre, 

Mississauga Sports Council and The Riverwood Conservancy for a 

two (2) year term for each group. Staff is now recommending the 

multi-year funding agreements for these groups be entered into for a 

five (5) year term instead of the two (2) year term previously 

recommended and authorized to coincide with a full term of Council. 

This report also recommends the City to amend the current multi-year 

funding agreement with Safe City Mississauga to extend the term to 

2018. The allotted amount offunding will remain at $318,075 for the 

term of the agreement. 
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This report also recommends the City enter into multi-year funding 

agreements with EcoSource, Nexus Youth Services, Volunteer 

Mississauga Brampton Caledon and St John Ambulance for the term 

of 2014 to 2018. All of these agencies provide much needed services 

and programs that complement Community Services and/or help build 

and strengthen neighbourhoods. 

These agreements allow the City to streamline the process and ensure 

performance measurements and outcomes are personalized to each 

group. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: In keeping with the Policy, all2014 Community Grants have been 

reviewed by the Finance Division. 

CONCLUSION: 

This report recommends a total Recreation and Sport Grant Program, 

community grant allocation of $753,642 inclusive of budgeted funding 

available of $740,500 and a one-time allocation from the Recreation 

Community Development budget of$13,142. 

This report recommends a total Environment Grant Program, 

community grant allocation of $75,000. 

Groups receiving grants of less than $20,000 will receive a their 

allocation for the total amount awarded approximately one month 

following final approval, unless other specific conditions are 

recommended and approved by Council. For grants of$20,000 or 

more, seventy-five percent (75%) of the total award will be provided 

approximately one month following final approval. Twenty-five per 

cent (25%) will be held back until the group has provided audited 

financial statements to verify that the monies expended in the previous 

year were spent according to Council's intent. 

Through the provision of grants, municipalities support the growth and 

development of neighbourhoods within their communities. Through its 

recreation and sport granting programs, and environmental granting 

program, the City of Mississauga is building professionalism, 

accountability, and sustainability within the local neighbourhood and 

community. 
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Appendix 1: Assessment Criteria, Recreation and Sport, 

2014 Community Grant Program 

Appendix 2: Recommended Grant Allocations- Recreation and 

Sport, 2014 Community Grant Program 

Paul A. Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Teresa Burgess-Ogilvie, Grants Funding Coordinator 
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Review is guided by the City ofMississauga's policies, strategic framework and assessment 
criteria. All eligible applications will be reviewed in a comparative context, using five areas of 
measure: 

1. Program/Project Merit -Most compelling need and how this addresses the need 
2. Accessibility - Most convenient for all or the target demographic 
3. Effectiveness - Greatest potential for community or sector impact 
4. Accountability- Most capable of identifying/designing and evaluating 
5. Rationale/Strategic Align - Best use of funds and applicant is the best group to do the work 

The following outlines the criteria against which the answers will be reviewed for each area of 
measure to ensure fairness and accountability. 

1. Program/Project Merit - Rationale 

Program/project merit will be assessed within the specific context of the applicant's own stated 
priorities and values, and within the general context and standards of community-based and 
professional practices in the respective fields of community sport and recreation programs. 

• What is the issue (problem) to be addressed by the proposed program/project? 
• How will this program/project address/solve or meet the needs of the issue? 
• Is this an evidence based program proven to be effective given the problem/issue? 
• Are there opportunities for resident/community support for program and services? 

2. Accessibility 

Accessibility is achieved when the programs or services encourage the participation of all 

residents and/or user fees are appropriate; and the services or programs are convenient to access 

as they shall be based in and active in Mississauga. 

To be categorized as providing an acceptable level of accessibility, the group must demonstrate, 

at a minimum: 

• adheres to the Ontario Human Rights Code; and 

• programs and/or services offered are open to the general public and publicized city-wide; 

and 

• fees established are appropriate for the services provided, and are in accordance with 

community standards for the type of service; and 

• programs and services are designed to benefit the community, as a whole; and 

• Operates year round; however a project is expected to have a start and completion date; 

1 
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3. Effectiveness 

Effectiveness is achieved when the impacts or outcomes of a service or program is consistent 

with the group's mandate, can be identified and measured and has the greatest opportunity for 

success in the community. 

To be categorized as providing an acceptable level of effectiveness, the group must demonstrate, 

at a minimum: 

• that the group operates with a specific mandate to provide and support recreation & sport, 

which may include a mission statement which is clearly stated; and 

• that the programs and services developed are consistent with the group's objectives or 

mission statement; and 

• that the mission statement, programs and services are reviewed and revised to ensure their 

continuing relevance to the community; and 

• that the group operates programs on a self-sufficient basis, where possible; and 

• the strength of the evaluation plan for the funding (measurements provided) 

• that data on clients served is maintained, and used to plan services and programs; and 

• evaluating services and programs with input from participants; and 

• responding to community needs through modification of programs or services as required 

4. Accountability 

Accountability is achieved when the group exhibits sound management and financial practices, 

responds to the changing needs of the community and maintains a reputable standing with all 

levels of government (compliance). 

To be categorized as providing an acceptable level of accountability, the group must 

demonstrate, at a minimum: 

• operates on a non-profit basis 

• follows democratic practices (election, full disclosure of finances, etc.) answerable to a 

general membership, participants and the community it serves 

• has an independent and elected board of directors, serving in a volunteer capacity 

• financial need is justified in terms of the group's impact on the community and ability to 

generate financial support from the community 

• full disclosure of all anticipated revenue sources and how those funds will be expended is 

provided 

• full disclosure of all assets and reserve funds, and their purpose, is provided 

• group operates with the benefit of a business plan or budget 

2 
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• group actively pursues fundraising activities or alternate sources of revenue 

• financial statements/information is provided when and as required 

• sound financial planning, monitoring, and controls 

5. Rationale/Strategic Alignment- term of council priorities, recreation division goals 

Rationale for the project/program funding should be based on an alignment with council 
priorities and recreation division goals and/or identified need in the community/City 
accompanied by an evidenced based solution. Strategic Alignment merit will be assessed within 
the specific context of the City of Mississauga and the Recreation Division's own stated 
priorities and values, and within the general context and standards of community-based and 
professional practices in the respective fields of community sports and recreation programs. 

• Meets one or more of the strategic pillars and corporate direction 
• Supports the City of Mississauga terms of council priorities 
• Supports the Recreation Division priorities for Sports and Recreation 

3 



Recommended Grant Allocations 
2014 Sport and Recreation Grant 

1 I Safe City Mississauga 

Mississauga Sports 
2 !Council 

The Riverwood 
3 I Conservancy 

4 !Volunteer MBC 

5 I St John Ambulance 
Square One Older Adult 

6 !Centre 

Global 180 Student 
8 I Communication Inc 

Community Living 
9 IMississauga 

Applewood Centre for 
10 I Adult Learning 

11 I Erin Mills Youth Centre 

2013 Grant 

1 Operations 1$ 318,0751 $ 

Operations $ 85.ooo I$ 

Operations $ 131,859 $ 

Ooerations $ 35,000 $ 

I Operations I$ 7,5oo I$ 

I Ooerations I$ 66.393 I$ 

~ 

programs $ 

Expenses associated 

1$ 1o,5oo I$ with programs 

Expenses associated 
I I 

with orograms 1$ 6,500 I$ 
Expenses associated 
lwith orograms I$ 12,ooo I$ 

Appendix 2 
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318,075 1 $ 318,0751 $ 17,854 I$ 3oo,221 1 $ 225,166 1 $ 75,055 

85.ooo I$ 85,ooo I$ 13.2o5 I$ 71.795 I $ 53.846 I$ 17.949 

144,659 $ 131,859 $ 

42,000 $ 35,000 $ 

7,5oo I$ 7,500 $ - I $ 7,500 I$ 5,625 I $ 1,875 

66.393 I$ 66,3931 $ 11.744 I $ 54.649 I$ 40,987 I$ 13.662 

6,200 $ 6,200 $ 6,200 $ 6,2oo I N/A 

10,5oo I$ 1o,ooo I I$ 1o,ooo I$ 10,000 I N/A 

1o,ooo I$ 1o,ooo I I$ 1o.ooo I$ 10.000 I N/A 

1o,ooo I$ 1o,ooo I I$ 1o,ooo I$ 10,000 I N/A 



Recommended Grant Allocations 
2014 Sport and Recreation Grant 

Name of Organization 

Big Brothers/ Big Sisters 
12 lofPeel 

Mississauga Friendship 
13 I Association 

Mississauga Chinese 
14 !Business Association 

ticultural Inter-Agency 
15 IGrouo ofPeel 

Stated purpose of grant 

Expenses associated 
with programs 

Expenses associated 
with programs 

Expenses associated 
with project 

Expenses associated 
with oro12:rams 

Expenses associated 
16 ICommunitv Develooment I with programs 

Expenses associated 
17 I Free For All Foundation with programs 

Yes!School Commuity Expenses associated 
18 !Centre with programs 

Expenses 
19 I Exercise Grouo of I with operations 

Dixie Soccer Club 

TOTAL 2014 RECOMMENDATIONS 

2013 Grant 
Rec'd 

$ 10,500 $ 

$ 12,000 $ 

$ 5,000 $ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

I 1$ 

I 1$ 

$ 740,442 $ 

Appendix 2 

10,000 $ 1o,ooo I I$ 1o.ooo I$ 10.000 I N/A 

12,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 I N/A 

20,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000 I N/A 

10,000 $ 5,ooo I I$ 5,ooo I$ 5.000 I N/A 

10,000 $ 3,500 $ 3,500 $ 3.500 I N/A 

10,000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.001 N/A 

18,ooo 1 $0.001 I $o.ool $0.001 N/A 

9,000 I $0.001 

I 
$0.001 $0.001 N/A 

849,442 $ 753,642 $ 91,958 $ 661,684 $ 513,688 $ 

~ 
2 
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Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) and 
Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the "Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy" 

(NH&UFS) and the "Urban Forest Management Plan" (UFMP), 
provided as Appendix 3 to the Corporate Report dated January 14, 

2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services bt? endorsed 

in principle; 

2. That the Implementation Guides for the "Natural Heritage and 

Urban Forest Strategy" and the "Urban Forest Management Plan", 

provided as Appendix 4 to the Corporate Report dated January 14, 

2014 from the Commissioner of Community Services, be referred 
to the annual business planning and budget process for review and 

prioritization; 

3. That staff initiate consultations with land owners of properties 

proposed to be included in the City's Natural Heritage System as 

shown on Map 1 of the Natural Heritage and Urban Forest 

Strategy; and 

4. That a public meeting be held to consider amendments to 

Mississauga Official Plan further to the policy directions 

recommended in Appendix E of the Natural Heritage and Urban 
Forest Strategy. 
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This report addresses two separate elements under the umbrella of the 

Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) study: (A) 

the Strategy proper, (B) and the Urban Forest Management Plan. 

(A) NATURAL HERITAGE & URBAN FOREST STRATEGY 

• Long-term strategic plan to manage the City's natural areas and 

urban forest. 

• Vision Statement: Together we will protect, enhance, restore, 

expand and connect Mississauga 's Natural Heritage System and 

Urban Forest to sustain a healthy community for present and 

future generations. 

• Includes 26 Strategies under four themes (planning, management, 
engagement and tracking). 

• Several strategies support the Urban Forest Management Plan. 

(B) URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN (UFMP) 

• Long-term operational plan to manage the urban forest. 

• Contains 30 Actions that connect to the NH&UFS strategies. 

• The document provides guidance for urban forest program 

administration, tree health and risk management, tree 
establishment, urban forest expansion and preservation, tree 

protection, and promotion, education, stewardship and 

partnerships. 

The Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) study 

was initiated in 2012 in response to a recommendation from the 2009 

Master Plan for Parks and Natural Areas, to develop a guiding 

document to improve the long-term management of the City's natural 
areas. The Study includes an Urban Forest Management Plan 

(UFMP) that focuses on the operational and technical aspects 

required to implement the broader strategies. 

Study Direction and Stakeholder Engagement 

Direction and technical guidance to the Study has been provided by 

the cross departmental Project Steering Committee and Core 

Working Team with representation from Parks and Forestry, 

Environment, Planning and Building, Transportation and Works, 

Region of Peel and the three local conservation authorities. 
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The Study has also received input from a wide range of stakeholders 

including provincial and federal governments; environmental 

organizations; educational institutions; recreational groups; resident 

associations, utilities, and arboriculture firms. Aboriginal 

organizations were also consulted. 

In addition, two rounds of public consultation on the overall Study 

were held in November-December 2012 and in June 2013, and draft 

versions of the Strategy, and the UFMP were posted for public 

comment for a month. 

(A) NATURAL HERITAGE & URBAN FOREST STRATEGY 
The Strategy is a long-term plan to manage the City's natural areas 

and urban forest that will be guided by its Vision: Together we will 

protect, enhance, restore, expand and connect Mississauga 's Natural 

Heritage System and Urban Forest to sustain a healthy community 

for present and future generations. 

The primary purpose of the NH&UFS is to provide strategic 

guidance to ensure that the Natural Heritage System and Urban 

Forest in the city are protected, enhanced, restored and expanded to 

the greatest extent feasible, while still recognizing the need to 

accommodate continued growth and economic development in the 

City. 

A total of26 STRATEGIES have been identified to support the 

vision and objectives, as well as guide the City in achieving 

established targets, under the following four themes: (1) planning, (2) 

management, (3) engagement and (4) tracking. These NH&UFS 

Strategies apply to both public and private lands. 

Of the 26 Strategies, six of them (#2, #3, #4, #5, #6, #11), involve 

clarifying existing official plan policies to align with Regional and 

Provincial planning direction as noted in Appendix E of the Natural 

Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (Appendix 3, Page 1 05). 

Following consultations with affected land owners, draft official plan 

policies will be presented at a future statutory public meeting, which 

is required under the Planning Act. Based on the comments received 

from stakeholders and the public, final recommendation will be 

prepared and presented to Planning and Development Committee. 
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The Executive Summary of the NH&UFS report (Appendix 1, page 

xii) presents the strategies with their corresponding implementation 
Actions as identified through the Urban Forest Management Plan. 

To measure the impact and success of the overall Strategy, several 

targets are recommended including: 

• Size of the Natural Heritage System (NHS): increase from 9.5% 

of total City area to 12%-14% (i.e. a 1% increase equates to 292.4 

ha (723 ac). 

• NHS linkages: 75% of the watercourses have vegetation for at 
least 30m (98ft) on either side (currently at 62%); 

• NHS Quality: substantially improve overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across the City using 2013 as a baseline; and 

• Urban Forest Canopy: increase from 15% of total City area to 

15%-20% 

A comprehensive list of targets and explanatory notes is provided in 

the table titled Recommended Natural Heritage System and Urban 

Forest targets for 2033 (Appendix 1, page x). 

The proposed NH&UFS' vision, guiding principles and objectives 

were well received and public feedback was overall supportive of the 

recommended strategies and the identified targets. 

(B) URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN (UFMP) 
The UFMP is a long-term operational plan to manage the urban 
forest. It contains 30 ACTIONS that connect to the NH&UFS 

strategies. 

The Plan provides guidance for urban forest program administration, 

tree health and risk management, tree establishment, urban forest 

expansion and preservation, tree protection, and promotion, 

education, stewardship and partnerships. These activities are further 

detailed in the UFMP (Appendix 4). 

Key UFMP Actions include: adopting a three-tiered framework for 

implementation and monitoring (i.e. four-year management plans; 

annual operating plans, monitoring status of both), improving the 

inventory of City street and park trees; working with City staff and 

external partners to implement urban forest expansion; and 

implementing an urban forest pest management plan (Appendix 2, 
page vii). 
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Feedback received to date has been positive, and all consulted parties 

have expressed overall support to the UFMP recommended Actions. 

The Environmental Advisory Committee endorsed the Strategy and 
the UFMP at its December lOth, 2013 meeting. 

NEXT STEPS 

Project Steering Committee will provide guidance on starting 
implementation of the NH&UFS and the UFMP. The NH&UFS 

Implementation Guide (Appendix 5) and UFMP Implementation 

Guide (Appendix 6) will inform that process and initiatives that 

require funding will be prioritized through the City's Annual 

Corporate Business Plan and Budget process. 

The completion of the Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy 

and the Urban Forest Management Plan supports the Strategic Plan's 

Green Pillar. Through its implementation, the NH&UFS will advance 
our City's strategic goals to lead and encourage environmentally 

responsible approaches, and, to conserve, enhance and connect 
natural environments. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The following are the estimated costs for implementation of the 
Strategy and the UFMP over a 20-year period. Necessary funds will 

be requested through the City's Annual Corporate Business Plan and 

Budget process, and where possible, opportunities to partner will be 
sought to offset cost to City. 

(A) NH& UFS Costs: staff resources for environmental and natural 

heritage planning, and additional funding of$169,000 over 20 years, 

for workshops, educational and promotional materials, and 
engagement. 

(B) UFMP Costs: approximately $2.87M over a 20-year period. 

Include development of tree preservation and tree planting standards 

specifications, improving the inventory of City street and park trees, 

using technology to provide a map inventory on the City's website 

for public access, undertaking targeted invasive plant management in 
Natural Areas, plus staff resources to support expanded stewardship 

and communication efforts. 
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The Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) and the 

Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) provide a long-term 
strategy for the City to plan for and manage Mississauga's natural 

heritage system and urban forest, as well as tools to engage 
stakeholders and the community more widely. Community 

engagement and public input supports the overall Strategy and the 
actions outlined in the plans. Public meeting will be held to consider 

Mississauga Official Plan amendments needed to implement policy 

directions recommended in the Natural Heritage and Urban Forest 
Strategy. 

Appendix 1: Executive Summary of the Natural Heritage and 
Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) 

Appendix 2: Executive Summary of the Urban Forest 

Management Plan (UFMP) 

Note: To support the City's environmental 

commitments and to achieve savings, we are 
reducing unnecessary printing and copying of large 

documents by providing access to electronic files. 

Appendices 3 to 6 of this corporate report are only 

available online at: 

www7 .mississauga. ca/ documents/parks/nh_ufs. pdf 

Appendix 3: Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy 

(NH&UFS) 
Appendix 4: Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) 

Appendix 5: NH&UFS Implementation Guide 

Appendix 6: UFMP Implementation Guide 

Paul A. Mitcham, P. Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 
Mississauga's Natural Heritage System1 and Urban Forest2 are critical to the 
city's green infrastructure because of the wealth of services (called "ecosystem 
services") they provide. Urban green spaces (including woodlands, wetlands and 
meadows), and trees scattered throughout the city, directly support human 
health and safety by: removing pollution, alleviating urban heat island effects3, 
helping manage storm water, storing carbon (helping to mitigate climate change), 
providing shade and cooling, reducing stress and anxiety, improving 
concentration and creativity, and supporting outdoor, active living as well as 
social interaction and community building. 

Mississauga's Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest assets are found within 
the City's parks and open spaces, along its valley and stream corridors, across its 
lakeshore, and within its built-up areas on a wide range of public and private 
lands. These green spaces and green elements are the natural and cultural 
heritage shared by the community, and provide a vital connection to 
Mississauga's past, and its future. 

While a number of municipalities have undertaken either Natural Heritage 
Strategies or Urban Forest Strategies, Mississauga is the first address them in a 
joint Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). This Strategy is also 
one of the fi.rst to look at natural heritage and urban forest assets from a more 
holistic perspective in terms of their relationship to other "green" elements in the 
city, and identify shared opportunities. This integrated approach is useful for 

1 Notably, Mississauga's Natural Heritage System is currently called a "Natural Areas 
System", however this label is proposed to be changed through this study to "Natural 
Heritage System". This change was approved by the project Core Working Team and 
Steering Committee, and has therefore been adopted for use in this Strategy. 

2 The Urban Forest includes all trees, as well as the soils that sustain them, located on 
public and private property within a given jurisdiction. This includes trees in natural areas 
as well as trees in more manicured settings such as parks, yards and boulevards. 

3 The urban heat island effect describes the documented phenomenon of urban areas 
being significantly warmer than the surrounding rural areas largely due to the extent of 
built structures and paved areas. 
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effectively addressing natural heritage and urban forest challenges, including 
threats and opportunities arising as a result of climate change. 

In its Official Plan (2011), the City of Mississauga identifies a "Green System" 
that includes the Natural Areas System, Natural Hazard Lands and Parks and 
Open Space on both private and public lands. This Green System has been 
recognized through this Strategy as a useful framework for showing the 
interrelatedness of the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest, as well as 
their relationship to other components of the City's Green System, and the 
central importance of the City's Green System within Mississauga as a whole. 
The figure below, developed through this Strategy, illustrates these relationships. 

c__-I;. 
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Two key recommendations made through this Strategy to refine the City's Green 
System framework are to: (1) change the label "Natural Areas System" to 
"Natural Heritage System" (to be more consistent with Provincial policy 
direction), and (2) more explicitly recognize the Urban Forest as a cornerstone of 
the Green System. These refinements are illustrated in the figure above. 

Although the focus of this Strategy is on what can be done within the boundaries 
of Mississauga, there has also been consideration for connections with natural 
heritage beyond the City's boundaries (e.g., watershed connections, lakeshore 
connections, connections to the Provincial Greenbelt). These broader landscape 
considerations are addressed in several strategies (listed below), and in the 
feasibHity study for expanding the Provincial Greenbelt into Misstssauga's 
valteylands, which is available under separate cover. 

Strategy Development 
This Strategy has been developed based on: 

• a critical review of all the relevant data, mapping, legislation, policies, plans 
and guidelines 

• a review of the City's relevant operational and procedural practices 

• consideration for relevant best practices and precedents, as well as the 
current technical and scientific literature, and 

• input from the: City Leadership Team, City Steering Committee, Core 
Working Team, Environmental Advisory Committee, City Council~ City 
Resource Team, Conservation Authority Resource Team, a wide range of 
stakeholders4, and representatives for the community at large. 

The direction in this NH&UFS has also been informed by relevant Federal, 
ProvincjaJ and Regional policies, and several key City plans. In addition, its 
implementation is directly supported by the City's Urban forest Management Plan 
(UFMP), which has been developed in tandem with this Strategy (as shown in the 
figure to the right). The NH&UFS and UFMP share a vision, guiding principles and 

4 Stakeholders representing a range of local groups and organizations invited to 
participate in this process include representatives from: aboriginal organizaUons, 
government and agencies (including adjacent municipalities and local conservation 
authorities), committees to City Council, local educational instituUons, environmental 
groups, community groups and residents associations, recreational facilities, business 
and development organizations, local utilities and transit firms, and arboriculture firms. 

Page lv 

--r::-
7' 

strategic objectives, but are two stand alone documents that can generally be 
distinguished as follows: 

• The NH&UFS is the overarching document for both natural heritage and the 
urban forest that includes planning context and Strategies addressing 
opportunities with respect to planning, management, engagement and 
partnerships, and tracking. It includes 25 Strategies (summarized below). 

• The UFMP is more detailed and technical document focused on the 
operational, technical and tactical aspects of urban forest management 
(including stewardship) required to implement many of the Actions related to 
the broader Strategies identified in the NH&UFS. It includes 30 Actions 
(summarized below). 

Although the UFMP is the primary document that has been developed to support 
the implementation of the NH&UFS, there are also several other deliverables that 
have been developed under separate cover as part of this project (e.g~, 

Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into 
Mississauga, imp~ementation guides for both the NH&UFS and UFMP). Additional 
plans or documents may also be developed over the course of this Strategy. 
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NH&UFS Framework and Performance Review 
A 20-year framework has been identified for the NH&UFS (2014 - 2033) that is 
broken down into five four-year review periods, as follows, with a "State of the 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest" report to be generated at the end of 
each of these periods: 2014 - 2017, 2018 - 2021, 2022 - 2025, 2026 -
2029, 2030 - 2033. The specific indicators to be assessed as part of this 
regular review are identified in the Monitoring Framework provided in the UFMP. 

Mississauga's Natural Heritage System 
Mississauga's Natural Heritage System (called a Natural Areas System) was 
originally conceived in 1996. Since that time it has evolved and been refined in 
response to changes in Provincial and City poHcy direction, increased 
involvement of the conservation authorities in natural herita~ge p~lanning, an 
increase in the availability and accuracy of informati:on related to th~e natural 
environment, and changes in the approach taken to protect natural heritage. The 
City's current Natural Heritage System includes woodlands, wetlands, 
watercourses, and valleylands, as well as some meadow habitats. 

Current and recommended components of Mississauga's Natural Heritage 
System (NHS) 

2012 NHS 2013 2013 2013 
Area ha Recommended Recommended Updated 
(acres) Additions ha NHSArea ha NHS 

(acres) (acres) %of 
City* 

Natural 2147 (5303) 287 (709) 2434 (6012) 8.32% 
Areas** 
Residential 232 (573) 0 (0) 232 (573) 0.79% 
Woodlands 

-Li11kages 186 (459) =e (-15) 18().(444) 0.62% 
Special 172 (426) 476 (1176) 648 (1601) 2.22% 
Management 
Areas 
TOTALS 2737(6760) 757(1870) 3494(8630) .11~9596 

* Percentages based on an area of 29,213 ha, which includes the recently acquired Ninth 
Line Corridor lands 
** Includes Significant Natural Areas and Natural Green Spaces under the 
recommended revised framework 
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In 2012, Mississauga's Natural Heritage System comprised 2737 ha (6760 a~c) 
and covered 9.5% of the city (excluding the recently acquired Ninth Une Corr•dor 
lands). Approximately 757 additional ha (1870 ac) have been identified for 
potential addition through this Strategy (including the newly acqui,red Ninth Line 
Corridor lands). The recommended additions increase the Natural Heritage 
System cover to just under 12% of the city (see the table and Map 1 of this 
Strategy). 

Major trends identified through the annual Natural Areas update reports 
completed since 1996 include: (1) a decrease in the area of tableland and 
smaller wetland natural areas in the City, (2) a gradual decrease in the quality of 
the vegetation communities, (3) a City-wide decline in the diversity and 
abundance of amphibian species, and (4) an increase in natura.lization projects 
undertaken by the City, usually as part of community based stewardship 
initiatives which, in some cases, have contributed to small expansions of the 
Natural Heritage System. 

These trends point to the need for: (1) stronger protection for Natural Areas -
particularly woodlands and smaller wetlands, (2) more active management of 
protected areas (at least those that are City or conservation authority owned), (3) 
habitat enhancement and, where possible, expansion, as well as mitigation (e.g., 
as It relates to amphibian breeding, overwintering and movement) and (4) 
building on existing stewardship initiatives. 

~ 
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Mississauga's Urban Forest 
The figure to the right shows Mississauga's existing tree canopy cover (TC) by 

small geographic units (from City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study 2011). 

Mississauga's Urban Forest is fundamental to the City's environmental, social 
and economic well-being. The City's estimated 2.1 million trees (along with the 
untreed natural areas) provide valuable ecosystem services such as pollution 
filtration, flood control, carbon storage, benefits related to mental and physical 
health, and various economic benefits. The urban forest includes all the wooded 
areas within the Natural Heritage System, plus all the trees outside this system 
within the city's boundaries (e.g., trees along streets, and in parkst residential 
yards, business parks, commercial lots, school grounds, hospital grounds, golf 
courses, cemeteries, etc.), as well as the soils that sustain them. 

In addition to the data collected through the City's Natural Areas Surveys 
(ongoing since 1996), recent urban forest studies undertaken by the Toronto 
Region Conservation with support from the other members of the Peel Region 
Urban Forest Working Group 5 have provided additional useful data about 
Mississauga's urban forest as a whole. 

Key findings include: (1) Misslssauga has an urban forest canopy cover of 
approximately 15% which is unevenly distributed across the city, (2) most of 
Mississauga's trees are in relatively good health, but sman in stature (e.g., about 
60% are 15 em in diameter or less), (3) the dominant trees in the city are maple 
and ash, with ash accounting for about 18% of the trees in residential areas and 
10% of the street trees, and (4) more than half of the city's canopy cover is 
located in residential areas. 

These facts point to: (1) the need to target tree establishment in areas with 
relatively low canopy cover, (2) the importance of establishing and maintaining 
recently planted trees so that they are able to mature to canopy producing 
stature, (3) the need to increase the diversity of tree species being planted on 
public and private lands so that the urban forest is more resilient to the next 
invasive pest or pathogen that arrives, as well as climate change, and (4) the 
important role of residential areas and the remaining natural areas in sustaining 
and expanding the current canopy cover. 

s The Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group is comprised of the Region of Peel, City of 
Mississauga, City of Brampton, Town of Galedon, Toronto Region Conservation Authority 
and Credit Valley Conservation. 

:Existing TC 
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Ecosystem Services Provided by Mississauga's Green System 
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In Ontario, and around the world, there is increasing recognition of the many 
benefits and services afforded to people by natural areas and green spaces, and 
of the fact that our survival on this planet depends on sustaining the natural 
features and areas that provide these services. 

There are a number of different terms used to capture this concept, but 
.. ecosystem services" has been adopted for this Strategy. Other terms such as 
"green infrastructure" and "natural capital" are used to describe the natural 
features and areas, as well as other "green" system elements (like green roofs}, 
that provide the ecosystem services. 
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Critical ecosystem services provided by the City's Green System include: 

• flood and drought management 

• air and water purification 

• temperature moderation 

• local adaptation to climate change (e.g., cooling) 

• pollination of crops and other vegetation 

• safer cities 

• human physical health, 

• mental health and spiritual well-being 

• social networking opportunities 

• habitat for native biodiversity, and 

• ecological connectivity. 

One research paper reported a 46% decrease in crash rates acro5s urban 
arterial roads and highways after landscape improvements were installed. 

Naderi, J. R. (2003) 

Research in Portland Oregon found that the presence of street trees, on average, 
added $8870 to the sales price of the house and reduced the time on the 
market, on average, by 1. 7 days. 

Donovan, G. H. and D. T. Butry. 2010. "Trees in the city: Valuing street trees in 
Portland, Oregon H. Landscape and Urban Planning 94: 77-83. 

Researchers at Columbia University have found that for every additional 343 
trees per square kilometer, asthma rates drop by 25% in young children. 

••. [P]hytonicides (essential oils derives from trees} have been suggested to exert 
a preventative effect on cancer generation and development 

A Healthy Dose of Green (Trees Ontario 2012) 

Vision, Guiding Principles and Objectives 

The following vision, guiding principles and objectives have been developed in 

consultations with various project stakeholders, are intended to provide the "big 
picture" and long term direction for this Strategy. 

Vision 
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Together we will protect, enhance, restore, expand and connect Mississauga's 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest to sustain a healthy community for 
present and future generations. 

Guiding Principles 
1. Act Now 
2. First Protect- then Enhance, Restore and Expand 
3. Maximize Native Biodiversity 
4. Recognize and Build On Past and Current Successes 
5. Learn From Our Past and From Others 
6. View the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest as part of the City's 

broader Green System 
7. Understand the Value of the City's Green System and the Essential 

Ecological Services it Provides 
8. Make Stewardship on Public and Private Lands Part of Daily Living 
9. Integrate Climate Change Considerations in Natural Heritage and Urban 

Forest Planning 

10. Protect, Enhance, Restore, and Improve Natural Connections 
11. Track the State of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, and 

Practice Adaptive Management 
12. Recognize Natural Areas and the Urban Forest as Critical Components of the 

City's Infrastructure 

._£: 
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The nine Strategic Objectives recognize different approaches are required for 
public versus private lands, and include the following direction: 

General Objectives 

1. Increase internal (within the City) and external (among the community 
and other stakeholders) awareness of the value and need to protect, 
enhance, expand and restore the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest. 

2. Expand the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest by pursuing 
opportunities through the development application process, in-fil'ling and 
re-development of public and private lands, and public acquisition. 

3. Build on existing, and develop new, public and private sector 
partnerships to help pursue and implement the vision and targets for 
the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest. 

4. Undertake regular monitoring of the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest to evaluate performance and identify trends or changes that may 
require a shift in management approaches or practices. 

Objectives for Public Lands 

5. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on public lands 
through proactive management, enforcement of applicable regulations, 
and education. 

6. 

7. 

Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
public lands by establishing service levels to improve: the condition of 
natural areas, linkages among protected natural areas, and tree 

establishment practices. 
Support the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest by managing 
public open spaces to maximize their ecological functions (while 
maintaining their existing uses). 

Objectives for Private Lands 

8. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on private lands 
through education, implementation of applicable policies and 

regulations, the development review process and enforcement. 
9. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 

private lands by promoting stewardship, naturalization, restoration, tree 
planting and proactive tree care with creative outreach and incentives. 
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Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest Targets 
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Indicators and targets are recognized as useful tools in measuring performance 
in relation to established objectives. This Strategy bui·lds on the direction 
provided in the City's Strategic Plan (2009) and Living Green Master Plan 
(2012), and has developed six targets against which the City can measure its 
progress over the next 20 years (i.e., the timeframe of this Strategy, and the 
related UFMP, 2014 to 2033). 

Notably, the targets for this Strategy (outlined in the table below) have been 
selected because, in the context of Mississauga, they are considered progressive 
and achievable over the next 20 years. These should be re-evaluated for the next 
Strategy to see if more optimal targets are considered achievable in the future. In 
addition, target ranges (as opposed to single target values) have been selected 
fo·r #1 and #4 to refJ.ect the fact that there are variables outside the Cfrty's control 
that will influence gains (and losses) in Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest cover over the next 20 years, and which may influence cover levels. 
Targets #3 and #5 only apply to City and conservation authority lands. 

TARGET 1: The lower end of the target range (12%) for the City's Natural Heritage 
System is considered both achievable and sustainable, assuming the applicable 
recommended strategies are implemented, while the higher end of the range 
(14%) is considered ambitious for Mississauga, and close to the maximum that 
could be achieved in the current land use context. 

Between 1996 and 2012 the Natural Heritage System had net gains of 49.76 ha 
(3.1. ha/yr). If all of the 757 ha of potential expansion areas were to be added to 
the City's Natural Heritage System, then the 12% would basically be achi·eved. 
Substantial'ly greater net gains of 15~5 hajyr would be needed over 20 years to 
achieve 13% cover, while 30.1 ha/yr would be requi,red over the 20 year lifespan 
of the Strategy to meet the higher end target of 14%. 

Even though the potential expansion areas bring the levels of cover very close to 
12%, the target range of 12% to 14% is still considered both pragmatic and 
progressive because of (a) the limited opportunities for further expansi·on in 
Mississauga, and (b) the substantial challenges of ensuring even 12% remains 
protected. Large increases beyond what have been identified through this 
Strategy are unlikely, but some small net gains over the next two decades are 
still possible (e.g., annual Natural Areas updates, updates to the Residential 
Woodlands mapping, naturalization, and other oppo·rtunities to be determined). 
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Recommended Natu·ral Heritage System (NHS) and Urban Forest (UF} ta.rgets for 
2033 
Target Type 
1. NHSSize 
2. NHS 

Linkage 

3. NHS 
Quality 

4. UFCanopy 
Cover 

5. UFQuality 
. (ofCity 
Street and 
Park Trees) 

6. UFCanopy 
Distribution 

Current Status 
9.5% of the City 
a. 62% ofthe 

watercourses have 
vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 80% of Significant 
Natural Areas are 
linked through the NHS 
and Green System 

a. Overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across 
the city is variable 
among sites sampled 

b. Conservation 

Recommended Target 
12% to 14% of the City 
a. 75% of the watercourses 

have vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 85% of Significant Natural 
Areas are linked through the 
NHS or other Green System 
components 

a. Substantially improve 
overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across the 
city using 2013 as a 
baseline 

Management Plans b. Conservation Management 
Plans are developed and in 
effect for all high priority 
publicly-owned Significant 
Natural Areas 

have been completed 
for a few Significant 
Natural Areas 

approximately 15% 

a. Current City tree 
inventory is not up to 
date, or 
comprehensive 

b. Six species account 
>40% of the City's 
street arid park trees 

c. Invasive species 
account for more than 
15% of the City's street 
and park trees 

Current canopy cover 
distribution in the city is 
very uneven (although 
analyses by land use have 
yet to be done) 

15%to 20% 

a. The city tree inventory is 
comprehensive, up to date, 
and actively maintained 

b. No tree species represents 
>5% of the tree population 
City-wide or >20% on a 
given street 

c. Invasive tree species 
represent Jess than 8% of 
the street and park tree 
population 

Canopy cover meets or exceeds 
15% (the current city-wide 
average) in at least 95% of the 
City's residential areas and in 
50% to 75% of the city's other 
land uses use categories 

* Data Source: City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) and subsequent 
analyses by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group. 
** Data are collected and analyzed by the conservation authorities. 
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However, it is also recognized that there will be some losses to the Natural 
Heritage System through site-specific studies and refinements compl·eted 
through the planning process. In particular, because many of the potential 
expans.ion areas are in the category of "Special Management Areas" (i.e., 
undeveloped areas immediately adjacent to Natural Areas that are high p!riorities 
for naturalization 1 restoration but have more flexible protection policies) it is 
expected that they will not be protected in their entirety. 

TARGET 2: Although the connectivity of Mississauga's Natural Heritage System is 
constrained by the built environment, there remain opportunities to enhance and 
improve it (a) along the watercourses, and (b) by recognizing the linkage 
functions of the other components of the Natural Heritage System as welt as of 
the Green System in supporting natural connectivity (see Map 2 in this Strategy). 

TARGET 3: Both Credit Valley Conservation and Toro·nto Region Conservation 
have programs to collect and assess data from representative aquatic and 
terrestrial sites across the city. These data are assessed and summarized in 
monitoring reports or bulletins that can be used by the City to measure changes 
in the quality of its natural areas. The conservation authorities have indicated 
their willingness to share this information with the City. 

Although not all sources of impact can be readily addressed, major invasive plant 
species infestations and management of human-use are two important sources 
of impacts that can be readily addressed through management. Therefore it is 
recommended that Conservation Management Plans be developed for all 
publicly-owned Significant Natural Areas in the city. 

TARG.ET 4: In reality, increasing canopy cover in an urban area is mo,re 
challenging than might be expected. Even with ongoing tree planting effo,rts, a 
target of 15% to 20% is considered realistic for Mississauga because: (a) 
emerald ash borer, a pest that kills almost all ash trees~ is established in 
Mississauga and will peak over the next few years, (b) many lands have existing 
zoning that permits some type of development, (c) infrastructure still needs to be 
improved or expanded, (d) hazard trees must be removed, (d) most of the City's 
trees are small and will not start contributing substantially to canopy cover for at 
least 10 to 20 years, (e) some trees, in the past, were planted in poor conditions, 
(f) it is an added challenge to maintain newly planted trees under conditions of 
climate change (e.g., more intense periods of drought, more frequent sto,rms). 
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TARGET 5: Improving the species diversity of street and park trees, and having a 
comprehensive and well-maintained inventory of all these trees, will be critical to 
ensuring the City's urban forest is more resilient to climate change and other 
stressors. Invasive tree species like Norway maple have been planted in 
Mississauga, and elsewhere, for many years because they are relatively tolerant 
to many of the stressors associated with street tree life. However, street trees do 
not exist in isolation from the natural areas, and the abundant seeds from these 
trees spread to places where they out-compete the native vegetation and disrupt 
ecosystem processes. Many "weedy" tree species are also more prone to 
structural problems as they mature. Despite these issues, all trees provide 
important ecosystem services (e.g., air pollution removal, shade}, and so the 
recommended approach is one of gradual replacement with non-invasive species 
as trees are removed as part of planning or maintenance. 

TARGET 6: The canopy cover distribution in Miss,issauga is currently very uneven. 
Although this is the result of the city's history of development, as well as some 
constraints outside the City's control (e.g., extensive tree cover is not permitted 
within the Pearson airport lands due to safety reasons}, having a more evenly 
distributed canopy across the city, and particularly across all residential areas, 
was recognized as an important objective warranting a target. 

Feasibility of Extending the Provincial Greenbelt into Mississauga 
On April 28, 2010, Mississauga City Council supported the addition of public 
lands in the Credit River Valley to the Provincial Greenbelt in princip,le, and 
directed staff to complete a feasibility analysis. The analysis, compJ,eted as part 
of the NH&UFS, concluded that the expansion is feasible, and therefo,re the City 
is able to move forward with this initiative. 

Although there are no clear polfcy-related benefits related to including publicly 
owned lands as "Urban River Valleys" wtth,in the Greenbelt Plan (because it will 
not result in any greater level of protection of natural heritage features beyond 
what the City already provides through its Official Plan policies}, the analysis 
recognized that including the lands in the Greenbelt Plan would have a number 
of other benefits including: 

• raising awareness of the role of the urban river vaJileys in connection to 
a larger, regional natural heritage system 

• increasing the profile of the lands subject to the Urban River Varley 
designation in the Greenbelt Plan, and 

• providing educational and stewardship opportunities. 

In addition, pursuing this designation locally would be an opportunity for the City 
to show leadership in being the first GTA municipality undertaking the Greenbelt 
Plan Area expansion through this new designation. 

Given all these considerations, in conjunction with feedback received through 
consultations, City staff are recommending that the City pursue including 
suitable public lands within the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek Valleys into the 
Greenbelt Plan Area under the Urban River Valleys designation with the Region, 
and ultimately the Province. More details are provided in the Feasibility Analysis 
for Expanding the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga (2013) 
available under separate cover. 
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Recommended Strategies and Supporting Actions 
The primary purpose of thfs NH&UFS fs to provide strategic guidance to ensure 

that the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest in the city are protected, 

enhanced, restored and expanded to the greatest extent feasible on both private 
and public lands, while still recognizing the need to accommodate continued 
growth and economic development in this urban landscape. The key to achieving 
this balance will be in recognizing that the City's continued growth and economic 
development are reliant on and enhanced by a healthy Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest within the city, and beyond. 

The following 26 STRATEGIES have been identified to provide the guidance 

required to meet the NH&UFS objectives and targets. The Strategies a~re 

organized under the following four themes: (1} planning, (2) management, (3) 
engagement and (4} tracking. Strategies are grouped under similar topics, and 
not arranged in order of priority. 

Notably, many STRATEGIES are supported by ACTIONS in the Urban Forest 
Management Plan (UFMP} that provide more detailed operational, management 

and/or stewardship guidance. Therefore the UFMP should also be read for a 
complete understanding of the implementation requirements for this Strategy. 

PLANNING FOR THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 

Effective planning requires clear policies that are aligned with Regional and 
Provincial policies, but also appropriate for Misslssauga's context. 

STRATEGY #1: Improve interdepartmental coordination and information sharing 
on natural heritage and urban forest issues 

STRATEGY #2: Revise the City's Green System policy framework to clarify Natural 
Heritage System components and include the Urban Forest 

STRATEGY #3: Revise Official Plan policies related to the Natural Heritage 
System to be more consistent with Provincial and conform to Regional policies 

STRATEGY #4: Clarify and strengthen Official Plan policies related to the Natural 
Heritage System 
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STRATEGY #5: Refine Official Plan policies to better support connectivity of the 
Natural Heritage System 

STRATEGY #6: Strengthen Official Plan polides related to the Urban Forest 

STRATEGY #7: Update Residential Woodlands mapping and ensure site plan 
control areas include all Residential Woodlands 

STRATEGY #8: Strengthen existing by-laws to improve their ability to support 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest objectives 

STRATEGY #9: Implement and build on existing policies and guidelines related to 
green infrastructure 

STRATEGY #10: Pursue expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt into Mississauga 

-L_ 
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PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND 

URBAN FOREST 

A commitment to investing in the maintenance and management of the Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest will be required to sustain them for the long 
term. 

STRATEGY #11: Enhance and expand the Natural Heritage System 

STRATEGY #12: Maintain and improve Natural Heritage System connectivity 

STRATEGY #13: Enhance and expand the Urban Forest 

STRATEGY #14: Improve tree establishment practices on public and private 
lands 

STRATEGY #15: Make tree health and risk management practices on City lands 
more proactive and effective 

STRATEGY #16: Work with local conservation authorities to identify opportunities 
to support aquatic ecosystem objectives 

STRATEGY #17: Continue strategic acquisition of high priority natural areas 

STRATEGY #18: Ensure effective implementation and enforcement of Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest policies, guidelines and by-laws on public and 

private projects 
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ENGAGING THE COMMUINITY AND PARTNERS IN CARING FOR THE NATURAL 

HERITAGE SYSTEM AND THE URBAN FOREST 

___r::
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Broad support from and partnerships with both the public and the private sector 
will be required to achieve the objectives and targets of this Strategy. 

STRATEGY #19: Leverage social media to expand promotion and outreach 

related to the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest 

STRATEGY #20: Use daily planning, operational and enforcement activities as 
opportunities for outreach 

STRATEGY #21: Continue to pursue and expand current outreach and 

stewardship programs with various stakeholders 

STRATEGY #22: Develop and undertake a campaign to promote the City's 

Natural Heritage System 

STRATEGY #23: Build on partnerships with the Region, agencies, institutions and 
nearby municipalities to share information, pursue joint initiatives, and 

coordinate responses to shared environmental threats 

STRATEGY #24: Pursue funding from a range of sources, and support non-profit 

organizations and institutions doing the same 

STRATEGY 125: Identify cost-effective incentives to support the implementation 

of Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest objectives 
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TRACKING THE STATE OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 

If we do not know the state of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, 
how can we best protect, enhance, restore and expand them? 

STRATEGY #26: Track and report on the state of the Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest 

Implementation 
An imp·lementation guide for the NH&UFS has been developed in support of this 
Strategy as a separate stand-alone document so that it can be updated as 
required. The total of the new resource requirements identified for the entire 20 
year period for implementation of the NH&UFS amount to $2,141,713 (an 
average of about $107,000 per year). The butk of these costs (about 80%) a·re 
associated with the creation of an Environmental-Natural Heritage Planner 
position, with the remaining costs linked to activiti.es supporting broader 
education and engagement related to the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest. The new Envimnmentai-Natural Heritage Planner position wm be required 
to implement most of the planning-related Strategies, and support the 
implementation of a number of the management and engagement-related 
Strategies. 

Notably, additional costs associated with the implementation of many of the 
N&UFS Strategies are identifi.ed in the UFMP Implementation Guide, which 
anticipates $2,866,970 of new budget being required over the 20 year peri•od of 
the Plan. These costs are linked to a variety of operational and management 
initiati·ves desi.gned to increase efficienci·es and support the sustainability of th·e 
Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest, plus hiring two ne·w seasonal 
staff and two students required to support broader stewardship initiatives. 

Although the NH&UFS and UFMP are each stand-alone documents with their own 
Implementation Guides, effective implementation of this Strategy will require the 
funding and implementation of both. This allocation of funds is a cost-effective 
and necessary investment in Mississauga's sustainability. This investment is in 
recognition that the City's continued growth and economic development are 
reliant on and enhanced by a healthy Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, 
both within the city and beyond, and will help ensure the physical and mental 
wel;l-being of the community, while also helping Mississauga mitigate and adapt 
to climate change. 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Value of the Urban Forest and Natural Areas 
Mississauga's Urban Forest is fundamental to the City's environmental, social 
and economic well-being. The City's estimated 2.1 million trees provide minions 
of dollars' worth of environmental services such as pollution fi.ltration and carbon 
storage annualfy (see table be.low), as well as many other ecosystem services. 

Some of the ecosystem services provided by Mississauga's Urban Forest 

Ecosystem Service 
Carbon Sequestration 

Carbon Storage 

Air Pollution Removal 

Energy Consumption Reduction 

Estimated Amount (Dollar Value)* 
7,400 tonnes annually 
($220,000 estimated value) 
203,000 tonnes 
($5.8 million estimated value) 
292 tonnes annually 
($4.8 million estimated value) 
79,000 MBTUS and 7,300 MWH annually 
($1.2 million estimated value) 

* estimates from the City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 

Additional valuable ecosystem services that the Urban Forest and Natural 
Heritage System in Mississauga provide but are harder to measure include: 

• reducing exposure to ultraviolet radiation and extreme heat by providing 
shade and cooling 

• encouraging active living 

• providing social settings that tend to reduce incidences of crime 
• supporting human health by reducing exposure to certain environmental 

risks, such as pollutants, and creating environments supportive of 
outdoors activities and recreation 

• reducing mental fatigue by providing relaxing places and views 

• building stronger communities by facilitating social interactions 

• increasing the safety of community streets by calming traffic flow 

• increasing the value of nearby homes, and 
• increasing the attractiveness of commercial areas. 

Rationale for an Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) 
The development and implementation of an UFMP in Mississauga is a timely 
response to the challenges facing the City's Urban Forest and Natural Heritage 
System as the city moves into a phase of infill and intensification-based growth. 

The pressures of redevelopment and intensificaUon on existing trees and 
potential tree habitat are compounded by other environmental threats such as 
cUmate change-induced drought stress, and invasive pests and path~ogens. 

However, effectively managing these challenges also provides opportuniti,es for 
improving the sustainabillty of the Urban Fon~st and Natural Heritage System, 
which in turn creates a healthier community. 

Key opportunities, as identified through this UFMP, include: 

• pursuing proactive tree health and risk management on pubUc lands and 
encouraging (and, where possible, supporting) it on private lands1 

1 One of the opportunities arising out of the invasion of emerald ash bon~·r is the potential 
to replace infested ash with a greater diversity of native and no·n-invasive species, and 
ensure they are provided with adequate soil volume and quality. 
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• working with planners, engineers and architects to find planning and desi,gn 
solutions that can accommodate long-lived, and where possible, large
statu red trees 

• ensuring that some type of compensation is provided for trees that must be 
removed and that opportunities for naturalization are not overlooked 

• ensuring that trees are given adequate above and below-ground soil vo·lume 
and soil quality by introducing and enforcing minimum requirements, as well 
as working with other disciplines and partners to find creative ways to give 
trees space while still meeting other requirements 

• managing highly invasive plant species, as well as tree pests and diseases 

• planting a diversity of tree species, including those better adapted to warmer 
and drier conditions anticipated under climate change 

• facilitating a paradigm shift towards understanding and managing the Urban 
Forest and Natural Heritage System as shared community assets and vital 
components of the city's infrastructure through an active promotional 
campaign and an expanded stewardship program targeted to City staff, 
external stakeholders and the community, and 

• building on existing partnerships and forming new ones to access resources 
and funding outside the City's purview. 

Relationship between the UFMP and the NH&UFS 
The high level of overlap and interconnectedness between natural heritage and 
urban forest assets has been recognized through the inclusion of both within a 
joint strategy: the Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS), which was 
devel,oped in tandem with this Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP). The two 
stand-alone reports can general'ly be distinguished as follows: 

• Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy CNH&UFSl: the overarching 
document for both natural heritage and the urban forest in Mississauga 
providing strategies related to planning, management, engagement and 
tracking, with an overall emphasis on strategic planning direction and 
implementation 

• Urban Forest Management Plan lUFMPl: a plan that focuses on the 
operational, technical and tactical aspects required to implement the 
broader strategies related to the Urban Forest as well as the Natural 
Heritage System, with an emphasis on management and stewardship 
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While the NH&UFS and UFMP are stand-alone documents, the NH&UFS should 
be read in conjunction with this UFMP for context. As a result of their 
interconnections and shared values, the same vision, guiding principles, and 
objectives were developed for both the NH&UFS and the UFMP, as fonows: 

Vision 
Together we will protect, enhance, restore, expand and connect Mississauga's 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest to sustain a healthy community for 
present and future generations. 

Guiding Principles 

1. ActNow 
2. First Protect- then Enhance, Restore and Expand 
3. Maximize Native Biodiversity 
4. Recognize and Build On Past and Current Successes 
5. Learn From Our Past and From Others 
6. View the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest as part of the City's 

broader Green System 
7. Understand the Value of the City's Green System and the Essential 

Ecological Services it Provides 
8. Make Stewardship on Public and Private Lands Part of Daily Living 

9. Integrate Climate Change Considerations in Natural Heritage and Urban 
Forest Planning 

10. Protect, Enhance, Restore, and Improve Natural Connections 
11. Track the State of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, and 

Practice Adaptive Management 
12. Recognize Natural Areas and the Urban Forest as Critical Components of the 

City's Infrastructure 

w= 



CITY OF MISSISSAUGA URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN (UFMP) 2014-2033 
FINAL REPORT (January 2014) 

Objectives 
General Obiectives 

1. Increase internal {within the City) and external {among the community 
and other stakeholders) awareness of the value and need to protect, 
enhance, expand and restore the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest. 

2. Expand the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest by pursuing 
opportunities through the development application process, in-filling and 
re-development of public and private lands, and public acquisition. 

3. Build on existing, and develop new, public and private sector 
partnerships to help pursue and implement the vision and targets for 
the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest. 

4. Undertake regular monitoring of the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest to evaluate performance and identify trends or changes that may 
require a shift in management approaches or practices. 

Objectives for Public Lands 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on public lands 
through proactive management, enforcement of applicable regulations, 
and education. 
Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
public lands by establishing service levels to improve: the condition of 
natural areas, linkages among protected natural areas, and tree 
establishment practices. 
Support the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest by managing 
public open spaces to maximize their ecological functions (while 
maintaining their existing uses). 

Objectives for Private Lands 

8. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on private lands 
through education, implementation of applicable policies and 
regulations, the development review process and enforcement. 

9. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
private lands by promoting stewardship, naturalization, restoration, tree 
planting and proactive tree care with creative outreach and incentives. 
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Plan (and Strategy) Monitoring and Review 

~ 
0 
0 

The overall timeframe for this UFMP (and the umbrella NH&UFS) is a 20-year 
h:orizon (i.e., 2014 to 2033), and the targets and Actions have been developed in 
the context of this timeline. Targets for the Urban Fo,rest and Natura,l Heritage 
System are identified, and explained, in the NH&UFS. 

The recommended review and monitoring for Mississauga's Urban Forest (as per 
NH&UFS Strategy #26, and supporting UFMP Actions #1 and #2) should consist 
of: 

1. a review and update of the monitoring framework for the Natural Heritage 
System and the Urban Forest (as provided in Appendix A of the UFMP) 

2. a review of the status, timing and anticipated budgetary requirements of 
each NH&UFS Strategy and supporting UFMP Action (as identified in the 
Implementation Guides under separate cover), and 

3. a summary of this information in a simplified, stand-alone format for release 
to City staff in all departments, Council and the community at least once 
every four years. 

Notably, some of the more resource-intensive criteria (e.g., such as the conection 
of plot-based data) should not be re-assessed every four years, but rather should 
be re-examined every eight to 12 years. 
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IExisti'rlg TC 

~~~,*9% 

-10"-22~. 

-23"·40~ 
-41%-88% 

Existing tree canopy cover (TC) by small geographic units (from City of 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study, 2011) 

Recommended Actions 
The fol'lowing recommended actions have been developed with consideration of 
existing conditions and available resources, relevant best practices and 
precedents from the scientific and technical literature and other jurisdictions, 
recommendations from the studies completed by the Peel Urban Forest Working 
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Group, and input from broad consultations with City staff and a range of 

stakeholders and representatives of the community. 

The following 30 Actions have also been developed to provide more detailed 
technical, operational and/or tactical guidance regarding the implementation of 
a number of the Strategies identified within the broader Natural Heritage & 
Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). The Strategies from the NH&UFS that relate to 
the UFMP Actions described in this Plan are identified below. Although each 
Action can be understood as part of this Plan, they are best understood within 

the broader context of the NH&UFS as well. 

While the ultimate goal of the City's strategic urban fo·rest management planning 
is to achieve sustainability for its Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System, 
targets and Actions developed are intentionally practical (i.e., considered 
achievable based on the existing conditions and analyses) and considered 
appropriate for the City's resource base. These Actions are also expected to be 
implemented under the City's leadership, but with the support of a wide range of 
external partners, as well as supplementary funding where available. These 
sources of support are identified in the UFMP Implementation Guide (under 
separate cover). 

It has been recognized throughout the development of this Plan, and the broader 
NH&UFS, that although there are a number of actions the City can take to help 
achieve Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System objectives in Mississauga, 
because so much of the City's natural heritage and urban forest assets reside on 
private lands, it is ultimately the community (including homeowners, tenants, 
businesses, schools, institutions, etc.) who will determine the extent to which this 
Plan, and the umbrella NH&UFS, are successful. Although found in the last 
section of this Plan, actions intended to support education, communication, 
promotion and partnerships are considered among the most important. 

URBAN FOREST PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
• Action #1: Adopt the monitoring framework developed for Mississauga's 

Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #26) 

• Action #2: Monitor the status of the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest with support from the Region, local agencies and other 
partners (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #26) 

_c-· 
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• Action #3: Formalize involvement of City Forestry staff in City planning 
and information sharing related to trees and Natural Areas (provides 
support to NH&UFS Strategy #1) 

• Acti·on 14: Develop consistent and improved City-wide tree P'reservation 
and planting specifications and guidelines (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #14 and #15) 

• Action #5: Update the inventory of City street and park trees, and keep it 
current (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #~5) 

TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
• Action #6: Optimize street and park tree maintenance cycles (provides 

support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 

• Action #7: Implement a young street and park tree maintenance 
program (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #~5) 

• Action #8: Develop and implement a street and park tree risk 
management protocol (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 

• Action #9: Develop a pest management plan for the Urban Forest 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 

• Action #10: Undertake targeted invasive plant management in the 
Natural Heritage System (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 
and #~6) 

TREE ESTABLISHMENT, NATURAUZATION AND URBAN FOREST EXPANSION 
• Action #11: Develop a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan (provides 

support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 and #13) 

• Action 112: Implement a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 and #13) 

• Action #13: Track and recognize naturalization I stewardship initiatives 
on public and private lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies ~~~~ 
and#12) 

• Action #14: Implement and enforce improved tree establishment 
practices on publ'ic and private lands (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #15 and #20) 

TREE PROTECTION AND NATURAL AREA MANAGEMENT 
• Action #15: Update the Public Tree Protection by-law (provides support 

to NH&UFS Strategy #B) 

rF 
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• Action #16: Update the Erosion Control, Nuisance Weeds and 
Encroachment by-laws (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #8) 

• Action #17: Review the Private Tree Protecti·on By-law and update as 
needed (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy 118) 

~ 

• Action #1.8: Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of private 
projects (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #14, #18 and #20) 

• Action #19: Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of 
municipal operations and capital projects (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #~4, #18 and #20) 

• Action #20: Develop and implement Conservation Management Plans 
for City-owned Significant Natural Areas (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #16) 

PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP AND PARTN'ERSHI'PS 
• Action ft21: Create, post and promote short video clips on topi!cs and 

issues related to he Natural Heritage system and Urban Forest 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #~9 and #22) 

• Action #22: Make the City's tree inventory publicly accessible to support 
outreach, education and stewardship (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #19) 

• Action #23: Improve and maintain awareness about current Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest policies, by-laws and technical 
guidelines (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #~and #20) 

• Action #24: Continue to support and expand targeted stewardship of 
local business and utility lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy 
#21) 

• Action #25: Continue to support and expand targeted engagement of 
youth and stewardship of school grounds (provides support to NH&UFS 
strategy #2~) 

• Action #26: Continue to support and expand targeted engagement of 
residents and community groups, and stewardship of residential lands 
(provides support to NH&VFS Strategy #21) 

• Action #27: Continue to work with various partners to undertake 
stewardship on public lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #21) 

• Action #28: Design and operate a City Arboretum 1 Memorial Forest for 
the community that provides a place for spiritual connections to nature 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #2~) 
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• Action #29: Partner with local agencies and institutions to pursue 
shared research and monitoring objectives_(provides support to NH&UFS 

Strategy #23) 

• Action #30: Build on existing partnerships with the Region of Peel and 
nearby municipalities to facilitate information sharing and coordinated 
responses (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #23) 

Implementation 
A stand alone Implementation Guide for the UFMP has been developed that is 
designed to facilitate implementation by: 

• providing recommended timing for implementation 
• identifying City department(s) or division(s) that will lead the 

implementation 

• listing the key implementation components 
• identifying which Actions require new City resources for their 

implementation, and 

• indicating which groups or organizations could provide potential 
partnerships and/or resources and/or funding. 

The current new budget identified through this UFMP Implementation Guide is 
$2,866,970 including two seasonal staff and two students to support expanded 
stewardship efforts starting in the second four year period (i.e., 2018). The 
resource requirements are spread across the 20 year period of the Plan as 
follows: 

• 2014 - 2017: $915,000 
• 2018- 2021:$291,710 
• 2022 - 2025: $603,420 
• 2026 - 2029: $453,420 
• 2030 - 2033: $603,420 

The primary areas requiring new resources are.: 

• updating and maintaining the City's street and park tree inventory 
(the primary tool for ensuring proactive and effective management 
of the City's treed assets) - projected for 2014 to 2017 
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• development of a City-wide pest management plan, and 
implementa1tion of targeted invasive plant management in the City's 
most valued Natural Areas, and 

• expansion of stewardship efforts on lands not under the City's 
jurisdiction (e.g., schools, commercial and industrial open spaces, 
residential lots, etc.) in partnership with the Region, local 
conservation authorities, businesses, academic institutions, 
community groups, and others. 

Although the NH&UFS and UFMP are each stand-alone documents with their 
own Implementation Guides, effective implementation of this UFMP will 
require coordination with implementation of the NH&UFS, as W'ell as 
adequate funding. This allocation of funds is a cost-effective and necessary 
investment into Mississauga's sustainability. This investment recognizes that 
the City's continued growth and economic development are reliant on and 
enhanced by a healthy Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest within the 
city, and beyond, and will help ensure the physical and mental well-being of 
the community, while also helping Mississauga mitigate and adapt to 
climate change. 

~ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Introduction 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System1 and Urban Forest2 are critical to the 
city’s green infrastructure because of the wealth of services (called “ecosystem 
services”) they provide. Urban green spaces (including woodlands, wetlands and 
meadows), and trees scattered throughout the city, directly support human 
health and safety by: removing pollution, alleviating urban heat island effects3, 
helping manage storm water, storing carbon (helping to mitigate climate change), 
providing shade and cooling, reducing stress and anxiety, improving 
concentration and creativity, and supporting outdoor, active living as well as 
social interaction and community building.  

Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest assets are found within 
the City’s parks and open spaces, along its valley and stream corridors, across its 
lakeshore, and within its built-up areas on a wide range of public and private 
lands. These green spaces and green elements are the natural and cultural 
heritage shared by the community, and provide a vital connection to 
Mississauga’s past, and its future.  

While a number of municipalities have undertaken either Natural Heritage 
Strategies or Urban Forest Strategies, Mississauga is the first address them in a 
joint Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). This Strategy is also 
one of the first to look at natural heritage and urban forest assets from a more 
holistic perspective in terms of their relationship to other “green” elements in the 
city, and identify shared opportunities. This integrated approach is useful for 

                                                            
1 Notably, Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System is currently called a “Natural Areas 
System”, however this label is proposed to be changed through this study to “Natural 
Heritage System”. This change was approved by the project Core Working Team and 
Steering Committee, and has therefore been adopted for use in this Strategy. 
 
2 The Urban Forest includes all trees, as well as the soils that sustain them, located on 
public and private property within a given jurisdiction. This includes trees in natural areas 
as well as trees in more manicured settings such as parks, yards and boulevards. 
 
3 The urban heat island effect describes the documented phenomenon of urban areas 
being significantly warmer than the surrounding rural areas largely due to the extent of 
built structures and paved areas.  

effectively addressing natural heritage and urban forest challenges, including 
threats and opportunities arising as a result of climate change. 

In its Official Plan (2011), the City of Mississauga identifies a “Green System” 
that includes the Natural Areas System, Natural Hazard Lands and Parks and 
Open Space on both private and public lands. This Green System has been 
recognized through this Strategy as a useful framework for showing the 
interrelatedness of the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest, as well as 
their relationship to other components of the City’s Green System, and the 
central importance of the City’s Green System within Mississauga as a whole. 
The figure below, developed through this Strategy, illustrates these relationships. 
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Two key recommendations made through this Strategy to refine the City’s Green 
System framework are to: (1) change the label “Natural Areas System” to 
“Natural Heritage System” (to be more consistent with Provincial policy 
direction), and (2) more explicitly recognize the Urban Forest as a cornerstone of 
the Green System. These refinements are illustrated in the figure above. 

Although the focus of this Strategy is on what can be done within the boundaries 
of Mississauga, there has also been consideration for connections with natural 
heritage beyond the City’s boundaries (e.g., watershed connections, lakeshore 
connections, connections to the Provincial Greenbelt). These broader landscape 
considerations are addressed in several strategies (listed below), and in the 
feasibility study for expanding the Provincial Greenbelt into Mississauga’s 
valleylands, which is available under separate cover. 

Strategy Development 
This Strategy has been developed based on: 

 a critical review of all the relevant data, mapping, legislation, policies, plans 
and guidelines  

 a review of the City’s relevant operational and procedural practices 
 consideration for relevant best practices and precedents, as well as the 

current technical and scientific literature, and 
 input from the:  City Leadership Team, City Steering Committee, Core 

Working Team, Environmental Advisory Committee, City Council, City 
Resource Team, Conservation Authority Resource Team, a wide range of 
stakeholders4, and representatives for the community at large. 

The direction in this NH&UFS has also been informed by relevant Federal, 
Provincial and Regional policies, and several key City plans. In addition, its 
implementation is directly supported by the City’s Urban forest Management Plan 
(UFMP), which has been developed in tandem with this Strategy (as shown in the 
figure to the right). The NH&UFS and UFMP share a vision, guiding principles and 

                                                            
4  Stakeholders representing a range of local groups and organizations invited to 
participate in this process include representatives from: aboriginal organizations, 
government and agencies (including adjacent municipalities and local conservation 
authorities), committees to City Council, local educational institutions, environmental 
groups, community groups and residents associations, recreational facilities, business 
and development organizations, local utilities and transit firms, and arboriculture firms. 

strategic objectives, but are two stand alone documents that can generally be 
distinguished as follows: 

 The NH&UFS is the overarching document for both natural heritage and the 
urban forest that includes planning context and Strategies addressing 
opportunities with respect to planning, management, engagement and 
partnerships, and tracking. It includes 25 Strategies (summarized below). 

 The UFMP is more detailed and technical document focused on the 
operational, technical and tactical aspects of urban forest management 
(including stewardship) required to implement many of the Actions related to 
the broader Strategies identified in the NH&UFS. It includes 30 Actions 
(summarized below). 

 

 

 
Although the UFMP is the primary document that has been developed to support 
the implementation of the NH&UFS, there are also several other deliverables that 
have been developed under separate cover as part of this project (e.g., 
Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into 
Mississauga, implementation guides for both the NH&UFS and UFMP). Additional 
plans or documents may also be developed over the course of this Strategy. 
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Mississauga’s Urban Forest 
The figure to the right shows Mississauga’s existing tree canopy cover (TC) by 
small geographic units (from City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study 2011). 

Mississauga’s Urban Forest is fundamental to the City’s environmental, social 
and economic well-being. The City’s estimated 2.1 million trees (along with the 
untreed natural areas) provide valuable ecosystem services such as pollution 
filtration, flood control, carbon storage, benefits related to mental and physical 
health, and various economic benefits. The urban forest includes all the wooded 
areas within the Natural Heritage System, plus all the trees outside this system 
within the city’s boundaries (e.g., trees along streets, and in parks, residential 
yards, business parks, commercial lots, school grounds, hospital grounds, golf 
courses, cemeteries, etc.), as well as the soils that sustain them. 

In addition to the data collected through the City’s Natural Areas Surveys 
(ongoing since 1996), recent urban forest studies undertaken by the Toronto 
Region Conservation with support from the other members of the Peel Region 
Urban Forest Working Group 5  have provided additional useful data about 
Mississauga’s urban forest as a whole.  

Key findings include: (1) Mississauga has an urban forest canopy cover of 
approximately 15% which is unevenly distributed across the city, (2) most of 
Mississauga’s trees are in relatively good health, but small in stature (e.g., about 
60% are 15 cm in diameter or less), (3) the dominant trees in the city are maple 
and ash, with ash accounting for about 18% of the trees in residential areas and 
10% of the street trees, and (4) more than half of the city’s canopy cover is 
located in residential areas. 

These facts point to: (1) the need to target tree establishment in areas with 
relatively low canopy cover, (2) the importance of establishing and maintaining 
recently planted trees so that they are able to mature to canopy producing 
stature, (3) the need to increase the diversity of tree species being planted on 
public and private lands so that the urban forest is more resilient to the next 
invasive pest or pathogen that arrives, as well as climate change, and (4) the 
important role of residential areas and the remaining natural areas in sustaining 
and expanding the current canopy cover. 

                                                            
5 The Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group is comprised of the Region of Peel, City of 
Mississauga, City of Brampton, Town of Caledon, Toronto Region Conservation Authority 
and Credit Valley Conservation. 

 
Ecosystem Services Provided by Mississauga’s Green System 
In Ontario, and around the world, there is increasing recognition of the many 
benefits and services afforded to people by natural areas and green spaces, and 
of the fact that our survival on this planet depends on sustaining the natural 
features and areas that provide these services.  
 
There are a number of different terms used to capture this concept, but 
“ecosystem services” has been adopted for this Strategy. Other terms such as 
“green infrastructure” and “natural capital” are used to describe the natural 
features and areas, as well as other “green” system elements (like green roofs), 
that provide the ecosystem services.    
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Critical ecosystem services provided by the City’s Green System include:   

 flood and drought management 
 air and water purification 
 temperature moderation 
 local adaptation to climate change (e.g., cooling) 
 pollination of crops and other vegetation 
 safer cities  
 human physical health, 
 mental health and spiritual well-being 
 social networking opportunities 
 habitat for native biodiversity, and 
 ecological connectivity.   

 
One research paper reported a 46% decrease in crash rates across urban 
arterial roads and highways after landscape improvements were installed. 

Naderi, J. R. (2003) 
 
Research in Portland Oregon found that the presence of street trees, on average, 
added $8870 to the sales price of the house and reduced the time on the 
market, on average, by 1.7 days. 

Donovan, G. H. and D. T. Butry. 2010. “Trees in the city: Valuing street trees in 
Portland, Oregon”. Landscape and Urban Planning 94: 77-83. 

 
Researchers at Columbia University have found that for every additional 343 
trees per square kilometer, asthma rates drop by 25% in young children. 
 
... [P]hytonicides (essential oils derives from trees) have been suggested to exert 
a preventative effect on cancer generation and development. 

A Healthy Dose of Green (Trees Ontario 2012) 
 

Vision, Guiding Principles and Objectives 

The following vision, guiding principles and objectives have been developed in 
consultations with various project stakeholders, are intended to provide the “big 
picture” and long term direction for this Strategy.  

 
Vision 
Together we will protect, enhance, restore, expand and connect Mississauga’s 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest to sustain a healthy community for 
present and future generations. 
 
Guiding Principles 
1. Act Now 
2. First Protect - then Enhance, Restore and Expand  
3. Maximize Native Biodiversity 
4. Recognize and Build On Past and Current Successes 
5. Learn From Our Past and From Others 
6. View the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest as part of the City’s 

broader Green System  
7. Understand the Value of the City’s Green System and the Essential 

Ecological Services it Provides 
8. Make Stewardship on Public and Private Lands Part of Daily Living  
9. Integrate Climate Change Considerations in Natural Heritage and Urban 

Forest Planning  
10. Protect, Enhance, Restore, and Improve Natural Connections 
11. Track the State of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, and 

Practice Adaptive Management 
12. Recognize Natural Areas and the Urban Forest as Critical Components of the 

City’s Infrastructure 
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The nine Strategic Objectives recognize different approaches are required for 
public versus private lands, and include the following direction: 

General Objectives 

1. Increase internal (within the City) and external (among the community 
and other stakeholders) awareness of the value and need to protect, 
enhance, expand and restore the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest.  

2. Expand the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest by pursuing 
opportunities through the development application process, in-filling and 
re-development of public and private lands, and public acquisition. 

3. Build on existing, and develop new, public and private sector 
partnerships to help pursue and implement the vision and targets for 
the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest. 

4. Undertake regular monitoring of the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest to evaluate performance and identify trends or changes that may 
require a shift in management approaches or practices. 

 

Objectives for Public Lands 

5. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on public lands 
through proactive management, enforcement of applicable regulations, 
and education. 

6. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
public lands by establishing service levels to improve: the condition of 
natural areas, linkages among protected natural areas, and tree 
establishment practices. 

7. Support the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest by managing 
public open spaces to maximize their ecological functions (while 
maintaining their existing uses). 

 

Objectives for Private Lands 

8. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on private lands 
through education, implementation of applicable policies and 
regulations, the development review process and enforcement. 

9. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
private lands by promoting stewardship, naturalization, restoration, tree 
planting and proactive tree care with creative outreach and incentives. 

Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest Targets 
Indicators and targets are recognized as useful tools in measuring performance 
in relation to established objectives. This Strategy builds on the direction 
provided in the City’s Strategic Plan (2009) and Living Green Master Plan 
(2012), and has developed six targets against which the City can measure its 
progress over the next 20 years (i.e., the timeframe of this Strategy, and the 
related UFMP, 2014 to 2033).  

Notably, the targets for this Strategy (outlined in the table below) have been 
selected because, in the context of Mississauga, they are considered progressive 
and achievable over the next 20 years. These should be re-evaluated for the next 
Strategy to see if more optimal targets are considered achievable in the future. In 
addition, target ranges (as opposed to single target values) have been selected 
for #1 and #4 to reflect the fact that there are variables outside the City’s control 
that will influence gains (and losses) in Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest cover over the next 20 years, and which may influence cover levels. 
Targets #3 and #5 only apply to City and conservation authority lands. 

TARGET 1: The lower end of the target range (12%) for the City’s Natural Heritage 
System is considered both achievable and sustainable, assuming the applicable 
recommended strategies are implemented, while the higher end of the range 
(14%) is considered ambitious for Mississauga, and close to the maximum that 
could be achieved in the current land use context.  

Between 1996 and 2012 the Natural Heritage System had net gains of 49.76 ha 
(3.1. ha/yr). If all of the 757 ha of potential expansion areas were to be added to 
the City’s Natural Heritage System, then the 12% would basically be achieved. 
Substantially greater net gains of 15.5 ha/yr would be needed over 20 years to 
achieve 13% cover, while 30.1 ha/yr would be required over the 20 year lifespan 
of the Strategy to meet the higher end target of 14%.  

Even though the potential expansion areas bring the levels of cover very close to 
12%, the target range of 12% to 14% is still considered both pragmatic and 
progressive because of (a) the limited opportunities for further expansion in 
Mississauga, and (b) the substantial challenges of ensuring even 12% remains 
protected. Large increases beyond what have been identified through this 
Strategy are unlikely, but some small net gains over the next two decades are 
still possible (e.g., annual Natural Areas updates, updates to the Residential 
Woodlands mapping, naturalization, and other opportunities to be determined). 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | x  
 
Recommended Natural Heritage System (NHS) and Urban Forest (UF) targets for 
2033 
Target Type  Current Status Recommended Target 
1. NHS Size 9.5% of the City 12% to 14% of the City  
2. NHS 

Linkage  
a. 62% of the 

watercourses have 
vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 80%  of Significant 
Natural Areas are 
linked through the NHS 
and Green System  

a. 75% of the watercourses 
have vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 85% of Significant Natural 
Areas are linked through the 
NHS or other Green System 
components 

3. NHS 
Quality 

a. Overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across 
the city is variable 
among sites sampled 

b. Conservation 
Management Plans 
have been completed 
for a few Significant 
Natural Areas 

a. Substantially improve 
overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across the 
city using 2013 as a 
baseline  

b. Conservation Management 
Plans are developed and in 
effect for all high priority 
publicly-owned Significant 
Natural Areas 

4. UF Canopy 
Cover  

approximately 15% 15% to 20%  

5. UF Quality 
(of City 
Street and 
Park Trees) 

a. Current City tree 
inventory is not up to 
date, or 
comprehensive 

b.  Six species account 
40% of the City’s 
street and park trees 

c. Invasive species 
account for more than 
15% of the City’s street 
and park trees 

a. The  city tree inventory is 
comprehensive, up to date, 
and actively maintained 

b. No tree species represents 
5% of the tree population 
City-wide or 20% on a 
given street 

c. Invasive tree species 
represent less than 8% of 
the street and park tree 
population  

6. UF Canopy 
Distribution 

 

Current canopy cover 
distribution in the city is 
very uneven (although 
analyses by land use have 
yet to be done) 

Canopy cover meets or exceeds 
15% (the current city-wide 
average) in at least 95% of the 
City’s residential areas and in 
50% to 75% of the city’s other 
land uses use categories 

* Data Source: City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) and subsequent 
analyses by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group. 
** Data are collected and analyzed by the conservation authorities. 

However, it is also recognized that there will be some losses to the Natural 
Heritage System through site-specific studies and refinements completed 
through the planning process. In particular, because many of the potential 
expansion areas are in the category of “Special Management Areas” (i.e., 
undeveloped areas immediately adjacent to Natural Areas that are high priorities 
for naturalization / restoration but have more flexible protection policies) it is 
expected that they will not be protected in their entirety. 

TARGET 2: Although the connectivity of Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System is 
constrained by the built environment, there remain opportunities to enhance and 
improve it: (a) along the watercourses, and (b) by recognizing the linkage 
functions of the other components of the Natural Heritage System as well as of 
the Green System in supporting natural connectivity (see Map 2 in this Strategy).   

TARGET 3: Both Credit Valley Conservation and Toronto Region Conservation 
have programs to collect and assess data from representative aquatic and 
terrestrial sites across the city. These data are assessed and summarized in 
monitoring reports or bulletins that can be used by the City to measure changes 
in the quality of its natural areas. The conservation authorities have indicated 
their willingness to share this information with the City. 
 
Although not all sources of impact can be readily addressed, major invasive plant 
species infestations and management of human-use are two important sources 
of impacts that can be readily addressed through management.  Therefore it is 
recommended that Conservation Management Plans be developed for all 
publicly-owned Significant Natural Areas in the city.   
 
TARGET 4: In reality, increasing canopy cover in an urban area is more 
challenging than might be expected. Even with  ongoing tree planting efforts, a 
target of 15% to 20% is considered realistic for Mississauga because: (a) 
emerald ash borer, a pest that kills almost all ash trees, is established in 
Mississauga and will peak over the next few years, (b) many lands have existing 
zoning that permits some type of development, (c) infrastructure still needs to be 
improved or expanded, (d) hazard trees must be removed, (d) most of the City’s 
trees are small and will not start contributing substantially to canopy cover for at 
least 10 to 20 years, (e) some trees, in the past, were planted in poor conditions, 
(f) it is an added challenge to maintain newly planted trees under conditions of 
climate change (e.g., more intense periods of drought, more frequent storms). 
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Figure 1. Conceptual illustration of the interrelatedness of the Natural Heritage 
System and the Urban Forest, with other components of the City’s Green System, 
and the central importance of the Green System within Mississauga as a whole 

 
The first step in developing a new way of thinking about the relationship between 
the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest was to develop a graphic to show 
the interrelatedness between them, with other components of the City’s Green 
System, and to illustrate the central importance of the City’s Green System within 
Mississauga as a whole.  This is illustrated conceptually in Figure 1. Notably, all 
illustrated components include public and private lands. 
 

The second step was to undertake a critical review of all the relevant data, 
mapping, legislation, policies, plans and guidelines relevant to the City’s natural 
heritage and Urban Forest, as well as a review of operational and procedural 
practices.  
 
The third and final step in the development of this Strategy involved careful 
consideration of: the interrelationships illustrated in Figure 1, the findings of the 
critical background review, and input received through the various internal and 
external consultations in order to develop strategies that will allow the city to 
better conserve and manage the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest.  
 
Mississauga is a well-established urban centre with a population of more than 
740,000 residents that is expected to continue to grow. As the city’s population 
grows, its natural and treed areas will become increasingly under pressure from 
urban stresses, which will be exacerbated by climate change.  These areas will 
become increasingly valuable as filters for air and water, respite from summer 
heat and winter winds, spaces for active outdoor living, and living classrooms for 
all ages and backgrounds.   
 
The primary purpose of this NH&UFS is to provide strategic guidance to ensure 
that the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest in the city are protected, 
enhanced, restored and expanded to the greatest extent feasible on both private 
and public lands, while still recognizing the need to accommodate continued 
growth and economic development in this urban landscape. The key to achieving 
this balance will be in recognizing that the City’s continued growth and economic 
development are reliant on and enhanced by a healthy Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest within the city, and beyond.   
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1.1 STRATEGY CONTENTS AND ORGANIZATION 
An overview of the approach used and materials referenced for the background 
review and analyses for this Strategy are provided in Section 2. 
 
Key findings from the background review and analyses assessment are 
presented in this Strategy, as follows (with more detail provided in the Urban 
Forest Management Plan (UFMP) that supports this Strategy): 
 

 State of Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System and urban forest 
(Section 3) 

 Ecosystem Services Provided by Mississauga’s Green System (Section 4) 
 Planning Context and Precedents (Section 5) 
 Big Picture Challenges and Opportunities (Section 8) 

 
The key products of this Strategy are presented as follows: 
 

 Vision, Guiding Principles and Objectives (Section 6) 
 Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest Targets (Section 7) 
 A suite of 25 strategies designed to effectively support the protection, 

enhancement, restoration and expansion of Mississauga’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest that are appropriate for the city’s 
biophysical, land use and social context (Section 9), and 

 Implementation Guidance (Section 10). 
 

1.2 A UNIQUE APPROACH: A JOINT STRATEGY FOR THE NATURAL 
HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 

Over the past decade or so, many municipalities across southern Ontario have 
identified natural heritage systems in their Official Plans. These systems are 
based on the premise that in a landscape fragmented by other land uses, the 
best way to sustain natural heritage is to protect “core” features and provide 
connectivity between them (see Figure 2).   

Concurrently, an increasing number of urban and urbanizing municipalities have 
also begun to recognize the role of trees, both within and outside of natural 
heritage systems, in providing essential ecosystem services (e.g., clean air, clean 
water, shade) and directly supporting the mental and physical health of the 
community. In order to better protect and manage their treed assets, some 
municipalities have developed Urban Forest Strategies or Management Plans. 

 

Figure 2.  Diagrammatic representation of a natural heritage system illustrating 
the connection of natural “core” areas” with three different types of ecological 

“corridors” (from Bennett and Mulonguoy 200611)

                                                            
11 Bennett, G. and K. J. Mulongoy. 2006. Review of Experience with Ecological Networks, 
Corridors and Buffer Zones. Secretariat of the Convention on Biological Diversity, 
Montreal, Technical Series No. 23, 100 pages. 
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Figure 3. Current Natural Areas System (herein called a Natural Heritage System) identified in the City of Mississauga’s Official Plan (2011)
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The City of Mississauga already has a Natural Areas System (see Figure 3), 
(referred to in this Strategy as a Natural Heritage System). The city is also 
entering a new stage of growth that will focus on intensification and urbanization. 
It is in this context that the City has embraced a progressive approach of looking 
at the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest together for the purposes of 
identifying strategies for improving the protection, enhancement, restoration and 
expansion of these assets. This project is the first to integrate natural heritage 
and the urban forest in one comprehensive and inclusive Strategy. 

 
Distinguishing the Natural Heritage System (NHS) from the Urban Forest 
 
In Mississauga the Natural Heritage System includes (see Figure 3):  
 

 Natural Areas (including woodlands, wetlands, and Areas of Natural and 
Scientific Interest, fish habitat, etc.) 

 Special Management Areas 
 Linkages, and  
 Residential Woodlands. 

 
Many of the Natural Areas are wooded (e.g., woodlands, swamps, valley 
corridors). Special Management Areas and Linkages contain some individual 
trees or small treed areas. Residential Woodlands are a unique designation that 
capture areas within (generally older) residential neighbourhoods where there 
are concentrations of mature trees forming continuous canopy cover. 
 
All of the wooded components of the Natural Heritage System are part of the 
urban forest (as illustrated in Figure 1), however Mississauga’s urban forest also 
includes all other trees within the City limits, irrespective of location and 
ownership.  
 
Although all of these trees and treed areas are considered holistically as part of 
Mississauga’s “urban forest”, it is understood that different management 
approaches are required for wooded natural areas as compared to individual 
trees (like those along City streets and in manicured parks). It is also understood 
that different strategies are required for addressing management of natural 
areas and the urban forest on City-owned lands, where the municipality has 
direct control, and on privately-owned lands. 
 

1.3 RELATIONSHIP OF THE NH&UFS TO THE UFMP 
This Strategy is unique in that it recognizes the interrelationships between the 
City’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, and is designed to consider 
and explore opportunities for protecting, enhancing, restoring and expanding 
both of these assets together. These opportunities, and strategies for 
implementing them, are identified in this NH&UFS.  

However, in order to implement some aspects of this Strategy, the City will 
require more specific technical, operational and tactical guidance. This guidance 
as it relates to Urban Forest and Natural Area management is provided through a 
separate and comprehensive Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP).  Although 
the UFMP is the most substantive supporting Plan developed to facilitate 
implementation of the NH&UFS to date, additional supporting plans that are 
much shorter have also been developed through the NH&UFS project (e.g., 
Engagement Plan, Invasive Species Management Plan) and other supporting 
plans may still be developed as required over the course of this Strategy. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5. Illustration showing the key guiding documents for the Natural Heritage 
& Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS), and the close relationship between the 

NH&UFS and the Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) 
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The rationale for undertaking performance reviews on a four-year cycle is: 
 

 Regular review of various metrics facilitates evaluation of the current 
state of the City’s natural heritage, performance of management 
prescriptions, as well as implementation of adaptive management 
approaches if required, and 
 

 It aligns with the City’s budgetary cycles, which will facilitate planning 
that tied to available budgets and current priorities, and allow for 
targeted budget requests that correspond to advancing specific 
strategies within these four year windows. 

 

1.4.2 ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 

 

Figure 6. Illustration of the basic cycle of adaptive management (in which 
“check” could be replaced with “monitor”) 

Natural systems are complex dynamic entities. Natural heritage and urban forest 
managers cannot always predict the changes or events (such as severe weather, 
invasive species infestations or changing resource allocation priorities) that need 
to be accommodated on the path to achieving objectives and targets.  Adaptive 
management facilitates refinement of management prescriptions in response to 
unpredicted changes and new knowledge. For this reason, the concept of active 
adaptive management is firmly embedded in this Strategy, as well as supporting 
Plans.  

Adaptive management acknowledges that our understanding of natural systems 
is incomplete and that most problems or issues need to be assessed on an 

ongoing basis.  As understanding increases, strategies can be refined through 
the four-year review. To accommodate this, the objectives and targets of the 
NH&UFS and supporting Plans will be monitored in a systematic manner (as 
described in Strategy #26), and any required adjustments will be made based on 
experience gained as well as new information. The adjusted approach is then be 
implemented, and the evaluation cycle is repeated for as long as is necessary to 
meet the desired objectives and/or to address changing environmental, social or 
policy conditions.  

 
What is Active Adaptive Management? 
 
A systematic process for continually improving management policies and 
practices by learning from the outcomes of previously employed policies and 
practices. In active adaptive management, management is treated as a 
deliberate experiment for the purpose of learning. 

United Nations Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005 
 

 

1.5 STRATEGY IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This Strategy is intended to build on past and current successes by identifying 
opportunities for addressing these challenges that will ultimately sustain the 
City’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest in an efficient and coordinated 
manner. This Strategy will require broad support from both the public and private 
sector and partnerships for its full implementation.  

Externally, although the City has been successful in bringing components of the 
Natural Heritage System into public ownership, and engaging various groups, 
organizations and businesses in stewardship activities, much of the Natural 
Heritage System remains in private ownership. Similarly, one third of 
Mississauga’s Urban Forest is on private residential lands12. Therefore, broad 
engagement of residents and other private landowners and stakeholders in 
Mississauga is crucial to the success of this Strategy. 

                                                            
12 Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) was developed by Toronto Region Conservation 
Authority in association with the Region of Peel, City of Mississauga, City of Brampton, 
Town of Caledon, and Credit Valley Conservation. 
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Figure 4. Illustration showing the process for the Natural Heritage & Urban Forest 
Strategy (NH&UFS) project 

2.4.1 CONSULTATIONS 
At the outset of this project, both internal consultations with City staff and 
external consultations with a wide range of stakeholders and the community 
were identified as important to the development of the NH&UFS. A project 
Engagement Plan was developed that divided the consultations into two Phases, 
as follows: 

 Phase 1 Consultations: Input on the Strategy vision, guiding principles 
and objectives, as well as ideas on preliminary directions 

 Phase 2 Consultations: Input on the Draft NH&UFS and supporting 
UFMP 

For each phase, representatives from the following key stakeholders groups were 
invited to facilitated meetings: 

 representatives from aboriginal organizations 
 government and agencies (including adjacent municipalities and local 

conservation authorities) 
 committees to City Council 
 local educational institutions 
 environmental groups, community groups and residents associations 
 local recreational facilities (including golf courses) 
 business and development organizations 
 local utility and transit companies, and 
 local arboriculture firms.   

The Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group was also given a presentation and 
an opportunity to provide input to both the NH&UFS and the closely related 
UFMP. This group also provided data, mapping and technical support to facilitate 
the identification of a canopy cover target for Mississauga. 

Two open houses were included in each phase of the consultations and were 
advertised on the City’s website, through newspaper advertisements, mobile 
signs, and at the local community centres (e.g., on reader boards, the Community 
Calendar and local library screensavers). Stakeholders were also invited to 
spread the word about upcoming open houses. 
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Mississauga, opportunities for even minor gains are important and should not be 
overlooked or dismissed.    
 
Human activities have such a dominant influence in urban landscapes, that 
ongoing management and creative approaches are required to sustain existing 
natural heritage areas. One such approach is the recognition of “green” sites in 
the landscape which may lack sufficient natural characteristics to qualify as 
remnant natural areas, but which provide supporting functions to the Natural 
Heritage System. For example, there are many urban-adapted wildlife species 
(e.g., coyote, skunks, raccoons, deer, etc.) that utilize parks, sports fields, 
cemeteries, golf courses and other open spaces to move and disperse among 
remnant natural features.  These same open spaces also provide for 
opportunities for surface water infiltration and groundwater recharge, ameliorate 
the urban heat sink effect (particularly if they have some trees), and may support 
insect populations that provide a food source for some birds as well as a 
pollination function.  
 
 
While it is understood that the open space portions of these lands must be 
maintained in a manner that accommodates their primary function, [park and 
open space] lands can make a significant contribution to a healthy environment 
by employing environmentally sensitive management techniques and practices. 

Mississauga Official Plan (2011) 
 

 
In Mississauga, owing to the built-out nature of the city, the focus for future 
expansion is necessarily on opportunistic approaches that seek to maximize the 
ecological functions and ecosystem services of remaining natural and open 
spaces, both public and privately-owned, within the broader Green System (as 
illustrated in Figure 1).  These approaches may include, for example: 
 

 minimizing impermeable surfaces for new development or areas that 
are re-developed 

 developing partnerships with owners of major private open spaces to 
undertake stewardship initiatives 

 implementing low-maintenance landscaping using primarily native 
species in public spaces, and 

 continuing and expanding programs that support naturalization of 
portions of lands not owned by the City or conservation authorities, such 

as school yards, residences, business parks, commercial plazas, and 
health centre lands. 

 
3.3 MISSISSAUGA’S CURRENT NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM 

Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System was originally conceived in 1996. Since 
that time it has evolved and been refined in response to changes in Provincial 
and City policy direction, increased involvement of the conservation authorities in 
natural heritage planning, an increase in the availability and accuracy of 
information related to the natural environment, and changes in the approach 
taken to protect natural heritage.  
 
Currently, Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System comprises 2737 ha including 
woodlands, wetlands, watercourses, valleylands, and covers more than 9% of the 
city (excluding the recently acquired Ninth Line Corridor lands). The system 
consists of: remnant natural areas, linkages, residential woodlands and special 
management areas.  The breakdown of the area within each category, and its 
relative proportion of the system and the City, is provided in Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Current and recommended components of Mississauga’s Current 
Natural Heritage System (NHS) 
  2012 NHS 

Area ha 
(acres) 

2013 
Recommended 

Additions  
ha (acres) 

2013 
Recommended 

NHS Area  
ha (acres) 

2013 
Updated 

NHS  
% of 
City* 

Natural 
Areas** 

2147 (5303) 287 (709) 2434 (6012) 8.32% 

Residential 
Woodlands 

232 (573) 0 (0) 232 (573) 0.79% 

Linkages 186 (459) - 6 (- 15) 180 (444) 0.62% 

Special 
Management 
Areas 

172 (426) 476 (1176) 648 (1601) 2.22% 

TOTALS 2737 (6760) 757 (1870) 3494 (8630) 11.95% 
* Percentages based on an area of 29,213 ha, which includes the recently acquired Ninth 
Line Corridor lands 
 
** Includes Significant Natural Areas and Natural Green Spaces under the 
recommended revised framework 
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The City’s primary resources related to the Natural Heritage System are the 
Natural Areas Survey database and the Natural Area Factsheets.  The database 
is a comprehensive assemblage of all the information related to the City’s 
natural features and can be used to search for and generate information on: 
 

 vegetation communities and species of plants and wildlife that occur in 
each identified Natural Area, as well as related information on threats 
and management needs 

 the provincial and regional status of both vegetation communities 
and/or species 

 the presence or absence of regionally rare, or Provincially endangered or 
threatened species of plants and animals .   

 
This information, which is summarized in each Natural Area Factsheet, is 
considered during the planning process to help assess the appropriateness of 
new development proposed within or adjacent to Natural Areas, and is also used 
to help guide management of publicly owned Natural Areas.      
 
The database can also be used to provide trends related to the overall size and 
condition of the Natural Heritage System. The data that have been collected 
since its inception in 1996 provide a valuable record and monitoring tool. These 
data are currently used to some extent, but could be used more widely to 
facilitate many aspects of planning and management in the City.  A range of 
current and potential uses includes: 
 

 monitoring for input to adaptive management 
 review of development applications (e.g., provides triggers for 

Environmental Impact Studies and data to be considered) 
 verification of appropriate land-use designations 
 priority-setting for the acquisition of Natural Heritage System 

components 
 identifying priority management needs (e.g., areas for invasive plant 

species removal, trail needs including the removal of ad hoc trails) 
 informing restoration and enhancement initiatives 
 confirming areas requiring removals of encroachments 
 assisting in developing site-specific forest management prescriptions 

 facilitating the development of management and maintenance 
schedules (e.g., designation of no mow zones, identifying potential 
naturalization sites, etc.), and 

 tracking the effectiveness of natural heritage policies in achieving 
established objectives. 

 
The Natural Heritage System Fact Sheets are also a potential outreach and 
educational tool. A map of all the Natural Areas, along with the Factsheets for 
each, are all posted on the City’s website where they can be readily accessed by 
City staff, residents, or other interested parties.  
 

 
 

Figure 8. Sample Natural Areas Survey factsheet map
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Major trends identified through the annual update reports since 1996 include: 
 

 an increase of 49.8 ha (122.9 ac) in the overall area of the Natural 
Heritage System since its inception (largely as a result of inclusion of  
areas naturalized by the City) 

 a decrease in the area of tableland and wetland natural areas in the City 
 a gradual decrease in the quality of the vegetation communities 
 a City-wide decline in the diversity and abundance of amphibian species, 

and 
 an increase in naturalization projects undertaken by the City, usually as 

part of community based stewardship initiatives16. 
 
The overall increase in area is attributable to a combination of factors, including 
the addition of new sites, inclusion of additional area to existing natural sites, 
and adjustments to boundaries of existing natural sites. However, there has also 
been the complete removal of one site and reductions in others since the Natural 
Heritage System was first established. Most of the reductions have occurred on 
tableland woodlands, as the Natural Heritage System within valleys tends to 
have additional restrictive policies because these areas are also considered 
hazard lands.    
 
As shown in Table 1, approximately 757 additional ha (1870 ac) have been 
identified for potential addition to the City’s Natural Heritage System through this 
Strategy. These additions, if fully implemented, would increase the Natural 
Heritage System cover to just under 12% of the city (see Map 1).  

 

3.4 MISSISSAUGA’S URBAN FOREST  
Mississauga’s urban forest includes all the wooded areas within the Natural 
Heritage System, plus all the trees outside this system, within the city’s 
boundaries (e.g., street trees, trees in manicured parks, and trees in residential 
yards, business parks, commercial lots, school grounds, hospital grounds, golf 
courses, cemeteries, rights-of-way, etc.). A more detailed description of the Urban 
Forest is provided in the UFMP, but an overview is provided here for context. 

                                                            
16 Notably, this work has contributed to some sites being re-classified to “Natural Site” 
from “Natural Green Space” as a result of the improved quality of the vegetation 
community, 
 

 
In addition to the comprehensive data that have been collected on Mississauga’s 
wooded natural areas through the Natural Areas Surveys (see Section 3.3), 
recent urban forest studies led by Toronto Region Conservation in partnership 
with the other members of the Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group17 (Peel 
Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) and Mississauga Urban Forest Study 
(2011)), along with subsequent more detailed canopy cover analyses have 
provided additional useful data about Mississauga’s urban forest as a whole. Key 
findings of these studies include: 
 

 there are approximately 2.1 million trees in Mississauga 
 Mississauga’s urban forest canopy cover is approximately 15%, and is 

not evenly distributed across the city, with many of the higher canopy 
cover areas associated with the older residential neighbourhoods by the 
lakeshore and the shores of the Credit River valley 

 most of Mississauga’s trees are in relatively good health, but small in 
stature (e.g., about 60% are 15 cm in diameter or less) 

 the dominant trees in the city are maple and ash, with ash accounting 
for about 18% of the trees in residential areas and 10% of the street 
trees, and 

 more than half of the city’s canopy cover (about 8%) is located in 
residential areas and almost a third of this canopy cover (about 5%) is 
found in woodlands in the City’s natural areas and open spaces, with 
the remaining scattered within institutional, commercial, industrial and 
other land uses. 

 
These facts point to: (1) the important role of residential areas and the remaining 
natural areas in sustaining the current canopy cover, (2) the importance of 
maintaining recently planted trees so that they are able to mature to canopy 
producing stature, and (3) the need to increase the diversity of tree species 
being planted on public and private lands so that the urban forest is more 
resilient to the next invasive pest or pathogen that arrives. Details on the 
structure, diversity and condition of Mississauga’s urban forest cover are 
provided in the City’s UFMP. 

                                                            
17 The Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group is comprised of the Region of Peel, City of 
Mississauga, City of Brampton, Town of Caledon, Toronto Region Conservation and Credit 
Valley Conservation. 
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4 ECOSYSTEM SERVICES PROVIDED BY MISSISSAUGA’S 

GREEN SYSTEM  
 
In Ontario, and around the world, there is increasing recognition of the many 
benefits and services afforded to people by natural areas and green spaces18, 
and of the fact that our survival on this planet depends on sustaining the natural 
features and areas that provide these services. There are a number of different 
terms used to capture this concept, but “ecosystem services” (defined below) 
has been adopted for this Strategy. Other terms such as “green infrastructure” 
and “natural capital” are used to describe the natural features and areas, as well 
as other “green” system elements (like green roofs), that provide ecosystem 
services.   
 
 
What are Ecosystem Services? 
 
“Ecosystem services” is a term used to describe the processes of nature needed 
to support the health and survival of humans. Ecological services are required 
and used by all living organisms, but the term typically refers to their direct value 
(quantified or not) to humans.  
 
Ecosystem services include processes such as air and water purification, flood 
and drought mitigation, waste detoxification and decomposition, pollination of 
crops and other vegetation, carbon storage and sequestration, and maintenance 
of biodiversity. Less tangible services that have also been associated with 
natural areas and green spaces include the provision of mental health and 
spiritual well-being.  
 
“Ecosystem goods” are products provided by nature such as food, fibre, timber 
and medicines that are readily valued as recognizable products that can be 
bought and sold, unlike ecosystem services which are harder to value and in our 
current market economy are considered “free”.   
 

                                                            
18 Current thinking on this topic can be found at the European  Commission website  at 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/biodiversity/economics/, the Ontario Network 
on Ecosystem Services (ONES) website at http://www.onecosystemservices.ca/ 
and in the recently released “The Economics of Ecosystem Services and Biodiversity in 
Ontario” available on the OMNR’s website. 
 

 
Figure 9. Cartoon illustrating attempts to put dollar values onto ecosystem 
services (image source: Pacific Standard at http://www.psmag.com/business-
economics/mother-nature-s-sum-4226/) 

Even though it is widely recognized that ecosystem services are essential to 
human survival, because they are generally not assigned a monetary or market 
value, the natural capital required to generate these essential services continues 
to be lost or degraded at the expense of other goods and services for which 
market values can be assigned.  There continues to be debate about the pros 
and cons about assigning a monetary value to ecosystem services (some argue 
doing this diminishes their true value), and how to assign an appropriate value, 
however, all sides agree that unless ecosystem services are somehow valued in 
land use decision making processes, they will continue to be degraded and lost. 
 
Even though Mississauga is highly urbanized, there are many natural areas and 
green spaces which provide important ecosystem services. One of the 
fundamental reasons for protecting, enhancing, restoring and expanding the 
City’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest within the context of the 
broader Green System is to maximize the provision of ecosystem services to all 
those who live and work within Mississauga.  
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The Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, along with natural hazard lands, 
parks and open spaces (including institutional lands associated with schools and 
health facilities and utility rights-of-way), and other “green infrastructure” 
elements (e.g., green roofs, vegetated infiltration swales), provide the following 
essential ecological services:  
 

 flood and drought management 
 air and water purification 
 temperature moderation 
 local adaptation to climate change 
 pollination of crops and other vegetation 
 safer cities  
 human physical health  
 human mental health and spiritual well-being 
 social networking opportunities 
 habitat for native biodiversity, and 
 ecological connectivity.   

 
Brief discussions of each of these services in the context of Mississauga are 
provided in the following sections. 

 
There should also be recognition of the role that green parkland, whether 
naturally vegetated or not, plays in shading/cooling, increasing permeable 
surface area, and filtering run-off, providing that the parks are managed in a 
sustainable manner. 
 

Mississauga Future Directions: Parks and Natural Areas Master Plan (2009) 
 

4.1 FLOOD MANAGEMENT 
The main transformation that occurs on the landscape as a result of urbanization 
is that the extent of permeable surface is greatly reduced by the introduction of 
extensive areas of paved surfaces and numerous buildings of various sizes. As a 
result, rain water rapidly drains off the paved surfaces and structures (hence the 
term “storm water runoff”) and is directed to nearby water bodies. Conventional 
practices for directing surface water runoff to nearby water bodies (typically via 
drains and pipes) may create a couple of problems: (1) directing all rainwater to 
a nearby watercourse during a storm event can suddenly increase the volume of 

water and the speed at which it is travelling, resulting in local or downstream 
erosion and/or flooding, and (2) urban storm water runoff carries a variety of 
contaminants as well as sediments from the urban landscape, thereby degrading 
the quality of the receiving water body, and potentially associated groundwater 
resources as well. 
 
In response to these two fundamental issues, water resource engineers have 
developed a variety of techniques and approaches to (a) manage the volume of 
water coming off of urban areas, as well as the speed at which it is transported, 
and (b) reduce the amount of contaminants reaching local wetlands and 
watercourses (and being transported downstream). Tools include storm water 
management ponds (for both quantity and quality control) and, more recently, a 
renewed push to design developments to allow for more infiltration and 
treatment of water at the lot level (e.g., vegetated swales behind or in front of 
buildings, green roofs), and integration of natural features on-site . 
 
These more recently used approaches recognize the natural ability of green 
spaces to infiltrate water on site (thereby reducing the volume and speed of 
flows downstream), and attenuate (and, in some cases transform) pollutants and 
contaminants into benign elements. These functions are generally not 
appreciated or properly valued in any conventional terms, although their value, 
particularly in urban areas, is being increasingly recognized. 
 
Credit Valley Conservation has recently updated its Credit River Water 
Management Strategy and also has storm water policies and programs intended 
to support aquatic natural heritage in the watershed as a whole. 
 
In December, 2012, Mississauga City Council approved in principle a staff report 
to shift the funding of the City’s storm water program from property taxes to a 
dedicated storm water rate.  When implemented, the storm water charge levied 
to a property owner will be related to the area of impermeable surface on their 
property, thus promoting a “user-pays” approach.  Further, with a storm water 
rate system in place, tools such as credits and incentives can be utilized to 
encourage landowners to reduce impermeable surface area and implement 
measures to better manage storm water runoff. The value of such activities 
increases further in the context of climate change where the incidence of 
extreme weather events, such as intense rain storms, is expected to increase 
with climate change.   
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4.2 AIR AND WATER PURIFICATION 
Air pollution is caused by emissions from a wide range of sources, but is primarily 
associated with certain industries and vehicle exhaust. Primary sources of water 
pollution include fertilizers, pesticides, sediment (and associated contaminants), 
industrial waste, oil and gas, and sewage. Plants attenuate some of these 
pollutants by filtering out particulates from the air and absorbing carbon dioxide 
(and transforming it into fibre and/or oxygen). Plant roots have also been shown 
to filter out, and in some cases neutralize, contaminants from water.  
 
Mississauga’s trees are estimated to remove 292 tonnes of atmospheric 
pollutants annually, an ecosystem service valued at $4.8 million19. This does not 
include the water purification functions provided by these trees, or the air and 
water purification services provided by other natural and green spaces in the city. 
 
Air and water pollution in Mississauga are created locally, but also arrive from 
elsewhere in the airshed or watershed via pathways that are outside the City’s 
control. However, having trees and other vegetation in the city has immediate 
and measurable local benefits.  These include reduced incidence of respiratory 
and cardiovascular diseases (many of which are linked to or exacerbated by air 
pollution) and cleaner local water sources (which reduces the need for local 
treatment to clean it and supports local fisheries). 
 

4.3 LOCAL ADAPTATION TO CLIMATE CHANGE 
It is now well-known that the planet is undergoing a period of rapid climate 
change, and it is generally agreed that human actions are the principal cause of 
this change, primarily because of the ever increasing volumes of greenhouse 
gases (e.g., carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxides) being emitted into the 
atmosphere. The effects of climate change are expected to result in warmer 
winters, hotter summers and increased frequency and severity of extreme 
weather events (major storms, tornadoes, hurricanes, etc.). These effects will 
place additional stress on built structures and infrastructure; requiring more 
frequent repairs, replacement and upgrades that will place a financial burden on 
the public and private sectors alike20. 

                                                            
19 This Mississauga-specific estimate, and others in Section 3, are from the Mississauga 
Urban Forest Study (2011) undertaken by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group. 
 
20  More information is available on the Peel Region climate change website 
(http://www.peelregion.ca/planning/climatechange/) and in the Peel Climate Change 

Sustaining natural areas, and trees in particular, is widely recognized as one of 
the most effective approaches to helping communities adapt to many of the 
impacts associated with climate change. 

Trees and other plants, transform carbon dioxide into oxygen through the 
process of photosynthesis during the day, and release carbon dioxide through 
respiration at night (see Figure 10). In Mississauga, the carbon “absorbed” by 
trees is currently estimated at 7,400 tonnes (valued at $220,000) annually.  
Some of this carbon is stored long term as woody biomass in the stems, trunks 
and roots of trees (and other plants), as well as the soils associated with natural 
areas. Mississauga’s more than two million trees store about 203 tonnes of 
carbon, an ecosystem service valued at $5.8 million.  

 

Figure 10. Illustration of the global carbon cycle (image source: Scottish Centre 
for Carbon Storage at http://www.geas.ed.ac.uk/sccs) 

                                                                                                                                             
Strategy and Background Reports posted on this website, as well as Credit Valley 
Conservation’s Ecological Goods & Services Fact Sheet on Carbon Storage in the Credit 
River Watershed posted on their website’s Ecological Goods & Services page. 
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4.6 ECONOMIC SPIN-OFFS 
The economic spin-offs of having nature, and natural elements, in cities are often 
overlooked, and yet these benefits translate into tangible financial gains. The 
presence of trees and other green spaces in neighborhoods is known to increase 
the value of homes (even if the vegetation is on the adjacent lands), and in 
commercial areas has been shown to result in customers spending more time 
browsing and being willing to spend more on goods purchased (see more details 
in the UFMP). 

Credit Valley Conservation studied real estate values in Mississauga in an effort 
to quantify the monetary value residents place on living near green space25. They 
found that, on average, proximity to natural features increased property values 
by between $8,010 and $10,273. 

 
Research in Portland Oregon found that the presence of street trees, on average, 
added $8,870 to the sales price of the house and reduced the time on the 
market by 1.7 days. 

Donovan, G. H. and D. T. Butry. 2010. “Trees in the city: Valuing street trees in 
Portland, Oregon”. Landscape and Urban Planning 94: 77-83. 

 
 
Natural areas in cities are also increasingly recognized as a draw for visitors, 
bringing in tourism dollars. These direct economic spin-offs are in addition to the 
savings associated with storm water management, pollution filtration, improved 
safety and improved human health. 

 

                                                            
25DSS Management Consultants 2009.  The Credit River Watershed – Property Value 
Appreciation: Impacts of Natural Areas. Available at 
http://www.creditvalleycons.com/bulletin/resources.htm. 

4.7 HUMAN PHYSICAL HEALTH  
Human physical health is linked directly and indirectly to the health and extent of 
natural areas and green spaces in a given municipality. Air pollution has been 
linked to greater incidence of respiratory disease, heart attacks and strokes. 
Therefore, the presence of natural elements in the landscape that reduce air 
pollution provides a direct health benefit. 

 
Researchers at Columbia University have found that for every additional 343 
trees per square kilometer, asthma rates drop by 25% in young children. 
 
... [P]hytonicides (essential oils derives from trees) have been suggested to exert 
a preventative effect on cancer generation and development. 

A Healthy Dose of Green (Trees Ontario 2012) 
 

 
In addition to the fundamental services of air and water purification, and food 
production (as described in Sections 3.2 through 3.4), treed areas provide shade 
that both cools and protects people from harmful ultraviolet radiation. The 
presence of accessible, and connected, public green spaces in urban centres 
also encourages people to go outside more often and for longer periods to 
engage in outdoor active living, which is a basic contributor to physical health 
and well-being.  

In Ontario, the government spends billions of dollars dealing with various health 
issues and conditions that are either caused or exacerbated by air pollution and 
the increasingly sedentary lifestyles people lead. Cardiovascular diseases alone 
cost the government (and the taxpayers) more than $5 billion annually, and 
respiratory disease is estimated to cost more than $12 billion in direct and 
indirect medical expenses each year, and these amounts are increasing every 
year26. The frequency of skin cancer is also on the rise.  

In contrast, investing in a community’s urban forest and natural areas to ensure 
that an abundance of trees and other vegetation are protected and managed so 
that they can reach maturity (when they provide the most value in terms of 
health benefits related to air pollution control and well-shaded outdoor spaces) 
seems like a small price to pay for some preventative medicine. 

                                                            
26 Trees Ontario. 2012. A Healthy Dose of Green: A prescription for a healthy population. 
21 p. Available at http://www.treesontario.ca  
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5.2 PROVINCIAL DIRECTION   
At the Provincial level there are a number of pieces of legislation and policy 
direction, as well as guidance strategies, which relate to natural heritage, which 
are described in this sub-section.  

With respect to the urban forest, particularly those components of it that are 
outside of protected natural areas, the Province’s role is limited to the Municipal 
Act (2001) and the Forestry Act (1990), which provide municipalities with the 
ability to implement by-laws regulating the removal of trees on public or private 
lands, and some legal definitions to support this legislation. This gap in Provincial 
support for municipal urban forestry is recognized in the Peel Region Urban 
Forest Strategy (2011) which identifies the need to “gain formal support from 
upper level government for sustainable management of the urban forest as 
natural infrastructure” as one of its eight goals. More details about links between 
various provincial statutes and policies, and municipal urban forestry, are 
provided in the City’s UFMP. 

Provincial Policy Statement (2005) 
The Provincial Policy Statement sets out the overarching policy framework for 
natural heritage feature and areas protection in Ontario for development 
applications under the Planning Act.  It provides for two levels of protection for 
natural heritage features and areas. The first category includes those natural 
heritage features and areas where development and site alteration is simply not 
permitted (e.g., significant wetlands). The second category includes those natural 
heritage features and areas (e.g., significant woodlands) in which development 
and site alteration is not permitted in the feature or on adjacent lands unless it 
has been demonstrated that there are no negative impacts on the natural 
features or their ecological functions. 

This categorization of natural heritage features and areas has formed the 
primary organizing framework for natural feature protection in most municipal 
official plans.   One of the challenges of this policy framework is that it requires 
the interpretation of significance for many of the natural heritage features to be 
made in the context of the area in which the feature is located.  “Significance” 
thereby must be determined separately for each municipality, although the 
Province provides varying degrees of guidance for achieving this.  

The Provincial Policy Statement also encourages a policy framework that utilizes 
natural heritage systems planning by requiring that the long-term ecological 

function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems “should be maintained, 
restored or where possible improved”.  However, there is no detailed policy 
direction outlining how a natural heritage system is to be delineated or 
maintained.   That responsibility falls to the regional and / or local municipality. 

 
The diversity and connectivity of natural features in an area, and the long-term 
ecological function and biodiversity of natural heritage systems, should be 
maintained, restored or, where possible, improved, recognizing linkages 
between and among natural heritage features and areas, surface water features 
and ground water features.  

Section 2.1.2 , Provincial Policy Statement (2005) 
 
 
Natural Heritage Reference Manual (2010) 
The Natural Heritage Reference Manual, last updated in 2010, provides 
municipalities with guidance on how to implement the natural heritage policies of 
the Provincial Policy Statement (2005), including determination of the 
significance of natural heritage features and areas.  It also provides guidance on 
how to delineate a natural heritage system, how to use available municipal 
planning tools to protect natural heritage, how to address impacts of 
development and site alteration (including some guidance on buffers) and some 
limited guidance on performance indicators. 

The Manual clearly distinguishes between the natural heritage features that are 
the Province’s responsibility to identify (i.e., significant habitat of endangered 
and threatened species, significant wetlands, and Areas of Natural and Scientific 
Interest (ANSIs)), and those that are the responsibility of municipalities (i.e., 
significant woodlands, significant valleylands, and significant wildlife habitat). 

The Manual also provides some guidance on how to reconcile significant habitat 
of endangered and threatened species, per the Provincial Policy Statement, and 
the regulations of Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (2007) which apply to 
species listed as endangered and threatened. 

Endangered Species Act (2007) 
The Endangered Species Act (2007) for Ontario regulates the protection of all 
species in the Province listed as extirpated, endangered or threatened. All 
species, and either their general or regulated habitats (where species-specific 
regulations have been developed), are protected on public and private lands 
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according to this legislation, with guidance from Recovery Strategies (where 
these have been completed). Existing and recently adopted regulations related to 
this Act require screening for regulated species as part of virtually any 
development proposal, whether it be by public or private sector, and can involve 
compensation for some types of critical habitat for certain species. 
 
Greenbelt Plan (2005)  
Ontario’s Greenbelt Plan identifies a large area that spans the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe Area where urbanization is to be restricted in order to provide 
permanent protection to the agricultural land base and the ecological features 
and functions occurring on the landscape within the Plan area. This Plan builds 
on the Niagara Escarpment Plan and the Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan 
by encompassing those two plan areas within a broader Greenbelt Plan 
framework. The Greenbelt Plan sets out a Natural System policy framework  
comprised of a Natural Heritage System and Water Resource System, which in 
turn are comprised of key natural heritage features and key hydrologic features, 
respectively. Notably these two systems can, and do, overlap quite extensively.    

The Greenbelt Natural Heritage System broadly applies to a large geographic 
area.  However, it is not a designation in and of itself, nor is it to be entirely 
protected or restored. The Natural Heritage System functions as an overlay, with 
designations of municipal official plans applying to the same area along with the 
added constraints of the Natural Heritage System policies.  

Currently, no portions of the Greenbelt Plan extend into the City of Mississauga, 
although the Greenbelt does capture significant portions of the Town of Caledon 
and a small part of the City of Brampton in the northern part of the Region of 
Peel. Linkages to Lake Ontario are identified with green dotted lines along the 
major watercourses between the Greenbelt and the lake, but there are no formal 
policies associated with these linkages.  

The Greenbelt Plan was recently amended (January 2013) to provide the 
additional designation of Urban River Valleys to the Natural Heritage System. 
This designation is intended to include only publicly owned lands located in the 
urban river valleys extending south from the Greenbelt Plan Area towards Lake 
Ontario.  The lands within this designation, although included in the Greenbelt 
Plan, are to be governed by the applicable municipal official plan policies, but 
must have regard for the objectives of the Greenbelt Plan. 

Other Provincial Guidance Documents 
Other relevant documents include: Ontario’s Biodiversity Strategy (2011), which 
sets out a framework for engaging people, reducing threats, enhancing resilience 
and improving knowledge in relation to native biodiversity and ecosystems in the 
Province; and the Ontario Invasive Species Strategic Plan (2012) which 
highlights some of the important work that has been undertaken by stakeholders 
and members of the public, and suggests further ways these partners can help 
fight invasive species. 

 

 
Figure 11. Context map showing the Greenbelt Plan Area in the context of the 

Greater Toronto Area (from the Provincial Greenbelt Plan, 2005) 
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5.2.1 FEASIBILITY OF EXTENDING THE PROVINCIAL GREENBELT INTO 

MISSISSAUGA 
On April 28, 2010, Mississauga City Council supported the addition of public 
lands in the Credit River Valley to the Provincial Greenbelt in principle, and 
directed staff to complete a feasibility analysis. This analysis was deferred for 
about a year and identified as a task within the NH&UFS project. A 
comprehensive analysis has been provided in a separate discussion paper, 
including consideration of the new Urban River Valleys designation in the 
Greenbelt Plan.   The discussion paper was released in draft and was subject to 
consultations (with the Region, Province, local conservation authorities, adjacent 
municipalities, and interested environmental organizations) in August 2013.  

The analysis concluded that the expansion is feasible, although there are no 
clear policy-related benefits from including publicly owned lands as Urban River 
Valleys within the Greenbelt Plan (because it will not result in any greater level of 
protection of natural heritage features beyond what the City already provides 
through its Official Plan policies).  However, the analysis also recognized that 
including the lands in the Greenbelt Plan would have other benefits such as: 

 raising awareness of the role of the urban river valleys in connection to 
a larger, regional natural heritage system; 

 increasing the profile of the lands subject to the Urban River Valley 
designation in the Greenbelt Plan, and 

 providing educational and stewardship opportunities.  

In addition, pursuing this designation locally would offer an opportunity for the 
City to show leadership in being the first GTA municipality undertaking the 
Greenbelt Plan Area expansion through this new designation.  

Given all these considerations, in conjunction with the feedback received through 
the various consultations, City staff are recommending that the City 
pursue including suitable public lands within the Credit River and Etobicoke 
Creek Valleys into the Greenbelt Plan Area under the Urban River Valleys 
designation with the Region, and ultimately the Province. 

 More details are provided in the Feasibility Analysis for Expanding the Provincial 
Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga, Final Report (2013) available under 
separate cover. 

5.3 REGIONAL SCALE DIRECTION  
Region of Peel  
The Region of Peel Official Plan, recently updated through Regional Official Plan 
Amendment (ROPA) 21b, contains policies identifying three categories of natural 
heritage features and areas within its Greenlands System (see Figure 12): 
 

 Core Areas 
 Natural Areas and Corridors (NACs), and  
 Potential Natural Areas and Corridors (PNACs).   

 
Core Areas are designated in the Regional Official Plan, whereas the latter two 
categories are to be identified through the lower tier official plans, although 
specific criteria for their identification are provided (in Table 1 of ROPA 21b).  
Development and site alteration are largely prohibited in Core Areas with some 
exceptions including minor development and minor site alteration.  
 
Area municipalities (i.e., the City of Mississauga, City of Brampton and Town of 
Caledon) are required to define and incorporate the Core Areas in their Official 
Plans, and may adopt the Region’s minor permitted exceptions related to these 
features. ROPA 21b also directs area municipalities to include objectives and 
policies in their Official Plans for the protection, restoration, enhancement and 
stewardship of NACs and PNACs. Recommendations in Section 8.1 of this 
Strategy address how Mississauga can be consistent with and, where 
appropriate for the City, go beyond the Regional policy direction related to natural 
heritage and the urban forest. 
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Figure 12.  Regional Greenlands System (from the Region of Peel Official Plan, 
2013 consolidation) 

The Peel Climate Change Strategy (2011) is the strategic framework of all 
municipalities in the Region (i.e., Cities of Mississauga and Brampton, Town of 
Caledon, and Region of Peel) and conservation authorities (Credit Valley 
Conservation, Toronto and Region Conservation, Conservation Halton, 
Nottawasaga Valley Conservation Authority and Lake Simcoe Region 
Conservation Authority) within the geographic area of Peel Region. This 
document guides climate change mitigation and adaptation in the Region and, 
among other things, recognizes the importance of the urban forest in both of 
these endeavours.  The Peel Strategy directs regional partners to, on an ongoing 
basis, “undertake specific initiatives … within the urban system.”  The Region 
supports its partners in this regard and through the Peel Urban Forest Working 
Group, which includes all these partners and meets on a regular basis. 
 
The Peel Road Characterization Study (2013) explicitly supports the urban forest 
and natural heritage connectivity by ensuring that “…all [road] designs, with the 
exception of rural Roads, contain space for landscaping and street trees within 
the [right-of-way]”, including “Green Zones” between roadways and pedestrian 
zones, and identifying the need to work with utility providers to integrate trees 
where feasible without compromising safety related to overhead lines. 
 
Conservation Authorities  
Mississauga’s boundaries overlap with three conservation authorities: 
Conservation Halton, Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) and Toronto Region 
Conservation, with CVC being the authority covering the greatest area of the city. 
The conservation authorities provide a wide range of environmental services to 
the municipalities in their jurisdictions, including regulating development and site 
alteration within and adjacent to wetlands, watercourses, and hazard lands, 
including the lakeshore, under the Conservation Authorities Act (2006). The 
policies, procedures and guidelines for implementation of this regulation include 
direction on minimum buffers to different types of regulated features, as well as 
exceptions as to what types of activities may be permitted within set buffers. 
 
In addition to the regulation of the features listed above, the conservation 
authorities provide technical review and guidance to the City of Mississauga with 
respect to various natural heritage planning issues. This technical support is of 
value to the City, and recommendations made by the respective conservation 
authorities are considered in all cases.  
The conservation authorities have also: 
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Figure 13. The Green System policy Framework in the current Official Plan (2011) 

 
Section 6 of the Official Plan, called “Value the Environment”, sets out a 
framework for the City’s Green System, as illustrated in Figure 13 above.  This 
framework breaks the Green System into three distinct categories, with policies 
that apply to each: (1) the Natural Area System, (2) Natural Hazard Lands, and 
(3) Parks and Open Space Lands. It is noted that many sub-components within 
each of these categories may overlap. Section 6 also includes a set of policies 
specifically addressing the Urban Forest, but does not include this component in 
the green System framework because it cannot be readily mapped in its’ entirety 
since it encompasses all trees in the city.  
 
The City’s Natural Areas System (herein referred to as the Natural Heritage 
System) consists of four components: Natural Areas, Linkages, Special 
Management Areas, and Residential Woodlands. Natural Areas are further 

divided into three sub-categories (Significant Natural Sites, Natural Sites and 
Natural Green Spaces). It also recognizes that linkages are “necessary to 
connect natural areas to maintain biodiversity and support ecological functions”, 
(policy 6.3.1.2) and encourages connectivity, as well as the restoration of 
Linkages to become Natural Areas. 
 
Section 6 of the Official Plan also makes some connections between the Natural 
Areas System, the urban forest and opportunities to support those areas through 
the broader Green System (e.g., storm water management pond naturalization, 
sensitive management of parks), and between the protection of these 
components of the Green System and the provision of ecosystem services such 
as air quality. 
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Guiding Principles  

1. ACT NOW:  Mississauga is now almost entirely built out; and most new 
growth will be in the form of infill and intensification.  The City’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest will be under increasing pressure from 
this new growth (as well as other stressors related to urbanization and 
climate change) while they become increasingly valuable for the numerous 
ecological services they provide. An urgent and sustained commitment to 
active protection and management of these valuable assets is needed if they 
are to be sustained. 
 

2. FIRST PROTECT - THEN ENHANCE, RESTORE AND EXPAND: Woodlands, 
wetlands, grasslands and valleylands are complex ecosystems. Mature 
deciduous trees take decades, and sometimes centuries, to develop their 
broad canopies. These components of the city’s natural heritage are unique, 
precious, and not easily replaced (if they can be replaced at all). Therefore it 
is important to conserve what is most significant first, and then focus on 
enhancing, restoring and expanding.  
 

3. MAXIMIZE NATIVE BIODIVERSITY: Species native to the ecosystems of 
southern Ontario have evolved over many thousands of years, are adapted 
to the local climate and conditions, and have developed strategies and 
interrelationships to enhance their survival. There is much that is not 
understood about these species and their relationships to each other, but it 
is understood that maximizing native biodiversity is one way to build 
resilience to future climate shifts and other changes in the environment. This 
includes maximizing the diversity of both species and habitat types (i.e., 
woodlands, wetlands and grasslands) in the city. 

 
4. RECOGNIZE AND BUILD ON PAST AND CURRENT SUCCESSES: The city’s 

achievements (as described in Section 2.1) need to be recognized and used 
as a basis for moving the City forward in the next evolution of its natural 
heritage and urban forest planning. 

 
5. LEARN FROM OUR PAST AND FROM OTHERS: Mississauga is unique in many 

regards, but also shares many of the same challenges as other urban and 
urbanizing jurisdictions trying to maintain and enhance their natural heritage 
and urban forest, while still accommodating growth. The City is also 
fortunate to have its own local experts in a holistic world view – the local 

aboriginal groups. There is much to be learned from Mississauga’s aboriginal 
roots, its more recent past, and other urbanizing areas. 

 
6. VIEW THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST AS PART OF 

THE CITY’S BROADER GREEN SYSTEM: The City’s Natural Heritage System 
and urban forest are not isolated components, but rather living entities that 
are responding and adapting to their urban environment and the human 
activities that influence its form and functions. In what is, fundamentally, an 
unnatural context, creative opportunities for helping to sustain the Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest must be identified if the natural 
components are to survive, and potentially thrive.  

 
7. UNDERSTAND THE VALUE OF THE CITY’S GREEN SYSTEM AND THE 

ESSENTIAL ECOLOGICAL SERVICES IT PROVIDES: Despite our increasingly 
urban existence, humans are still part of the natural world and require the 
air, water and nutrients that the natural world provides to survive. In our 
market-based society it will be critical to find ways of recognizing, and 
valuing, the essential services nature provides. 

 
8. MAKE STEWARDSHIP ON PUBLIC AND PRIVATE LANDS PART OF DAILY 

LIVING: Part of the shift towards seeing ourselves as part of the natural 
world, and fully valuing the services nature provides, is understanding that in 
an urban environment where human influences tend to dominate, nature 
requires assistance to sustain itself. To be effective, caring for nature 
through management needs to become part of our daily existence.    

 
9. INTEGRATE CLIMATE CHANGE CONSIDERATIONS IN NATURAL HERITAGE AND 

URBAN FOREST PLANNING: Climate change is no longer a theory, but a well-
established reality. Although there is much uncertainty in the nature and 
extent of the anticipated changes, planning must start to build in greater 
resilience to hotter summers, warmer winters, and more frequent and severe 
weather events.  

  
10. PROTECT, ENHANCE, RESTORE, AND IMPROVE NATURAL CONNECTIONS: 

Maintaining and improving natural connections is key to supporting the 
ecological functions of Natural Heritage Systems, and although it is 
challenging in an urban setting, it needs to be considered and pursued at 
local, watershed and regional scales.  
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7 NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM (NHS) AND URBAN 

FOREST (UF) TARGETS  
Indicators and targets are recognized as useful tools in measuring performance 
in relation to established objectives. The Mississauga Strategic Plan (2009) 
identifies “hectares of natural areas” as an indicator for the natural environment. 
The Living Green Master Plan (LGMP) (2012) builds on this direction and sets 
out three indicators to measure the City’s environmental performance with 
respect to the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest, as follows: 
 

 Indicator 6: Natural area proximity (i.e., to neighbourhoods) 
 Indicator 8: Tree canopy intensity (i.e., % tree canopy cover City-wide)  
 Indicator 9: Natural Heritage System coverage (% area of Natural 

Heritage System City-wide) 
 
This Strategy further builds on the direction provided in these two City plans, and 
in response to this direction, has developed six targets (three for the Natural 
Heritage System and three for the Urban Forest) to measure progress in over the 
next 20 years (from 2014 to 2033).  
 
These targets have been developed based on: 
 

 consideration for direction from higher level City studies, as well as 
guidance from urban forest studies for the City of Mississauga and 
Region of Peel  

 sound understanding of the extent and condition of the current Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest in Mississauga 

 the understanding that Mississauga is an urbanized jurisdiction that will 
continue to experience population growth and intensification over the 
next 20 years and beyond 

 recognition of the many challenges, as well as the opportunities, for 
sustaining, enhancing and expanding these assets in an urban context 

 recognition of the value of the ecosystem services provided by the 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, and the need to increase the 
provision of these services to maintain a high quality of life in this city, 
and 

 input from City staff from various departments, the project Core Working 
Team, and the project steering committee. 

All of the key targets established for the Natural Heritage System (NHS) and 
Urban Forest (UF) through this Strategy (see Table 2) are intended to be achieved 
over the 20 year period of this Strategy (i.e., by 2033). Additional targets related 
to more comprehensive monitoring of the status of the Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest are provided in the Monitoring Framework found in Appendix A 
to the UFMP. 

 
 
Differentiating Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest targets 
 
The City’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest share the significant 
wooded natural areas in the city, but for the purposes of target setting need to 
be viewed distinctly.  The City’s Natural Heritage System includes all Significant 
Natural Areas as well as identified Residential Woodlands, Linkages and Special 
Management Areas. Although many of these areas are wooded, the NHS also 
includes un-treed features such as open water, marshes, and meadows. 
Although these areas may undergo some management (e.g., to enhance their 
ecological functions or to remove potential hazards), they are not maintained as 
manicured landscapes. 
 
The Urban Forest includes all trees in Mississauga, both inside and outside the 
NHS. While wooded areas within the NHS should be managed with ecological 
considerations in mind, as well as considerations for human safety (especially 
where these features are open to the public). Trees outside of natural areas tend 
to be managed more intensively as individuals with arboricultural considerations 
(e.g., structure, condition) in mind. 
 
Consequently, there is some overlap between the Natural Heritage System and 
Urban Forest area calculations and targets because the NHS area target include 
all Natural Heritage System components – including those that are wooded - 
while the Urban Forest canopy cover target includes all wooded areas in the 
Natural Heritage System plus all the other tree cover in the city (e.g., in 
manicured parks, yards, school grounds, etc.). 
 
The targets that speak to “quality” are more distinct because the Natural 
Heritage System “quality” target focuses on the condition and diversity of Natural 
Areas within the Natural Heritage System (wooded and otherwise), while the 
Urban Forest “quality” targets focus on the condition and diversity of City street 
and park trees (outside of the NHS). Trees outside the Natural Heritage System 
on private lands have been largely excluded from these Urban Forest targets 
because the City has no way of collecting baseline or subsequent assessment 
data on these trees. 
 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 42  
 
City-wide tree canopy (LGMP Indicator 8) and proportion of the City within the 
Natural Heritage System (LGMP Indicator 9) are both indicators for which the City 
has baseline data, and which can be assessed on a regular basis with the 
available tools and at a reasonable cost. These indicators have been carried 
forward to targets #1 and #4 shown in Table 2.   

Natural Area proximity (LGMP Indicator 6) is more of a challenge to address. 
Given the benefits of nature in urban areas (see Section 4), it would be beneficial 
if Natural Areas were more accessible to residents in all parts of the City. 
Unfortunately this has not been a primary planning consideration in the past, and 
is very difficult to change now that the city is built-out. Although it is possible to 
re-create some native ecosystems, there are few, if any, opportunities to 
undertake restorations substantial enough to meet criteria for inclusion in the 
Natural Heritage System.  Therefore no target has been developed for this 
specific indicator. However, the provision of ecosystem services by the Urban 
Forest can be more readily extended to all parts of Mississauga through the 
establishment and growth of large-stature trees, and is included as one of the 
targets for the Urban Forest (#6 – Urban Forest Canopy Distribution). 
 
The provision of some type of natural elements in green spaces more evenly 
distributed across the City can be addressed through (a) the naturalization of 
portions of public parks and open spaces not needed for active uses, and (b) the 
priority integration of trees, ideally species that can mature to large-canopied 
specimens, into parts of the City where there are lower levels of canopy and/or 
relatively few or no public Natural Areas (per Target #6).  
 

7.1 NATURAL HERITAGE TARGETS DISCUSSION 
Setting natural heritage targets in urban environments is challenging, and 
available guidelines for establishing ecologically-based targets (e.g., How Much 
Habitat is Enough? 3rd Edition) are difficult to apply in urban settings, although 
many of the landscape ecology principles established in the scientific and 
technical literature are still relevant and can help guide target setting. 
Furthermore, guidance from the project Steering Committee was that the targets 
should be achievable but also science-based, and so the targets have been 
developed, to the extent possible, with ecological considerations in mind as well 
as the realities of the urbanized context of Mississauga.  The timelines set for 
these targets are within the 20 year framework for this Strategy. 

Table 2. Recommended Natural Heritage System (NHS) and Urban Forest (UF) 
targets for 2033 
Target Type  Current Status Recommended Target 
1. NHS Size 9.5% of the City 12% to 14% of the City  
2. NHS 

Connectivity  
a. 62% of the 

watercourses have 
vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 80%  of Significant 
Natural Areas are 
linked through the NHS 
and Green System  

a. 75% of the watercourses 
have vegetation for at least 
30 m on either side 

b. 85% of Significant Natural 
Areas are linked through the 
NHS or other Green System 
components 

3. NHS Quality a. Overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across 
the city is variable 
among sites sampled 

b. Conservation 
Management Plans 
have been completed 
for a few Significant 
Natural Areas 

a. Substantially improve 
overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across the 
city using 2013 as a 
baseline  

b. Conservation Management 
Plans developed and in 
effect for all high priority 
publicly-owned Significant 
Natural Areas 

4. UF Canopy 
Cover  

approximately 15% 15% to 20%  

5. UF Quality 
(of City 
Street and 
Park Trees) 

a. Current City tree 
inventory is not up to 
date, or 
comprehensive 

b.  Six species account 
40% of the City’s 
street and park trees 

c. Invasive species 
account for more than 
15% of the City’s street 
and park trees 

a. The  city tree inventory is 
comprehensive, up to date, 
and actively maintained 

b. No tree species represents 
5% of the tree population 
City-wide or 20% on a 
given street 

c. Invasive tree species 
represent less than 8% of 
the street and park tree 
population  

6. UF Canopy 
Distribution 

 

Current canopy cover 
distribution in the city is 
very uneven (although 
analyses by land use have 
yet to be done) 

Canopy cover meets or exceeds 
15% (the current city-wide 
average) in at least 95% of the 
City’s residential areas and in 
50% to 75% of the city’s other 
land uses use categories 

* Data Source: City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) and subsequent analyses 
by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group. 
** Data are collected and analyzed by the conservation authorities. 
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3. Quality of the Natural Heritage System: Within urban areas the two factors that 
most impair the quality of natural areas are infestations of invasive species and 
uses that are either excessive or inappropriate (e.g., use of dirt bikes), although 
these areas are also impacted by a host of other urban-related and climate 
change stressors.   
 
Both Credit Valley Conservation and Toronto Region Conservation have programs 
to collect and assess data from representative aquatic and terrestrial sites 
across the city. These programs measure the status of key parameters (e.g., fish 
and benthic populations, extent of riparian vegetation, bird species composition, 
plant species composition, vegetative structure) that provide useful indicators of 
the status of various natural areas and systems. These data are then assessed 
and summarized in monitoring reports or bulletins that can be used by the City to 
measure changes in the quality of its natural areas. The conservation authorities 
have indicated their willingness to share this information with the City. 
 
Although not all sources of impact can be readily addressed, major invasive plant 
species infestations and management of human-use are two important sources 
of impacts that can be readily addressed through management.  Therefore it is 
recommended that Conservation Management Plans 36  (Strategy 13) be 
developed for most or all publicly-owned Significant Natural Areas in the city.   
 
The Future Directions: Parks and Natural Areas Master Plan (2009) report 
contains a similar recommendation (#53) and notes that since many Natural 
Areas are also woodlands, management plans need to address woodland-
specific issues.  It is stressed that to be achievable, these plans should be 
concise documents that focus on priority operational requirements, and build on 
the site-specific data already collected as part of the Natural Areas Surveys and 
ongoing monitoring studies and reports being undertaken by Credit Valley 
Conservation in a number of these areas.  

 

                                                            
36 Note that these are also referred to as “Conservation Plans” in the 1995 NAS and 2009 
Future Directions reports.  

7.2 URBAN FOREST TARGETS DISCUSSION 
Like the Natural Heritage System targets, the Urban Forest targets presented in 
Table 2 are considered achievable within the established 20 year timeframe for 
this Strategy, barring unforeseen circumstances and assuming the full range of 
Urban Forest-related Strategies in Section 8 (and supporting Actions 
recommended through the UFMP) are implemented.  

4. Urban Forest Canopy Cover: The most common measure associated with the 
Urban Forest is canopy cover. This measure is useful for illustrating changes in 
the extent and distribution of mature tree cover in a given area, but provides a 
more complete picture when considered in combination with data on the 
composition, structure and health of the Urban Forest.   

 

Figure 14. Existing tree canopy cover by small geographic units in Mississauga 
(City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study 2011) 
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Work completed by the Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group using 2011 
aerial imagery and GIS-based analyses confirms that Mississauga’s canopy cover 
is about 15%, and his highly variable in different portions of the city (as 
illustrated in Figure 14).   

American Forests37 have suggested that a canopy cover target of 40% is optimal 
for sustainability, however this target is difficult to achieve in many urban 
jurisdictions, and requires ingenuity and resources to overcome the challenges 
that all urban sectors face, such as competing goals for limited space. 
Consequently, some municipalities in southern Ontario have either decided to 
set targets that are more realistic in relation to what they have, and what they 
could have, or not to set canopy cover targets at all.  

In reality, increasing canopy cover in an urban area is more challenging than 
might be expected. For example, analyses done for the Town of Oakville’s Urban 
Forest Management Plan (2008) estimated that increasing tree planting efforts 
by 10% per year would increase canopy cover from 29.1% to 29.6% over a period 
of about 30 years, assuming relatively low mortality rates. Real considerations 
and challenges to increasing canopy cover include: natural tree mortality; loss of 
trees to pests, diseases and storm events; climate change stressors; the need to 
accommodate ongoing development, and associated servicing; and realities that 
limit the amount of resources that can be directed to urban forest activities.  

As a result of these considerations, and taking into account available canopy 
cover data, as well as for Mississauga’s current and anticipated land use context 
over the next 20 years, a city-wide canopy cover target of 15% to 20% has been 
recommended for the next 20 years (to 2033). A higher, more optimal, target 
should be considered for the following 20 year period. 

It is also important to understand that canopy cover estimates have different 
levels of accuracy depending on the methods and tools used. Therefore, 
estimates of canopy cover should be understood to truly be estimates, and 
comparisons between municipalities should not necessarily be viewed as “apple 
for apple” comparisons. 

 

                                                            
37  American Forests is a non-profit conservation organization and advocacy group 
committed to protecting and restoring forests in the United States. 

 
Why is Mississauga’s Canopy Cover Target only 15% to 20%? 
 
A conservative canopy cover target of 15% to 20% for 2033 has been identified 
to reflect the fact that it will be a significant challenge just to maintain the 
existing canopy cover over the next 20 years. The City and its partners are 
already working to sustain and expand canopy cover through various initiatives 
(described in the UFMP). However, even with these efforts, a target of 15% to 
20% is considered realistic for the following reasons:  
 
• Emerald ash borer, a pest that kills almost all ash trees, is established in 

Mississauga and will peak over the next few years resulting in the loss of 
most of the City’s ash (more than 10% of the city’s canopy cover). 

• Many lands in the City are already zoned for uses that permit some type 
of development. Although the City works with proponents to avoid and 
minimize the removal of trees, and replace them on-site were possible, 
some trees are typically removed as part of this process.      

• The City is responsible for ensuring that existing and approved 
development has adequate servicing (e.g., roads, water mains, etc.). The 
improvement or expansion of existing services, or installation of new 
services, can also result in the removal of trees, although the City tries 
to ensure these are replaced on-site to the extent possible.   

• Trees are removed for human safety reasons as they decline as part of 
their natural life cycle or become hazards due to severe damage 
inflicted by storm events, pest infestations, or human activities. This 
results in the removal of 1500 to 2000 trees annually. 

• The majority of the City’s trees are relatively small (e.g., 15 cm diameter 
or less) and will not begin to start contributing substantially to canopy 
cover for at least 10 to 20 years. 

• Although urban forestry practices have improved immensely over the 
past decade or so, in the past, many trees were planted in sub-optimal 
conditions. As a result, some of these trees will need to be removed and 
replaced, and in improved growing conditions, before they can 
contribute significantly to the City’s future Urban Forest canopy. 

• Most trees planted over the next 20 years will not begin to significantly 
contribute to canopy cover until the following 20 year period. 

• Trees that are planted, even in good soils with ample below and above 
ground space, can perish if not adequately maintained, especially if they 
are exposed to extended periods of droughts. This will continue to be a 
challenge for the City, and all those planting trees in the city, under the 
new reality of climate change. 
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5. Urban Forest Quality (of Street and Park Trees): The City currently has an 
inventory of its street trees that is useful, but not completely up to date, and 
excludes most park trees.  Tree health and safety can only be optimized if 
inventories of these assets are current, and if appropriate management is 
undertaken proactively. Therefore, having a current street and park tree 
inventory that is tied into a well-managed maintenance program is one of the 
best, and most cost-effective ways, way to ensure the City’s trees are kept in a 
healthy condition for as long as possible. 

Currently, diversity estimates by leaf area show that sugar maple comprises 12% 
of the Urban Forest population, Norway maple 8%, green ash 8%, and Manitoba 
maple and white ash each about 7%. This relatively low species diversity 
increases vulnerability of the Urban Forest to pests or diseases, such as emerald 
ash borer. Improving tree species diversity will improve the Urban Forest’s 
resilience to a wide range of stressors.  The targets set out in Table 2 are drawn 
from the urban forestry literature38 and should be achievable in most settings if 
the full range of non-invasive tree species suited to Mississauga’s climate and 
growing conditions are considered. While species native to eastern North 
America are generally preferred, in some locations other non-invasive species 
may be more suitable. 

An important aspect of tree species diversity is the proportion of highly invasive 
tree species, which is currently estimated at more than 15% of the City’s street 
and park trees. Invasive tree species like Norway maple have been planted in 
Mississauga, and elsewhere, for many years because they are relatively tolerant 
to many of the stressors associated with street tree life. However, as discussed 
throughout this Strategy, the street trees do not exist in isolation from the natural 
areas, and the abundant seeds from these trees spread to places where they 
out-compete the native vegetation and disrupt ecosystem processes. Many 
“weedy” tree species are also more prone to structural problems as they mature, 
resulting in increased risk and maintenance costs.  

Despite these issues, invasive trees still provide important ecosystem services 
(e.g., air pollution removal, shade), and so the recommended approach is one of 
gradual replacement of City street and park trees with non-invasive species as 
trees are removed as part of planning or maintenance. This work will primarily be 
undertaken by City staff, who will also assess change through the City’s tree 

                                                            
38 F. S. Santamour. 1983. Woody plant succession in the urban forest: filling cracks and 
crevices. Journal of Arboriculture 9: 267-270. 

inventory. A reduction in the proportion of invasive street and park trees of 7% 
over 20 years is considered feasible. 

6. Urban Forest Canopy Cover Distribution: Currently the canopy cover 
distribution in Mississauga is very uneven (see Figure 15). For example, sub-
watersheds in the western part of the city and along the lakeshore have average 
canopy covers ranging between 15% and 58%, while those in the eastern part of 
the city and away from the lakeshore, have canopy covers ranging between 1% 
and 14%. Some of this unevenness is a result of the history of development in 
Mississauga (e.g., older residential neighbourhoods, particularly those with large 
lots, tend to have higher canopy coverage than newer neighbourhoods with 
smaller lots) and some of it reflects constraints outside the City’s control (e.g., 
extensive tree cover is not permitted within the Pearson airport lands due to 
safety reasons). 
 
None-the-less, having a more evenly distributed canopy across the city, and 
particularly across all residential areas, was recognized as an important objective 
warranting a target. After much discussion, land use types were identified as the 
best measure for assessing relative cover in different parts of the City. This 
assessment will ultimately be done by City staff. 
 
In 2014 the Region of Peel will be launching a unique tree planting prioritization 
study that incorporates a range of environmental, human health and social 
considerations, including receipt of fewer ecosystem services because of lower 
levels of canopy in a given area. This study, to be undertaken in partnership with 
the City of Mississauga, other area municipalities, and the local conservation 
authorities, will be an excellent opportunity to develop a transparent, practical 
and progressive framework identifying tree planting priorities within the City.  
 
The City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011), authored by Toronto Region 
Conservation, identified uneven canopy cover distribution as an issue, and 
developed a preliminary Priority Planting Index for the City (as shown in Figure 
14) based primarily on consideration for areas of low canopy cover and higher 
population densities. Preliminary priorities for tree planting are circled in red. 
This is an example of the kind of information that will be considered, in 
conjunction with other data and input from City staff and key stakeholders, to 
develop and implement Urban Forest expansion   (per Strategy #13) in a way that 
improves the overall distribution of canopy cover and targets areas where it 
provides the most benefits.  
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Figure 15. Conceptual Priority Planting Index mapping developed by the Peel 
Urban Forest Working Group (from City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study, 

2011) 
 
 

7.3 BEYOND TARGETS: LOOKING AT THE BIGGER PICTURE 
 
The Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest targets (as set out in Table 2) 
provide one way to measure the success of this Strategy, but they do not provide 
a comprehensive picture of how the City is progressing in terms of its overall 
management of natural heritage and urban forest resources, or the extent to 
which the community and stakeholders have become more fully engaged in 
caring for these assets throughout the city.  
 
As described in Strategy #26, the recommended review and monitoring for 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest includes two 
components: 
 
1. a review and update of a “made for Mississauga” criteria and indicators 

based monitoring framework, and 
2. a review of the status, timing and anticipated budgetary requirements of 

each Strategy in this NH&UFS (and the supporting  UFMP Actions). 

The recommended criteria and indicators framework 39  provides for a more 
comprehensive evaluation of: (1) the state of the Natural Heritage System and 
Urban Forest, (2) the state of municipal planning and management (including 
operations), and (3) the level of community engagement partnerships as they 
relate to the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest.  
 
This monitoring framework is provided in Appendix A of the UFMP. 
 

  

                                                            
39 Based on a model developed by Kenney, W.A., van Wassenaer, P.J. and A. Satel. 2011. 
Criteria and Indicators for Strategic Urban Forest Planning and Management. Arboriculture 
& Urban Forestry, Volume 37, Number 3 April 2011 pp 108-117. 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 

8 BIG
The deve
response
Urban F
pressures
change-in
increasin
compoun
spaces. 
 
 
In a rece
access to
spaces im
46% of re
previous 

 
Ironically
and natu
ecosystem
 
Key chal
Forest inc
 

 

 

 

 

 

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

G PICTURE C
elopment and imp
e to a range of cha
Forest. While re
s on existing tre
nduced drought s
g pressures on n

nded by the incre

ent survey of Can
o green spaces a h
mproves their wo
espondents repor
 three months, and

, as these challen
ural area will be
m services they pr

llenges faced by 
clude: 

instilling a new
system” 
trying to mainta
landscape 
reconciling natu
to accommodate
building resilien
context of uncer
getting the entir
for the Natural H
and green infras

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

HALLENGES A
lementation of thi
allenges facing the
development an

ees and natural 
stress and invasi
natural systems a
easing disconnect

nadian household
human right, and 
rk performance a

rted they had only
d 22% reported th

Husqvarna

nges mount, the b
ecome increasing
rovide (see Section

 Mississauga’s N

w mind-set of the

ain and enhance 

ural heritage and u
e continued growt
nce to climate c
rtainty 
re community to b
Heritage System, U
structure  around t

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

AND OPPORT
s NH&UFS in Miss
e City’s Natural H
d intensification 
areas, challenges
ve pests and pa
and features. The
tedness between 

ds, 83% of respo
many acknowledg

and reduces stres
y visited a park or
hey had never visit
a’s 2013 Global Gr

benefits provided 
gly valuable for t
n 4).  

Natural Heritage S

e “total landscape

ecological conne

urban forest objec
th 
change and relat

become more fully
Urban Forest and 
them  

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

TUNITIES  
sissauga is a time
eritage System an
 place increasin
s such as climat

athogens will plac
ese challenges a
 people and gree

ondents considere
ged access to gree
ss, and yet 34% t
r forest once in th
ted a forest. 
reen Spaces Repo

by each urban tre
the wide range 

System and Urba

e as a life-suppo

ectivity in a built-u

ctives with the nee

ted stressors in 

y engaged in carin
other green space

& U F S )   
          

ely 
nd 
ng 
te 
ce 
re 
en 

ed 
en 
to 
he 

ort 
 

ee 
of 

an 

ort 

up 

ed 

a 

ng 
es 




 
These 
followin
unless 
pursued
valuabl
 

 

 building on an
to increase lev
Strategies, and

 the need for s

challenges, and 
ng sections.  As M
these challenges
d, the city risks 
e Natural Heritage

  

nd expanding part
vels of support an
d 
ustained manage

opportunities rel
ississauga shifts i
, and related opp
irretrievably deg

e System and Urba

  

tnerships with all 
nd facilitate imple

ment commitmen

lated to them, a
into a period of int

portunities, are ac
grading and/or lo
an Forest which re

P a g e  | 49 

levels of governm
ementation of vari

ts. 

are discussed in 
tensification and i

ctively addressed 
osing portions of 
emain. 

 

 

ment 
ious 

the 
infill 
and 
the 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
8.1 I

S
Humans, 
taking a 
people, o
requires c
 
A princip
need to p
a city-wid
the entire
compone

Many as
System a
other priv
roads (e.
neighbou
opportun
elements
rare wild
their hom
chimneys
buildings

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

INSTILLING A NE
SUPPORT SYSTEM
 by nature, like t
 holistic, systems
or to organizations
cross-disciplinary 

al theme that has
protect and manag
de landscape conte
e city landscape, 

ents of the Green S

pects of city pla
and the Urban Fore
vate and public la
.g., provision of u

urhoods, as well 
ities to integrate n

s are given due co
life), have adapte

me (e.g., Chimney S
s, and Barn Swall
). 

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

EW MIND-SET: T
M 
to compartmenta
s-based approach
s. However, natur
and cross-departm

s emerged from c
ge Natural Heritag
ext. Natural areas
and be recognize

System (see Figure

nning and manag
est, as do the acti
andowners across
underpasses or tr
 as commercial 
natural spaces and
nsideration. In som

ed to make eleme
Swifts, who as the
ows, who – not s

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

THE TOTAL LAND

lize. Working acro
h does not come
re is inextricably i
mental thinking.   

consultations for 
ge System and Urb
 and trees need to

ed as having relat
e 1).    

gement affect th
vities of residents

s the city. The des
raffic calming at 

and industrial 
d trees into the ur
me cases, wildlife
ents of the city’s 

eir name suggests
surprisingly – freq

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

SCAPE AS A LIF

oss disciplines an
e naturally to mo
interconnected an

this Strategy is th
ban Forest assets 
o be seen as part 
tionships with oth

 
e Natural Heritag

s and the numerou
sign and location 
key locations) an
areas, all prese

rban setting if thes
, (occasionally eve
 grey infrastructu
 nest in abandone

quently nest in ou

& U F S )   
          

E-

nd 
ost 
nd 

he 
in 
of 
er 

ge 
us 
of 

nd 
nt 
se 
en  
re 
ed 
ut-

Protect
key to 
opportu
 










 
Recent 
 





reflectin
becaus

T

 
 

            
40 Notab
does not
 
41 These
Strategy

 

ing and enhancing
having a health

unities include40: 

naturalization o
open spaces not
encouraging (an
water run-off and
integrating tree
sidewalks, or b
adequate soil vo
integrating green
improving riparia
storm flows) ass
 

 research on ecos

forests in urban
rural areas were
wetlands in urba
wetlands in rura
 

ng the greater valu
e more people live

Troy, A. and K. Bag

                              
bly the City already c
t necessarily require

e measures are alre
y which has been un

  

g the City’s Natura
hy ecosystem and

of storm water m
t needed for active
nd where possible
d providing enhan
ed and/or vege
boulevards with c
olumes and moistu
n roofs and use of
an habitat (where 
sociated with wate

system services in 

n areas at $25,843
e valued at $4,443
an areas at $161
al areas were valu

ue attributed to na
e there.   

gstad. 2009.  Estim
So

 

                 
considers many of t
e them. 

eady being considere
nderway since 2009

  

al Heritage System
d a healthy com

management facili
e use 
e requiring) at-sou
nced on-site infiltra
etated landscape
continuous trench
ure to promote hea
f bird friendly build
 it does not conflic

ercourses and wetl

 southern Ontario 

3/ha ($10,458/ac
3/ha ($1,798/acr
,420/ha ($65,324
ed at $15,171/ha

atural areas in urb

mation of Ecosyste
uthern Ontario. Pr

hese measures in p

ed as part of the Cit
. 

P a g e  | 50 

m and Urban Fores
munity. Examples

ities and portions

urce control of st
ation 
es in parking l
hes that provide 
althy tree growth 
ding designs41, and
ct with conveyanc
lands. 

 valued: 

cre) while forests 
re), and 
4/acre) while 
a ($6,140/acre), 

ban centres simply

em Service Values
repared for the OM

planning and design

ty’s Green Developm

 

st is 
s of 

s of 

orm 

lots, 
 for 

d 
e of 

in 

y 

s for 
MNR 

 

, but 

ment 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
A good e
principle,
property t
imperme
imperme
water run
 
Embracin
environm
achieve s

 
8.2 I

Providing
areas in 
natural h
 
Mississau
cleared f
habitat d
salamand
city is ad
urban-ad
narrow, u
on the ad
opossum
are not h
patches t
for feedin
critical.  
stream 
inhospita
infrastruc
inhabit th
 
In genera
more spe
“maximiz
unrealisti

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

example of how th
, for City staff to sh
taxes to a dedicat
able surface on p
able surface area

noff.  

ng this new mind-s
mental issues in or
sustainable growth

IMPROVING NATU
g connections amo
adjacent municip
eritage in built-up

uga has been urb
for agriculture. As
isappeared from t
der and several f

dapted to, or toler
apted wildlife (wh

urban green corrid
djacent tableland.
 and coyote are a
hindered by the s
that are not too d
ng and dispersal, e
Although most fis
barriers (e.g., ra

able habitat (e.g.,
cture thus poses 
he city. 

al, the more conn
ecies can be main
zing biodiversity”.
ic to pursue the

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

he City is trying to 
hift the funding of
ted storm water ra
properties to enc
a and implement 

set will require a h
rder to deliver a h
h and economic pr

RAL HERITAGE SY
ong natural areas 
palities, is one of t
, urban landscape

anizing for over 5
s a result, wildlife
the city long ago. W
rog species), the 
rant of urban con
hich principally re
ors to access feed
. Other mid-sized 
also well-adapted 
same barriers, th

distant from each 
especially during m
sh species can m
aised culverts, w
, open concrete 
 significant barrie

nections that can 
ntained in the city
 However, given

e establishment 

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

 shift in this direc
f the City’s storm w
ate that will be re
ourage land owne
 measures to bet

higher priority be g
high level of comm
rosperity.   

YSTEM CONNECT
within the city, an
the biggest challe

es.   

0 years, and prior
e that requires u
With a few except
wildlife that curre
ditions.  White-tai
side in the city’s 
ding areas (often r
mammals such a
to urban landsca
ey may still need
other (i.e., steppin

migration when res
move up and dow
weirs, dams, etc
channels) inhibit 

ers to many spec

be made ecologic
y, thus responding
n Mississauga’s 
of new connecti

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

ction is approval, 
water program fro
lated to the area 
ers to reduce the
tter manage stor

given to  addressin
munity services an

IVITY  
d beyond to natur

enges for improvin

r to that was large
undisturbed natur
ions (e.g., Jefferso
ently resides in th
iled deer and oth
 valleys), will utiliz
residential garden
as racoons, skunk
pes. Although bird

d to access habit
ng stones linkage
sting and feeding 
n watercourses, i
c.) or reaches 
 movement. Urba
cies of wildlife th

cally functional, th
g to the principle 
urban form, it 
ons that are tru

& U F S )   
          

in 
m 
of 

eir 
m 

ng  
nd 

ral 
ng 

ely 
ral 
on 
he 
er 
ze 
s) 

ks, 
ds 
at 

es) 
 is 
n-
of 

an 
at 

he 
of 
is 

uly 

ecologic
city’s pr
a relativ
while ad
 
Outside
more w
policies
more fo
existing
gardens
the City
through
ecologic
compro
System
specific
facilitat
small 
warrant
 
Beyond
there 
potentia
connec
to cons
are co
Credit 
Creek 
Brampt
Mimico
from 
Mississ
in Toro
Lake 
provide
betwee
and to 

 

cal and meet the
rimary linkages (e
vely high level of 
dequate for urban

e the Natural Heri
widespread conne
s and language in 
ormally recognize
g uses (active spo
s, school play are
y’s responsibility 

h naturalization an
cal functions) sh

omise the primary
.  Other opportu

cally the integrat
te amphibian a

movement w
ted.  

d the City bound
are existing 

al natural he
tions in all direc

sider: to the north 
onnections along

River and Etob
watersheds 

ton; to the east
 Creek watershed
Brampton, th

sauga, to the lake
onto; to the sout

Ontario sho
es a riparian lin
n Toronto and Oa
 the west the Jo

  

e requirements of
e.g., along the maj
 ecological functio
n wildlife, are not i

itage System, the 
ections (see Map
 the City’s Official 

ed and enhanced,
rts fields, cemete

eas, etc.) all of wh
to service delive

nd/or tree planting
hould occur whe
y function of the
nities include the
ion of passages 

and/or 
where 

daries, 
and 

eritage 
ctions 
 there 
g the 
bicoke 

into 
st the 
d runs 
rough 

eshore 
th the 
oreline 
nkage 
kville; 
oshua 

  

f all plants and w
jor river corridors)
on, but most othe
deal from an ecolo

 City’s existing Gr
 2). Although ac
 Plan (2011), this 
, while still recog
ries, manicured p
hich need to be m
ery. Enhancement
g (which generally
ere it is approp
e various types o
e consideration o
 such as culverts

P a g e  | 51 

wildlife.  Some of 
) (see Map 1) sup

er linkages in the 
ogical perspective

reen System provi
knowledged in so
 function needs to

gnizing that there 
picnic areas, botan
maintained as par
t of linkage func
y also enhances ot
priate and does 
of uses in the Gr
of eco-passages, 
s beneath roads

 

 the 
port 
city, 

e.   

ides 
ome 
o be 
 are 
nical 
rt of 
ction 
ther 
not 

reen 
and 
, to 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
Creek an
respectiv
Plan area
Moraine)
 
Recogniti
key to su
and the U
not recog
be effect
 

8.3 B
W

Mississau
years, as
diversity, 
existing g
make pre
integratio
and more

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

nd Sixteen Mile 
vely. Further north
a (that includes po
. 

ion of these conne
upporting the heal
Urban Forest in th
gnize political boun
ive. 

BALANCING NATU
WITH URBANIZATI
uga’s population i
s are the populat
 ideas and oppo
green and grey i
eservation of exist
on of new green 
e important. 

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

Creek watersheds
, in Caledon and 
ortions of the Niag

ections that are ex
th and resilience 

he city, as these s
ndaries and must 

URAL HERITAGE 
ON, INFILL AND I
s forecast to grow

tions of adjacent 
rtunities to the c
nfrastructure. Inte
ting trees and nat
spaces into deve

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

s extends into O
northern Brampto

gara Escarpment a

xternal, but close, 
of both the Natur

systems, and the t
 be managed in a 

AND URBAN FO
NTENSIFICATION  

w substantially ove
municipalities. N

city, but also put
ensification and 
tural areas (includ

eloped landscapes

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

Oakville and Milto
on, is the Greenbe
and the Oak Ridge

 to Mississauga a
ral Heritage Syste
threats to them, d
 coordinated way t

OREST OBJECTIVE
 
er the next 20 to 4
ew residents brin

t more demand o
redevelopment w
ding wetlands), an
s more challengin

& U F S )   
          

on 
elt 
es 

re 
m 

do 
to 

ES 

40 
ng 
on 

will 
nd 
ng 

Mississ
largely 
1996, a
enhanc
building
for natu
 
Althoug
maintai
commit
Mississ
 







 
The Cit
manage
assets 
adverse
services
 

 

sauga has been fa
through the creat
as well as throug

ce and manage th
g its urban forestr
ural heritage asset

gh there are curren
in the City’s Natur
tment from the C
sauga, will be requ

a more integrat
that considers th
infrastructure, 
infrastructure in 
a willingness to
including activit
industrial land o
appropriate),  an
sustained resou
proactive manag

ty is at a critica
ement and engage
is fully recognized

ely affected as a 
s provided by thes

  

airly proactive in th
tion and impleme
gh the implement
hose features. Ov
ry program. Howe
ts must be shared

ntly substantial po
ral Heritage Syste
ity, and from the 

uired that includes

ted and coordinat
he city’s green infr
and looks for 
 all projects 

o engage the full 
ties such as enc
owners to naturaliz
nd  
urce allocations to
gement of the City

al juncture in its 
ement for Natural
d as a top priorit
 result of the gra
se assets to the co

 

  

he identification o
entation of its Nat
tation of programs
ver the past deca

ever, as in any urb
d with other priorit

olicy and programm
em and Urban Fore
 community and o
s:  

ted approach to 
rastructure to be a

opportunities t

 range of stakeho
ouraging resident
ze part or all of  th

o support these 
y’s “green” assets.

 growth where, u
 Heritage System 

ty, the quality of l
adual loss of the
ommunity. 

P a g e  | 52 

of its natural herita
tural Areas System
s to acquire, rest
ade it has also b
ban centre, resour
ies.  

ming commitment
est, a greater leve
other stakeholder

growth managem
as valuable as its g
to maximize gr

olders more activ
tial, commercial 
heir properties (wh

initiatives, and m
 

unless the plann
 and the Urban Fo
life in the city wil

e valuable ecosys

 

age, 
m in 
tore, 
been 
rces 

ts to 
el of 
rs in 

ment 
grey 
reen 

vely, 
and 

here 

more 

ning, 
rest 
l be 
tem 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
8.4 B

Climate c
(Peel Clim
world. Al
impact t
southern 
frequent 
 
There is 
on popul
will in tur
extinction
adapted 
to date r
periods o
urbanized
compoun
 
However,
heritage 
more res
change o
many of 
include: 
 
 plant

inclu
(e.g.,

 prote
spec

 minim
spec

                
42 Current 
Strategy a
Adaptation
 
43 The Pee
“implemen
 

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

BUILDING RESILIE
change is docum
mate Change Str
though there is 
he environment, 
 Ontario there w
 intense rain (or sn

also uncertainty a
ations of plants a
rn affect people. A
n of some specie
to slightly warmer

remained “south o
of drought comb
d communities s

nded by the extent

, this challenge p
and urban forest

silient to climate c
on the Natural Her

the strategies ide

ting a greater dive
ding those consid
, Carolinian zone s
ecting and enhan
ies movement and
mizing further exp
ies, or pests and d

                              
 information and d

and Action Plan 201
n Resources (OCCIA

el Climate Change S
nting best practices 

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

ENCE TO CLIMATE
ented as having 
rategy 2011), els
uncertainty aroun
there is a high 

will be warmer w
now) events.  

about the cumula
and wildlife, and e
Anticipated impact
es, more opportun
r climates) – inclu
of the border”, an
ined with periods
uch as Mississau

t of paved and unv

presents an oppor
t management ap
change43.  Strateg
itage System and 

entified in this doc

ersity of plant spec
dered better adap
species) 
ncing natural are
d adaptation 
ansion of non-clim
diseases, and 

              
irection is available

11-2014 and on the
R) website at http://

Strategy (2011) incl
 related to urban for

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

E CHANGE AND OT
measurable impa
ewhere in Ontari
nd how exactly c
level of scientifi

winters, hotter su

ative impact these
ecosystems, and h
ts include: change
nities for species 
uding pests and pa
nd stress associat
s of sudden, inte
uga, these effect
vegetated surfaces

rtunity to embrac
pproaches, which 
gies to manage the
 Urban Forest are 
cument (Section 9

cies native to east
pted to warmer a

ea connectivity t

mate stressors suc

e in Climate Ready: 
e Ontario Centre for 
/www.climateontario

udes an action that
restry” as a proactive

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

THER STRESSORS
acts in Peel Regio
o, and around th

climate change w
c certainty that 

ummers, and mo

e changes will hav
how these change
es in distribution  
 (particularly thos
athogens that hav
ted with increasin

ense storms42.  
ts are likely to b
s.  

e proactive natur
 can make the ci
e effects of climat
closely aligned wit
9). Prime example

tern North Americ
nd drier condition

to facilitate nativ

ch as invasive  pla

 Ontario’s Adaptatio
 Climate Impacts an
o.ca/  

t specifically identifie
e adaptation action.

& U F S )   
          

S 
on 
he 

will 
in 
re 

ve 
es 
or 
se 
ve 
ng 
In 

be 

ral 
ity 
te 
th 
es 

ca, 
ns 

ve 

nt 

on 
nd 

es 
. 

 intr
pub
hea

 
Expand
shade f
but will
creating
 

 

roducing more sh
blic spaces and a
at island effect is f

ding the Urban For
for people, and in
l also create an 
g a positive feedba

  

hade (e.g,. from l
areas dominated 
felt most intensely

rest in urban “hot 
ncrease the longe
environment that
ack loop. 

  

large-canopied tre
 by paved surfac
y during the summ

spots” will not onl
evity of the paved
t is more conduc

P a g e  | 53 

ees), particularly 
ces, where the ur
mer months. 

ly provide cooling 
 surfaces beneat

cive to growing tre

 

 

into 
rban 

and 
h it, 
ees, 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 54  
 

8.5 SHARING THE RESPONSIBILITY 
The City of Mississauga, as described above, has been fairly proactive in 
identifying and working towards effective management of its natural assets. 
However, the extent of the City’s ability to plan for and manage the natural 
assets within its boundaries is limited by a number of factors, not the least of 
which is available resources and the extent of its jurisdictional powers. 
 
Externally, federal and provincial support for municipal natural heritage and 
urban forest research and management is very limited (particularly when 
compared to the United States, or some European countries). This puts a 
disproportionate burden on municipalities to invest in their green infrastructure, 
even though the benefits of these investments can extend well beyond local 
boundaries. As has already been recognized in Goal 5 of the Peel Region Urban 
Forest Strategy (2011), there is an urgent need for formal support, both in terms 
of policy and resources, from upper tiers of government for sustainable 
management of green infrastructure.    .  
 
Internally, much of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest in Mississauga 
is found on residential, commercial, industrial and institutional lands where the 
City has limited control outside of the development approval process. The City of 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) confirmed that the greatest 
opportunities for expanding the city’s canopy cover are found within the 
residential areas. Therefore, in order to be effective and to meet the city-wide 
targets established for this Strategy (see Section 7), management and 
stewardship of the natural environment must be a shared responsibility. 

 
Although a number of community groups have, and continue to, participate in 
and contribute substantially towards various stewardship initiatives, broader 
involvement and commitment will be required. To support this shift, the City can 
allocate additional resources to: 
 

 promote the ideas in this Strategy using a variety of tools and resources 
 provide wider support for community groups to direct their efforts and 

help ensure they are successful and directed at priority initiatives, and 
 build more partnerships to leverage resources and funds external to the 

City. 
 

Further direction in this regard is provided in the engagement strategies in 
Section 9.3.  
 

8.6 ACCEPTING THE NEED FOR SUSTAINED MANAGEMENT 
In an urban setting, natural assets require ongoing management to (a) fulfill a 
number of the natural functions that are undermined, and (b) minimize and 
mitigate the various impacts and stressors natural assets are subject. 
 
Management of City-owned natural areas, including wetlands and woodlands, 
ideally includes invasive species management, management of appropriate 
access and use, hazard tree management, and ongoing re-evaluation to ensure 
that activities completed and measures put in place have been effective, and 
that no new issues have arisen. In addition, resources are required to undertake 
or oversee enhancement and/or restoration works, even if much of the labour is 
provided at no cost by volunteers. 
 
For trees outside of natural areas, there are a wide range of urban forest-related 
activities that require attention if the asset is to be managed optimally. Basic 
activities on City lands include routine tree maintenance (e.g., pruning and 
inspection), tree establishment (e.g., planting and post-planting care), risk 
assessment, and invasive pest species monitoring and management.  
 
Resources are also required to ensure natural asset policies and guidelines are 
implemented through the planning process (e.g., plan review and site inspection 
prior to, during and following construction) and that the City’s natural asset 
related by-laws are administered and enforced.  
 
Therefore, it is critical that senior City staff, Council and the public understand 
that an ongoing and substantial commitment of staffing and resources is 
required to sustain, and particularly to enhance and expand, the Natural Heritage 
System and Urban Forest in the city.  
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 Hold workshops and/or ‘lunch and learns’ and/or nature walks for City 
staff at all levels to inform and engage them on various aspects of the 
NH&UFS  

 Increase collaboration between the Environment Section and Parks and 
Forestry Division regarding outreach, education and environmental 
programs that relate to both groups 

 Formalize involvement of Forestry staff in the early stages of all 
development projects where existing trees and/or opportunities for tree 
planting and/or naturalization exist (see UFMP Action #3 for 
implementation guidance) 

 Provide internal training of key City staff on topics as they are identified, 
which to date include: 

o Compliance with Ontario’s Endangered Species Act (2007) on 
both public and private projects 

o The application of the Migratory Birds Convention Act where it 
relates to timing restrictions for tree removals  

o Best practices for avoiding and minimizing the spread of 
invasive species when working within or adjacent to natural 
areas 

o Species selection and soil volume / quality requirements for 
tree establishment (e.g., training on the Tree Preservation and 
Planting Manual recommended under Strategy #15) 

 Establish a NH&UFS Working Group composed of appropriate City staff 
(or use the existing Environmental Network Team) to meet several times 
per year to evaluate how NH&UFS implementation is moving forward, 
identify shifts in approaches (if required) and compile information 
related to the four-year updates (see Strategy #26). 

 
Current Practices: Directors and managers representing the City departments of 
Community Services, Planning and Building, and Transportation and Works 
currently meet monthly to keep each other informed about strategic directions 
and initiatives being undertaken, and to facilitate inter-departmental 
coordination. Additional information sharing among sections within departments, 
and among departments, occurs on an informal basis. 
 
Best Practices: Each municipality has a unique organizational structure, and 
employs different mechanisms to try and ensure inter-departmental coordination 
on various issues - there are no “one size fits all” solutions. However, in any 

municipality, natural heritage and urban forest assets occur throughout the 
jurisdiction, and are potentially impacted by the activities of many departments. 
Therefore if these assets are to be protected / enhanced / restored / expanded, 
they need to be considered with a multi-departmental and coordinated approach.   
 
Rationale: In Mississauga, where the land use context is an almost entirely built 
out municipality where future development will be primarily infill and 

intensification  in  nodes  and  corridors, support for natural heritage and urban 
forest principles and objectives, along with coordination and creative multi-
disciplinary problem solving, will be required to ensure that these critical assets 
are sustained, enhanced and, where possible, expanded. A coordinated inter-
departmental approach will also support a shift towards a “total landscape” 
approach (as described in Section 8.1) among City staff. 
 
STRATEGY #2:  Revise the City’s Green System policy framework to clarify 
Natural Heritage System components and include the Urban Forest 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Rename the “Natural Areas System” to the “Natural Heritage System”44 
 Create a consolidated category for all natural heritage features afforded 

the highest level of protection called “Significant Natural Areas” and 
retain the existing category of “Natural Green Spaces” for features or 
areas where a more flexible approach is warranted in 

 Revise the City’s Official Plan Green System framework  to reflect the 
policy changes above (as illustrated in Figure 16)45 and: 

o Add a category for the Urban Forest, with applicable sub-
categories, to illustrate its inclusion in this framework  

o Show “Residential Woodlands” as being within both the Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest categories, and continue to 
map them as part of the Natural Heritage System 

o Distinguish between Green System components that are 
mapped in the Official Plan Schedules and those that are part 
of the system but not readily mapped 

                                                            
44 Note that the shift in nomenclature from “Natural Areas System” to “Natural Heritage 
System” has already been approved by the Steering Committee and Core Working Team 
for this project, and has therefore been adopted for use in this Strategy but will not be 
formalized until the Strategy finalized and adopted by Council. 
 
45 Note this revised framework may be incorporated into the Official Plan along with the 
conceptual Venn diagram provided in Figure 1 for context. 
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Figure 16. The proposed Green System policy Framework (refer to the current framework provided in Figure 13) 
 

 Identify opportunities for policy linkages between aquatic natural 
heritage and storm water management objectives that are 
complimentary 

 Implement these policy updates through an Official Plan Amendment 
(OPA) process that includes public consultation 

 Ensure that “Residential Woodlands”, “Linkages” and “Special 
Management Areas” are clearly and consistently included as part of the 
Natural Heritage System in corporate reporting as well as public reports 

 

Current Practices: The current Green System framework, as illustrated in Figure 
13, provides a useful model for taking a more holistic, city-wide approach to 
natural heritage and urban forest planning, but in its current form does not use 
the term “Natural Heritage System” or show that the Urban Forest is a 
cornerstone of the Green System that is interrelated with the Natural Heritage 
System. In addition, the current Natural Areas System categories of “Residential 
Woodlands”, “Linkages” and “Special Management Areas” are not consistently 
included in corporate reporting for monitoring success in achieving City Strategic 
Plan objectives. 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
Best Prac
with Prov
protectio
significan
among th
this syste
in Ontario
supportin

Increasin
elsewher
City of M
importan
Mississau
approach

Rationale
categorie
within th
cornersto
Natural H
System” 
and urba

“Residen
unique to
that are 
proportio
category 
recognize
the Urban
of the N
ecologica
canopy a
ecologica
managem
them and

M I S S I S S A U G A  N A
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

ctices: With respec
vincial guidance in
n, which include

nt features incorp
hem. The use of 
ems approach, is b
o, and is the term

ng guidelines.  

ngly, progressive 
e (e.g., Town of O
edicine Hat (Alber
ce of the Urba
uga was one of 
h to natural heritag

e: This Strategy e
es that have differe
he Natural Areas 
one of the Green 
Heritage System. 
framework to tak
n forest planning. 

tial Woodlands” is
o Mississauga and
 residential but 

ons of canopy cove
under the broade

es that these are
n Forest, but cont
Natural Heritage 

al and hydrologic 
and migratory bird
al linkage and 
ment due to the 
d the evapotransp

T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  
 2 0 1 4 )             

ct to natural herita
nclude taking a sy
es providing ap
porating landscap
the term “Natura
becoming more w

m used in the Pro

urban and urba
akville, City of Bra
rta), City of Portlan
n Forest in the
the first jurisdict
ge protection and 

mphasizes a syst
ent policy approac
System, and illu

 System and also
This proposed ch

ke an inclusive, h
 

s a planning categ
d captures areas 

also have relat
er on large lots. M
r category of “Urb

eas are key contr
tinuing to map the
 System recogn
 functions (e.g., h
ds, as well as othe
contributions to 
presence of exte
iration by the mat

 &  U R B A N  F O R E S
                     

age, current best p
ystems approach 
propriate levels 

pe-scale and loca
al Heritage System
widely used in mun
ovincial Policy Stat

anizing jurisdiction
ampton, Town of A
nd (Oregon)) are a
eir high-level pla
ions to undertake
 management (19

tems approach, c
ches, simplifies th
strates how the 

o shares many co
hange builds on t
holistic approach 

gory that is 
of the city 

tively high 
Moving this 

an Forest” 
ributors to 
em as part 
izes their 

habitat for 
er wildlife, 

groundwater re
ensive permeable
ure trees). 

T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H
                    

practices consiste
 to natural heritag

of protection f
l-scale connectivi

m”, which connote
nicipal Official Plan
tement (2005) an

ns in Ontario an
Ajax, City of Guelp
also recognizing th
anning document
e a systems-base
95).  

learly distinguishe
e former categorie
Urban Forest is 

omponents with th
the existing “Gree
to natural heritag

echarge and floo
e surfaces beneat

& U F S )   
          

nt 
ge 
or 
ity 
es 
ns 
nd 

nd 
h, 

he 
ts.  
ed 

es 
es 
a 

he 
en 
ge 

od 
th 

STRATE
System
Implem













 
Current
system
Provinc
highest
Howeve
terms t
directio
categor
and N
corresp
addition
areas p

 

EGY #3: Revise O
 to be more consis

mentation Guidanc
Revise Official P
Policy Statemen
Policy Statemen
features and are
Areas” category
Significant Valley
Revise the Offici
Greenlands Syst
or “Natural Are
constrained) and
uses are less c
Official Plan Ame
Clarify what cons
(within a Signific
basis for the pol
Revise the Offici
identified by the 
systems 
Implement polic
process that incl
Ensure developm
Natural Heritage

t Practices: Areas
m have been des
cial Greenbelt) in 
t level of protec
er, this is not read
that do not clearl
on related to nat
ry includes the su
atural Green Sp

ponding to Regiona
n, the policies sp
protected under th

  

Official Plan poli
stent with Provinc

ce: 
Plan policies to be
t by using termino

nt for the recomm
eas to be include
y (e.g., Significa
ylands, etc.) 
ial Plan policies to
tem so it is clear w
eas and Corridor
d “Potential Natu
constrained) of t
endment (ROPA) 2
stitutes a significa
cant Natural Area
icy criteria (see Ap
al Plan descriptio
 conservation auth

cy updates throug
ludes public consu
ment plans are s

e Planner) for cons

s designated as “C
signated as Gree
 the City of Missis
ction, which is c
dily apparent beca
ly align with eithe
tural heritage. Sp
ub-categories of S
paces with man
al Core Areas and
peak (separately) 
he Provincial Polic

  

cies related to t
cial and conform to

etter reflect the in
ology and structur
mended natural 

ed in the proposed
nt Wetlands, Sig

o clarify the relatio
what features fall 
rs” (in which dev
ural Areas and Co
the Greenlands S
21b 
ant woodland and 
a) by using Table 
ppendix E) 
n of the Green Sys
horities as part of 

gh an Official Pla
ultation 
screened (by the 
sistency with these

Core Areas” in the 
enbelt (not to be
ssauga’s Official P
onsistent with th

ause the Mississau
er current Provinc
pecifically, the br
Significant Natura
ny of the Signif
/or City Greenbelt
 to the natural h
cy Statement (and

P a g e  | 58 

the Natural Herit
o Regional policies

ntent of the Provin
re from the Provin
heritage system 
d “Significant Nat
gnificant Woodlan

onship to the Regio
 into the “Core Are
velopment is lar
orridors” (where l
System per Regio

 significant valleyl
1 of ROPA 21b a

stem to include ar
 their natural herit

an Amendment (O

 new Environmen
e policies 

 Region’s Greenla
e confused with 
Plan, giving them 
he Region’s polic
uga Official Plan u

cial or Regional po
roader Natural Ar
l Sites, Natural S
ficant Natural S
t designated lands

heritage features 
 appropriate level

 

tage 
s 

ncial 
ncial 
and 
ural 
nds, 

onal 
eas” 
gely 
and 
onal 

and  
as a 

reas 
tage 

OPA) 

ntal-

ands 
the 

 the 
cies. 
uses 
olicy 
reas 
Sites 
Sites 
s. In 
and 
s of 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 59  
 
protection for each) as well as Core Areas of the Regional Greenlands System 
(and policies protecting those features from development and site alteration). 
Consequently, the relationship between the mapped Natural Areas System (and 
its sub-categories), and the Provincial and Regional policy categories is unclear. 
The conservation authorities’ natural heritage systems include additional 
undeveloped lands that would assist in the achievement of ecological targets to 
protect and enhance biological diversity.  The City also recognizes the value of 
these lands and currently includes much of them within the Green System.  
However, their value in the context of meeting conservation authority targets is 
not explicitly recognized. 
 
Best Practices: All Official Plans in Ontario are required to be consistent with the 
Provincial Policy Statement, conform with Provincial Plans where they apply, and 
conform to upper tier Official Plans such as the Peel Official Plan. The Provincial 
Policy Statement (2005) provides complete protection for some significant 
features (e.g., significant wetlands) and allows for development within others 
where it can be demonstrated that the proposed development will not have a 
negative impact to the feature (e.g., significant woodlands).  
 
Many municipalities designate their significant natural heritage features and 
areas in a specific designation that does not permit development (e.g., Town of 
Oakville, City of Guelph, City of Markham). Notably, municipalities are permitted 
to go beyond the minimum standards set by the Provincial Policy Statement. For 
example, in some jurisdictions where the remaining significant woodlands 
continue to be under persistent development pressures, “no development” policy 
approaches have been adopted for these features (e.g., Region of Peel). Peel 
ROPA 21b sets out the criteria for what constitutes a significant woodland (i.e., 
all woodlands 2 ha and above plus woodlands between 0.5 and 2 ha that meet 
specified criteria for ecological significance such as the presence of trees 100 
years and older); that matrix should be the basis for defining significant 
woodlands in Mississauga. 

 
Rationale: This Strategy provides recommendations to clarify the intent of the 
City’s natural heritage policies, clarify linkages to the Provincial Policy Statement, 
and ensure consistency with the Regional Official Plan, thereby providing a 
defensible policy framework.  

STRATEGY #4: Clarify and strengthen Official Plan policies related to the Natural 
Heritage System 

Implementation Guidance (refer to Figure 16, Appendix E): 
 Significant Natural Areas: Clarify and strengthen the level of protection 

and permitted uses in these areas as follows: 
o No development or site alteration within significant wetlands or 

woodlands, or the habitat of threatened and endangered species 
o No development or site alteration within other natural heritage 

features and areas except for minor development and minor site 
alteration (as permitted in the Peel ROPA 21b), and except for 
essential infrastructure subject to an Environmental Impact Study 
(EIS) or Environmental Assessment (EA) that demonstrates no 
negative impacts on the feature or its ecological function 

o Require an EIS for development proposals within, or on lands 
adjacent to, a Significant Natural Area 

o Clarify where Significant Natural Areas are to be designated 
“Greenlands” versus “Open Space”, as well as the land use and 
protection intent for Significant Natural Areas not designated 
“Greenlands” or “Open Space” and zoned for development 

 Linkages: Clarify and strengthen the policies as follows: 
o Where site alteration or development is approved within Linkages, 

every effort will be made to enhance the linkage function on lands 
remaining undeveloped 

o Development on lands within or adjacent to a linkage may require 
an EIS which assesses the ability to maintain, restore or where 
possible improve the Linkage function.   

 Special Management Areas: Clarify the policies as follows: 
o Where development or site alteration is permitted within Special 

Management Areas, restoration and enhancements will be 
encouraged, as part of the development application that will expand 
and/or enhance the ecological features and functions of the 
adjacent Significant Natural Area 

o Require an EIS for development or site alteration within Special 
Management Areas, but allow for waiving of this requirement at the 
discretion of the city if there are no natural features present 

o Special Management Areas on public lands will be a priority for 
stewardship and/or restoration initiatives 
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o Where applicable and feasible, parts or all these areas will be 
brought into public ownership through the development application 
process 

 Residential Woodlands: Clarify and strengthen the policies as follows: 
o Building coverage and lot creation should be restricted to maintain 

the Residential Woodlands to the greatest extent possible, and 
replace canopy removed.  

o Require site plan approval for all applications within all Residential 
Woodlands that addresses grading and landscaping, and requires 
an arborist report and/or tree planting / preservation plan with each 
application to demonstrate no negative impacts to the Urban Forest.  

o The need for an EIS for any applications within a Residential 
Woodland will be at the discretion of the City but should only be 
required where the Residential Woodland overlaps with or is 
adjacent to some other natural heritage or natural hazard feature, 
or where the woodland exhibits characteristics of a natural area. 

 Buffers: Revise the Official Plan to require that buffers for Significant 
Natural Areas be determined through a site-specific EIS, with 
consideration for applicable conservation authority policies and/or 
guidelines. The policies should also encourage the dedication of 
privately held buffer areas (along with the Significant Natural Area) to 
public ownership, while still recognizing any pre-existing development 
approvals.  They should also encourage the restoration and 
enhancement of buffers, and identify any role they may have in 
contributing to  Natural Heritage System targets identified by the 
conservation authorities, as well as the potential use of other design 
elements to provide buffering effects. 

 Implement policy updates through an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 
process that includes public consultations 

 Update Environmental Impact Study (EIS) Guidelines  
 Ensure development plans are screened (by the new Environmental-

Natural Heritage Planner) for consistency with the revised natural 
heritage policies and EIS guidelines 

 
Current Practices: The Mississauga Official Plan currently provides a Natural 
Heritage System framework that includes Natural Areas, Linkages, Special 
Management Areas and Residential Woodlands, but lacks clarity with respect to  
policy direction regarding each of these components. Currently, the City requires 

an EIS for all proposed development or site alteration within or adjacent to any of 
these features except for Residential Woodlands, where an EIS may or may not 
be required, but an arborist report is always required. The conservation 
authorities have requirements for setbacks to regulated features (such as 
wetlands), and some guidelines for setbacks to unregulated features. The buffers 
for unregulated features, and sometimes regulated features as well, are 
determined based on analysis of site-specific factors through the EIS. 
 
Best Practices: For those jurisdictions with identified Natural Heritage Systems, 
different municipalities take different approaches to identifying and classifying 
the features and areas in their systems. All include categories that encompass 
Provincial Policy natural heritage categories, often with one category for the “no 
development” features and another for the features where “development may be 
permitted subject to an EIS that demonstrates no negative impacts”. In some 
cases, as described in Strategy #3, jurisdictions with large urban or urbanizing 
areas have elected to go beyond the Provincial Policy Statement. Although some 
jurisdictions, and the Province, are beginning to put forward prescribed minimum 
buffers to selected features, it continues to be the practice in most municipalities 
to determine buffers (with consideration for minimums) on a site-specific basis. It 
is a complex issue, with pros and cons to both approaches and no simple or clear 
best practice at this time. 
 
The Regional Official Plan also provides criteria and thresholds for “Core” 
woodlands as well as “non-Core” woodlands to direct its area municipalities to 
develop appropriate policy.  
 
Residential Woodlands is a category unique to Mississauga designed to capture 
residential areas with extensive canopy cover.  
 
Rationale: This strategy clarifies the policies that apply to each component of 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System, and provides policies that are both 
consistent with Provincial and Regional direction, and appropriate in the context 
of Mississauga. In an urban landscape where almost all of the future 
development will be infill and/or intensification, it is not appropriate to 
recommend minimum prescribed buffers to natural heritage features (beyond 
what are already prescribed by the conservation authority) as there will be too 
many site-specific and unique situations to address.  In this context it is also 
important for the remaining natural areas to be protected, and for opportunities 
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STRATEGY #6: Strengthen Official Plan policies related to the Urban Forest  
Implementation Guidance: 
 Better integrate the Urban Forest into the Green System framework (per 

Strategy#2) 
 Strengthen the Urban Forest policies in the Official Plan by: 

o Adding goals specific to the Urban Forest (e.g., improving canopy 
cover, species and structural diversity) 

o Changing “no negative impacts to trees” to “no overall negative 
impacts to the Urban Forest” to be consistent with the rest of the 
policies and allow for flexibility where appropriate 

o Adding requirements for identification of opportunities for tree 
replacement (in addition to protection), as well requirements for 
planting off-site or cash-in-lieu where replacement cannot be 
accommodated on site 

o Adding a directive to develop and implement consistent standards 
for tree protection and replacement  to be applied to private and 
public projects 

o Expanding clause 6.4.4(i) to support additional strategic 
partnerships beyond invasive species management 

o Adding a clause to avoid planting invasive tree species 
o Adding a definition of the Urban Forest and “no (net) negative 

impacts to the Urban Forest”  
 Implement policy updates through an Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 

process that includes public consultation 
 Ensure development plans are screened (by the new Environmental-Natural 

Heritage Planner) for consistency with these policies 
 
Current Practices: The current Urban Forest policies, which were a new addition 
to the updated Official Plan (2011), strike a good balance between supporting 
overall protection, enhancement and expansion of the Urban Forest, while still 
allowing for development considered appropriate by the City.  However, there are 
a few areas where these policies could be clarified and strengthened. The use of 
the term “no impacts” with respect to the Urban Forest is a unique way to use 
this Provincial Policy Statement term, and needs to be defined.    
 
Best Practices: Over the past few years, an increasing number of municipalities 
in southern Ontario, particularly those with active urban forestry programs, have 
introduced urban forest visioning into their strategic plans and urban forest 

policies into their Official Plans.  Municipalities in southern Ontario with specific 
policy sections in their Official Plans dedicated to urban forestry include the Town 
of Oakville, City of Brampton, City of Guelph, and Town of Ajax.  Some other 
nearby municipalities with active urban forest programs, such as the City of 
Toronto and the Town of Milton, have policies related to the urban forest in their 
Official Plans that are embedded in other policy sections.  
 
Rationale: Having a comprehensive and strong set of high-level urban forest 
policies in an Official Plan shows a municipality’s commitment to this asset and 
sets the direction for city-wide policy implementation and related practices. 
 
STRATEGY #7:  Update Residential Woodlands mapping and ensure site plan 
control areas include all Residential Woodlands 
Implementation Guidance: 
 Update Residential Woodlands mapping to better reflect current conditions, 

and ensure that all residential areas in the City with concentrations of 
relatively high levels of canopy cover are captured 

o This exercise will make use of current tree canopy analyses 
completed on a city-wide basis by the Peel Urban Forest Working 
Group and should include the development of a transparent 
methodology and/or clear criteria for inclusion (or exclusion) of an 
area from the “Residential Woodlands” category 

 Expand Site Plan Control areas to capture all Residential Woodlands  
 Note: Additional staffing resources, or re-allocation of existing staffing, in the 

Planning and Building Department will be required to implement this 
strategy   

 
Current Practices: The Residential Woodlands mapping in the current City’s 
Official Plan has been carried forward from the former Official Plan, and is based 
on data and analyses from the late 1980s. Residential Woodlands were mapped 
using the best available mapping tools at that time (i.e., a visual assessment of 
air photos), along with other planning considerations (e.g., lot sizes). When 
applications come in under Site Plan and when proponents are required to 
assess trees (and vegetation) on site, they must also consider opportunities for 
tree preservation and replacement. However, the Residential Woodlands, as 
mapped, are not entirely captured as site Plan Control Areas, and some of the 
areas that would qualify as Residential Woodlands today may also be excluded. 
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Rationale: In urban areas such as Mississauga, the Natural Heritage System and 
Urban Forest are not discrete features, but interact with, and are heavily 
influenced by, the people and urban structures that surround them. One way of 
better integrating natural elements into urban matrices, and of managing urban 
storm water, is to (a) mimic some of the functions of natural and treed areas 
within the built landscape (e.g., green roofs, naturalized storm water 
management swales, artificial shade structures), and (b) design structures and 
spaces in cities with greater consideration for wildlife (e.g. bird-friendly buildings) 
as well as the humans that inhabit it (e.g., provision of natural shade along 
sidewalks and trails, in parks and other public open spaces). Green development 
approaches can also result in density bonusing, which allows the protection or 
creation of natural areas in the remaining lands. 
 
STRATEGY #10: Pursue expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt in Mississauga 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Determine, with the Region and the Province, the scope and extent of 
the required consultations, and undertake these consultations with the 
public, agencies and Aboriginal groups 

 Identify the resource requirements associated with pursuing 
implementation of this designation (e.g., costs of consultation, possible 
survey requirements, and promotion)  

 Confirm which City, Region and conservation authority lands are suitable 
for inclusion in consultation with staff of the appropriate agencies 

 Complete, and provide to the Region of Peel, a detailed justification 
report, demonstrating that the six criteria (as outlined in the Feasibility 
Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area 2013) can 
be met 

 Identify legal parcel descriptions for all publicly owned parcels to be 
included in the Urban River Valley designation. 

 Seek a resolution from both the City Council and Regional Council to 
formally request the Greenbelt Plan expansion 

 
Current Practices:  On April 28, 2010 Mississauga City Council supported, in 
principle, the addition of public lands in the Credit River Valley to the Province’s 
Greenbelt Plan pending the results of a feasibility analysis that examined the 

location of suitable lands and the implications of the designation  for  recreational 
uses, facilities and infrastructure.   

 

Figure 17.  Regional Greenbelt Plan Area with river valley connections shown in 
green dots (from the Region of Peel Official Plan, 2013 consolidation) 
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On January 9, 2013, the Province passed Amendment #1 to the Plan which 
allows for the inclusion of publicly-owned valleylands in municipalities south of 
the Greenbelt Plan Area to be designated as Urban River Valleys (URV) under the 
Greenbelt Plan, at the discretion of the municipality and provided they have 
support from the applicable upper tier jurisdiction (in this case the Region of 
Peel). These lands would be part of the Greenbelt but continue to be governed by 
applicable municipal official plan policies, which are consistent with the the 
Greenbelt Plan. 

A Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into 
Mississauga was completed as part of this Strategy in 2013. Key findings 
included: 

 It is feasible to expand the boundaries of the Greenbelt Plan into the City 
of Mississauga using the new URV designation of the Greenbelt Plan 

 There are a number of City and conservation authority owned lands in 
Mississauga’s valleylands that could be considered for inclusion as URV 
lands, although they are not contiguous 

 The applicable City policies will continue to apply to these lands 
 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 

 Including publicly owned lands of the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek 
Valleys in the Greenbelt Plan would have some benefits to the City 
including: 

o increasing the profile of the lands subject to the Urban River 
Valley designation by including them in a Provincial Plan 

o raising awareness of the need to protect the Urban River Valleys 
as part of a natural heritage system, and 

o 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. 

Best Practices: Several largely urban municipalities in the GTA considered 
Greenbelt expansion prior to Amendment #1 to the Greenbelt Plan being passed 
(i.e., Town of Oakville, City of Toronto) but found that it was not conducive to 

being applied in an urban setting. Since the passing of Amendment #1, no other 
municipalities have formally pursued it, which would make the City of 
Mississauga the first. 

Rationale: Designating selected public lands in the City’s valleylands as 
Provincial Greenbelt Plan URV lands could elevate the profile of these lands, 
raise awareness of the importance of these areas, and support educational and 
stewardship opportunities.  It would also be an opportunity for Mississauga to 
show leadership through this initiative. 

9.2 PROTECTING AND MANAGING NATURAL HERITAGE AND THE URBAN 
FOREST  

 
STRATEGY #11:  Enhance and expand the Natural Heritage System 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Recognize the proposed expansion areas 47(as identified on Map 1) as 
candidates for inclusion in the City’s Natural Heritage System, including: 

o Significant Natural Areas (158 ha) 
o Natural Green Spaces (129 ha), and 
o Special Management Areas (476 ha) 

 For the proposed expansion areas, as with other Natural Areas, 
boundaries are subject to review and refinement at the time of planning 
applications 

 Maintain and improve ecological connectivity (Strategy #12) 
 Identify potential additional Residential Woodland areas (Strategy #7) 
 Continue to review future potential expansion areas (which are expected 

to be relatively minor refinements and updates) per current practice in 
the annual reviews of the Natural Heritage System through the Natural 
Area Survey Updates  

 Undertake targeted invasive plant management in Natural Areas (see 
UFMP Action #10 for implementation guidance) 

 Develop a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan (see UFMP Action #11 
for implementation guidance) 

                                                            
47 The area of Residential Woodlands has remained unchanged, but will be subject to 
review through Strategy #7. Linkage area was slightly reduced as two linkages were 
re-designated as Natural Green Spaces. The total recommended potential expansion 
areas amount to 757 ha (1870 acres). 

 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 68  
 

 Implement a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan  (see UFMP Action 
#12 for implementation guidance) 

 Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship initiatives on public 
and private lands (see UFMP Action #13 for implementation guidance) 

 Work with Credit Valley Conservation to integrate and implement the 
Credit River Water Management Strategy, and explore opportunities to 
support implementation of the Credit River Fisheries Management Plan, 
Wetland Restoration Strategy, and Lake Ontario Integrated Shoreline 
Strategy. 

Current Practices: Prior to this Strategy, expansion of the City’s Natural Heritage 
System has been primarily pursued through the detailed evaluation of Natural 
Area boundaries as part of the annual updates undertaken through the review of 
aerial photographs, combined with field verification where access has been 
provided. Changes to the municipal boundary, as in the recent acquisition of the 
9th Line Corridor lands, has also resulted in the identification of potential 
additions to the City’s Natural Areas System through a separate environmental 
study, however these circumstances are unusual. As part of this Strategy, 
additional opportunities for expansion were identified with City planning staff (an 
overview of the methodology used to identify recommended expansion areas for 
the Natural Heritage System is provided in Appendix D).   
 
Best Practices: Although the approaches used vary among municipalities, in 
southern Ontario natural heritage systems are typically identified through a 
comprehensive survey of natural heritage features and subsequent screening 
against established criteria. In urban environments, especially those as built out 
as Mississauga, it is difficult to make substantial additions to a natural heritage 
system, unless there are expansions of the municipal boundary. A number of 
municipalities and conservation authorities in highly urbanized areas have begun 
to identify potential restoration areas through their own natural heritage studies 
as ways of enhancing existing systems and potentially expanding them in the 
future. Mississauga’s approach to Natural Heritage System expansion, as 
outlined Appendix D and in Strategy #12, includes elements that are both 
progressive and unique. 
 
Rationale: As Mississauga completes its build-out, it is important to ensure that 
all areas meeting criteria for being components of the Natural Heritage System 
are identified, and that opportunities for connecting or enhancing it are not 
overlooked so that the system is as robust and as resilient as possible.     

STRATEGY #12:  Maintain and improve Natural Heritage System connectivity 
Implementation Guidance (see Strategy #5 for policy direction): 

 Explicitly recognize that all areas within the Green System contribute to 
connectivity to varying degrees both within the City, and between the 
City and adjacent municipalities (Map 2) 

 Recognize “Direct Linkages” within the Green System Map 2) as priority 
sites for potential naturalization and/or reforestation efforts 

 Identify areas where linkage mechanisms such as eco-passages or 
traffic-calming (Strategy #5), or mitigation measures such as warning 
signs, would enhance connectivity of the Natural Heritage System, by: 

o analyzing animal mortality data collected by the Animal Service 
Department, as well as any data from the CVC/TRCA’s road 
mortality study, to determine if there are wildlife road mortality 
“hot spots” in the city, and 

o focusing on species groups such as amphibians and reptiles 
which are most susceptible to road kill, as well as deer which 
can present a hazard to both humans and the animal itself 

 Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship initiatives on public 
and private lands (UFMP Action #13 for implementation guidance) 

 
Current Practices: At present, none of the components in the Natural Areas 
System beyond the areas explicitly identified as linkages are fully recognized for 
their implicit ecological linkage function. Linkages that currently identified in the 
Natural Areas System (Figure 3) include some linear utility features, such as the 
transit reserve along Highway 403 and some hydro corridors, as well as some 
parks and drainage channels. Not all linear utility features are recognized, nor is 
the role of the numerous parks and open spaces in the Green System, all of 
which contribute to varying extents to supporting natural connectivity across the 
city. Mitigation to manage deer crossings where the Credit River meets Highway 
401 have been implemented and monitored by the Ministry of Transportation. 
However other potential wildlife crossing locations in the city where mitigation 
may be appropriate have not been formally identified or measures implemented. 
 
Best Practices: In a built out, urban landscape like Mississauga’s, the primary 
continuous linear natural features remaining are typically the watercourses and 
their associated valleys. In most urbanized jurisdictions in southern Ontario the 
natural heritage value of these features, including their linkage function, is 
captured within some type of natural heritage system.  
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operational and safety perspective by City staff in Transportation and Works.   
 
The City currently undertakes projects in cooperation with the conservation 
authorities on management activities that improve aquatic habitat (e.g., riparian 
planning projects), as well as with local organizations (e.g., the Credit river 
Anglers Association), as opportunities arise. Notably, the conservation authorities 
usually take the lead in initiatives related to watercourses as the City does not 
have fisheries biologists or aquatic habitat specialists on staff, or have resources 
or capability to undertake management of aquatic habitat.     
 
Best Practices: In southern Ontario, the principal agencies for regulating 
watercourses and wetlands are the conservation authorities, and most 
municipalities have working relationships with the conservation authorities to 
manage local aquatic systems from an ecological perspective. However, it is also 
the responsibility of the municipality and the local conservation authority to 
protect residents and property from risk of flood. Therefore, while municipalities 
(including Mississauga) can cooperate in joint management initiatives in support 
of aquatic ecosystems, ecological considerations have to be balanced with storm 
water management considerations,. 
 
Rationale: This Strategy recognizes that watercourses and aquatic habitats are 
critical components of the City’s Natural Heritage System, and that improvement 
to riparian habitats should be explored to support both the linkage function and 
the intrinsic habitat functions of these areas. Because what we do on land 
affects water, their management is best considered together, even if 
implementation and the lead for management initiatives is divided between the 
City and the conservation authorities. However, such activities need to ensure 
they do not conflict with any flood management measures. 
 
STRATEGY #17:  Continue strategic acquisition of high priority natural areas 
Implementation Guidance: 

 The City should continue to acquire components of the Natural Heritage 
System as opportunities and funds permit 

 Considerations for priority acquisitions should include: 
 Natural areas associated with the lakeshore and the Credit River (per 

the Master Plan for Parks and Natural Areas (2009) and the Credit River 
Parks Strategy (in progress) 

 Purchasing components of Natural Heritage System most vulnerable to 
development, such as Special Management Areas  

 Consideration of priority areas identified in the CVC Greenlands 
Securement Strategy (to be informed by CVC’s Natural Heritage System 
(in progress)  

 Significant Natural Areas that are of relatively high ecological value in 
the City 

 
Current Practices: The City has, over the past decade or so, been very successful 
in gradually acquiring valued natural areas through dedication, purchase and 
other means (e.g., Hewick Meadows). Between 2008 and 2013 the City 
successfully acquired over 90 ha (220 ac).The priorities for acquisition to date 
have been along the valleylands, particularly of the Credit River, and the 
lakeshore. This strategic direction is confirmed in the City’s 2009 Strategic Plan. 
In addition, other high quality natural areas outside of these priority areas have 
also been brought into public ownership as opportunities have arisen.  
  
CVC supports the City of Mississauga’s program to acquire important urban 
greenlands through the Region of Peel’s Greenlands Securement Program, and 
also supports the City of Mississauga’s planning policies that encourage and 
require dedication of natural heritage lands through the permitting and 
development process.  
 
Best Practices: Many municipalities and conservation authorities recognize that 
securement of valued natural areas is an effective way to ensure their long term 
protection.. Municipalities like the City of Toronto, City of London, and Town of 
Oakville all have policies in their Official Plans that are supportive of acquisition, 
and other approaches, to secure natural features in public ownership. In the 
Town of Milton, management plans for woodlands to be assumed by the Town 
are typically required as part of the development process. 
 
Rationale: Securing valued natural areas in the City helps protect them from 
future development pressures, and also helps ensure that these areas become 
accessible to the public for outreach, engagement, and passive recreational 
uses. City ownership also means that the City can control the type(s) and extent 
of management to be undertaken. 
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STRATEGY #18:  Ensure effective implementation and enforcement of Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest policies and by-laws on public and private 
projects 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Implement and enforce  policies, guidelines and by-laws related to the 
Natural Heritage System 

 Implement and enforce improved tree establishment practices on public 
and private lands (see UFMP Action #14 for implementation guidance) 

 Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of private projects 
(see UFMP Action #18 for implementation guidance)   

 Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of municipal 
operations and capital projects (see UFMP Action #19 for 
implementation guidance) 

Improving the enforcement of natural heritage and Urban Forest policies and by-
laws will require: 
 

 City staff and contractors/practitioners working with the City to be 
familiar with the current and applicable policies and by-laws  

 Formalization of the involvement of a qualified Arborist,  Ecologist, 
and/or comparably qualified professional at the City, to be involved at 
the early planning stages of all development and infrastructure projects 
whether they be led by the City, a private proponent, or an external 
agency (e.g., such as the Ministry of Transportation) to ensure all 
opportunities for protection and/or replacement of trees/vegetation, 
and/or habitat are considered 

 Requirements for use of a qualified Arborist or Ecologist, or comparably 
qualified professional, to be on-site periodically to supervise compliance 
with approved plans related to the protection or establishment of trees 
and/or other vegetation prior to, during and following construction 

 Increasing the  value of securities held (for private projects) to include 
coverage for tree protection as well as replacements, and starting to 
require comparable securities for public projects, which are only 
released upon final inspection by a City Arborist  or Ecologist 

 Additional resource requirements (or reorganization of existing 
resources) to ensure qualified staff are available to undertake additional 
review and enforcement will be required as part of implementation 

 

Current Practices: Currently, Arborist reports are typically required as part of all 
private developments and site plans, and these reports are typically reviewed by 
a Technologist and/or Landscape Architect. On City led projects, City Arborists or 
Ecologists are generally consulted, but arborist reports are not always required. 
Arborists or Ecologists from the City’s Parks and Forestry Division are typically 
consulted on an “as-needed” basis as determined by the individual file manager. 
However, opportunities for tree preservation or establishment, or naturalization, 
may be overlooked because City Arborists or Ecologists are not consistently 
involved in the early stages of the planning process, nor is a qualified Arborist or 
Ecologist usually involved in the site supervision prior to, during and following 
construction.  
 
Best Practices: On both private and municipally-led projects, eeffective planning 
before development begins is critical to successful on-site outcomes, but does 
not guarantee effective implementation. However, the ability to impose 
conditions and require securities can help ensure compliance with approved 
plans. The Town of Oakville ensures enforcement by giving Town staff the 
authority to issue stop work orders and conduct site inspections as required, and 
by having a three-staged audit process that must be documented before the 
Town signs off. The City of Toronto is increasingly realizing the benefits of having 
qualified Arborists on-site during large-scale capital projects or even smaller 
scale maintenance operations to ensure tree-related policies and by-laws are 
respected. 
 
Rationale: Working to identify opportunities for protection, enhancement, 
restoration and/or expansion of the Urban Forest and/or natural heritage 
through both public and private development projects demonstrates the City’s 
commitment to its Urban Forest and natural heritage targets. It also presents 

opportunities for increasing awareness and engagement.  
 

   



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 75  
 

9.3 ENGAGING THE COMMUNITY AND BUILDING PARTNERSHIPS IN 
CARING FOR NATURAL HERITAGE AND THE URBAN FOREST 

 
STRATEGY #19:  Leverage social media to expand promotion and outreach 
related to the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Have Parks and Forestry work with Communications staff to use 
Facebook and Twitter to promote natural heritage and Urban Forest 
workshops, stewardship events, and other public activities, including 
launches of new publications and website pages, as well as the 
availability of updated tree protection / planting guidelines 

 Post and tweet highlights from the four-year NH&UFS Update Reports 
(Strategy #26) 

 Create short video clips on topics and issues related to the Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest (see UFMP Action #21 for 
implementation guidance) 

 Make the City’s tree inventory publicly accessible to support outreach, 
education and stewardship (see UFMP Action #22 for implementation 
guidance) 

 
Current Practices: The City has recently updated its Forestry section on its 
website, and in April 2013 launched a new website for its One Million Trees 20-
year program. The Forestry section on the website is well-organized and 
comprehensive with distinct sub-sections for: City trees and boulevards, private 
trees and encroachment, pests and disease management, maintenance of 
natural areas, stewardship (getting involved) and relevant by-laws.   
 
The One Million Trees website is a stand-alone site (with the address 
“onemilliontrees.ca”) and has been designed in a format that is very modern and 
eye-catching, with content that has been written with a broad audience in mind. 
It also provides updates on the number of trees planted, as well as the 
organizations and individuals who have planted trees. It also includes technical 
guidance related to how to plant trees and about species selection, as well as a 
link to a “tree benefits estimator”. One of the strengths of this website is it 
provides a cohesive umbrella for a number of supporting organizations that 
contribute resources and information.  
 

The City also posts an interactive map of all the natural areas and links to the 
current site-specific map and fact sheet for each one. This is a valuable tool that 
facilitates natural heritage planning, and keeps the process transparent from an 
information-sharing perspective. Although the City does have a street tree 
inventory, this inventory is out of date and has not been made available to the 
public through the website. 
 
Best Practices: Websites represent a cost-effective tool for sharing a wide range 
of information related to a municipality’s natural heritage and urban forest 
assets, as well as informative links to other websites. Examples of jurisdictions 
with very comprehensive urban forestry websites include the City of Toronto the 
City of Ottawa and the City Edmonton. There are now also several jurisdictions 
who have posted their tree inventories on-line, including the Town of Oakville, 
City of London and City of Ottawa. Both the City of Calgary, and the Toronto-
based non-profit organization LEAF use short video clips to share information 
(e.g., how to plant a tree) and engage viewers in urban forestry.  
Mississauga is one of the few municipalities in Ontario to post current 
summaries of all of its natural areas through an interactive city-wide map, and to 
undertake an ambitions 1 million tree program over the next 20 years., Peel 
Region also has an interactive map showing data on its natural areas gathered 
through the CVC’s Natural Areas Inventory, and the City of London also launched 
a “Million Tree Challenge” several years ago with a local non-profit group called 
Reforest London. 
 
Rationale: Given that the City’s forestry-related web-based resources are already 
quite comprehensive, the next step is to build on these resources by expanding 
digital outreach by: (1) tapping into the social media through Facebook, Twitter 
and short YouTube videos, and (2) making the City’s tree inventory readily 
accessible to the public. Having the tree inventory on-line could potentially be 
used in conjunction with the 3-1-1 forestry “hotline” to facilitate the placement of 
requests for assessment, removal or replacement of City trees.  
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 Promote the ongoing Sustainable Neighbourhood Retrofit Action Plan 
(SNAP) pilot project in the Applewood area more widely 

 Use the  “Let Your Green Show” campaign to help promote the NH&UFS  
 
Current Practices: The City has held open houses on key topics (e.g., emerald ash 
borer), typically at a City venue (such as City Hall or the Living Arts Centre). The 
City has also been involved in some outreach to youth through its various 
stewardship initiatives. However, targeted workshops to particular interest 
groups, as well as meeting people in their own community centres, has not been 
normal practice.  
 
Best Practices: This Strategy includes a range of outreach tools targeted to 
certain groups because of their ability to influence the development of 
Mississauga’s landscape. Examples of relevant best practices include:  
 

 emphasis on the value of the Natural heritage System as a whole and its 
functions as opposed to looking at individual natural areas 

 workshops on specific topics or technical issues (e.g., native plant 
selection, tree planting tips, etc.)  like those offered by the Town of 
Oakville and City of Brampton as well as the non-profit organization LEAF 
in the Greater Toronto Area and beyond 

 presentations and workshops provided where people work or congregate 
for social or religious reasons, rather than having them come to a City 
Hall or comparable location (e.g., City of Guelph Healthy Landscapes 
program) 

 TRCA’s “Watershed on Wheels” that has been designed to meet Grades 
1 through 8  Ontario science and technology curricula expectations 

 
Rationale: Particular groups identified as priorities for targeted outreach related 
to the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest include local arborists, local 
developers, private open space uses, and youth. These groups were identified as 
priorities because it was felt they might have a disproportionate opportunity to 
support NH&UFS objectives. Providing these groups with presentations / 
workshops tailored to meet their interests and needs, and provided in a venue 
familiar to them, will facilitate the information sharing process. 
 

STRATEGY #22:  Develop and undertake a campaign to promote the City’s 
Natural Heritage System   
Implementation Guidance: 

 Create short video clips on topics and issues related to  the Natural 
Heritage System (see UFMP Action #21 for implementation guidance) 

 Implement a classification system in the City that clearly distinguishes 
publicly accessible natural areas (e.g., Rattray Marsh, Erindale Woodlot, 
Creditview Wetland, Cawthra Woods) from active parks 

 Distinguish public Significant Natural Areas from public active use parks 
through a promotional campaign that includes: 

o a logo and brand for Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System to 
be used for all signs and interpretive materials, as well as 
information maps and brochures 

o the development of a conceptual map of all the City’s 
accessible Significant Natural Areas that groups them into 
several categories based on their locations (e.g., lakefront, 
Credit River, etc.)  

o materials (on-line, hardcopy pamphlets, signs) that highlight 
some of the unique ecological attributes of these areas, as well 
as their sensitivities, and provide clear guidance on appropriate 
types of uses 

 Revamp the “Neighbours of Mississauga’s Natural Areas” booklet, in 
both a PDF/on-line format and a hardcopy format, to: 

o place more emphasis on the value and functions of the Natural 
heritage System as a whole and less on the individual areas  

o incorporate the new map of the City’s Natural Areas 
o highlight acceptable, and unacceptable, activities in these 

public areas 
o include information on ecosystem services, as well as the 

relationship between the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest  

o highlight applicable policies and by-laws (e.g., encroachment by-
law, tree protection by-laws) 

o make it shorter, more visually appealing 
 Work with local user groups (e.g., cross-country ski club, fishing club, 

cycling club) to explore opportunities for joint promotion and 
stewardship through Significant Natural Areas management  
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Current Practices: The City of Mississauga has comprehensive mapping of its 
Natural Areas as well as an interactive map that allows for current site-specific 
mapping and a fact sheet on each individual area to be downloaded. The website 
also provides a list of Natural Areas and open spaces where restoration and/or 
naturalization work is underway. However, the City’s public Natural Areas are not 
really promoted in a comprehensive way beyond the information posted on a few 
parks on the City’s website, nor are they clearly distinguished from the City’s 
active use parks. The City and CVC have developed colourful information 
brochures on selected parks and Natural areas, such as the Lakefront 
Promenade Park and Marina brochure. 
 
Best Practices: The City of Kitchener is one of the few cities to clearly distinguish 
its publicly accessible natural areas from its active recreational parks. Natural 
areas are managed very differently from active parklands, and also have their 
own promotional program. Kitchener’s Natural Areas Program is designed to 
engage the community in environmental stewardship projects, educate people 
about Kitchener's natural areas, and create opportunities for people to 
experience nature in the city.  As discussed throughout the NH&UFS, 
emphasizing the value and functions of the Natural heritage System as a 
whole, rather than simply highlighting selected areas, is also an important 
conceptual shift to promote.  
 
Rationale: Clearly distinguishing 
publicly accessible natural areas 
from active recreational parks 
facilitates internal management 
and also provides a good 
framework for marketing Natural 
Areas in the city, and engaging the 
community in their stewardship. 
Making people aware of the value 
and functions of the Natural 
Heritage System “in their 
backyards” will encourage support 
for investments into the protection 
and  management of this system. 

STRATEGY #23:  Build on partnerships with the Region, agencies, institutions and 
nearby municipalities to share information, pursue joint initiatives, and 
coordinate responses to shared environmental threats 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Partner with local agencies and institutions to pursue shared research 
and monitoring objectives (see UFMP Action #29 for implementation 
guidance) 

 Build on existing partnerships with the Region of Peel and nearby 
municipalities to facilitate information sharing and coordinated 
responses to issues such as climate change and pest infestations as 
well as noxious plant disease management (see UFMP Action #30 for 
implementation guidance) 

 Work with the local Conservation Authorities to share monitoring 
information in support of Significant Natural Area management, as well 
as outreach and promotion 

 
Current Practices: The City of Mississauga has been an active partner in the Peel 
Region Urban Forest Working Group since 2009 and continues to benefit from 
regular meetings where information and ideas are shared, along with some joint 
initiatives and resources. The City has also collaborated with adjacent 
municipalities and the Canadian Food Inspection Agency on cross-boundary 
invasive pest issues (e.g., Asian long-horned beetle control, and more recently, 
emerald ash borer research), but these collaborations are typically ad hoc. 
 
Although there is interest in building research partnerships, none have been 
established to date beyond a partnership with University of Toronto in 
Mississauga’s intern program which includes a short-term research component. 
 
Best Practices: Although some municipalities try, it can be challenging to 
coordinate partnerships with academic and/or research institutions to conduct 
applied research that addresses selected local natural heritage and urban forest 
issues. In part, this is because many of the natural heritage and urban forest 
questions needing to be answered are complex and therefore require many 
replications to be studied over many years, which align well with a student`s 
need to finish a two or three year program. It is also a best practice to seek co-
benefits from the sharing of resources to undertake collaborative research 
among jurisdictions. 
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Rationale: Conducting and analyzing research projects is outside the mandate 
and scope of the City`s Parks and Forestry Division. However, there is a need for 
site-specific assessments of the environmental factors that influence the 
longevity of street and park trees in Mississauga, and better understanding of 
why trees do better in some areas than others. Any research that would begin to 
provide more information in this regard would be very helpful to City staff. 
 
STRATEGY #24:  Pursue funding from a range of sources, and support non-profit 
organizations and institutions doing the same 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Broaden the pursuit of funding opportunities to encompass all those 
identified in Appendix G in collaboration with partners where 
appropriate, and continue to update this table as appropriate 

 Provide support to schools, non-profit groups and businesses in their 
pursuit of funding opportunities that align with the City’s natural heritage 
and urban forest objectives 

 Explore opportunities to partner with different departments in the City to 
pursue different funding avenues 

 
Current Practices: The Parks and Forestry Division has been successfully 
pursuing funding and resource sharing opportunities through Evergreen, TD 
Green Streets, and various partnerships. The partnership with Evergreen is a 
good example of the cross-pollination between different stewardship initiatives. 
The partnership with Evergreen began in 2004 and now includes annual 
activities in more than 10 City parks. Evergreen also participates in local Earth 
Day events and the Mississauga Fall Fair, has partnered with the University of 
Toronto in Mississauga to plant 22 sites on campus, and launched the Greening 
Corporate Grounds campaign with CVC. 
 
Best Practices: Although few municipalities can afford it, it is ideal to have a staff 
person dedicated, at least on a part-time basis to pursuing and coordinating 
funding opportunities. The City of Kitchener has a Natural Areas Coordinator who, 
among other things, pursues funding. In the City of Guelph, their Healthy 
Landscapes Technician is largely responsible for pursuing funding. In the City of 
London, staff support members of the local ReLeaf organization, who are very 
effective at marketing themselves and obtaining supporting funding. 
 

Rationale: For municipalities, resources are always a limiting factor in pursuing 
initiatives related to natural heritage and the Urban Forest. However, there are a 
number of funding sources available to the City of Mississauga (see Appendix G) 
(and other public or non-profit organizations) that can facilitate the pursuit of 
engagement or stewardship activities. 
 

 
 
Figure 18. Example of a rebate offered through LEAF for native tree purchases at 

selected nurseries 
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STRATEGY #25: Identify cost-effective incentives to support the implementation 
of Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest objectives 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Increase promotion of the request-based street tree planting program  
 Ensure Mississauga’s ‘Urban Design Awards program includes 

recognition for enhancement and expansion of the Natural Heritage 
System and the Urban Forest 

 Explore the feasibility of working with LEAF to offer rebates on native 
tree and shrub purchases at local nurseries 

 Continue to explore the feasibility of a credit or incentive program linked 
to maintenance of a certain proportion of permeable surfaces on one’s 
property 

 Consider and explore other incentives as ideas and opportunities arise 
 
Current Practices: The City currently provides street trees in front of residences 
at no cost upon request, and is also in the process of developing an 
Environmental Grants Program as well as an Environmental Design Award ( per 
the LGMP) with both due for launch in 2014. 
 
Best Practices: There are a variety of incentives used in different jurisdictions to 
engage the community in implementation of natural heritage and urban forest 
objectives. One of the most common, as in Mississauga already, is the provision 
of a free tree for the front yards on request. The City of Mississauga is currently 
exploring the feasibility of a unique incentive via a credit or incentive program 
tied to maintaining permeability (i.e., unpaved) over a certain proportion of 
private properties ) to recognize infiltration function and contribution to storm 
water management. There are also various incentives (e.g., free trees, free 
labour), associated with many of the stewardship programs identified in 
Appendix D of the UFMP. 
 
Rationale: Incentives are another useful tool for engaging those who may not 
otherwise be interested in supporting natural heritage and urban forest 
objectives. Creative incentives also provide an opportunity for education, and can 
make a connection between the incentive and the value or benefits provided by 
the service. 
 

 

9.4 TRACKING THE STATE OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND 

URBAN FOREST 
 
STRATEGY #26:  Track and report on the status of the Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest 
Implementation Guidance: 

 Adopt the monitoring framework developed for Mississauga’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest (see UFMP Action #1 and Appendix A 
for implementation guidance ), which aligns with the targets identified in 
Section 6 

 Monitor the status of the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest 
with support from the Region, local agencies and other partners (see 
UFMP Action #2 for implementation guidance) 

 For the annual Natural Area Survey updates: 
o review Conservation Management Plans to identify any recent 

management actions that require inspection and/or monitoring 
o re-structure the annual Natural Area Survey updates so they 

focus only on  communicating major changes that may require 
urgent management responses, with a more comprehensive 
city-wide trend analysis/report once every four years 

o annual updates  should be brief (approximately 1—15 pages?) 
and in non-technical language to communicate the state of the 
Natural Heritage System and any new management concerns to 
Council, Senior Managers and external stakeholders 

o management needs identified in annual updates should be 
transferred to  Conservation Management Plans (see UFMP 
Action #20) to enable prescriptions to be implemented on a 
timely basis 

 For Natural Heritage System monitoring, draw on information and 
summaries from Credit Valley Conservation and Toronto Region 
Conservation’s ongoing aquatic and terrestrial monitoring programs 

 For the Urban Forest monitoring: 
o assess Mississauga’s canopy cover (using leaf on aerial 

satellite imagery) once every four years 
o assess street and park tree species diversity and condition 

using the current street and park tree inventory once every 
eight years 
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10  OVERVIEW OF IMPLEMENTATION 
An implementation guide for the NH&UFS has been developed in support of this 
Strategy but is provided as a separate stand-alone document, facilitating its 
update as required over the 20 year period. The guide identifies, for each of the 
26 recommended Strategies: 
 

 the timing for implementation48  
 which City department(s) and/or section(s) will lead its implementation 
 key implementation components (taken directly from this Strategy 

document) 
 estimated new resource requirements (including staffing), and 
 potential external partnerships and/or funding. 

 
The LGMP provides guidance for priority setting with respect to “green” 
strategies as follows: 
 

 Build on Environmental Success (i.e., on existing standards, plans, 
policies, partnerships) 

 Raise Public Awareness 
 Collect Baseline Data49  
 Understand Mississauga’s Energy Future  
 Build Partnerships and Collaboration  

 
These priorities were considered in the NH&UFS Implementation Guide 
development. 
 
The new resource requirements identified for the NH&UFS amount to 
$2,141,713 in total over the entire 20 year period, with the bulk of these costs 
linked to a new Environmental-Natural Heritage Planner position. 

                                                            
48 Timing windows are aligned with the five four-year cycles for project review and  
monitoring over the Strategy’s 20 year time frame (i.e., 2014 – 2017, 2018 – 2021, 
2022 – 2025, 2026 – 2029, 2030 – 2033). 

 
49 Although the LGMP notes that baseline data have already been collected for natural 
areas and the urban forest, and indeed the data needed to assess the indicators 
identified in the LGMP have been, there are additional indicators that have been identified 
through the NH&UFS that require additional metrics to be measured. 

 
The breakdown by four year Strategy period is provided below: 
 

o 2014 – 2017: $339,281 
o 2018 – 2021: $443,108 
o 2022 – 2025: $463,108 
o 2026 – 2029: $448,108 
o 2030 – 2033: $448,108 

 
PLANNING STRATEGIES: The bulk of the new costs associated with the NH&UFS 
(about 80%) are for the creation of a new Environmental–Natural Heritage 
Planner position. This individual will require expertise in natural heritage and 
urban forest planning, as well as some background in ecology and arboriculture, 
and will be needed for the implementation of most of the planning related 
Strategies. They will also support implementation of some of the protection / 
management and engagement Strategies. The location of this position (i.e. which 
City department they will work in) is to be determined.  
 
PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES: None of these Strategies have 
any related new budget or staffing requirements in the NH&UFS, however this is 
because the new costs related to many of these strategies are identified through 
the UFMP, which estimates $2,866,970 of new budget being required over the 
20 year period of the Plan, primarily for management-related activities.   
 
These costs are largely related to updates to or shifts in operational activities 
that require an initial investment in order to secure medium to long term gains 
for the health and sustainability of the Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System 
(e.g., updates to the street and park tree inventory, investment in a pest 
management plan, etc.) and the hiring of two seasonal staff and two students to 
support broader stewardship initiatives on both public and private lands. 
 
ENGAGEMENT STRATEGIES: About 20% of the new costs associated with the 
NH&UFS are related to expanding outreach and education to a range of 
stakeholders and the community at large. Most of Mississauga’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest are located on private property, therefore 
having local landowners and residents “buy in” to this Strategy and its objectives, 
and help implement them, will be critical.  Notably, some additional new costs 
associated with expanded stewardship efforts are identified in the UFMP 
Implementation Guide. 
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11 GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS  
Adaptive Management: A systematic process for continuously improving 
management policies and practices by learning from the outcomes of previously 
employed policies and practices. In active adaptive management, management 
is treated as a deliberate experiment for the purpose of learning. 
 
Biodiversity (short for Biological Diversity): The variety of life and its processes; it 
includes the variety of living organisms, the genetic differences among them, the 
communities and ecosystems in which they occur, and the ecological and 
evolutionary processes that keep them functioning, yet ever changing and 
adapting (Saving Nature’s Legacy – Protecting and Restoring Biodiversity, Noss 
and Cooperrider 1994). 
 
Buffer: Areas between protected natural areas and the surrounding landscape or 
seascape which help protect the network from potentially damaging external 
influences and which are essentially transitional areas. 
 
Canopy Cover: A measurement of the areal extent of vegetation foliage, typically 
measured in percentage of total land area. It can include both trees and shrubs, 
or just trees. For example, the City of Mississauga’s tree canopy cover is 
estimated at 15% of the total land area of the city.    
 
Carbon sequestration: Carbon sequestration is a biochemical process by which  
atmospheric carbon is absorbed by living organisms, including trees, soil 
microorganisms, and crops, and involving the storage of carbon in soils, with the 
potential to reduce atmospheric carbon dioxide levels. 
 
Ecosystem services: A term used to describe the processes of nature needed to 
support the health and survival of humans. While ecological goods and services 
are required and used by all living organisms, they are primarily considered in 
terms of their value (quantified or not) to humans. Ecological services include 
processes such as air and water purification, flood and drought mitigation, waste 
detoxification and decomposition, pollination of crops and other vegetation, 
carbon storage and sequestration, and maintenance of biodiversity.  The 
products generated by these services include fundamental items like clean air, 
fresh water, food, fiber, timber, and medicines, as well as less tangible items like 
mental health and spiritual well-being.   
 

Family: For plants, the family includes plants with many botanical features in 
common and is the highest classification normally used. Modern botanical 
classification assigns a type plant to each family, which has the distinguishing 
characteristics of this group of plants, and names the family after this plant.  
 
Genus: For plants, the genus is the taxonomic group containing one or more 
species. For example, all maples are part of the genus called “Acer” and their 
Latin or scientific names reflect this (e.g. Sugar maple is called Acer saccharum, 
while Black maple is called Acer nigrum). 
 
Geographic Information System (GIS): An organized collection of computer  
hardware, software, geographic data, and personnel designed to efficiently 
capture, store, update, manipulate, analyze, and display all forms of 
geographically referenced information. 
 
Greenhouse gases: Gases that contribute to the greenhouse effect, i.e., hinder 
heat radiation from escaping through the atmosphere. 
 
Green Infrastructure: A concept originating in the mid-1990s that highlights the 
contributions made by natural areas to providing important municipal services 
that would cost money to replace. These include storm water management, 
filtration of air pollution and provision of shade. The Green Infrastructure Ontario 
Coalition has defined this term as “natural vegetation, vegetative systems, soil in 
volumes, and qualities adequate to sustain vegetation and absorb water, and 
supportive green technologies that replicate ecosystem functions”. 
 
Heat Island Effect: The urban heat island effect describes the documented 
phenomenon of urban areas being significantly warmer than the surrounding 
rural areas largely due to the extent of built structures and paved areas. The 
temperature difference usually is larger at night than during the day, is most 
apparent when winds are weak, and is noticeable during the summer and the 
winter.  
 
Invasive Species: A plant, animal or pathogen that has been introduced to an 
environment where it is not native may become a nuisance through rapid spread 
and increase in numbers, generally to the detriment of native species. 
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APPENDIX A 
PHASE 1 STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS SUMMARIES 
 
Mississauga Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy 
Phase 1 Stakeholder Session #1 – Aboriginal Groups 
November 20th, 2012 at 1:00 - 3:00 p.m.  
Mississauga Civic Centre, Rick Henson Room and Committee Room C 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Individual discussions were held on November 20th with aboriginal groups to 
discuss Mississauga’s Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy.  Invitations 
were provided to seven aboriginal organizations represented in the City of 
Mississauga. A representative from Six Nations of the Grand River and a 
representative from the Peel Aboriginal Network participated in these 
discussions.  These meetings began with welcoming remarks from Olav Sibille 
(Project Manager, City of Mississauga), followed by a presentation on the project 
given by Mirek Sharp (Project Lead for the North-South Environmental consulting 
team).  Following the presentation, Susan Hall from LURA Consulting facilitated 
the discussion and solicited input from the participants. During the sessions, 
participants were asked to provide their input to the strategy vision, guiding 
principles, as well as opportunities for engagement and implementation.       
 
SUMMARY 
 
The key themes and discussion points from the aboriginal group discussions are 
summarized below.   
 
Input to Vision and Guiding Principles 
Participants noted they would take the comment forms back to their 
organizations to seek input. There was little direct comment on the vision and 
guiding principles at these sessions.  Both participants liked the terms protect, 
enhance, manage and expand.  One participant encouraged use of strong policy 
language, such as the word ‘compel’.   

Key Discussion Points 
 Clarity of terminology:  The importance of using clearly defined terms 

(e.g., natural hazard lands, etc.) in a consistent manner was 
emphasized. 

 Recognition of aboriginal cultural and ancestry: Participants identified 
the need to recognize aboriginal culture and ancestry as part of natural 
heritage strategy.  Hunting and fishing were noted as opportunities to 
continue aboriginal cultural heritage practices particularly along the 
Credit River. Signage to recognize footpaths or other historically 
significant features was also suggested.   

 Support for City initiatives:  In general, participants were pleased with 
the work being undertaken by the City.  They are supportive of City’s 
‘green plans and initiatives’, including the Living Green Master Plan, 
Emerald Ash Borer Management Plan, Credit River Park Strategy as well 
as this Strategy.   

 Archaeological connections:  Aboriginal groups noted that they were 
particularly interested in areas with aboriginal archaeological sites.  

 Consultation approach: One participant raised a concern that it may be a 
challenge for aboriginal groups to respond within the Strategy’s time 
frame, which they considered tight.   It was suggested that the 
consultation approach be made available to participants to share with 
their networks.   

 Best practices for enhancing tree canopy:  Tree planting programs were 
considered important. One participant suggested looking at the City of 
Toronto’s model for a tree bylaw and the City of London`s One Million 
Tree Challenge. 

 Supporting aboriginal initiatives: One participant noted they had a 
reforestation program underway that aligns with the objectives of this 
process and overall greening in Ontario. The Peel Environmental 
Network representative discussed programming they are offering to 
teach students in schools and through workshops about Aboriginal 
history and philosophy that centres on the interrelationship of humans 
and the natural environment to foster stewardship. 

 Outreach and education:  Participants noted the importance of outreach 
and education, and connecting people with nature. Suggestions for 
outreach included: visiting community events and places with pop-up 
tents, hosting guided hikes, educating residents about the aesthetic 
perceptions associated with natural features, promoting the benefits of 
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naturalized landscapes, using numbers and tracking (monitoring) to 
communicate key messages, and using creative tools to educate about 
the value of connected natural river systems such as floating ducks 
moving downstream (e.g., City of Vancouver). 

 Spirituality and the web of life: One participant noted the importance of 
spirituality and recognizing the spiritual value of our natural heritage 
systems, as well as of promoting the `web of life’ philosophy and 
teachings that all elements of nature and people are connected and 
impact each other.     

 
 
Mississauga Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy 
PHASE 1 Stakeholder Sessions #2, #3, #4 and #5 
November 20th, 2012 at 3:30 - 5:00 p.m. 
November 22nd, 2012 at 10:00 a.m. - noon, 1:00 - 3.00 p.m. & 3:30 - 5:00 p.m. 
Mississauga Civic Centre , Rick Henson Room and Committee Room C 
Mississauga Living Arts Centre, Bank of Montreal Room 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Four stakeholder sessions were held over November 20th and 22nd to discuss 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy.  The number of 
participants at each meeting ranged from four to 21.  These sessions were held 
for a wide range of external stakeholders representing: government and agencies 
(including adjacent municipalities and local conservation authorities), 
committees to City Council, educational institutions, environmental groups, 
community groups and residents associations, recreational facilities, business 
and development organizations, local utilities and transit, and arboriculture 
firms.  Notably, no representatives from business development organizations 
were able to attend the Phase 1 sessions. Each session began with welcoming 
remarks from Olav Sibille (Project Manager, City of Mississauga), followed by a 
presentation on the project given by Mirek Sharp (North-South Environmental, 
Project Lead for the consulting team).  Following the presentation, Margot Ursic 
from Beacon Environmental (November 22nd) or Susan Hall from Lura Consulting 
(November 20th) facilitated the discussion and solicited input from the 
participants. During the sessions, participants were asked to provide their input 
to the strategy vision, guiding principles, as well as opportunities for engagement 
and implementation.       

The key themes and discussion points from the Phase 1 stakeholder meetings 
#2 through #5 are summarized below.    
 
SUMMARY  
 
Input to Vision and Guiding Principles 
Generally participants supported a vision that included the words protect, 
enhance, manage and expand.  Additional suggestions for vision and guiding 
principle elements included:  

 Ecological, holistic, systems thinking; connectivity;  
 Balancing protection of natural areas with economic development; 
  ‘Compel’ and ‘encourage’ as applicable; 
 Universal design and accessibility; 
 Public education;  
 Increasing value and pride in the natural environment;  stewardship; 
 Linking culture and nature;  linking nature with human health;  
 Habitat and biodiversity; 
 Relationships between land uses; 
 Financial aspect of sustainability; 
 Sustainable landscapes – naturalized, low maintenance;  
 Innovative thinking; and 
 Consideration of urban agriculture and/or community gardens. 

 
Key Discussion Points 

 Accessibility:  Participants representing the Accessibility Committee 
noted that accessibility issues, such as site design and appropriate set-
backs, must be considered as part of the strategy.  

 Balance City`s environmental protection and prosperity goals: One 
participant commented on the importance of balancing natural area 
protection goals with economic development goals.  They noted that 
great green spaces can attract business; however, too many 
environmental constraints and delays related to the permitting process 
can discourage businesses from locating in a particular municipality.   

 Importance of numbers and tracking (monitoring):  Several participants 
inquired about the different statistics provided regarding levels of 
natural area coverage and tree canopy cover, and emphasized how it 
will be important to present these baseline data clearly and consistently. 
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Some participants also inquired about the extent to which gains and 
losses in natural areas and tree cover is tracked, and indicated it would 
be helpful to the City and the community to have a good understanding 
about how these are changing over time.  

 Looking to best practices: Many stakeholders supported the importance 
of looking to other municipalities or organizations for guidance.  
Examples provided include: the City of Toronto and the Town of Aurora 
regarding tree bylaws, and the Town of Oakville regarding urban forest 
management and community engagement.  One participant noted that 
members of council in Mississauga are particularly interested in 
comparisons with other municipalities and encouraged the project team 
do integrate these as a way to gain support from Council.   

 Recognition of cultural heritage:  Several participants identified the 
importance of recognizing the City’s natural and cultural history, and 
their interrelatedness. Areas of cultural significance were also identified 
as a potential opportunity for natural heritage protection and/or 
enhancement as areas with cultural value may also have natural 
heritage value. 

 Recognition of mental health benefits: There was a discussion about the 
mental health benefits of natural heritage. It was suggested that the 
Strategy should look into new research in this area and make clear links 
between sustaining natural heritage and sustaining human health.   

 Importance of clear messaging and community engagement: Many 
participants felt that it will be essential to communicate the Strategy 
clearly, and engage people in its implementation, for it to be successful. 
It was noted that people are willing to contribute and will do so when 
they feel inspired and have the guidance they need.   

 Importance of outreach and education, particularly to youth: Many 
stakeholders felt that effectively engaging a wide range of stakeholders 
and the public would be critical to the success of this strategy, and the 
health of the natural environment in Mississauga.  It was acknowledged 
that both individual and institutional land owners have important roles in 
environmental stewardship and expansion, as they own most of the land 
in the City.  It was felt quite strongly that youth need to be more broadly 
engaged in the development of the strategy and the implementation of 
future environmental natural heritage actions, and engaged in hands-on 
outdoors activities.   

 Suggestions for engaging the community: Ideas presented for 
community engagement include: focused education and awareness 
activities for developers and new homeowners to help prevent tree 
removals when building new homes; improved awareness of the value of 
natural assets, including concrete numbers to raise the profile of these 
assets; public education on tree watering and tree maintenance; and 
better maps and signs that advertise the local natural heritage.   

 Fostering collaboration between organizations:  There are many 
organizations, including conservation authorities, municipalities, and 
other agencies that share the responsibilities surrounding natural 
heritage.  The strategy should recognize those connections and identify 
ways to build on them.   

 Importance of regulation and enforcement: Participants noted the 
importance of strong regulation as a companion to comprehensive 
outreach and education.   

 Ideas for strengthening regulation:  Suggestions made for strengthening 
protection of natural heritage and the urban forest include: tightening 
Mississauga’s Private Tree Protection By-law (254-12), expanding the 
Province’s Greenbelt designation into the City (or something 
comparable), using the cultural landscape designation and the site plan 
application process to protect trees and natural areas, designating core 
natural heritage features as well as supporting features, and having 
more resources for by law enforcement.  

 Concern about inadequate enforcement: Several participants expressed 
concern that the City does not have enough staff to fully enforce the 
various by-laws and regulations it currently has in place.   

 Value of ecological corridors and connections:  Ecological corridors and 
connectivity were identified as important components of the strategy, 
and key to sustaining the Natural Heritage System. Gaps in terrestrial 
connectivity in Mississauga were recognized. Suggestions for improving 
connectivity included looking at roadsides / transportation corridors and 
hydro corridors. The importance of building and maintaining connections 
between people and the nature around them was also discussed.   

 Need for creative thinking to identify opportunities for enhancement:  
There was discussion in several stakeholder sessions about the need to 
think creatively about opportunities for natural heritage enhancement 
because of the fact that Mississauga is now almost entirely built out and 
will be primarily growing through intensification and redevelopment. 
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Suggestions included looking at a wide range of opportunities including 
the supportive functions of manicured parks and open spaces, 
landscaped areas in various land use types (e.g., residential, commercial 
and industrial areas). 

 Need to integrate “green” into built-up areas using the latest tools and 
technologies: Recognizing the fact that Mississauga is largely urbanized 
and entirely built out, several participants pointed to the need to 
integrate trees and naturalized spaces into built-up areas (e.g., green 
roofs on buildings, treed islands in parking lots, storm water 
management areas). This should be done both to connect people to 
green spaces in tangible ways (e.g., edible landscaping), and bring the 
many benefits of green spaces to areas where these elements are 
currently lacking.  

 Using trees and natural areas to help manage storm water: A couple of 
participants noted that opportunities to quantify the contributions of 
trees and natural areas to improved storm water management functions 
in the City should be explored. Another participant noted that the 
anticipated impacts of climate change should also be considered in this 
regard (i.e., greater frequency of more sudden and intense storms). 

 Need to consider climate change: Several participants noted the 
importance of considering climate change in the Strategy, including how 
it will impact selection of trees for planting and management of natural 
areas.   

 Changing approaches in invasive species management:  It was noted by 
one participant that some invasive and removal protocols have evolved, 
meaning that the technical training of those involved in this work needs 
to keep pace with such developments.   

 Considerations related to hydro corridors: When considering 
opportunities for naturalizing associated with hydro corridors, a 
participant representing a hydro company noted several issues that 
require consideration, including: clearances for height and set-backs, 
existing standards, long-term maintenance requirements, and issues 
with animals damaging equipment.   

 Consideration of tax incentives:  One participant suggested that tax 
incentives, such as conservation easements, should be considered as a 
way to promote natural heritage protection, particularly on private lands.  
It was noted that Lorne Park Estates is a community where tax breaks 
were used to provide incentives for natural heritage protection.    

Mississauga Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy 
PHASE 1 Public Open Houses #1 and #2  
December 6th, 2012 at 2:30 to 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. 
Mississauga Living Arts Centre, Bank of Montreal Room 
 
OVERVIEW 
 
Two public open houses were held to discuss Mississauga’s Natural Heritage and 
Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) during the afternoon and evening of December 
6th, 2012.  In total, there were 21 participants.  These sessions were open to any 
interested parties and were advertised in the Mississauga News, on the City 
website, in local community centres, and on mobile signs. Each session began 
with welcoming remarks from Laura Piette (Director, Planning, Development & 
Building Services, City of Mississauga), followed by a presentation about the 
project given by Mirek Sharp (Project Lead for the North-South Environmental 
consulting team).  Following the presentation, Susan Hall from Lura Consulting 
facilitated the discussion and requested feedback and input from the 
participants. Participants were asked to provide their input to a strategy vision, 
guiding principles, and strategic opportunities for engagement and 
implementation.       
The key themes and discussion points from the Phase 1 public open houses are 
summarized below.     
 
SUMMARY 
 
Input to vision and guiding principles 
Generally participants supported a vision that included the words protect, 
enhance, manage and expand.  Additional words and ideas for the vision and 
guiding principles include:  

o Enhance connectivity;  
o Green infrastructure such as green roofs; 
o Improve  access (more trails; better trail maintenance, 

especially in winter);  
o Preservation of biodiversity and wildlife; 
o Measurement and monitoring; 
o Restoration and naturalization; 
o Stewardship; 
o Connections to human health; 
o Pride in the natural environment;  
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o Increase tree canopy cover;  
o Wetland protection;  
o Honour heritage sites;  
o Protect and re-introduce native species; remove invasive 

species; and 
o Healthy landscapes. 

 
Key Discussion Points 

 Communicating the Strategy: Several participants emphasized the 
importance of the wording and messages associated with the strategy in 
order to achieve engagement.  Suggestions for communicating the 
strategy effectively included: clear messaging, having specific and 
readily understood goals, highlighting the known connections between a 
healthy natural environment and human health, and better recognition 
of the city’s public natural areas as special and unique places that can 
be readily accessed.  One participant suggested that a clear distinction 
should be made between green infrastructure (i.e. green roofs) and 
natural heritage, while another felt making a clear distinction between 
active parks and natural areas/parks would be very beneficial to 
educating the community, as well as City staff, about their different 
functions.    

 Valuing local natural heritage: One participant noted that the Ontario 
Network for Ecosystem Services is an organization looking at valuing 
ecological services that may provide some useful information for the 
Strategy. 

 Fostering community connections to nature: Related to the issue above, 
a number of participants expressed the importance of residents feeling 
a part of and taking ownership in the city’s natural heritage for this 
strategy to succeed.  Targeted education of youth, and other members 
of the community, with respect to natural heritage and the urban forest 
was considered to be a critical aspect of this strategy. 

 Suggestions for increasing stewardship of local natural heritage: 
Mechanisms suggested include: participation in the maintenance of 
their natural environment (e.g., stewardship on their own property and in 
their community), and engaging the youth in hands-on experiences that 
teach them about the natural world around them and their role in it. One 
participant noted success by Halton Region working in partnership with 

the mountain biking community in order to better protect sensitive 
natural areas from the effects of mountain biking.      

 The need for clearly defined goals and measurable targets: A few 
participants commented that the Strategy needs to have tangible goals 
and strong resource planning in order to help ensure that the Strategy’s 
recommendations will be implemented. They also suggested that 
specific targets for tree canopy are needed to guide strategic efforts, 
and emphasized the importance of identifying appropriate locations for 
planting. 

 Ways to increase tree canopy cover: There was some discussion around 
how best to increase canopy cover, and key role of private landowners 
was recognized again in this context. Suggestions included: basing tree 
replacement on leaf area rather than on a stem for stem basis, providing 
incentives for planting trees, creating a heritage tree program, protecting 
older trees, improved maintenance of street tees, and planting along 
transportation corridors.   

 Being inclusive: Some participants suggested that the language of the 
strategy needs to be inclusive in so far as it should not emphasize 
certain natural features (e.g., the Credit River valley) at the expense of 
others (e.g., Etobicoke Creek).  It was also suggested that urban 
agriculture, gardens as well as urban agriculture be considered within 
the strategy.  

 Protecting what we have: Some participants commented that stronger 
bylaws for preserving the urban forest are needed along with greater 
capacity for enforcement in order to better protect the city’s remaining 
natural heritage and treed assets. Expanding the Greenbelt along the 
Credit River was also identified as a mechanism to enhance protection 
of existing significant natural heritage. One participant suggested that 
addressing phosphorus loads from homeowner runoff in the Credit River 
be included as Strategy recommendations.   

 Ecological connectivity in Mississauga: Although the presentation 
emphasized the north-south ecological connectivity in the City along the 
river valley corridors, one participant noted that Sixteen Mile Creek also 
provides some east-west connectivity on the City’s west end, and 
between the City and the adjacent Town of Oakville. Another participant 
noted some degradation and encroachment in the Etobicoke Creek 
corridor that could present opportunities for naturalization. 
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  Inquiry about Ninth Line lands: One participant was interested in the 
future plans for the Ninth Line lands and would like to provide input 
before any plans are made.  

 Considering climate change: It was generally recognized that climate 
change impacts need to be considered as part of the Strategy. 
Suggestions included consideration of species from the Carolinian 
Canada ecozone, as well as the need for the establishment and 
maintenance of vegetation in flood prone river valley corridors.   

 Tying natural heritage investments to population growth: One participant 
suggested that the City should tie levels of investments in natural 
heritage protection and maintenance to population growth (i.e., 
allocation of tax dollars towards natural heritage and urban forestry 
initiatives should be increased proportionately with population growth). 
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APPENDIX  B 
PHASE 2 STAKEHOLDER AND PUBLIC CONSULTATIONS SUMMARIES 
 
Mississauga Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy 
PHASE 2 Stakeholder Session #7 – Aboriginal Groups 
June 18th, 2013 at 12:30 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.  
Telephone conference call 
 

OVERVIEW 

In an effort to use stakeholders’ time efficiently, aboriginal groups were invited to 
participate in individual discussions with the City of Mississauga staff, City of 
Brampton staff and the consulting team to provide input to both Mississauga’s 
Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) and Brampton’s Natural 
Heritage and Environmental Management Strategy (NHEMS). The purpose of 
these discussions was to gain input from stakeholders on key aspects of the 
draft Mississauga NH&UFS and provide early insights to the development of 
Brampton’s NHEMS. Invitations were provided to seven aboriginal organizations 
represented in Mississauga and Brampton. A representative from the 
Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation participated in the conference call.   
 
The discussion began with a brief welcome from Olav Sibille (Project Manager, 
City of Mississauga) and Susan Jorgenson (Manager of Environmental Planning, 
City of Brampton), followed by an overview about the two projects given by Mirek 
Sharp (Project Lead, North-South Environmental). Following the presentation 
Susan Hall from Lura Consulting facilitated the discussion.  
 
The key themes and discussion points are summarized below.    

 Recognize aboriginal cultural and ancestry: There are many 
opportunities to recognize aboriginal history in both Mississauga and 
Brampton.  For example, there is rich ancestry along the Credit River 
that can help tell the story of the First Nations peoples.  There is an 
opportunity to create a specific site that can show series of images, 
photography, mapping, and include interactive educational features or 
creative experiences. In addition, there is interest in developing and 
promoting a series markers along Mississauga’s and Brampton’s 
waterways to recognize historical sites (i.e., similar to the Yellow Fish 
Road program) and be promoted during Heritage Month. This could 

include developing an in-school program where students would research 
where their school is located, which First Nation is there, then paint a 
moccasin (marker) of the indigenous people to recognize their history.  

 Recognize First Nations in the landscape:  When travelling through 
southern Ontario, First Nations are not reflected in the landscape.  There 
are good examples of integrating function within nature and reflecting 
natural values in buildings (e.g., Montreal airport with cultural and 
natural elements in the stone and archways).   

 Incorporate Carolinian and other native plants:  There is a list of heritage 
plant species available that could be used for plantings and an 
opportunity to educate people about medicinal plants and promote their 
protection.   

 Create a memorable experience: Commemoration of aboriginal sites is a 
good start, but there is a need to create a memorable experience that 
will help people understand the value of nature and protect urban 
forests. There are opportunities to integrate educational walking tours 
around water and sacred sites to increase cultural knowledge. 

 Continue to educate:  Education plays an important role in stewardship.  
There is a need to educate people about native and non-native plantings 
and invasive species.  People need tools to help them learn how to 
protect natural heritage. 

 Integrate natural heritage protection in the Official Plan:  Green lands 
need to be included in the Official Plan and clearly defined so that they 
can be recognized and protected. 
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Mississauga Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy 
PHASE 2 Stakeholder Meetings #8 - #11 
June 13th (10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. and 1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m.), and  
June 18th (9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. and 3:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m.) 
Mississauga Living Arts Centre, Cannon Room 
Mississauga City 201 City Centre Drive, 9th Floor, Rick Hansen Room 
Civic Centre, 300 City Centre Drive, 2nd Floor, Committee Room B 
 
OVERVIEW 

Four stakeholder sessions were held on June 13th and June 18th to discuss 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). The purpose 
of these Phase 2 discussions was to gain feedback from stakeholders on key 
aspects of the draft NH&UFS. The number of participants at each session ranged 
from five to twenty. These sessions were held for a wide range of external 
stakeholders representing: government and agencies (including adjacent 
municipalities and local conservation authorities), committees of City Council, 
educational institutions, environmental groups, community groups and residents 
associations, business and development organizations, local utilities and arborist 
firms.   
 
Each session began with welcoming remarks from Olav Sibille (Project Manager, 
City of Mississauga), followed by a presentation on the project given by Mirek 
Sharp (North-South Environmental, Project Lead for the consulting team) and/or 
Margot Ursic (Beacon Environmental). Following the presentation Susan Hall 
from LURA Consulting (June 13th and 18th) or Margot Ursic (June 18th) facilitated 
the discussion and solicited feedback from the participants.   
       
The key themes and discussion points from the Phase 2 stakeholder sessions #8 
through #11 as well as the additional comments received following the meetings 
are summarized below.    
 
SUMMARY 
 
Feedback on Vision, Guiding Principles and Objectives 
Participants supported the overall vision, guiding principles and objectives of the 
NH&UFS.  In one session, there was a discussion about how to make the vision 
shorter and simpler in order to have a greater impact and be more memorable.  
Key suggestions included: 

 Replace the terms ‘protect, enhance, restore, expand and connect’ with 
‘protect’  

 Be consistent if using the term ‘connect’, then ensure that connection is 
integrated into the strategies.  Similarly, climate change and integrative 
management identified in the guiding principles should carry through to 
the strategies. 

 Remove ‘biodiversity’ and use ‘total landscape as a life support system’ 
as the basis for the vision. 

 Some suggested ‘the City, private and public stakeholders, and 
members of the community’ be replaced with ‘everybody’ or 
‘Mississaugans’. However, others felt that naming each group would 
help to hold all groups accountable for environmental protection.   

At one session, some of the participants felt that the NH&UFS objectives were 
very technical.  Given their place near the beginning of the document, it was 
suggested that they be more aspirational.  

In addition, there was a suggestion to consider adding in a diagram and 
explanation of how all the elements fit together (e.g., relationship between vision, 
guiding principles, objectives, strategies and targets) to help clarify the strategy’s 
organization. 
 
Feedback on Targets 
Participants provided little feedback on the targets. The feedback received was 
supportive of indicators and targets as tools to be used to measure performance 
of the NH&UFS. Those who expressed opinions about the targets suggested: 

 Targets are not ambitious enough for a 20 year planning horizon. More 
aggressive targets will drive creative and innovative ways of adding more 
natural heritage areas, and or linkage areas, including natural heritage 
creation as well as partnerships with various landowners.  

 Natural Heritage System Size Target: Increase from 12% -14% to a 
minimum of 20% over the next 20 years.  

 NHS Linkage Target: Expand the minimum of 30m of vegetation on 
either side to 50m to 60m for the Credit River. 

 Urban Forest Canopy Cover Target: 
o 15% is extremely low for a city the size and stature of 

Mississauga.  A higher target will show residents a higher level 
of commitment to the City of Mississauga’s air quality, action on 
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climate change, biodiversity, habitat and overall community 
health and wellbeing. 

o Should match what recommended by Environment Canada (i.e., 
30% forest cover in a given watershed) to be achieved by 2033. 

 Urban Forest: 
o One participant asked whether the project team had considered 

the implications of using species diversity to measure urban 
forest quality. The project team explained that the 
recommendation to include species diversity is a result of 
assessments suggesting there are approximately 10 species of 
trees dominating streets and parks.  Increasing diversity of 
street and park trees will be critical to increasing resiliency to 
climate change and other threats. 

 
Feedback on the Planning Strategies: 
In general participants were supportive of the planning strategies presented.  
Participants made the following suggestions about the planning strategies: 

 Urgency of natural heritage protection:  The urgency of natural heritage 
protection/conservation and the implementation of the NH&UFS 
recommendations was raised several times during the sessions.  One 
participant suggested including a strategy to encourage Council to 
quickly amend the Official Plan based on the recommendations of the 
NH&UFS. Another participant indicated that there is a need to more 
actively incorporate ecological principles into City policy and planning.  

 Implications of mapping natural areas:  The consulting team confirmed 
that the data used to create Map 1: Natural Heritage System (with 
proposed expansions) was the City’s existing Natural Heritage system 
plus proposed expansion areas identified based on screening several 
sources (including conservation authority landscape scale analysis) and 
were to be refined and verified through site-specific studies undertaken 
as part of the planning process.  

o Participants felt that designating properties as ‘natural areas’ or 
simply marking them as the colour green on a map might have 
implications for economic development.  Councillors, City staff 
as well as developers and businesses could misinterpret green 
areas on a map to mean that development is restricted and/or 
there are special environmental protection conditions. This can 

affect property values and deter businesses from locating on 
particular piece of land.   

o Participants recommended that the mapping be completed at a 
scale that can show some degree of differentiation between 
properties, and  that the intentions behind the mapping are very 
clearly stated and communicated to the development 
committee, planners, conservation authorities, etc.  

o Subsequent comments submitted by some representatives and 
members of the business community indicated there some site 
specific concerns with portions of Maps 1 and 2..  

o It was noted by one participant that there are opportunities to 
identify additional linkages that are not currently included on 
the maps, specifically along the shoreline.  The discussion 
highlighted that expansion may not be possible along the 
waterfront where the land is owned by Ontario Power 
Generation.  Participants also noted inconsistencies in how 
private lands were categorized that need to be addressed.  For 
example some industrial sites (e.g., Holcim site) were identified 
as expansion areas while other properties (e.g., GE site) were 
not.   

 Potential implications of recommended strategies: A concern was raised 
about the potential implications of the some of the recommended 
strategies.  For example, as part of the Lake Ontario Integrated 
Shoreline Strategy (LOISS), CVC has been working with corporations to 
naturalize their properties.  Identifying these lands as expansion areas in 
the NH&UFS could act as a constraint and affect the ability to do work 
with them in the future. Another concern was that expansion and 
enhancement strategies may result in expanded wildlife movement and 
eventually lead to increased road ecology conflicts.   

 Existing plans and strategies:  Several participants made reference to 
plans and strategies that should be considered in relation to the 
NH&UFS, including: Inspiration Lakeview, Mississauga Waterfront Parks 
Strategy, Inspiration Port Credit, the Downtown 21 Plan, the Region of 
Peel Road Characterization Study, and the Peel Active Transportation 
Study. 

 Strategy #1 - Improve coordination and information:  Two participants 
stressed the importance of not only interdepartmental coordination and 
information sharing, but a need for greater emphasis on the connections 
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between neighbouring municipalities (and other jurisdictions) who are 
doing similar work and facing similar problems. A representative from 
the Region of Peel noted that coordination is occurring, for example the 
Region has an agreement with the City regarding street trees, where the 
Region owns the assets and the City does the maintenance. It was also 
noted that when the Official Plan amendment comes forward for 
approval under Planning Act, the City will consult with the Region to help 
ensure that all the changes will be passed.   

 Strategy #4 - Clarify and strengthen Official Plan policies related to the 
NHS:  There was discussion, particularly amongst representatives from 
the business community, about the requirements for site plan approval 
relating to Residential Woodlands.  

o Participants questioned the effectiveness of site plan approval 
as a way to protect natural heritage on private property because 
the process does not necessarily prevent tree removal and can 
be onerous on developers/property owners.   

o The project team noted that not all Residential Woodlands are 
captured by the current site plan control bylaw. The site plan 
control requirements would be applicable to Residential 
Woodlands, not across the city as a whole.  

o Some concern was also expressed that the requirements for an 
Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for any development within, 
or adjacent to, an Urban Forest / Residential Woodland would 
be onerous and not result in any additional trees being saved.  

o Developers noted a need to clearly define Residential 
Woodlands (provide a quantitative explanation of which 
residentially treed areas are - or are not - included) to be able to 
fully assess the impacts of this recommendation. 

o Developers also noted that the requirement of an arborist 
report may be too narrow and that an arborist or a qualified 
ecologist and tree inventory report should be considered 
acceptable. 

o One participant commented that the current private tree bylaw 
is readily understood by developers and has significantly 
improved their practices.   

 Strategy #9 - Develop policies and guidelines that support the NHS: 
Participants indicated that: 

o The City should launch an aggressive industrial commercial roof 
greening and retrofit program focused on the introduction of 
green roof technologies for any new industrial commercial 
development, and a retrofit program for existing industrial 
commercial buildings. 

o Green roofs are gaining popularity among higher density 
residential developments; however, they are still cost prohibitive 
for commercial and industrial developments. 

 Development Charges: One participant suggested that there are 
opportunities to use Development Charges Section 37 (density 
bonusing), other similar mechanisms, or less formal arrangements with 
developers, to improve natural heritage in the City.  For example, 
developers could contribute to increasing the tree canopy in exchange 
for increased density.  However, it was noted that developers often face 
barriers when trying to make this type of arrangement with the City, as a 
result of development policies and pushback from residents.    

 Zoning for development:  There was a discussion about the issue with 
natural heritage areas being zoned by the City for development and the 
need for protection of these areas.  One participant suggested that most 
of these properties will trigger approvals and require rezoning.   

 Opportunities with green infrastructure and hydro corridors:  There were 
a number of discussions about opportunities associated with green 
infrastructure.  The project team noted that green infrastructure is 
recognized as part of the City’s Green System and as having a linkage 
role.  One participant suggested that the Provincial Parkway Belt Plan 
also considers the highways as having a secondary green function.  With 
regards to hydro corridors, participants from the Ministry of 
Infrastructure Ontario explained that the Provincial Secondary Land-use 
Program provides licences for using Hydro One land for various uses, 
such as parking, trails, linear pathways, community gardens, sports field, 
etc.  The requirements are based on certain clearances and voltage and 
a permit/payment process based on the value of adjacent land.   

 Opportunities on closed landfill sites:  Old landfill sites were noted as 
having natural heritage value and being potential sites for naturalization.  
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Feedback on the Protection and Management Strategies: 
In general participants were supportive of the protection and management 
strategies presented.  Participants made the following suggestions about the 
protection and management strategies: 

 Identify wetlands as part of the strategy:  One participant emphasized 
the need to explicitly recognize the value of wetlands throughout the 
NH&UFS and integrate wetlands more prominently into the protection 
and management strategy section specifically.  The project team noted 
that Natural Areas and strategies for developing Conservation Plans 
include wetlands and wetlands are recognized as a valued resource.  

 Strategy #12 - Encourage conservation on private property: Two 
participants suggested there is a need to establish City led partnerships 
with private landowners and other levels of government to establish a 
stronger natural heritage network and linkage areas across already 
urbanized landscapes, and encourage conservation of natural heritage 
on private lands where the majority of mature and native tree stock is 
located. Participants noted that conservation on private property is 
always a challenge and the messaging needs to focus on increased 
value to the homeowner and the neighbourhood. One participant 
suggested that a Heritage Tree Program could help to realize these 
goals.  

 Strategy #18 – Continue to strategically acquire high priority natural 
areas: One participant noted this strategy should have greater priority 
and that this strategy could be linked to rezoning areas identified for 
infill development.  Another participant noted that the City should be 
considering purchasing a property at Credit River and Main Street to 
expand the Natural Heritage System. 

 Strategy #19 - Ensure policies and by-laws are enforced: 
o One participant noted there needs to be strong enforcement of 

by-laws and that community members need to be aware that 
they are enforced. A number of participants suggested this is 
the most important protection and management strategy. 

o Several participants noted the importance of tree protection 
and having a strong tree bylaw, considering the rapid loss of 
tree canopy during development and as a result of Emerald Ash 
Borer.  One participant suggested that the NH&UFS recommend 
the City revisit and strengthen the tree bylaw immediately in 
order to better protect large trees.  Another suggestion was to 

make the City’s commitment to improving and enforcing the 
tree bylaw explicit in the NH&UFS strategies.   

o Through a number of discussions there was interest in updating 
the private tree bylaw to better meet urban forest protection 
objectives. 

Feedback on Engagement Strategies: 
In general participants were supportive of the engagement strategies presented.  
Participants made the following suggestions about the engagement strategies: 

 Strategy #22 - Build on current outreach programs.  Participants 
recommended that the City: 

o Connect with the Heritage Advisory Committee. 
o Continue to educate developers about the importance of the 

urban forest. 
o Institute an aggressive understory re-planting program in urban 

areas, especially focused in communities with high percentage 
of Ash trees. 

o Foster innovative tree planting partnerships with community 
organizations, school boards, businesses and private land 
owners to increase forest cover on both public and private 
lands, with specific yearly targets to be achieved. 

 Strategy #23 - Develop a campaign to promote the value of public 
natural areas – One participant felt this should be a higher priority.  The 
campaign to promote public natural areas should incorporate aspects of 
daily living, such as active recreation, bird watching, and photography. 
Other suggestions included: promoting the value of natural heritage to 
the homeowner, using homeowner testimonials, showing the difference 
between how much it cost to do something vs. how much it costs not to 
do it, using social media, tracking progress in a way that is meaningful to 
citizens and stakeholders, and getting private land owners involved in 
reporting on progress. One participant suggested that the NH&UFS 
should emphasize Mississauga as a waterfront city.  It was also noted 
that in addition to engagement strategies, the NH&UFS should promote 
education especially among youth.   

 Strategy #25 - Develop and expand partnerships to support information 
gathering, analysis and responses: Participants expressed support for 
the idea of improving linkages between academia and applied research 
and noted that CVC and the Nature Conservancy of Canada are also 
looking at this.  Others emphasized the need for multi-level (i.e., 
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municipal, regional, provincial, federal) coordination as a prominent 
element throughout the NH&UFS. 

 Strategy #26 - Pursue funding sources to support natural heritage and 
urban forest objectives: One participant requested mentioning specific 
local non-profit groups (e.g., LEAF, EcoSource).    

 Strategy #27 - Identify implementation incentives: There were 
discussions about the value of using incentives to encourage 
naturalization of private properties. Participants noted that that the 
cities of Kitchener and Waterloo are using incentives to reduce 
stormwater runoff. Participants suggested that a credit or incentive be 
considered that linked to maintenance of a certain proportion of 
permeable surfaces on a property. 

 Simplify the process: One participant suggested that there is a need to 
simplify the process of community engagement in Mississauga when it 
comes to greening initiatives, as the onus is on communities to organize 
themselves and the process is difficult to navigate.   

 Linkages on school properties: One participant asked whether there 
were any plans or identified areas for naturalization on school grounds.  
The project team explained schools volunteer to naturalize portions of 
the school yards.  Participants noted this would need to be done on a 
school-by-school basis. One participant raised a concern about showing 
school properties as expansion sites, as and they are zoned residential 
and school boards may have intentions to sell the properties once the 
schools become obsolete.   

 
Feedback on Tracking Strategies: 
Participants provided little feedback about the tracking strategies, but the 
feedback received was supportive.  Those who expressed opinions about the 
tracking strategies suggested there is a need to: 

 Provide a visual to help convey urgency and/or the process in a 
meaningful way (e.g., thermometer concept). 

 Engage private landowner by reporting on the overall health of trees and 
urban forest.  

 
Overall Feedback: 
In addition to feedback on the specific strategies, participants provided the 
following overall suggestions: 

 Organize and number strategy components:  It was suggested that most 
people would only read the first couple of sections of the strategy (i.e. 
the vision and guiding principles) so these components need to be the 
strongest elements of the strategy. Another concern was that the 
numbering of strategies should be easy to follow and there needs to be 
clarity why some strategies have supporting urban forest actions and 
others do not.  (Note: the actions presented were cross-referenced to 
the Urban Forest Management Plan).  Another recommendation was to 
indicate there is no preferential order of the strategies or place the 
overarching or most important strategies first.   

 Make explicit reference to key concepts: There were several concepts 
that participants felt were missing from the NH&UFS overview and/or 
the strategies.  Although these concepts would likely be referenced in 
the full document, their absence as part of the overview of the strategies 
made them appear as a lower priority or forgotten.  For example, even 
though wetlands are encompassed in natural heritage, it was suggested 
they be explicitly mentioned within the strategies and other key parts of 
the NH&UFS.  Other references missing from the strategies included: 
climate change, trails and Low Impact Development (LID).   

 Ensure the NH&UFS is user-friendly: Several suggestions were about 
ensuring that the final document is easy-to-read and user-friendly. 
Recommendations included: colour coding the strategies, giving each 
strategy an alpha prefix, including a diagram of how all the elements fit 
together, using consistent language and numbering each section’s 
strategies separately. It was also suggested that the NH&UFS should be 
attractive and colourful in order to encourage general public, as well as 
stakeholders such as teachers and principals, to read it.   

 Use and refine the Conceptual diagram (demonstrating the 
interrelatedness of the Natural Heritage System, urban forest and City’s 
Green System): Generally, participants were pleased with the diagram 
and felt it effectively illustrated the connections between the various 
natural heritage elements.  One idea was to use the diagram as an 
engagement tool. Another suggestion was to include more basic 
language in the diagram (i.e.: street trees, meadows, wetlands, 
backyards, and golf courses) and include supporting green 
infrastructure. 
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 Incorporate locally-specific definitions: One participant suggested that 
the NH&UFS should define all key terms and that the definitions should 
be specific to Mississauga.  Rather than being based on Provincial Policy 
Statement (PPS) definitions or external sources, the definitions should 
be open to comment from the public, so that there is clarity and 
agreement the meaning of key terms. 

 Emphasize the value of the NHS and Urban Forest:  One participant 
noted that the strategy needs to emphasize the monetary value of urban 
forest and natural areas to support decision making by City staff. 

 How the strategy should be used:  There were a number of discussions 
about how the NH&UFS should be used and by whom.  It was suggested 
that it should have enough detail to inform development during the 
design and engineering stages.  Another suggestion was that 
environmental consultants working on Environmental Assessments at 
both the municipal and regional level should refer to the NH&UFS for 
direction. It would be useful to include a section in the NH&UFS that 
gives direction on how to use it.  
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APPENDIX C 
SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTS REVIEWED IN SUPPORT OF THIS STRATEGY 
 
CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

 2009 Future Directions - Master Plan for Parks & Natural Areas (2010) 
 Accessibility Design Handbook (2007) 
 Accessibility Plan (2008) 
 Arts and Culture Master Plan (2009) 
 BY-LAWS: 

o Encroachment By-Law (2004, amended 2011) 
o Erosion Control By-law (1991, under review) 
o Nuisance Weed and Tall Grass Control By-law (2003) 
o Parks By-law (2005, amended 2006) 
o Private Tree Protection By-law (2012)  
o Property Standards By-Law (1998, amended 2008) 
o Zoning By-law (2007) 

 City Business Plan 2011-2014 (2011) 
 Credit River Adaptive Environmental Management (AEM) Strategy  
 Credit River Parks Strategy (in progress) 
 Cycling Master Plan (2010) and Implementation Strategy (2010) 
 Downtown 21 Master Plan (2010) 
 EAB Management Plan (2012) 
 Green Development Standards (2012) 
 Green Development Strategy (2010) 
 Green Development Strategy Phase 3 Report (2009) 
 Living Green Master Plan (2012) 
 Mississauga Plan (2003), in effect 
 Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) (in cooperation with the Region 

of Peel, City of Brampton, Town of Caledon, Credit Valley Conservation 
and Toronto Region Conservation) 

 Natural Areas Survey 1996 (base document that outlines current 
Natural Heritage System Strategy) 

 Natural Areas Survey (2004) that outlines changes in methodology 
 Natural Areas Survey (2010, 2011, 2012)  
 Official Plan (2011) 
 Recreation and Parks Business Plan 2011-2014 (2011) 

 Site Plan Application process  
 Strategic Plan (2009) 
 Transportation Master Plan  
 Transportation  and Works Woody Debris Management Strategy    
 Waterfront Parks Strategy (2008) 
 Willing Partners? Residential Support for Municipal Urban Forestry 

Policies (Conway and Bang 2012 ) 
 Woody Debris Management Strategy – Operations Guide, Cooksville 

Creek Watershed (2010) 
 
PROVINCE OF ONTARIO 

 Conservation Authorities Act (2006) 
 Connecting Nature and People. A Guide to Designing and Planning 

Natural Heritage Systems (NHS) in Growing the Greenbelt Criteria 
(2008) 

 Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006, Office 
Consolidation Jan. 2012) 

 Endangered Species Act (2007) 
 Natural Heritage Reference Manual for Natural Heritage Policies of the 

Provincial Policy Statement, 2005 (OMNR 2009) 
 Niagara Escarpment Plan (2005) 
 Oak Ridges Moraine Conservation Plan (2002) 
 Ontario's Biodiversity Strategy (2011) 
 Ontario Greenbelt Plan (2005) 
 Ontario Natural Spaces Program 
 Provincial Policy Statement (2005) 
 Places to Grow Act (2006) 
 Parkway Belt West Plan 

 
REGION OF PEEL 

 Evolving Natural Heritage Systems Planning (2008) 
 Natural Heritage Policy Review (for ROP) - Discussion Paper (2008), 

including Part C - Beyond PROPR Peel-Peel-Caledon Significant 
Woodlands and Significant Wildlife Habitat (2009) 

 Peel Climate Change Strategy (2011) 
 Natural Heritage & Agriculture Policies - ROPA 21B (2010) 
 Peel Core Greenlands Mapping Update (2011) 
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CREDIT VALLEY CONSERVATION (CVC) 

 City of Mississauga Landscape Scale Analysis (in partnership with TRCA, 
Conservation Halton and the City of Mississauga) 

 Credit River Fish Management Plan - CRFMP (2002) (with MNR) 
 Credit River Water Management Strategy (1992) and its update (2007) 
 CVC Ecological Goods & Services Resources 

- Landowner Views on Wetland Enhancement and Restoration in and 
Adjacent to the Credit River Watershed Report (2013) 

- Ecological Goods and Services – An Introduction Factsheet (2011) 
- The Credit River Watershed: Property Value Appreciation – Impacts 

of Natural Features Report (2009) and Factsheet (2010) 
- Natural Credit: Estimating the Value of Natural Capital in the Credit 

River Watershed Report and Factsheet (2009) 
- Analysis of Present and Future Carbon Storage in the Forests of the 

Credit River Watershed Report and Factsheet (2010)  
- Valuing Wetlands in Southern Ontario’s Credit River Watershed 

Reports and Factsheet (2010) 
- The Importance of Ecosystem Services to  Human Well-Being in the 

Credit River Watershed Report and Factsheet (2011)   
 CVC Greenlands Securement Strategy (2004) 
 CVC Integrated Watershed Restoration Strategy (IWRS) 
 CVC Strategic Plan Update (2008) 
 CVC Terrestrial Ecosystem Enhancement Model: Towards a NHS for the 

Credit River Watershed (2011)  
 Lake Ontario Integrated Shoreline Strategy - LOISS (in progress)  
 Mississauga's Natural Areas: What Everyone Should Know About Our 

Protected Areas (2006) 
 Natural Heritage Policy Review (Usher 2012)  

 
TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION (TRCA) 

 City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study - Technical Report (2011) 
 Etobicoke and Mimico Creeks Strategy TRCA Terrestrial Natural Heritage 

System Strategy (2007)        
 Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) (in cooperation with the 

Region of Peel, City of Mississauga, City of Brampton, Town of Caledon, 
and Credit Valley Conservation) 

 TRCA Terrestrial Volunteer Monitoring Program report (2008) 

CONSERVATION HALTON (CH) 
 2009-2013 Strategic Plan Towards a Healthy Watershed 
 Conservation Halton’s Policy and Guidelines for the Administration of 

Ontario Regulation 162/06 & Land Use Planning Document 
 Halton Natural Areas Inventory (H.N.A.I.) 
 Hamilton-Halton Watershed Stewardship Program – Overview 

 
GOVERNMENT OF CANADA 

 Area-Sensitive Birds in Urban Areas (2006) 
 Fisheries Act (1990) 
 How Much Habitat is Enough (3rd edition, 2013) 
 Navigable Waters Protection Act 
 Species at Risk Act (SARA) under Government of Canada 

 
OTHER  RELEVANT DOCUMENTS CONSIDERED 

 City of Brampton Natural Heritage System Planning and Environmental 
Management (2009) 

 City of Brampton Official Plan (2009) 
 City of Guelph Official Plan – OPA 42 (2010, under appeal) 
 City of London Living with Natural Areas (brochure) 
 GTTA: Living City Project - Etobicoke Creek Watershed (in cooperation 

with TRCA and CVC) 
 Halton Natural Heritage System Definition and Implementation (2009) 
 Halton - Greenlands Securement Strategy (2009) 
 Halton Regional Official Plan (2009) 
 Husquavarna Global Green Spaces Report (2013) 
 Sustainable Halton – Options for a NHS in Halton (2007) 
 Toronto Bird Safe Guidelines 
 Toronto Ravine Protection By-law (2009) 
 Toronto Shade Guidelines (2010) 
 Town of Oakville Official Plan (2012) 
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APPENDIX D 
OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY USED TO IDENTIFY RECOMMENDED 

EXPANSION AREAS FOR THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM  
 
A more complete explanation of the approach used to identify expansion areas to 
the NHS has been provided to the City in a Background Report.  The Background 
Report is an internal document for the benefit of City staff that provides a more 
technical description of how the mapping was assembled and a record of 
decisions that were made throughout the two year course of the study. 
 
It is very important to note that the expansion areas recommended in Map 1 are 
in part predicated on the recommended policy revisions.  These policy 
recommendations will need to be subject to an Official Plan Amendment process 
before they are incorporated into the Official Plan.   Thus the recommended 
expansion areas must be considered preliminary and draft until the policies are 
approved, and mapping modified, if and where necessary, in accordance with the 
final approved policies. 
 
There were two basic steps in identifying areas recommended as additions to the 
NHS; 1) the identification of potential expansion areas, and 2) the evaluation of 
potential expansion areas. 
 
 
Identification of Potential Expansion Areas 
In recent years, opportunities for potential expansion of the NHS have been 
recognized.   There are four main sources for these potential expansions: 

1. New natural areas or expansions to existing natural areas identified 
during annual updates of the Natural Areas System undertaken by the 
City; 

2. A city-wide Landscape Scale Analysis (LSA) undertaken by Credit Valley 
Conservation CVC), which incorporated information provided by the 
Toronto Region Conservation Authority (TRCA); 

3. Core Natural Areas identified by the Region as part of their Official Plan 
update (ROPA 21B); and 

4. an area recently added to the west side of the City (Ninth Line Corridor 
lands) . 

 

The potential expansions identified through these sources are not mutually 
exclusive and there is substantial overlap among them.  
 
It was the consulting team’s understanding that work undertaken by the TRCA as 
part of their Terrestrial Natural Heritage System Strategy (TNHSS) (Etobicoke and 
Mimico Watersheds Technical Update Report 2010) was incorporated into the 
LSA.  Because of this, the LSA was used as the primary source of potential 
expansions.  There was some confusion regarding this when the initial evaluation 
had been completed and as a result, following fieldwork and the analysis of the 
potential expansion areas, the TRCA undertook a comparison of the revised NHS 
and their TNHSS and communicated the results of that to the study team.   
 
It is very important to understand that the Natural Heritage System (NHS) 
component of the NH&UFS does not seek to develop a new natural heritage 
system from scratch, but builds on the existing Natural Areas System by 
evaluating the potential for its expansion.  It is also important to understand that 
the City’s NHS is a response to the policy requirements of the Provincial Policy 
Statement and Regional Official Plan.  As such, the focus is on identifying 
remnant natural features and linkages and ensuring they receive the appropriate 
level of protection.  Although the NHS includes the identification of areas for 
restoration and enhancement (principally the Significant Management Areas – 
SMAs), this is not its primary purpose.  The approach used in the development of 
the NHS is based the selection and evaluation of potential areas identified in the 
field using criteria and guidelines that meet policy requirements.  It does not 
seek to identify an “ideal system” based on targets, and then look for the best 
sites to fulfil that ideal.  Both approaches are legitimate ways of developing an 
NHS, but the policy-based approach is more consistent with the City’s mandate 
and planning obligations. 
 
The LSA mapping layer that was used for the evaluation of potential expansions 
to the City’s existing Natural Areas System was CVC’s “Core and Highly 
Supporting Patches” layer.  This layer featured the best examples of potential 
expansion sites within the CVC’s LSA layers.  As such, it signified the most 
promising potential for expansion sites for the NAS.  In this report, the “Core and 
Highly Supporting Patches” layer is referred to as the LSA layer.  Additional GIS 
layers with the Region’s Core areas, the Ninth Line corridor study sites and other 
sites recommended from annual updates of the Natural areas System (NAS) 
were added to the analysis to identify the full range of potential expansion sites. 
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First, the City’s existing Natural Areas System layer was mapped over a digital 
aerial photograph.  The potential expansion sites were overlaid on this mapping 
to identify the sites that are outside of the Natural Areas System (some LSA sites 
were partially or wholly within the existing NAS). 
 
This exercise produced over 1000 polygons of various sizes outside of the 
Natural Areas System.  To narrow the results of this exercise, all polygons under 
0.5 ha were excluded from further analysis.  The rationale for this step was that 
most of these small areas were “slivers” created where two digital boundaries 
did not exactly line up.   As they “criss-crossed” over each other, they created 
many small polygons that did not represent real expansions, but were simply 
artefacts from using different mapping data sources.  It should be noted that the 
boundaries of existing NHS areas in the City are reviewed and refined every four 
years as part of the NAS updates, thus there is a high degree of confidence in the 
existing boundaries resulting from detailed aerial photograph analysis and 
subsequent fieldwork.   
 
In addition, it was decided that discrete areas under 0.5 ha were not large 
enough to be considered new natural areas (i.e., a discrete area of less than 0.5 
ha was considered too small to be a natural area within the Natural Heritage 
System).  This size criterion (0.5 ha) was agreed upon during a meeting with City 
staff on May 8, 2012, and was later confirmed with the Core Working Team.  
Lastly, those areas under 0.5 ha that were not artefacts or small discrete 
polygons consisted of minor boundary changes to the existing Natural Areas 
System boundary.  Since the Natural Areas System boundaries are ground-
truthed through the City’s Natural Areas Survey, and the LSA layer was created 
through a desktop GIS exercise, the existing Natural Areas System boundaries 
were generally considered to have greater accuracy in delineating the natural 
feature.   
 
The remaining potential expansion areas were numbered from 1 to 477.  These 
477 sites were then categorized based on their relation to the Natural Areas 
System.  Three categories for LSA sites were identified as “additions to existing 
natural areas” or “new discrete sites”. Each of the 477 LSA sites was also 
characterized based on cover type/land use.  Most polygons were categorized as 
one cover type but some sites could include several cover types (e.g., 
meadow/thicket and woodland).  The classification was done on-screen using 
2012 digital colour imagery.  This provided the ability to “zoom in” to examine 
areas.  Targeted field work was used to verify/refine the land cover classification.  

Once the land cover had been determined a further screening was undertaken to 
identify other potential expansion sites that were considered inappropriate for 
further consideration for inclusion in the NHS.  These included: 
 

 sites that were constituted the medians or verges of highways; 
 the LSA site that is a pier; 
 airport lands (as the City has no policy control over them; except those 

that were identified as Peel Core Natural Areas by the Region); 
 areas that were manicured; 
 agricultural fields; 
 active parkland and sports fields; 
 school properties; 
 treed residences with mowed or manicured understory; 
 areas that were highly disturbed, e.g. by grading, piles of soil, 

construction activity, etc.; 
 railway rights-of-way; and 
 hydro corridors. 

 
Many of these exclusions were discussed and agreed on with the core Working 
Team at the second meeting (July 2012). 
 
As noted previously, most of these excluded land uses do provide ecological 
function (e.g., connectivity for urban-adapted wildlife, groundwater recharge, 
amelioration of urban heat sink, etc.).  However, they are not natural features per 
se and are better addressed through the Green System policies.  Potential 
expansion sites that were already within the existing NHS were also excluded 
from further analysis. 
 
 
Evaluation of Potential Expansion Areas for Inclusion in the NHS 
The overall approach to identifying areas that could be recommended as 
expansions to the NHS involved a combination of screening criteria and site-by-
site evaluations.  The first step involved screening potential expansion areas 
against two criteria: 
 

1. Identify and include all potential expansion areas that were consistent 
with the existing criteria in the current Official Plan.  This step was 
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subsequently re-visited once refined criteria for identifying NHS areas 
were completed as part of the policy analysis. 

2. Include all sites that were adjacent to, or in a few cases, very near 
existing areas within the NHS. 

 
Following the screening exercise, potential expansion sites were evaluated on a 
site-by-site basis to be sure of their candidacy for inclusion in the NHS and to 
determine the appropriate NHS category to place them into (i.e., Significant 
Natural Area, Natural Green Space or Special Management Area).  Note that no 
additional Residential Woodland was contemplated through this process.  It was 
decided that the Linkage designation would remain essentially the same (two 
very small additions were made) and that addressing linkage would be done 
primarily through policies and strategies involving the City’s Green System. 
 
In general, the following was considered in the site-by-site evaluation: 
 

 site characteristics as determined through fieldwork; 
 careful examination on-screen using 2012 colour aerial photography; 
 knowledge of planning applications or other planning considerations; 

and 
 context with respect to adjacent or nearby areas within the NHS. 

 
Through this exercise a large number of expansion areas were identified and are 
provided on Map 1 in the main body of the Strategy report.   
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APPENDIX E 
OVERVIEW OF RECOMMENDED NATURAL HERITAGE POLICY DIRECTION 
 
The following table provides an overview of the recommended policy direction that has emerged from this Strategy (as described in Strategies #3 and #4 specifically). As 
indicated in the report, it is the City’s intent to use this policy direction (and draft policy edits to Section 6 of the Official Plan provided by the Study Team) as a basis for 
moving forward with an Official Plan Amendment, including a public process. Maps 1 and 2 attached to this Strategy are also meant to reflect both the revised policy 
direction and include proposed expansion areas, but remain working maps that still need to be subject to the OPA process prior to adoption by the City. The City is required 
to bring its zoning into line with the new Official Plan within three years. 
 
CURRENT POLICY ALIGNMENTS RECOMMENDED POLICY CATEGORIES AND DIRECTION FOR MISSISSAUGA 

Significant Natural Areas in Mississauga 
Provincial Policy 
Statement  
Category (2005) 

Aligned Category 
in the Regional 
Official Plan 
Amendment 
(ROPA) 21b 

Aligned Category 
in the 
Mississauga 
Official Plan 
(2011) 

Recommended 
Category in the 
Mississauga 
Official Plan  

Recommended Criteria for 
Identification in the Mississauga 
Official Plan 

Recommended policy direction in the 
Mississauga Official Plan 

Significant 
Habitat of 
Endangered and 
Threatened 
Species 
 

Core Areas Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

As identified by the Province (OMNR) Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within the feature except in accordance 
with Provincial requirements. 
 
Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within adjacent lands to the feature 
unless it has been demonstrated that there will 
be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
their ecological function (with an Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS)) 

Significant 
Wetlands 
(including 
Significant 
Coastal 
Wetlands) 

 Core Areas  
 Natural 

Areas and 
Corridors 
(NAC)  

Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

 Provincially Significant Wetlands  
 Provincially Significant Coastal 

Wetlands 
 Wetlands greater 0.5 ha 

Significant 
Woodlands 
 

 Core Areas  
 NAC  

Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas 
(including 
Wooded 
Significant 
Natural Areas) 

 any woodland including cultural 
woodlands and plantations ≥4 
ha 

 any woodland excluding cultural 
woodlands and plantations ≥2 
ha 

 any woodland excluding cultural 
woodlands and plantations 
≥0.5ha to 2 ha: 

o with old growth 
characteristics 

o within 100 m of 
another significant 

Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within Provincial Life Science ANSIs, 
significant woodlands, or valley and stream 
corridors, or environmentally sensitive or 
significant areas that meet the Region’s Core 
criteria for those features except for: 
 
 minor development and minor site alteration 

(as per ROPA 21b); 
 forest, fish and wildlife conservation; 
 passive recreation; and 
 existing uses. 
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feature (as defined in 
the Peel Region Official 
Plan) 

o within 30 m of a 
watercourse or 
evaluated wetland, or  

o supporting  significant 
species or 
communities* 

 
 
Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within other Significant Natural Areas 
or within adjacent lands to the natural features 
unless it has been demonstrated that there will 
be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
their ecological functions (with an Environmental 
Impact Study (EIS). 
 
The City intends to place Significant Natural Areas 
within the City’s Greenbelt Designation. 

Significant 
Valleylands 

Core Areas  Natural Hazard 
Lands 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

Core Valley and Stream Corridors** 

Significant 
Wildlife Habitat 
 

Natural Areas 
and Corridors 
(NAC)  
 

Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

Areas meeting criteria/thresholds for 
Significant Wildlife Habitat in current 
guidance documents 

Significant Areas 
of Natural and 
Scientific Interest 
(ANSIs) 
 

 Core Areas 
 NAC 
 Potential 

Natural 
Areas and 
Corridors 
(PNAC) 

Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

All ANSIs (Provincially and Regionally 
Significant; Life Science) 

Fish Habitat  Core Areas  
 Natural 

Areas and 
Corridors 
(NAC) 

 

Significant 
Natural Sites 

Significant 
Natural Areas  

 Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted in fish habitat or in lands adjacent to 
fish habitat, except in accordance with provincial 
and federal requirements. 

Natural Green Spaces in Mississauga 
None Potential Natural 

Areas and Corridors 
(PNAC) 

Natural Sites Natural Green 
Spaces 

 any other woodland ≥0.5ha to 2 
ha that does not fulfill the criteria 
for significant woodlands 

 

Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within the feature or its adjacent lands 
unless it has been demonstrated that there will 
be no negative impacts on the natural features or 
their ecological functions 
 

Linkages in Mississauga 
Recognized but 
no specific 
category 

Recognized but no 
specific category 

Linkages Linkages Linkages serve to connect two or 
more of natural heritage features 
and areas of the Natural Heritage 
System within the city, or to natural 
heritage features and areas outside 
of the city boundaries. 

Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within Linkages unless it has been 
demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impacts on the natural features or their ecological 
functions. 
 
The requirement for an EIS may be waived at the 
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discretion of the City in consultation with the 
appropriate agency if, for example, there are no 
natural heritage features present.  

Special Management Areas in Mississauga 
None None Special 

Management 
Areas 

Special 
Management 
Areas 

Areas not meeting any feature-
specific criteria, but that are located 
adjacent to Significant Natural Areas 
and would enhance those areas 
through management and 
restoration. 

Development and site alteration shall not be 
permitted within Special Management Areas or 
their adjacent lands unless it has been 
demonstrated that there will be no negative 
impacts on the natural features or their ecological 
functions. 
 
The requirement for an EIS may be waived at the 
discretion of the City in consultation with the 
appropriate agency if, for example, there are no 
natural heritage features present.  
 
Where Special Management Areas are on private 
lands, the City will undertake landowner contact 
to encourage stewardship and enhancement.   
 
Where development or site alteration is approved 
within Special Management Areas, restoration 
and enhancements that will expand and/or 
enhance the ecological features and functions of 
the adjacent Significant Natural Area will be 
encouraged as part of the development 
application.   

Residential Woodlands in Mississauga 
None None Residential 

Woodlands 
Residential 
Woodlands 

Areas where concentrations of 
mature trees but with minimal native 
understorey create a closed canopy 
over lands zoned and built as 
residential.  

Require a scoped site plan approval within all 
residential woodlands that addresses grading and 
landscaping, and requires an arborist report with 
each application.  
 
Further detailed studies will be undertaken by the 
City to update and refine the extent of Residential 
Woodlands and related policies. 

 
* “significant species and communities” includes any G1, G2, G3, S1, S2 or S3 plant or animal species, or community as designated by NHIC.  Notably, habitat protection for species listed as 
Threatened or Endangered by COSSARO would now be governed under the Endangered Species Act (2007). 
 
** Table 2 of ROPA 21b defines “Core Valley and Stream Corridor” components as:  

 Main branches, major tributaries, other tributaries and identified watercourses draining directly to Lake Ontario  
 Valley and stream corridors are the natural resources associated with the river systems characterized by their landform, features and functions, and include associated ravines. 
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 Ill-defined sections of major valleys (to be illustrated using regulatory floodplain and meander belt hazards whichever is greater) 
 Associated ravines (included if they provide important ecological functions related to the valley landform; habitat for endangered/threatened species; linkage to other natural 

features of the Regional Greenlands System; flood and erosion hazards; or restoration potential) 
 discontinuous valleyland features and other non-valley landforms are not included as significant valleylands 

 
Note that, the Valleylands captured in Map 1 of this report may not be entirely consistent with the Core Valleylands mapped as part of the Region’s ROPA 21b. In all cases the applicable 
policies will apply, and mapping discrepancies will need to be resolved based on the applicable policies through site-specific planning studies. 
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APPENDIX F 
FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS OF A RAVINE BY-LAW FOR MISSISSAUGA 
 

More than 80% of the City’s Natural Areas, and the most contiguous forested 
areas, are found within its valleylands.  In recognition of this fact, one of the 
actions coming out of the Living Green Master Plan (2012) (#47) is to: “Consider 
introducing a regulatory tool to protect and enhance the green system” with 
specific direction to look at the value of a tool similar to Toronto’s Ravine and 
Natural Features Protection By-law for Mississauga.  

For this Strategy, analysis of the relevant policies and legislation in the City’s 
valleylands, as well as of the applicable Official Plan mapping, and consideration 
of Toronto’s ravine by-law (in terms of what a comparable by-law would add in 
terms of protection in the City of Mississauga) was undertaken in response to 
LGMP action #47.  The key findings and recommendations are presented below.  
Notably, neither “valleylands” nor ravines are specifically defined or mapped in 
Mississauga, but for the purposes of this exercise they have been considered 
synonymous with the Natural Hazard Lands associated with the main 
watercourses running through the City, as identified in the Official Plan.  

Based on the policy and mapping analyses conducted, our key findings are as 
follows: 

• Just over 65% of the City’s Natural Heritage (Areas) System is within the 
Natural Hazard Lands, and just over 76% are within the City’s Greenbelt 
designation. Under the current Official Plan policies, these lands are 
protected from development. 

• Almost 22% of the City’s Natural Areas System is adjacent to but outside 
of the mapped Natural Hazard Lands (and therefore could potentially be 
captured by a ravine type by-law that included natural lands adjacent to 
the City’s Natural Hazard Lands).  Of these lands about 9% are Natural 
Areas, 4% are Linkages, 2% are Special Management Areas, and 7% are 
Residential Woodlands.  
o More than half of the Natural Areas overlap with Provincially 

Significant Wetlands in which development is not permitted. 
o Under the current policies, the remaining Natural Areas require an 

Environmental Impact Study, as well as a Tree Inventory and 
Preservation Plan where appropriate for any proposed development 

under the Planning Act within their boundaries.  Although generally 
not treed, Linkages and Special Management Areas are also 
currently subject to an Environmental Impact Study, as well as a 
Tree Inventory and Preservation Plan where appropriate for any 
development proposed within their boundaries under the Planning 
Act. 

o In Residential Woodlands, Tree Inventory and Preservation Plans, 
and sometimes an EIS, are required in response to proposed 
developments under the Planning Act and as part of the Site Plan 
process where they are within the Site Plan Control Area.  
Recommendations for expanding this zoning to capture all 
Residential Woodlands have been made in this paper, and if so will 
strengthen this process. 

In addition to the policy controls under the Planning Act identified above for the 
lands within and adjacent to the City’s ravines, there are already a number of 
regulations that provide mechanisms to control the removal (and placement) of 
topsoil, as well as the removal (and replacement) of vegetation, including trees, 
in the City’s ravines and across the City: 

• Activities within the City’s Natural Hazard Lands, and in many cases 
beyond (e.g., as within 30 m to 120 m of these lands) are regulated by 
the conservation authorities.  This includes any movement of topsoil 
and/or vegetation. 

• Tree injury and removal on public lands is currently restricted through 
the City’s Parks By-law (186-05) and Encroachment By-law (57-04)), and 
the majority of the lands in the City’s ravines are publicly owned.  The 
Public Tree By-law being developed will further consolidate and support 
these restrictions. 

• Topsoil, and associated vegetation removal, is regulated on all lands 
within 30 m of a watercourse and all areas of disturbance greater than 1 
ha throughout the City are regulated through the City’s Erosion Control 
By-law (512-91), which is currently under review.  Recommendations 
have been made through this Strategy to revise this by-law so that it 
more explicitly conforms with the City’s Private Tree Protection By-law 
(254-12) and more directly supportive of urban forestry objectives. 
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• Tree injury and removal on private lands is currently restricted in part 

(i.e., only two trees of 15 cm dbh and more can be removed per 
calendar year) through the City’s Private Tree Protection By-law (254-
12). 

Toronto’s Ravine Protection By-law is unique, although there are some 
municipalities that regulate tree injury and removal in their ravines through 
private tree by-laws (e.g., Town of Whitby).  Toronto’s Ravine Protection By-law 
requires a permit for any of the following activities in the regulated areas:  the 
injury or destruction of any tree, any changes to the natural topography, the 
dumping or placement of any type of debris, and construction of new or 
replacement structures or retaining walls.  Where the regulated ravine areas 
overlap with conservation authority regulated lands (which they do in many 
areas), the City of Toronto and conservation authority work together to ensure 
the requirements of both of their by-laws are met.  

While Toronto and Mississauga are both largely built-out jurisdictions that have 
much of their remaining natural heritage (and natural wooded areas) 
concentrated along the ravines of their river and stream corridors, their policy 
and regulatory frameworks differ.  One of the primary differences is that in 
Mississauga the majority of the ravine lands (76%) are protected under the City’s 
Greenbelt designation as “no development” areas, while the City of Toronto does 
not have a comparable designation, except for the Environmentally Significant 
Areas designated within the ravines for the former City boundaries.  Therefore, it 
would seem redundant to impose an additional by-law on the lands already 
protected as Greenbelt in Mississauga. 

Both Mississauga and Toronto have fairly comprehensive regulation of the trees 
on their own lands.  In addition to this, Mississauga has an Encroachment By-law 
which can be applied specifically to private landowners extending activities into 

public ravines. This is particularly relevant in Mississauga because well over half 
of the ravine lands are public.  

In terms of controls on private lands outside the purview of the Planning Act, 
both Mississauga and Toronto have comparable regulation of their ravines or 
valleylands through their respective conservation authorities.  However, their 
private tree by-laws differ, with Toronto’s protecting all trees of at least 30 cm 
dbh, and Mississauga’s protecting trees of 15 cm dbh and greater, but allowing 
for the removal of two annually without a permit.  This Strategy (through the 
Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP)) recommends tightening up of this by-
law over the next four to 10 years to make it more comparable to Toronto’s. 
Mississauga’s erosion control by-law also has the potential to be used to support 
urban forest and natural heritage objectives with some relatively minor revisions. 

As Mississauga re-develops and intensifies, there will be more pressure to 
expand uses adjacent to its Greenbelt designated ravine lands, however, the 
policy and mapping analyses conducted indicate that there are already a number 
of policy and regulatory mechanisms in place to: (a) protect trees, and associated 
vegetation and soils, on City lands, (b) restrict development into sensitive areas 
on private lands, and (c) identify opportunities to work with proponents to 
minimize impacts on the ravines and enhance degraded natural areas where 
development is permitted.   

The recommendations made in this Strategy (and the supporting UFMP) to 
strengthen existing policies and by-laws, if implemented, would further 
strengthen the City’s ability to support both urban forest and natural heritage 
targets. Therefore, we recommend that Mississauga does not pursue a Ravine 
By-law like Toronto’s, but instead strengthens its existing policies and by-laws to 
better support urban forest and natural heritage targets both in the lands 
adjacent to the City’s ravines and throughout the City. 
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APPENDIX G 
OVERVIEW OF FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES 

Program 
Name 

Program 
Sponsor(s) 

Target 
Group(s)  

Required 
Lead for 
Application 

Brief Program Description Funding / Incentive(s) 
Offered 

Contact / More Information 

CN 
EcoConnexions 
From the 
Ground Up  

CN with 
Tree 
Canada 

Community 
and Schools 

Municipalities 
or First 
Nations 

To support greening of municipal and First Nations 
properties across Canada, especially areas in close 
proximity to its rail lines. Proposals must demonstrate 
the intent to enhance local environmental/social 
health and wellbeing by planting vegetation in 
community open spaces, along railway tracks, in 
schools, in brownfields or in parks.  

Grants up to $25,000 http://www.tcf-
fca.ca/cnfromthegroundup/ 

 

Common 
Grounds 

Evergreen Community Non-profit 
community 
group 

Common Grounds works with community 
organizations, local volunteers, urban planners, park 
managers and other land use professionals to restore, 
design, maintain and steward public open spaces. 

Grants of $1,000 to $12,000 http://www.evergreen.ca/doc
s/media/common-
grounds.html 

 

Community 
Grants Program 

Ontario 
Trillium 
Foundation 

Community Non-profit or 
charitable 
organization 

Provides grants for proposals that have primarily a 
local impact. The decision to fund all or part of a 
request depends on how well an application fits with 
the Foundation's sector priorities, their desired 
outcomes, the local areas of granting focus, the 
assessment criteria as well as the overall demand and 
granting budget in the catchment area. 
 

Grant investments of up to 
$375,000 over five years. 
This can include up to 
$75,000 per year for 
operating or project expenses 
and up to $150,000 over one 
or more years for capital 
initiatives such as building 
renovations and/or 
equipment purchases. 

http://www.otf.ca/en/applyFo
raGrant/community_grants.as
p 

Conservation 
Land Tax 
Incentive 
Program (CLTIP) 

Province of 
Ontario 
(OMNR) 

Private 
Landowners 

Private 
Landowner 

The Conservation Land Tax Incentive Program is a 
voluntary participation program that provides property 
tax relief to private landowners who commit to the 
protection of important features and rare species on 
their properties. The program is designed to recognize, 
encourage and support the long-term private 
stewardship of Ontario's significant conservation 
lands. 

Property tax relief www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en/busin
ess/cltip/index.html 

 

 

Corporate 
Greening for 
Carbon Credits 

Tree 
Canada 

Corporations Local 
Businesses 

Tree Canada estimates the amount of carbon 
potentially sequestered by the number of trees 
planted. Useful to businesses who wish to enter their 
carbon credits on to the Voluntary Challenge Registry. 

Businesses are required to 
plant and maintain the trees 
themselves, but are provided 
with a "Carbon Certificate" at 
no cost. 

http://treecanada.ca/en/prog
rams/ 

 

EcoAction 
Community 
Funding 
Program 

Environmen
t Canada 

Community Non-profit 
community 
group 

Program supports projects that address clean air, 
clean water, reducing greenhouse gas emissions that 
contribute to climate change and nature.  

Grant (values vary) http://www.ec.gc.ca/ecoactio
n/ 

 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 112  
 
Program 
Name 

Program 
Sponsor(s) 

Target 
Group(s)  

Required 
Lead for 
Application 

Brief Program Description Funding / Incentive(s) 
Offered 

Contact / More Information 

Edible Trees Tree 
Canada 

Community Non-profit 
community 
group 

Tree Canada will consider projects that: 
increase equitable access to healthy food, empower 
neighbours to share in the harvest and care of city-
grown food resources, provide access to the trees and 
their fruit, include creative plans for the produce 
grown, protect and preserves the Canadian 
environment, and assist residents in understanding 
and participating in environmental activities in local 
communities. 

Grant (values vary) http://treecanada.ca/en/prog
rams/ 

 

Greening 
Canada's 
School Grounds 

Tree 
Canada 

Schools / 
Youth 

School Provides to the selected schools: educational 
information, technical advice and financial support 
towards the transformation of their school grounds 
into environmentally enriched learning landscapes. 

Grants up to $10,000 http://treecanada.ca/en/prog
rams/ 

 
Jack Kimmel 
Grants 

Canadian 
Tree Fund 

 Most suited 
for an 
academic 
institution 

Could be pursued in partnership with someone at a 
local college or university (e.g., to explore success of 
different species in streetscapes, or success of trees 
in streetscapes using different soil amendments). 

Grant (values vary) http://www.canadiantreefund.
org/site/index.php?option=co
m_content&view=category&la
yout=blog&id=35&Itemid=68 

 
In-Store Native 
Tree/Shrub 
Rebates  

LEAF Community Would need to 
be 
coordinated by 
City 

LEAF offers a wide range of programs in support of 
urban forestry, but does not provide its full range of 
programs outside the GTA. This incentive program has 
been piloted in other communities west of the GTA 
(i.e., Kitchener-Waterloo/Guelph/Cambridge) and may 
be feasible in Mississauga. 

Rebates (up to $100) for the 
purchase of a native tree or 
shrub at partner local 
nurseries 

http// www.yourleaf.org/ 

 

Managed Forest 
Tax Incentive 
Program 
(MFTIP) 

Province of 
Ontario 
(OMNR) 

Private 
Landowners 

Private 
Landowner 

The Managed Forest Tax Incentive Program is a 
voluntary program administered by the MNR to provide 
lower property taxes to participating landowners who 
agree to conserve and actively manage their forests. 
Under MFTIP, participating landowners have their 
property reassessed and classified as Managed Forest 
and are taxed at 25 percent of the municipal tax rate 
set for residential properties. 

Property tax relief http://www.mnr.gov.on.ca/en
/Business/Forests/2ColumnS
ubPage/STEL02_166346.htm
l 

 

TD Green 
Streets Program 

Tree 
Canada 
(with TD 
Canada 
Trust) 

Community Municipality TD Green Streets encourages and supports the 
adoption of leading-edge practices in municipal 
forestry.  

Grants up to $15,000 Requires 50% matching funds 
from the municipality 

http://treecanada.ca/en/prog
rams/ 

Toyota Learning 
School Grounds 
Greening 

Evergreen Students / 
Youth 

School Helps schools create outdoor classrooms to provide 
students with a healthy place to play, learn and 
develop genuine respect for nature. 

Grants of $500 to $3500 for 
schools, $500 to $2000 for 
daycares 
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Brad Bass, Councillor George Carlson (Ward 11), Stephanie Crocker, Councillor 
Frank Dale (Ward 4), Michael DeWit, Elaine Hanson, Lea Ann Mallett, Val Ohori, 
Maureen Ricker, Carl Rodgers, Lucia Salvati and Councillor Jim Tovey (Ward 1). 
Previous EAC members who participated in the process: Hassan Basit, Lucas 
Krist, Peter Orphanos (in memoriam) and Diana Yoon. 

PEEL URBAN FOREST WORKING GROUP 

Region of Peel: Simone Banz, Janet Wong. 

Area Municipalities:  Brian Baird, Edward Fagan, Susan Jorgenson, Gary Linton, 
Gavin Longmuir, Jessica McEachren, and Todd Smith. 

Conservation Authorities: Meaghan Eastwood, Lionel Normand, Yvette Roy and 
former member Paul Tripodo. 

STAFF RESOURCE TEAM 

Muneef Ahmad, Mumtaz Alikhan, Scott T. Anderson, Wes Anderson, Dolores 
Bartl Hofmann, Nick Biskaris, Laurel Christie, Jessika Corkum-Gorrill, Sarah 
Cuddy, Jane Darragh, Audrey Desouza, Angela Dietrich, Elaine Eigl, Jay Esteron, 
Anne Farrell, Teresa Gonçalves, Geeta Gosain, Lucia Hlasna, Mark Howard, Blair 
Johnsrude, Lori Kelly, Irene Kiourdi, Tina Mackenzie, Sue Ann Laking, Sally 
LePage, Angela Li, Eric Lucic, Sangita Manandhar, Ruth Marland, Mercedes 
Martínez, Finola Pearson, Karen Mewa Ramcharan, Diane Relyea, Josh 
Remaski, Brent Rice, Chris Rouse, Janet Squair, Sacha Smith, Stephen Torreno, 
Lisa Urbani, Magdalena Wojewodka, Paula Wubbenhorst and Carmen Zammit. 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | iii  
 
STAKEHOLDERS 

We would also like to thank the many individuals and organizations who 
attended workshops and provided input to the development of the UFMP 
through the NH&UFS process including but not limited to the following: 

Aboriginal Organizations: Mississaugas of the New Credit First Nation, Peel 
Aboriginal Network, and Six Nations of the Grand River. 

City of Mississauga Committees of Council: Accessibility Advisory Committee 
(AAC) and Heritage Advisory Committee (HAC). 

Community Groups / Residents' Associations: Credit Reserve Association, 
Erindale-Woodlands Community Association, Gordon Woods Homeowners 
Association, Lakeview Estates Ratepayers' Association, Meadowvale Village 
Community Association, Meadow Wood Rattray Ratepayers Association, 
Mississauga - Kane Road Ratepayer’s Association, Mississauga Oakridge 
Ratepayer’s Association, Mississauga Road Sawmill Valley Ratepayers 
Association, Mississauga Resident's Association Network (MIRANET), Peel 
Environmental Youth Alliance (PEYA), Port Credit Village Residents Association, 
Streetsville Credit Valley Residents Association, Town of Port Credit Association, 
and  Whiteoaks Lorne Park Community Association. 

Economic and Business Development Organizations: Building Industry and Land 
Development Association (BILD), Chamber of Commerce / Tourism, Glen 
Schnarr & Associates, Mississauga Board of Trade, Port Credit Business 
Improvement Association and Streetsville Business Improvement Association. 

Educational Organizations: Association for Canadian Educational Resources 
(ACER),  Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board, Peel District School Board; 
Sheridan College (Sheridan Institute of Technology and Advanced Learning), 
Tutored by Nature and University of Toronto. 

 

Environmental Organizations: Credit River Alliance (CRA), David Suzuki 
Foundation, EcoSource Mississauga, Environmental Defence, Evergreen 
Foundation, Halton Peel Biodiversity Network, Halton-Peel Stewardship Council, 
Nature Conservancy of Canada (NCC), Ontario Nature; Partners in Project Green, 
Peel Environmental Network, Peel Naturalists’ Club, Rattray Marsh Protection 
Association, Riverwood Conservancy, Sierra Club and South Peel Naturalists' 
Club. 

Federal and Provincial Government: Environment Canada (EC), Ministry of the 
Environment (MOE), Infrastructure Ontario, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing (MMAH), Ministry of Natural Resources (OMNR) and Ministry of 
Transportation (MTO). 

Municipal Governments, Local Conservation Authorities and Agencies: City of 
Brampton, City of Toronto, Credit Valley Conservation (CVC), Greater Toronto 
Airport Authority (GTAA), Halton Region Conservation (HRC), Region of Halton, 
Town of Caledon, Town of Milton, Town of Oakville, Region of Peel, Toronto and 
Region Conservation Authority (TRCA).  

Recreational Groups / Organizations: Braeben Golf Course, Credit River Anglers 
Association, Credit Valley Golf and Country Club, Lakeview Golf Course, 
Mississauga Bassmasters, Mississauga Canoe Club, Mississauga Golf and 
Country Club and Toronto Golf & Country Club. 

Utility Companies and Arboriculture Firms: Arborcorp Tree Service, Colonial Tree 
Care, Diamond Tree Care, Hydro One Networks Inc., Ontario Power Authority 
(OPA), Ontario Power Generation and Pineridge Tree Care. 

 

Summaries of the input received from stakeholders and the community are 
provided in Appendices A and B to the NH&UFS under separate cover. 

Special thanks are extended to Peel Region for providing project-specific 
technical support related to urban forest cover analyses. 
  



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 

EXECU

Value of t
Mississau
and econ
of dollars
storage a

 

Some

Ecosystem
Carbon S

Carbon S

Air Pollut

Energy Co

* estimates

Additiona
Heritage 
 

 r
s

 e
 p
 s

r
o

 r
 b
 i
 i
 i

 

M I S S I S S A U G A  U R
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

TIVE SUMMAR

the Urban Forest a
uga’s Urban Fore
nomic well-being. T
s’ worth of environ
annually (see table

e of the ecosystem

m Service 
Sequestration 

Storage 

ion Removal 

onsumption Redu

s from the City of Missi

al valuable ecosy
System in Mississ

reducing exposure
shade and cooling
encouraging active
providing social se
supporting human
risks, such as p
outdoors activities
reducing mental fa
building stronger c
ncreasing the safe
ncreasing the valu
ncreasing the attr

B A N  F O R E S T  M A N
 2 0 1 4 )             

RY 

and Natural Areas
st is fundamenta
The City’s estimat

nmental services s
e below), as well as

m services provide

Estimated
7,400 ton
($220,00
203,000 
($5.8 mill
292 tonne
($4.8 mill

ction 79,000 M
($1.2 mill

issauga Urban Forest S

ystem services th
sauga provide but 

e to ultraviolet rad
g 
e living 
ettings that tend to
n health by reducin
ollutants, and cr

s and recreation 
atigue by providing
communities by fa
ety of community s
ue of nearby home
ractiveness of com

N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
                     

s 
al to the City’s en
ted 2.1 million tre

such as pollution f
s many other ecos

ed by Mississauga

d Amount (Dollar V
nnes annually 
00 estimated value

tonnes 
ion estimated valu
es annually 
ion estimated valu

MBTUS and 7,300 
ion estimated valu
Study (2011)   

hat the Urban F
are harder to mea

diation and extrem

o reduce incidence
ng exposure to ce
reating environme

g relaxing places a
acilitating social int
streets by calming
es, and  

mmercial areas. 

( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2
                    

nvironmental, soci
ees provide million
iltration and carbo
system services.  

’s Urban Forest 

Value)* 

e) 

ue) 

ue) 
MWH annually 
ue) 

Forest and Natur
asure include:   

me heat by providin

es of crime 
rtain environment
ents supportive 

and views 
teractions 
g traffic flow 

2 0 3 3   
          

al 
ns 
on 

ral 

ng 

tal 
of 

Rationa
The de
respons
System

The pr
potentia
climate
Howeve
improvi
which in

Key opp

 pur
enc

            
1 One of
to repla
ensure t

 

ale for an Urban Fo
velopment and im
se to the challeng
 as the city moves

ressures of redev
al tree habitat are

e change-induced 
er, effectively man
ng the sustainab
n turn creates a he

portunities, as ide

rsuing proactive t
couraging (and, wh

                              
f the opportunities a
ce infested ash wit
they are provided wi

  

Forest Managemen
mplementation of
ges facing the Cit
s into a phase of in

velopment and i
e compounded by
 drought stress, 
naging these chal

bility of the Urban
ealthier communit

entified through th

tree health and r
here possible, sup

                 
arising out of the inv
th a greater diversit
ith adequate soil vol

  

nt Plan (UFMP) 
f an UFMP in Mis
ty’s Urban Forest 
nfill and intensifica

intensification on
y other environme
 and invasive pe
llenges also provi

n Forest and Natu
ty. 

is UFMP, include: 

isk management 
pporting) it on priv

vasion of emerald as
ty of native and no
lume and quality.  

P a g e  | iv 

ssissauga is a tim
and Natural Herit
ation-based growt

n existing trees 
ental threats such
ests and pathoge
ides opportunities
ural Heritage Syst

 on public lands 
ate lands1 

sh borer is the pote
n-invasive species, 

 

mely 
tage 
th.  

and 
h as 
ens. 
s for 
tem, 

and 

ntial 
and 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
 work

solut
statu

 ensu
remo

 ensu
and s
as w
trees

 mana
 plant

and d
 facilit

Fores
comp
camp
exter

 build
and f

 
Relations
The high 
urban for
joint strat
develope
stand-alo
 

 N
d
p
t
i

 U
o
b
H

 

M I S S I S S A U G A  U R
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

king with planners
tions that can a
ured trees 
uring that some typ
oved and that oppo
uring that trees are
soil quality by intro
orking with other 

s space while still m
aging highly invas
ting a diversity of t
drier conditions an
tating a paradigm
st and Natural He
ponents of the 
paign and an ex
rnal stakeholders 
ding on existing pa
funding outside th

ship between the U
 level of overlap a
rest assets has be
tegy: the Natural H

ed in tandem with 
one reports can ge

Natural Heritage 
document for both
providing strategie
tracking, with an 
mplementation 
Urban Forest Man
operational, techn
broader strategies
Heritage System, w

B A N  F O R E S T  M A N
 2 0 1 4 )             

, engineers and a
ccommodate lon

pe of compensatio
ortunities for natu
e given adequate 
oducing and enfor
 disciplines and p
meeting other req
ive plant species, 
tree species, inclu
nticipated under c

m shift towards und
eritage System as
city’s infrastructu
panded stewards
and the communit

artnerships and fo
he City’s purview.  

UFMP and the NH
and interconnecte
een recognized th
Heritage & Urban F
 this Urban Forest

enerally be distingu

& Urban Forest S
h natural heritage 
es related to plann
overall emphasis 

nagement Plan (U
nical and tactical 
s related to the U
with an emphasis 

N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
                     

rchitects to find p
g-lived, and whe

on is provided for 
uralization are not 

above and below-
rcing minimum re

partners to find cr
uirements  
 as well as tree pe
uding those better 
climate change 
derstanding and m
s shared commun
ure through an 
ship program targ
ty, and 

orming new ones t

&UFS 
edness between n
hrough the inclusi
Forest Strategy (N
t Management Pla
uished as follows: 

Strategy (NH&UFS
 and the urban fo
ning, managemen
 on strategic plan

UFMP):  a plan th
 aspects required
Urban Forest as w
on management a

( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2
                    

planning and desig
ere possible, larg

 trees that must b
overlooked 
-ground soil volum
quirements, as we

reative ways to giv

sts and diseases 
 adapted to warm

managing the Urba
ity assets and vit
active promotion
geted to City staf

to access resource

atural heritage an
on of both within 
H&UFS), which wa

an (UFMP). The tw
 

S): the overarchin
rest in Mississaug

nt, engagement an
nning direction an

at  focuses on th
d to implement th
well as the Natur
and stewardship 

2 0 3 3   
          

gn 
ge-

be 

me 
ell 
ve 

er 

an 
tal 
al 
ff, 

es 

nd 
 a 
as 
wo 

ng 
ga 
nd 
nd 

he 
he 
ral 

While t
be rea
intercon
objectiv

Vision  
Togethe
Natural
present
 
Guiding
1. Act
2. Firs
3. Ma
4. Rec
5. Lea
6. Vie

bro
7. Und

Eco
8. Ma
9. Inte

For
10. Pro
11. Tra

Pra
12. Rec

City

 

he NH&UFS and 
d in conjunction
nnections and sh
ves were develope

er we will protect, 
l Heritage System 
t and future gener

g Principles  
t Now 
st Protect - then E

aximize Native Biod
cognize and Build 
arn From Our Past
ew the Natural He
oader Green Syste
derstand the Va
ological Services it
ake Stewardship o
egrate Climate C
rest Planning  
otect, Enhance, Re
ack the State of 
actice Adaptive Ma
cognize Natural Ar
y’s Infrastructure 

  

UFMP are stand-a
n with this UFMP
hared values, the
ed for both the NH

 enhance, restore,
 and Urban Forest
rations. 

nhance, Restore a
diversity 
 On Past and Curr
t and From Others
eritage System an

em  
alue of the City’
t Provides 
n Public and Priva

Change Considera

estore, and Improv
the Natural Her

anagement 
reas and the Urba

  

alone documents,
P for context.  A

e same vision, gu
H&UFS and the UFM

, expand and conn
t to sustain a heal

and Expand  

rent Successes 
s 
nd Urban Forest 

’s Green System

ate Lands Part of D
ations in Natural 

ve Natural Connec
itage System and

an Forest as Critica

P a g e  | v 

, the NH&UFS sho
As a result of t

uiding principles, 
MP, as follows: 

 

nect Mississauga’
lthy community fo

as part of the C

m and the Essen

Daily Living  
Heritage and Ur

ctions  
d Urban Forest, 

al Components of

 

ould 
their 
and 

’s 
r 

ity’s 

ntial 

rban 

and 

 the 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
Objective
General O

1. I
a
e
U

2. E
o
r

3. B
p
t

4. U
F
r

 

Objective

5. P
t
a

6. E
p
n
e

7. S
p
m

Objective

8. P
t
r

9. E
p
p

 

M I S S I S S A U G A  U R
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

es  
Objectives 

ncrease internal 
and other stakeho
enhance, expand 
Urban Forest.  
Expand the Natu
opportunities thro
re-development of
Build on existin
partnerships to he
the Natural Herita
Undertake regular
Forest to evaluate
require a shift in m

es for Public Lands

Protect the Natura
through proactive 
and education. 
Enhance and rest
public lands by es
natural areas, lin
establishment pra
Support the Natur
public open spa
maintaining their e

es for Private Land

Protect the Natura
through educatio
regulations, the de
Enhance and rest
private lands by p
planting and proac

B A N  F O R E S T  M A N
 2 0 1 4 )             

(within the City) a
olders) awareness
 and restore the

ral Heritage Syst
ugh the developm
f public and privat
g, and develop 
elp pursue and im
ge System and Ur
r monitoring of the
e performance and
management appro

s 

al Heritage System
 management, en

ore the Natural H
stablishing service
nkages among p
ctices. 

ral Heritage System
ces to maximize
existing uses). 

ds 

al Heritage System
on, implementat
evelopment review
ore the Natural H

promoting steward
ctive tree care with

N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
                     

and external (amo
s of the value an

e Natural Heritag

tem and Urban F
ment application pr

e lands, and publi
 new, public a
mplement the vis
ban Forest. 
e Natural Heritage
d identify trends o
oaches or practice

m and Urban Fore
nforcement of app

eritage System an
e levels to improv
protected natura

m and the Urban F
e their ecologica

m and Urban Fore
tion of applica
w process and enfo
eritage System an

dship, naturalizatio
h creative outreac

( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2
                    

ong the communi
nd need to protec
ge System and th

Forest by pursuin
rocess, in-filling an
c acquisition. 
nd private sect
ion and targets f

e System and Urba
r changes that ma
es. 

est on public land
plicable regulation

nd Urban Forest o
ve: the condition 
l areas, and tre

Forest by managin
al functions (whi

est on private land
ble policies an
orcement. 
nd Urban Forest o
on, restoration, tre
ch and incentives. 

2 0 3 3   
          

ity 
ct, 
he 

ng 
nd 

or 
or 

an 
ay 

ds 
ns, 

on 
of 
ee 

ng 
le 

ds 
nd 

on 
ee 
 

Plan (an

The ove
horizon
the con
System

The rec
NH&UF
of: 

1. a r
Sys

2. a r
eac
Imp

3. a s
to 
eve

Notably
of plot-b
be re-ex

 

nd Strategy) Moni

erall timeframe fo
 (i.e., 2014 to 203

ntext of this timel
 are identified, an

commended review
FS Strategy #26, a

eview and update
stem and the Urba
review of the stat
ch NH&UFS Strat
plementation Guid

summary of this in
City staff in all d

ery four years.  

y, some of the mor
based data) shoul
xamined every eig

  

itoring and Review

or this UFMP (and
33), and the targe
line. Targets for t

nd explained, in the

w and monitoring f
nd supporting UFM

e of the monitorin
an Forest (as provi
tus, timing and a
tegy and supporti
des under separat
nformation in a sim
departments, Coun

re resource-intens
ld not be re-asses

ght to 12 years. 

  

w 

d the umbrella N
ets and Actions ha
he Urban Forest 
e NH&UFS. 

for Mississauga’s 
MP Actions #1 and

ng framework for 
ided in Appendix A
anticipated budge
ing UFMP Action 
te cover), and 
mplified, stand-alo
ncil and the com

sive criteria (e.g., s
ssed every four yea

P a g e  | vi 

NH&UFS) is a 20-y
ve been develope
and Natural Herit

 Urban Forest (as 
d #2) should cons

 the Natural Herit
A of the UFMP) 
etary requirements
 (as identified in 

one format for rele
munity at least o

such as the collec
ars, but rather sho

 

 

year 
ed in 
tage 

per 
ist 

tage 

s of 
the 

ease 
once 

ction 
ould 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | vii  
 

 
Existing tree canopy cover (TC) by small geographic units (from City of 

Mississauga Urban Forest Study, 2011) 
 
Recommended Actions 
The following recommended actions have been developed with consideration of 
existing conditions and available resources, relevant best practices and 
precedents from the scientific and technical literature and other jurisdictions, 
recommendations from the studies completed by the Peel Urban Forest Working 

Group, and input from broad consultations with City staff and a range of 
stakeholders and representatives of the community. 
 
The following 30 Actions have also been developed to provide more detailed 
technical, operational and/or tactical guidance regarding the implementation of 
a number of the Strategies identified within the broader Natural Heritage & 
Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). The Strategies from the NH&UFS that relate to 
the UFMP Actions described in this Plan are identified below. Although each 
Action can be understood as part of this Plan, they are best understood within 
the broader context of the NH&UFS as well. 
 
While the ultimate goal of the City’s strategic urban forest management planning 
is to achieve sustainability for its Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System, 
targets and Actions developed are intentionally practical (i.e., considered 
achievable based on the existing conditions and analyses) and considered 
appropriate for the City’s resource base. These Actions are also expected to be 
implemented under the City’s leadership, but with the support of a wide range of 
external partners, as well as supplementary funding where available. These 
sources of support are identified in the UFMP Implementation Guide (under 
separate cover). 
 
It has been recognized throughout the development of this Plan, and the broader 
NH&UFS, that although there are a number of actions the City can take to help 
achieve Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System objectives in Mississauga, 
because so much of the City’s natural heritage and urban forest assets reside on 
private lands, it is ultimately the community (including homeowners, tenants, 
businesses, schools, institutions, etc.) who will determine the extent to which this 
Plan, and the umbrella NH&UFS, are successful. Although found in the last 
section of this Plan, actions intended to support education, communication, 
promotion and partnerships are considered among the most important. 
 
URBAN FOREST PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

 Action #1: Adopt the monitoring framework developed for Mississauga’s 
Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #26)   

 Action #2: Monitor the status of the Natural Heritage System and the 
Urban Forest with support from the Region, local agencies and other 
partners (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #26)   
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 Action #3: Formalize involvement of City Forestry staff in City planning 
and information sharing related to trees and Natural Areas (provides 
support to NH&UFS Strategy #1)   

 Action #4: Develop consistent and improved City-wide tree preservation 
and planting specifications and guidelines (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #14 and #15)   

 Action #5: Update the inventory of City street and park trees, and keep it 
current (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 

TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
 Action #6: Optimize street and park tree maintenance cycles (provides 

support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 
 Action #7: Implement a young street and park tree maintenance 

program (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 
 Action #8:  Develop and implement a street and park tree risk 

management protocol (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 
 Action #9: Develop a pest management plan for the Urban Forest 

(provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #15) 
 Action #10: Undertake targeted invasive plant management in the 

Natural Heritage System (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 
and #16) 

TREE ESTABLISHMENT, NATURALIZATION AND URBAN FOREST EXPANSION 
 Action #11: Develop a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan (provides 

support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 and #13) 
 Action #12: Implement a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan  

(provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 and #13) 
 Action #13: Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship initiatives 

on public and private lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #11 
and #12) 

 Action #14: Implement and enforce improved tree establishment 
practices on public and private lands (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #15 and #20) 

TREE PROTECTION AND NATURAL AREA MANAGEMENT 
 Action #15: Update the Public Tree Protection by-law (provides support 

to NH&UFS Strategy #8) 

 Action #16: Update the Erosion Control,  Nuisance Weeds and 
Encroachment by-laws  (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #8) 

 Action #17: Review the Private Tree Protection By-law and update as 
needed (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #8) 

 Action #18: Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of private 
projects  (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #14, #18 and #20) 

 Action #19: Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part of 
municipal operations and capital projects (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategies #14, #18 and #20) 

 Action #20: Develop and implement Conservation Management Plans 
for City-owned Significant Natural Areas (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #16) 

PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP AND PARTNERSHIPS 
 Action #21: Create, post and promote short video clips on topics and 

issues related to  he Natural Heritage system and Urban Forest 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #19 and #22) 

 Action #22: Make the City’s tree inventory publicly accessible to support 
outreach, education and stewardship (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #19) 

 Action #23:  Improve and maintain awareness about current Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest policies, by-laws and technical 
guidelines (provides support to NH&UFS Strategies #1 and #20) 

 Action #24: Continue to support and expand targeted stewardship of 
local business and utility lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy 
#21) 

 Action #25: Continue to support and expand targeted engagement of 
youth and stewardship of school grounds (provides support to NH&UFS 
Strategy #21)   

 Action #26:  Continue to support and expand targeted engagement of 
residents and community groups, and stewardship of residential lands 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #21) 

 Action #27:  Continue to work with various partners to undertake 
stewardship on public lands (provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #21) 

 Action #28:  Design and operate a City Arboretum / Memorial Forest for 
the community that provides a place for spiritual connections to nature 
(provides support to NH&UFS Strategy #21) 



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 
 A

s
S

 A
n
r

Implemen
A stand a
designed
 

 p
 i

i
 l
 i

i
 i

p
 
The curre
$2,866,9
stewards
resource 
follows:  
 

• 2
• 2
• 2
• 2
• 2

 
The prima

 


M I S S I S S A U G A  U R
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

Action #29: Partne
shared research a
Strategy #23) 
Action #30: Build o
nearby municipalit
responses (provide

ntation 
alone Implementa
 to facilitate imple

providing recomm
dentifying City 
mplementation 
isting the key imp
dentifying which
mplementation, a
ndicating which 
partnerships and/

ent new budget id
970 including two 
ship efforts startin
 requirements ar

2014 – 2017: $91
2018 – 2021: $29
2022 – 2025: $60
2026 – 2029: $45
2030 – 2033: $60

ary areas requiring

 updating and 
(the primary t
of the City’s tr

B A N  F O R E S T  M A N
 2 0 1 4 )             

er with local agenc
nd monitoring obj

on existing partne
ties to facilitate inf
es support to NH&

ation Guide for th
ementation by:  

ended timing for i
department(s) o

lementation comp
h Actions requir
and  

groups or orga
/or resources and/

dentified through 
 seasonal staff an
ng in the second
e spread across 

15,000 
91,710 
03,420 
53,420 
03,420 

g new resources a

 maintaining the 
tool for ensuring p
reed assets) – proj

N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
                     

cies and institution
ectives (provides s

rships with the Re
formation sharing

&UFS Strategy #23

e UFMP has been

mplementation 
or division(s) th

ponents 
re new City re

anizations could 
/or funding. 

 this UFMP Imple
nd two students to
d four year period

the 20 year per

are: 

City’s street and 
proactive and effe
jected for 2014 to

( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2
                    

ns to pursue 
support to NH&UF

egion of Peel and 
g and coordinated 
3) 

n developed that 

at will lead th

sources for the

provide potenti

mentation Guide 
o support expande
d (i.e., 2018). Th
iod of the Plan a

park tree invento
ective manageme
o 2017 

2 0 3 3   
          

FS 

is 

he 

eir 

al 

is 
ed 
he 
as 

ory 
nt 

 
Alth
ow
req
ade
inv
the
enh
city
the
clim

 

 developmen
implementa
most valued

 expansion o
jurisdiction 
residential 
conservation
community g

hough the NH&UF
n Implementation

quire coordination
equate funding. T
estment into Miss

e City’s continued 
hanced by a healt
y, and beyond, an
e community, wh
mate change.  

  

nt of a City-w
ation of targeted in
d Natural Areas, an
of stewardship e
(e.g., schools, co
lots, etc.) in p

n authorities, 
groups, and others

FS and UFMP are e
n Guides, effectiv
n with implemen
his allocation of f

sissauga’s sustain
 growth and econ
thy Natural Heritag
d will help ensure

hile also helping 

  

ide pest mana
nvasive plant man
nd 

efforts on lands 
mmercial and ind
partnership with 
businesses, aca
s. 

each stand-alone 
ve implementatio
ntation of the N
funds is a cost-eff
nability. This invest
nomic developme
ge System and Ur
e the physical and
 Mississauga mit

P a g e  | ix 

agement plan, 
nagement in the C

not under the C
dustrial open spa
 the Region, lo
ademic institutio

 documents with t
on of this UFMP 
NH&UFS, as well 
fective and necess
tment recognizes t
nt are reliant on 
rban Forest within
d mental well-bein
tigate and adapt

 

and 
ity’s 

ity’s 
ces, 
ocal 
ons, 

their 
will 

 as 
sary 
that 
and 
 the 
g of 
t to 

 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | x  
 
CONTENTS 
1 Introduction ..................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Defining the Urban Forest ....................................................................... 2 

1.2 Content of the UFMP and Relationship to the NH&UFS ........................ 3 

1.3 UFMP Structure, Review and Monitoring Framework ............................ 3 

2 State of Mississauga’s Urban Forest .............................................................. 6 

3 Valuing Mississauga’s Urban Forest ............................................................... 9 

3.1 Environmental Services .......................................................................... 9 

3.2 Social and Health Benefits .................................................................. 10 

3.3 Economic Benefits ............................................................................... 11 

4 Urban Forest and Natural Area Management Challenges and Opportunities
 ……………………………………………………………………………………………………………12 

4.1 Key Challenges .................................................................................... 12 

4.2 Key Opportunities ................................................................................ 15 

5 Setting the Direction ..................................................................................... 16 

5.1 Planning Context and Precedents ....................................................... 16 

5.2 Vision, Guiding Principles & Objectives ............................................... 18 

5.3 Targets ................................................................................................. 19 

6 Current Urban Forest Practices in Mississauga ........................................... 20 

6.1 Urban Forest Program Administration ................................................. 20 

6.1.1 Responsibility for the Urban Forest ............................................. 21 

6.1.2 Forestry Resources and Asset Management .............................. 23 

6.2 Tree and Natural Area Health and Risk Management ........................ 24 

6.2.1 Street Tree Maintenance and Block Pruning .............................. 24 

6.2.2 Urban Forest Health Management ............................................. 24 

6.2.3 Tree Risk Management ............................................................... 24 

6.3 Tree Establishment, Naturalization and Urban Forest Expansion ...... 25 

6.3.1 Tree Establishment Programs and Procedures .......................... 25 

6.3.2 Standards and Specifications ...................................................... 26 

6.4 Tree Protection and Natural Area Management .................................. 27 

6.4.1 Official Plan Policies ..................................................................... 27 

6.4.2 By-laws ......................................................................................... 29 

6.4.3 Tree Preservation as Part of Private Projects .............................. 30 

6.4.4 Tree Protection as Part of Public Projects ................................... 31 

6.5 Promotion, Education, Stewardship and Partnerships ........................ 32 

6.5.1 Website and Social Media ........................................................... 32 

6.5.2 Promotion and Education ............................................................ 33 

6.5.3 Stewardship, Partnerships and Funding ..................................... 34 

7 Best Practices and Opportunities for Improvement ..................................... 36 

7.1 Urban Forest Management and Administration .................................. 36 

7.1.1 Urban Forest Monitoring .............................................................. 36 

7.1.2 Tree Inventory .............................................................................. 36 

7.1.3 Interdepartmental Coordination .................................................. 37 

7.1.4 Specifications, Standards and Guidelines .................................. 38 

7.2 Tree and Natural Area Health and Risk Management ......................... 39 

7.2.1 Young Tree Pruning ...................................................................... 39 

7.2.2 Cyclical Pruning ............................................................................ 39 

7.2.3 Park Tree Maintenance................................................................ 40 

7.2.4 Tree and Woodland Risk Management ....................................... 40 

7.2.5 Invasive Plant Species Management .......................................... 41 

7.3 Tree Establishment and Urban Forest Expansion ............................... 42 

7.3.1 Tree Species Selection ................................................................ 42 

7.3.2 Tree Habitat ................................................................................. 43 

7.3.3 Tree Establishment and Naturalization Programs ...................... 44 

7.4 Tree Protection and Natural Area Management .................................. 45 

7.4.1 Official Plan Policies ..................................................................... 45 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | xi  
 

7.4.2 Tree Preservation By-laws ........................................................... 46 

7.4.3 Tree Preservation Through the Planning Process ....................... 47 

7.4.4 Tree Protection during Municipal Works ..................................... 48 

7.5 Promotion, Education, Stewardship and Partnerships ....................... 49 

7.5.1 Outreach Using Public Websites and Social Media .................... 49 

7.5.2 General and Targeted Marketing ................................................ 50 

7.5.3 Promoting the Value of Natural Areas and their Sensitivities .... 51 

7.5.4 Stakeholder Engagement and Fostering Community 
Partnerships…………………………………………………………………………………………51 

7.5.5 Building Research Partnerships .................................................. 52 

7.5.6 Funding Opportunities and Incentives ........................................ 53 

8 Recommended Actions ................................................................................ 54 

8.1 Urban Forest Management and Administration .................................. 55 

8.2 Tree and Natural Area Health and Risk Management ........................ 58 

8.3 Tree Establishment, Naturalization and Urban Forest Expansion ...... 62 

8.4 Tree Protection and Natural Area Management ................................. 66 

8.5 Promotion, Education, Stewardship and Partnerships ....................... 71 

9 Implementation Guidance ............................................................................ 79 

10 Glossary of Technical Terms .................................................................... 81 

 

TABLES 
Table 1. Examples of grey versus green infrastructure 

Table 2. Some of the ecosystem services provided by Mississauga’s Urban 
Forest 

Table 3. Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) guiding principles and 
strategic objectives 

Table 4. Provincial statutes and policies with relevance to urban forest 
management 

 

FIGURES 

Figure 1: Framework for implementation of Mississauga’s Urban Forest 
Management Plan 

Figure 2. Land cover estimates in Mississauga  

Figure 3. Existing tree canopy cover (TC) by small geographic units  

 Figure 4. Representation of the diversity of Mississauga’s street trees (by stem 
count) 

Figure 5. Land surface temperature, Greater Toronto Area, July 2008, showing 
summer time “hot spots” in urban areas 

Figure 6. Illustration of the proportion of city-owned street trees at risk from 
emerald ash borer 

Figure 7. Illustration of where the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan fits in 
relation to other City guiding documents 

Figure 8. The density of canopy cover in a mapped Residential Woodland area 
(CL7) in dark green hatching along Mississauga’s lakeshore 

Figure 9. Illustration of the exponential increase in ecosystem services (or 
benefits) provided by trees as they mature. 

 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | xii  
 
APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Monitoring Framework for assessing Mississauga’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest 

Appendix B: Summary of how the 27 recommendations from the City of 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) have been addressed through this 
Urban Forest Management Plan and the broader Natural Heritage & Urban 
Forest Strategy 

Appendix C: Invasive Species Management Plan  

Appendix D: Guidance for Natural Area Conservation Plans Prioritization and 
Implementation  

Appendix E: Overview of Shared Stewardship Opportunities



C I T Y  O F  
F I N A L  R E

 

1 INT
Mississau
and econ
ecosystem
as well 
economic

 
Mississau
These tre
annually,
per billion
 
Data from
“safe” th
and 8 pm
time whic
easier. 
 

Toro
 

However,
challenge
sustained
considers
priority.   
Natural H
provide th
of Mississ

Investme
urban fo
widespre
importan
than 740

M I S S I S S A U G A  U R
E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  

TRODUCTION 
uga’s urban fores
nomic health. The
m services such a
as many other b
c spin-offs.  

uga’s Urban Fores
ees remove an es
 reducing ambien
n (ppb).  

m 2008 indicate t
resholds set by He

m). Increasing the
ch ozone levels ar

nto Region Conse

, trees in an urba
es to successful e
d, an urban forest
s the protection, 
 This Urban Forest
Heritage & Urban 
he strategic and te
sauga’s urban fore

ents in the health
orest will, over t
ad urban forest 
t and valuable a

0,000, continues to

B A N  F O R E S T  M A N
 2 0 1 4 )             

  
st is fundamental
e City’s estimated

as pollution filtratio
benefits to ment

st currently has an
stimated 292 ton
t ground level ozo

hat ozone levels i
ealth Canada for m

e City’s Urban For
re above safe leve

rvation (through th

an setting cannot 
establishment and
t requires planning
maintenance, rep
t Management Pla
 Forest Strategy 
echnical guidance
est.  

h and longevity o
time, result in th
 benefits. These 
s Mississauga’s 
o increase.  

N A G E M E N T  P L A N  
                     

l to the City’s en
d 2.1 million tree
on, flood control, a
tal and physical 

n overall canopy c
nnes of ozone fro
one during the day

n parts of the city
most of the day (i
rest cover can eff
els, and help the 

he Peel Urban For

 sustain themselv
d long-term growt
g, management an
placement and int
an (UFMP), along 
(NH&UFS) docum

e required to ensu

f existing trees, a
he provision of 
 benefits will be
population, which

( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2
                    

vironmental, soci
es provide valuab
and carbon storag
health, and man

cover of about 15%
om the atmosphe
y by about 12 par

y remain well abov
.e., between 10 a
fectively reduce th
community breath

rest Working Grou

ves and face man
h. To be effective
nd stewardship th
tegration of trees 
with the “umbrella

ment, is intended t
re the sustainabili

and to expand th
greater and mo

ecome increasing
h is currently mo

2 0 3 3   
          

al 
ble 
ge, 
ny 

%. 
re 

rts 

ve 
m 
he 
he 

p) 

ny 
ely 
at 
 a 
a” 
to 
ity 

he 
re 

gly 
re 

This UF
the City
opportu
assets 
takes i
NH&UF
for ma
identifie
 
The UF
perform
proactiv
establis
to trees
 

 

 

FMP was develope
y’s Urban Forest a
unities for protect
could be conside
ts direction from

FS and provides m
ny of the Strateg
ed in this Plan.  

FMP Actions are 
mance of the urba
ve and innovative
shment and expan
s and the urban fo

  

ed as part of a un
nd Natural Herita
ting, enhancing, r
ered together. As 

m the vision, guid
more detailed techn
gies identified in 

 intended to im
an forest on both p
e about administ
nsion, protection,

orest as a whole.  

 

  

nique municipal a
ge System in an in

restoring and expa
 a result of this 

ding principles, a
nical, operational 
the NH&UFS thro

mprove the health
private and public
tration, health an
 engagement and

P a g e  | 1 

pproach of lookin
ntegrated way so t
anding both of th
approach, the UF
nd objectives of 
and tactical guida
ough the 30 Acti

h, sustainability 
c lands by being m
nd risk managem
d stewardship rela

 

 

g at 
that 

hese 
FMP 
the 

ance 
ions 

and 
more 

ent, 
ated 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 2  
 
This UFMP has been developed: 

 based on a comprehensive review of the City’s current policies, 
practices and resources 

 by building on the canopy cover data and analyses conducted and 
provided by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group2 

 with consideration for the findings and recommendations presented in 
the Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) and the City of 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011), developed by Toronto Region 
Conservation with support from the Peel Urban Forest Working Group 

 with consideration for relevant best management practices and 
precedents in other jurisdictions, and in the scientific and technical 
literature,  and  

 with input from City staff, a wide range of stakeholders3, and members 
of the community.  

The following key considerations have shaped the development of this UFMP: 
 

 Mississauga is almost entirely built-out, with future development 
expected to be largely through infill and intensification.  

 There will be considerable challenges involved in protecting and 
maintaining the city’s current tree cover under existing and anticipated 
conditions (as described in Section 2). 

 Although the City is responsible for hundreds of thousands of trees on 
its streets and in its parks and open spaces, more than half of 
Mississauga’s existing urban forest canopy is on private lands, and the 
majority of the opportunities for planting additional trees are on the 

                                                            
2 The Peel Urban Forest Working Group, formed after the development of the Peel Region 
Urban Forest Strategy (2011), includes representatives from the Region of Peel, City of 
Mississauga, City of Brampton, Town of Caledon, Credit Valley Conservation and Toronto 
Region Conservation with expertise in urban forestry. 
 
3 Stakeholders consulted as part of the joint development of the NH&UFS and the UFMP 
include representatives from aboriginal organizations, government and agencies 
(including adjacent municipalities and local conservation authorities), committees to City 
Council, local educational institutions, environmental groups, community groups and 
residents associations, recreational facilities, business and development organizations, 
local utilities and transit, and arboriculture firms. Summaries of input received through 
these consultations are provided in the NH&UFS (Appendices A and B).	

landscaped areas of the city’s private residential, commercial and 
industrial lands. 

 Mississauga has been gradually building and improving its capacity to 
implement proactive urban forestry policies, practices and programs 
over the past two decades. As such, there are a number of innovative 
policies and successful programs to build on.  

 
This UFMP is intended for use by City staff to guide the planning and 
implementation of actions to achieve strategic objectives, and to be a resource 
for City staff and stakeholders to become better informed about the importance 
of the urban forest, challenges to urban forest health and sustainability, and 
what can be done to manage this valuable asset proactively and effectively.  

1.1 DEFINING THE URBAN FOREST 
The ‘urban forest’ is generally understood to be all the trees in a given urban or 
urbanizing jurisdiction. However, this UFMP recognizes that other components 
(such as the above and below-ground growing conditions) must also be 
considered if management is to result in genuine enhancement and expansion of 
the urban forest, and related increases in benefits and services. As such, this 
UFMP adopts the definition of the urban forest from the Peel Region Urban 
Forest Strategy (2011), which defines the urban forest as: “a dynamic system 
that includes all trees, shrubs and understory plants, as well as the soils that 
sustain them, located on public and private property”.  

In accordance with this definition, a successful urban forest management 
program must consider more than just trees in both strategic initiatives and daily 
operations. Consequently, this UFMP considers a wide range of topics beyond 
tree maintenance, such as urban planning, infrastructure development, natural 
areas connectivity, naturalization, public education, and partnerships, among 
others.  
 
The Urban Forest as Green Infrastructure 
The Urban Forest is a key component of what is called the City’s “green 
infrastructure”.  A city’s “grey" infrastructure is generally understood to be the 
sewage and water systems, waste management systems, electric power 
generation and transmission networks, communication networks, transit and 
transportation corridors, and energy pipelines that provide all the services 
required for modern day living. However, it is increasingly becoming recognized 
that trees (as well as untreed open spaces and natural areas) also provide a 
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Tier 2: Five Four-year Management Plans (2014-2017, 2018-2021, etc.) 

o Links guiding principles and long-term objectives with daily practices and 
on-the-ground operations 

o To be implemented by the appropriate departments (i.e., Parks and 
Forestry, Planning and Building. and Transportation and Works) 

o To be tied to recommended budgets and current priorities, but 
developed with the longer-term vision in mind, as laid out in the UFMP 

o To be reviewed and updated at the end of every 4th year of 
implementation and updated in response to objectives met, as well as 
those yet to be met, and changes in existing conditions while 
maintaining the overall objectives of the Plan. 

 
Tier 3: Annual Operating Plan (AOP) 

o Provides the applied and specific guidance for day-to-day operations 
o Includes operational plans for planting, pruning, removals, inspections, 

inventory maintenance and public engagement/outreach 
o Considers budgets and current priorities, but developed with 

consideration for the vision and objectives, as outlined in the Four-year 
Management Plans and the UFMP 

 
This UFMP is the “Tier 1” plan. The City’s Forestry Division will take the lead on 
developing the Tier 2 and Tier 3 plans related to this UFMP. This structure will 
help ensure that the UFMP is treated as a ‘living document’ through built-in 
periodic plan assessment and review cycles, further described below. 
 
The 20 year time frame for this Plan aligns with the 20 year time frame for the 
broader NH&UFS, and also: 

 is considered an appropriate time frame to enable implementation 
and document substantial changes in urban forest cover and 
sustainability, but not so long as to lose sight of long-term objectives  

 coincides with the 20 year time frame for the One Million Trees 
Program and with the Future Directions Master Plan for Parks and 
Natural Areas (2009) time frame which extends to 2031, and  

 falls within the City’s broader 50 year strategic planning horizon . 

After the 20 year period for this Plan (and the related NH&UFS), it is anticipated 
that both the overall Strategy and the UFMP will undergo a comprehensive review 

and update, and a new NH&UFS and UFMP will be developed for the subsequent 
20 years. 
 
Adaptive Management 
Natural forested ecosystems are complex and dynamic entities, and urban 
forests have the added complexity of being heavily influenced by human 
activities. In this context, it is difficult for urban forest managers to anticipate 
changes or events (such as ice storms or pest infestations) that they may have to 
accommodate. Available resources can also change. For this reason, the concept 
of active adaptive management is firmly embedded in this UFMP (and the 
broader NH&UFS).  

What is Active Adaptive Management? 
 
A systematic process for continually improving management policies and 
practices by learning from the outcomes of previously employed policies and 
practices. In active adaptive management, management is treated as a 
deliberate experiment for the purpose of learning. 
 

United Nations Millennium Ecosystem Assessment, 2005 
 

Adaptive management is embedded in both the NH&UFS and the UFMP through 
the following recommendations for monitoring and regular review (as per 
NH&UFS Strategy #25, and supporting Actions #1 and #2): 

 Adopt the monitoring framework developed for the NH&UFS, and the 
supporting UFMP (see Appendix A), and use the criteria and indicators in 
this framework as a basis for assessing the status of the City’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest, as well as the status of planning, 
management and engagement related to these assets, and 

 Summarize and report on the state of the City’s Natural Heritage System 
and Urban Forest once every four years In addition, the implementation 
guidance for the UFMP (as described in Section 9) has been developed 
as a separate document so that it can be revised as needed in response 
to new information and/or changes in priorities and/or resource 
availability. 
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2 STATE OF MISSISSAUGA’S URBAN FOREST 
In 2011, Toronto and Region Conservation in partnership with the Region of Peel, 
Credit Valley Conservation, and the local area municipalities of Mississauga, 
Brampton and Caledon, developed the Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy as well 
as more technical urban forest studies for  the urban areas within each of the 
area municipalities (i.e., the entire City of Mississauga, the City of Brampton’s 
Urban System area, and the rural Service Centres of Bolton and Caledon East in 
the Town of Caledon)5. These technical urban forest studies used the United 
States Department of Agriculture Forest Service’s i-Tree Eco field sampling 
methodology combined with satellite imagery analysis and computer modeling 
tools to compile data about the Region’s urban forest (e.g., approximate tree 
cover and distribution, tree age size/class distribution, tree species diversity) and 
estimate the value of some of the services provided by the urban forest (see 
Section 3). 
 
The Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) and associated Mississauga 
Urban Forest Study (2011), along with subsequent studies, have found that: 
 

 there are approximately 2.1 million trees in Mississauga, 
 Mississauga’s current urban forest canopy cover is approximately 15%6 

(see Figure 2) 
 most of Mississauga’s trees are in relatively good health, but small in 

stature 
 the dominant trees in the city are maples and ash, with ash accounting 

for about 18% of the trees in residential areas and 10% of the street 
trees, and 

 more than half of the city’s canopy cover is located in residential areas, 
and almost a third of the city’s canopy cover is found in woodlands in 
the City’s Natural Areas System (hereto referred to in this Plan as the 
Natural Heritage System), with the remaining canopy cover scattered 
across institutional, commercial, industrial and other land uses. 
 

                                                            
5 These six municipal and agency partners joined to form the Peel Urban Forest Working 
Group following development of the Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011). This group 
has provided both technical support for and input to this UFMP. 
 
6 Based on imagery from 2011 

Historical Land Use Context  
Mississauga’s Urban Forest is largely shaped by land use patterns and the 
history of development across the City’s more than 290 square kilometres. Prior 
to the arrival of Europeans, the lands in and around Mississauga were home to a 
number of aboriginal tribes such as the Ojibway (Anishanabe), who farmed, 
fished and hunted within the area’s diversity of woodlands, wetlands, grasslands 
and rivers. Starting in the 1800’s, a number of European settlements were 
established (e.g., Clarkson, Cooksville, Dixie, Lorne Park, Malton, Meadowvale, 
Port Credit, Streetsville and Summerville) and the area was quickly dominated by 
resource extraction and agricultural land uses. This included logging which 
resulted in the removal of much of the area’s woodlands. The next major 
transition, which has occurred since the 1950’s, was from agriculture to 
urbanization, with construction of major transit routes (i.e., Highways 401, 403 
and – most recently -  407) and a related surge of industrial, commercial and 
residential development.  

 
 

Figure 2. Land cover estimates in Mississauga  
(from City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study, 2011) 
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Current Land Use Context and Canopy Cover Distribution 
Today, trees are found across the city along its right-of-ways and within parks and 
Natural Areas, as well as residential yards, school grounds, and the landscaped 
grounds of commercial and industrial lots. These trees are found in either 
Natural Areas that have regenerated through active or passive management, or 
in landscaped areas where they have been planted. 

 
From an urban forestry perspective, the city’s landscape ranges from older 
lakeside and riverfront residential communities with relatively high levels of 
canopy cover (such as Port Credit, Mineola and Clarkson-Lorne Park) to the 
industrial parks and commercial areas with relatively low levels of urban forest 
canopy. In more recently developed subdivisions (such as Meadowvale, Lisgar 
and Malton) trees have been planted in boulevards, yards and parks, but the 
extent to which these will mature into large, canopied trees remains to be seen. 
The City’s roadways vary from quiet neighbourhood streets to high-speed, high-
capacity thoroughfares. Opportunities for tree protection along transit corridors 
have been limited, particularly along the major corridors, but efforts over the past 
few decades to try and work with the applicable authorities to integrate trees 
(and other vegetation) along utility and transportation rights-of-ways (where it 
does not compromise safety considerations) has resulted in more tree planting 
and naturalization projects.  
 
Current analyses indicate that Mississauga’s Urban Forest canopy cover was 
approximately 15% in 2011 (City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study 2011), with 
most of this canopy in older residential areas, open spaces and natural areas. 
The total tree canopy cover is shown in Figure 2, and the variability in tree 
canopy cover in different parts of the city is shown in Figure 3.  
 
Like most urban forests, Mississauga’s is comprised of trees of a range of 
species, age/size classes, and health/condition categories. However, 
development of most of the land base means that natural regenerative 
processes no longer govern the structure of most of the urban forest. Instead, 
tree selection and planting by City staff and private property landowners 
determines what kinds of trees grow within the city, and where. A summary of the 
diversity, age / structure and condition of Mississauga’s urban forest is provided 
below. 

 
Figure 3. Existing tree canopy cover (TC) by small geographic units  

(from City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study, 2011) 
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3 VALUING MISSISSAUGA’S URBAN FOREST 
The ecosystem services11 provided by trees and green spaces in urban areas are 
well-documented in the scientific and technical literature12, and are more broadly 
described in Section 4 of Mississauga’s NH&UFS. The fundamental message 
from more than a decade of research is that trees in cities are more than just 
something nice to look at; they are critical assets (just like roads, buildings, and 
water lines) that provide a wide range of services that make cities healthy and 
vibrant places to live. While the air quality and cooling benefits of trees are well-
established, there is also mounting evidence that trees (both within and outside 
of natural areas) directly improve human physical and mental health. This 
information has not been lost on schools where “outdoor classrooms” and 
wilderness courses are becoming a more mainstream component of the 
curriculum. 

The Urban Forest in Mississauga provides a wide range of environmental, social 
and health, and economic benefits that accrue to all those who live and work in 
the city, and beyond. Trees and shrubs not only clean the air and water, they also 
moderate local climate fluctuations, reduce energy consumption in homes and 
buildings, store atmospheric carbon (which contributes to climate change), 
provide shade, control stormwater runoff, and provide habitat for local and 
migrating wildlife. Trees and natural areas in neighbourhoods also contribute to 
increased property values, sustain human mental and physical health, and 
support safer communities. This section of the UFMP presents an overview of 
these environmental services and benefits.  

                                                            
11 “Ecosystem services” is a term used to describe the processes of nature needed to 
support the health and survival of humans. Ecological services are required and used by 
all living organisms, but the term typically refers to their direct value (quantified or not) to 
humans. Ecosystem services include processes such as air and water purification, flood 
and drought mitigation, waste detoxification and decomposition, pollination of crops and 
other vegetation, carbon storage and sequestration, and maintenance of biodiversity. 
Less tangible services that have also been associated with natural areas and green 
spaces include the provision of mental health and spiritual well-being. “Ecosystem goods” 
are products provided by nature such food, fibre, timber and medicines that are readily 
valued as recognizable products that can be bought and sold, unlike ecosystem services 
which are harder to value and in our current market economy are considered “free”.   

12 A comprehensive listing and summary of the published scientific and technical 
literature on this subject can be viewed at websites such as the USDA Forest Services’ 
“Green Cities” site at www.depts.washington.edu/hhwb/ 

3.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
Table 2. Some of the ecosystem services provided by Mississauga’s urban forest 
Ecosystem Service Estimated Amount (Dollar Value)* 
Carbon Sequestration 7,400 tonnes annually 

($220,000 estimated value) 
Carbon Storage 203,000 tonnes 

($5.8 million estimated value) 
Air Pollution Removal 292 tonnes annually 

($4.8 million estimated value) 
Energy Consumption Reduction 79,000 MBTUS and 7,300 MWH annually 

($1.2 million estimated value) 
* estimates from the City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011)   

Recent assessments (City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study 2011) estimate 
that the city’s urban forest has a basic replacement value13 of $1.4 billion, and 
provides more than $6 million worth of environmental services every year, as 
well as many other benefits that are equally (or more) valuable but cannot be as 
readily quantified. These include: 

 improving stream water quality (e.g., by reducing surface runoff rates and 
cooling water temperatures) 

 reducing high urban air temperatures in the summer (through shading and 
evapotranspiration) (see Figure 5) 

 reducing energy usage by shading buildings and vehicles in the summer and 
buffering the effects of cold winds in the winter 

 conserving soil resources by stabilizing slopes and intercepting water with 
root networks, and 

 providing habitat for urban wildlife such as mammals, birds, as well as 
aquatic species (e.g., by providing riparian cover).  

 

                                                            
13 The basic “replacement value” (also known as the basic structural value) is the 
estimated cost of simply replacing every tree in the city with young nursery tree stock. 
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5 SETTING THE DIRECTION 

Figure 7. Illustration of where the City’s Urban Forest Management Plan fits in 
relation to other City guiding documents 

5.1 PLANNING CONTEXT AND PRECEDENTS 
There are a number of city-wide planning documents that provide context and 
guidance for this UFMP, as illustrated in Figure 7. The relevant components from 
each of these, and higher level planning documents, are summarized in Section 
5 of the NH&UFS. Additional guidance related specifically to the Urban Forest 
from each of these documents is provided below. 

Strategic Plan (2009) 
The City’s Strategic Plan identifies five pillars for change with the pillar most 
relevant to this UFMP being the “living green” pillar. The “connect” pillar also has 
some relevance in so far as trees are a cornerstone of complete communities, 
and of complete active transportation links and streetscapes. 

Specific strategic actions under the “green” pillar related directly to this plan 
include:  

 
 Plant one million trees in Mississauga (Action 4)20 
 Implement a city boulevard beautification program to foster civic pride 

and raise environmental awareness (Action 5) 
 Create an educational program that promotes “living green” (Action 10) 

 
Although Action 7 “Implement an incentive/loan program for energy 
improvements” does not specifically mention trees, this program could include a 
subsidy for tree planting in view of the energy conservation benefits provided by 
trees21. In addition, although Action 24 “Make streets safer” (under the 
“connect” pillar) does not mention trees, it has been documented that treed 
streets can be safer than those without trees (see Section 3.1). 
 
Official Plan (2011) 
The City’s recently adopted Official Plan recognizes the city is entering a new 
stage in its evolution, “one of intensification and urbanization” and also 
recognizes the importance of creating an environment where “where people, 
businesses and the natural environment thrive”. Section 6 “Value the 
Environment” includes a framework for the City’s Green System, which includes a 
wide range of treed areas on both public and private lands, and a specific set of 
policies for the Urban Forest that include direction for tree protection, tree 
planting, and urban forest education, stewardship and partnerships (see Section 
6.4). 

 
Future Directions Master Plan for Parks and Natural Areas (2009) 
The Future Direction Master Plan looks at the City’s parks and Natural Areas in 
an integrated, holistic manner, explicitly acknowledges the interrelatedness of 
parks and Natural Areas, particularly in urban settings, and also highlights the 
joint benefits to the community provided by these areas. Many of the 61 
recommendations found in the document relate to trees and woodlands, 
however recommendation 60 - “Allocate dedicated and sustained funds towards 
the adequate long term maintenance required to sustain a healthy urban forest.” 
- relates directly to this UFMP. 

                                                            
20 Notably the One Million Trees Program was launched in April 2013. 
 
21 The City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) cites research indicating trees of at 
least 6 m tall and within 20 m of one or two-storey building confer measurable savings in 
cooling costs in the summer (from shade) and heating in the winter (by buffering winds).  
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General Objectives 
1. Increase internal (within the City) and external (among the community and 

other stakeholders) awareness of the value and need to protect, enhance, 
expand and restore the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest.  

2. Expand the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest by pursuing 
opportunities through the development application process, in-filling and re-
development of public and private lands, and public acquisition. 

3. Build on existing, and develop new, public and private sector partnerships to 
help pursue and implement the vision and targets for the Natural Heritage 
System and Urban Forest. 

4. Undertake regular monitoring of the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest to evaluate performance and identify trends or changes that may 
require a shift in management approaches or practices. 

 

Objectives for Public Lands 

5. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on public lands 
through proactive management, enforcement of applicable regulations, and 
education. 

6. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
public lands by establishing service levels to improve: the condition of 
natural areas, linkages among protected natural areas, and tree 
establishment practices. 

7. Support the Natural Heritage System and the Urban Forest by managing 
public open spaces to maximize their ecological functions (while maintaining 
their existing uses). 

 

Objectives for Private Lands 

8. Protect the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on private lands 
through education, implementation of applicable policies and regulations, 
the development review process and enforcement. 

9. Enhance and restore the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest on 
private lands by promoting stewardship, naturalization, restoration, tree 
planting and proactive tree care with creative outreach and incentives. 

 

5.3 TARGETS 
There are many ways to measure the success of an urban forest management 
program and to gauge urban forest sustainability. Quantitative targets are one 
way to assess the state of the urban forest, and when considered in conjunction 
with a broader range of criteria and indicators (as provided in the Monitoring 
Framework in Appendix A) can provide a fairly comprehensive assessment of the 
state of urban forests sustainability in a municipality. Notably, because of the 
integrated approach taken through the NH&UFS, both the targets and the 
Monitoring Framework address both the City’s Natural Heritage System and its 
Urban Forest. The six targets developed for Mississauga’s Natural Heritage 
System (NHS) and Urban Forest (UF) to be achieved over the 20 year period of 
this Plan (and the broader Strategy) are as follows: 

1. NHS Size: 12% to 14% of the City  
2. NHS Connectivity: (a) 75% of the watercourses have vegetation for at least 

30 m on both sides, and (b)  85% of Significant Natural Areas are linked 
through the NHS or other Green System components 

3. NHS Quality: (a) overall terrestrial and aquatic quality across the city is 
substantially improved using 2013 as a baseline, and (b) Conservation 
Management Plans are developed and in effect for all high priority publicly-
owned Significant Natural Areas 

4. UF Canopy Cover: 15% to 20%  
5. UF Quality (of City Street and Park Trees): (a)  the City tree inventory is 

comprehensive, up to date, and actively maintained, (b) no tree species 
represents 5% of the tree population City-wide or 20% on a given street, 
and (c) invasive tree species represent less than 8% of the street and park 
tree population  

6. UF Canopy Distribution: Canopy cover meets or exceeds 15% (i.e., the 
current city-wide average) in at least 95% of the City’s residential areas and 
in 50% to 75% of the city’s other land use categories 

These targets have been developed based on: consideration for other relevant 
studies, an understanding of the extent and condition of the current Urban 
Forest and that Mississauga is an urbanized jurisdiction that will continue to 
experience population growth and intensification, recognition of the value of the 
ecosystem services provided by the Urban Forest, and input from various 
consultations. Discussion of the rationale behind each of these targets is 
provided in Section 7 of the NH&UFS.   
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6.1.1 RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE URBAN FOREST 
 
Federal Government  
The involvement of the federal government in urban forest management has, to 
date, been limited and indirect. The primary source of support has been through 
the Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) and Canadian Forest Service efforts 
to monitor and control the spread of invasive insect pests, the most important of 
which include (ALHB, Anoplophora glabripennis) and (EAB, Agrilus planipennis).   

Provincial Government  
Similar to the federal government, the government of Ontario has not gotten 
involved in urban forest management. However, a wide range of provincial 
legislation directly and indirectly affects the ability of municipalities to regulate 
their urban forest resources. Table 4 provides a list of relevant provincial 
statutes and policies which directly relate to urban forest management.  

Other provincial documents that include support for local urban forest initiatives 
include: 

 Grow Green: Ontario’s Climate Change Action Plan (2007), which sets a 
planting target of 50 million new trees in Southern Ontario by 2020, 
and provides funding for volunteer-driven tree planting projects 
 

 Ontario Invasive Species Strategic Plan (2012) which identifies some 
strategies the various partners can use to help fight invasive species, 
and 
 

 Ontario’s Biodiversity Strategy (2011) which sets out a framework for 
engaging people, reducing threats, enhancing resilience and improving 
knowledge  in relation  to native biodiversity and ecosystems, including 
woodlands, in the Province.  

Table 4. Provincial statutes and policies with relevance to urban forest 
management 

Statute or Policy Relevance 

Planning Act, 
1990 

Establishes the framework for municipal planning in the 
province. Empowers municipalities to develop official plans 
and regulate development, including requiring landscaping 
with trees and shrubs. 

Ontario Heritage 
Act, 1990 

Allows for the designation of heritage properties and/or 
landscapes in the Province, including trees on such lands 
that may have heritage value. 

Forestry Act, 1990 Provides a legal definition for “woodlands” and “good 
forestry practices”, as well as certain provisions pertaining 
to boundary/shared trees. 

Conservation 
Authorities Act, 
1990 

Establishes conservation authorities as watershed-based 
authorities with various responsibilities, including 
regulation of lands adjacent to watercourses, wetlands and 
shorelines.  

Municipal Act, 
2001 

Establishes municipal powers. Sec. 223.2 allows any 
municipality greater than 10,000 people to regulate the 
injury or destruction of trees, while Sec 135-146 provides 
the legal framework for municipal tree and site alteration 
by-laws. 

Places to Grow 
Act, 2005 

Enables Province to designate population growth areas, 
requiring certain jurisdictions to meet established growth 
targets by certain dates. 

Provincial Policy 
Statement, 2005 

Provides guidance for land use planning, protection for 
significant woodlands. 

Greenbelt  Act, 
2005 

The Greenbelt Act and the supporting Greenbelt Plan were 
recently amended to provide an additional designation of 
Urban River Valleys to the Natural Heritage System.  This 
designation is intended to include publicly owned lands 
located in the urban river valleys extending south from the 
Greenbelt Plan. The lands within the Greenbelt Urban River 
Valleys are to be governed by the applicable municipal 
Official Plan policies provided they have regard for the 
objectives of the Greenbelt Plan. 
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6.2 TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
 

6.2.1 STREET TREE MAINTENANCE AND BLOCK PRUNING 
Street Tree Elevation Program 
Mississauga’s Forestry Section staff regularly undertake street tree pruning 
across the City through the Street Tree Elevation Program. The program focuses 
on providing the minimum required clearances between tree branches, roads 
and sidewalks, and typically begins when trees are between 10 and 20 years of 
age. The program is intended to operate on an 8-year cycle, meaning that most 
trees along City streets should be pruned once every 8 years. This length of cycle 
is generally considered adequate to balance maintenance costs and the benefits 
provided by proper pruning.  

Young Tree Training 
Currently, the City prunes some young trees, typically three to four years following 
planting. However, the young tree pruning program is not formalized, not all 
young trees are pruned, and pruned trees may not be revisited again until they 
are incorporated into the Street Tree Elevation Program, which may be long 
enough after the initial pruning that significant structural problems may develop. 

6.2.2 URBAN FOREST HEALTH MANAGEMENT 
Urban forest health management primarily involves using a range of 
management practices to monitor and mitigate the effects of tree pests, 
diseases, and invasive plant species (in Natural Areas).  

Pest and Disease Management 
As in most jurisdictions, Mississauga’s approach to pest and disease 
management is a combination of proactive (e.g., site inspections, monitoring, 
tree pruning) and reactive (e.g., tree removal, pesticide treatment) measures. As 
part of their duties, the City’s Parks and Forestry Division Inspectors monitor City-
owned street and park trees for signs of invasive pests or pathogens. Forestry 
Section staff monitor for invasive plants in Natural Areas as resources permit. In 
recent decades, the City has committed to implementing an Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM)-based approach to pest and disease management. This 
holistic approach balances cultural and biological approaches (such as 
maintaining tree health) with methods to reduce pest or disease populations, 
while reducing the use of chemical pesticides.     

Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) 
The recent emergence of EAB places an estimated 16% of the City’s urban forest 
in significant danger. This invasive beetle causes near-complete mortality of ash 
trees wherever they occur if they are not treated with a stem-injectable pesticide. 
The borer is established across the entire City, and widespread ash mortality is 
already beginning. In response, the City has begun implementation of an EAB 
Management Plan scheduled over the next nine to 10 years that will see 
approximately 20,000 trees treated, and will help fund the costly removal of 
dead and potentially hazardous trees and their replacement. The cost of the EAB 
Management Plan is an estimated $51 million over the plan horizon, and may 
vary depending on the rate and extent of tree mortality. The Plan is funded in 
part by a Special Purpose tax levy. 

Natural Areas Invasive Species Management 
Invasive plant species, such as dog-strangling vine, buckthorn, and garlic 
mustard, are a significant threat to the ecological integrity and health of the 
City’s Natural Areas. The City’s approach to managing invasive species has, to 
date, been relatively limited and focused on intensive management of individual 
infestations, rather than broader strategic efforts. Stewardship events involving 
the community are occasionally undertaken in public Natural Areas and invasive 
species removals are often required by the conservation authorities as part of 
development approvals on regulated private Natural Areas. In addition, the 
conservation authorities have extensive resources related to the identification 
and management of invasive species on their websites, and support this work in 
Mississauga, and elsewhere in the watershed. 

6.2.3 TREE RISK MANAGEMENT 
Street Tree Risk Management 
Currently, street tree risk management is undertaken through a combination of 
proactive and reactive methods. Risk reduction on City trees through methods 
such as deadwood and structural pruning is undertaken during the course of the 
operations undertaken by the Forestry Section. The City’s Forestry Inspectors 
also respond to resident requests for tree risk assessment and, where 
appropriate, create work orders through the City’s asset management system. 
Some Forestry staff have received training in both basic and advanced methods 
of tree risk assessment in order to improve the City’s ability to practice more 
conservation-based tree risk management, where appropriate.   
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 implementing a strategic maintenance program for trees on public 
land 

 ensuring development and site alteration will have “no negative 
impact” on the urban forest 

 planting the right tree in the right place, with enough soil to sustain it 
 implementing and complying with tree by-laws  
 promoting greater awareness and stewardship, both internally and 

externally; and 
 building strategic partnerships for promotion and implementation. 

 
Some of this policy direction carries over into policies for desirable urban form 
and neighbourhoods where consideration for and integration of trees is 
recognized as important, particularly in those neighbourhoods with Residential 
Woodlands. 

The Natural Environment section of the Official Plan (Section 6) presents a 
framework for a City-wide Green System. Although this system does not explicitly 
include the urban forest, it incorporates treed natural areas, Residential 
Woodlands, and Parks and Open Spaces, which include many natural and 
manicured treed areas.   

Residential Woodlands (as shown in Figure 8) are residential areas, primarily on 
private property, identified as having relatively high levels of canopy cover and 
mapped22 as part of the City’s Green System. The Residential Woodlands overlay 
is a unique policy tool that identifies areas where tree preservation and 
replacement are particularly important because of the relatively high levels of 
canopy cover and the ecological value23 of some of these areas. The Residential 
Woodlands policies encourage protection and enhancement of the urban forest 
in these areas, and some Special Policy Areas require it (e.g., parts of Cooksville).  

In some cases these policies have been used successfully as tools to prevent 
significant expansion of existing residential developments into treed areas, and 

                                                            
22 The Residential Woodlands mapping in the City’s current Official Plan has been carried 
forward from the previous Official Plan, and is based on data and analyses from the late 
1980s.   
 
23 Examples of ecological value provided by some of these residential woodlands include 
stopover habitat for migratory birds in the spring and fall, and habitat for resident urban-
adapted wildlife.  

treed areas identified for protection through the redevelopment process have 
been zoned as Greenbelt to allow for natural regeneration, effectively protecting 
them from future re-development or expansion proposals.  

More details on the City’s Natural Areas System policies, which include 
significant woodlands, valleylands and wetlands, are provided in Section 5 and 
Section 9.1 of the NH&UFS. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 8. The density of canopy cover in a mapped Residential Woodland area 
(CL7) in dark green hatching along Mississauga’s lakeshore 
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Although entirely voluntary, this will be the first mechanism for tracking plantings 
on private as well as public property throughout Mississauga. This website also 
provides a cohesive umbrella for a number of supporting organizations that 
contribute resources and information. The One Million Trees Mississauga 
campaign also has hardcopy posters and flyers that have been circulated and 
posted in various public venues, and are available at selected public events. 
 
Although not specific to urban forestry, the City and Region have partnered on a 
“Let Your Green Show” campaign with its own website 

(www.letyourgreenshow.ca) that encourages residents to: (1) grow and eat 
local, (2) use less water, and (3) give their cars a break. Having drought tolerant 
gardens of native species and planting trees are part of what is promoted 
through this program.  
 
The local conservation authorities also have a number of resources posted on 
their websites that are directly relevant both to natural heritage and urban forest 
planning, management and outreach. Examples include plant lists of desirable 
native species (and undesirable invasive species to avoid), a series of 
publications on ecosystem services, and brochures providing guidance on how to 
plant trees and naturalize landscapes. 
 
6.5.2 PROMOTION AND EDUCATION 
Staff in the Forestry Section that support by-law enforcement and stewardship 
consider education a key part of their job, and use face-to-face meetings as 
opportunities for outreach. This Section has also developed a series of 
pamphlets and information post cards (printed in colour, with a consistent look 
to them, and written in non-technical language) on key topics including: gypsy 
moth, emerald ash borer, and the private tree protection by-law. These 
publications are available through the Parks and Forestry Division, and are 
disseminated to residents as appropriate. City staff in other departments (e.g., 
Planning and Building, Transportation and Works) also have opportunities to 
educate proponents on the benefits of trees and the City’s current policies, 
guidelines and by-laws related to trees. 
 
The City regularly holds open houses on “hot” urban forestry topics (e.g., emerald 
ash borer), typically at a City venue (such as City Hall or the community centers). 
The City has also been involved in some outreach to youth through its various 
stewardship initiatives.  

The City of Mississauga was one 
of the first municipalities to 
develop a city-wide brochure for 
residents abutting City-owned 
Natural Areas that provides 
guidance about “do’s” and 
”don’ts”. While the information 
and guidance in this booklet 
remains relevant, it should be 
updated.  
In addition, some information is 
posted on a few high profile public 
Natural Areas on the City’s 
website, and the City and Credit 
Valley Conservation have 
developed colourful information 
brochures on selected public 
Natural Areas, such as the 
Lakefront Promenade Park and 
Marina brochure.  
 
City programs related to urban forestry and natural heritage that have been in 
place for some time include the Annual Arbour Day Program, Annual Earth Day 
Program / week, and the Commemorative Tree program that is administered 
through the Forestry Section, in conjunction with the Commemorative Bench 
program to provide members of the public a way to recognize or honour others 
through a lasting tribute of a tree.  

 
 

The City also has a Significant Trees Program to get residents to think about the 
value of trees in their neighborhoods by nominating old, large, interesting and / 
or unique trees on City property.   
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6.5.3 STEWARDSHIP, PARTNERSHIPS AND FUNDING 
The Region of Peel currently has a couple of programs that provide outreach to 
the community on topics related to urban forestry and natural heritage: 
 

 the Teach Green in Peel program is an on-line database that helps 
teachers in the Region find locally-relevant environmental education 
resources and programs, and 

 Peel’s Fusion Landscapes program targets residential homeowners or 
tenants who are interested in landscaping their yard with drought-
tolerant and native species, and provides home visits from a landscape 
technician to a certain number of residences annually. 

 
Over the past decade, the City has been gradually expanding partnerships to 
pursue a range of stewardship activities with the local conservation authorities 
as well as a number of other non-profit organizations (e.g., Evergreen, Tree 
Canada, Riverwood Conservancy, Credit River Anglers, Ecosource, etc.), schools 
(e.g., University of Toronto Mississauga Campus), the Greater Toronto Airport 
Authority, and a number of local businesses. This resulted in the planting of close 
to 30,000 trees and shrubs in 2012 in various locations throughout the City, 
primarily on City lands. As opportunities for tree planting and/or naturalization on 
City lands are becoming increasingly limited, more effort will be required to 
pursue opportunities on other lands in the city.  

 
 
A total of 33 stewardship programs currently available within the City of 
Mississauga are listed, along with their sponsors, target group(s), purpose and 
contact information, in Appendix E. 

 
In terms of partnerships with higher levels of government, the City of Mississauga 
has been actively working with the Region of Peel on urban forest issues since 
2009 and continues to benefit from membership in the Peel Region Urban Forest 

Working Group where information and ideas are shared, along with some joint 
initiatives and resources.  
 
The City has also collaborated with adjacent municipalities and the Canadian 
Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) on cross-boundary invasive pest issues (e.g., ALHB 
control, and more recently, EAB research).   
 
The local conservation authorities, and in particular Credit Valley Conservation,  
(CVC), continue to be very active partners with respect to maintaining and 
restoring natural cover within their regulated areas, and in other public lands 
across the City. CVC also has a number of outreach and stewardship programs 
(see Appendix E) designed to educate and engage various sectors of 
Mississauga’s community, as well as annual stewardship and volunteer 
appreciation events. A number of these are pursued in partnership with, and/or 
with the support of the City. CVC has also been a very active partner with the City 
in terms of natural heritage planning, and in 2010 completed a Landscape Scale 
Analysis identifying all current natural areas in the City, as well as prioritizing 
some of these sites (e.g., for restoration and/or protection) based on ecological 
attributes. They have also been conducting comprehensive ecological monitoring 
in a number of the City’s public wooded areas, collecting data that can assist the 
City in management of these areas. 
 
Toronto Region Conservation also provides a number of outreach and 
stewardship programs available to Mississauga residents (see Appendix E), 
continues to be a source of technical support on natural heritage matters, and 
has been a key partner in the development of urban forestry products through 
the Peel Urban Forest Working Group. 

 
 

Toronto Region Conservation has also been working with the City to establish a 
Sustainable Neighbourhood Retrofit Action Plan (known as SNAP) initiative in the 
Applewood area. The SNAP program is an innovative initiative that seeks to 
develop action plans to improve the local environment on the neighbourhood 
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 IMPROVED AND MORE EFFICIENT URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT AND 

MAINTENANCE: Staff can use tree inventory information to accomplish a 
variety of goals and objectives. For example, tree planting locations and 
storm response activities can be prioritized, and species-based pest 
management strategies can be developed and implemented. Ideally, the tree 
inventory should be the main tool for public urban forest management at the 
individual tree level. 
 

 A BROADER UNDERSTANDING OF URBAN FOREST STRUCTURE: Tree 
inventory data in combination with spatial data allows for urban forest 
structure indicators such as diameter class and species distribution to be 
mapped and assessed. These data can guide tree establishment planning 
and priority maintenance, and inform urban forest monitoring.  
 

 IMPROVED PROJECT PLANNING: An urban forest inventory integrated into 
the municipal GIS (Geographic Information System) enables Engineers, 
Planners, Landscape Architects, and Forestry staff to work collaboratively to 
locate individual trees in proximity to proposed municipal works, identify 
potential conflicts, and plan effective tree protection measures in the 
earliest stages of planning. This can all be accomplished well in advance of 
project implementation, saving time and costs, and reducing uncertainties.   

 
Mississauga maintains an operating inventory for about 243,000 street trees 
and some park trees. However, the inventory is not currently optimized for street 
tree management. In order to be a useful urban forest management tool, a tree 
inventory must be: 1) maintained up-to-date, 2) user-friendly and integrated into 
municipal asset management systems and practices, and 3) sufficiently detailed 
to enable operational planning. The City’s tree inventory currently has few 
attributes that enable tree-by-tree management planning, and should be 
expanded to include attributes such as site type, maintenance requirements, risk 
assessment and pest/pathogen identification to be used to its full potential. The 
inventory should also be expanded to include trees in actively-managed parks (as 
opposed to City-owned Natural Areas, which do not require an inventory of 
individual trees), as the same types of risk management and maintenance 
requirements are generally required for these trees and street trees.  
 
Examples of nearby municipalities with effective and exemplary tree inventories 
include Kitchener, London and New Tecumseth, Ontario, whose inventories all 

include maintenance requirements for each tree. Further abroad, good examples 
include Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania and San Francisco, California, whose  
inventories are also used in management and maintenance planning due to the 
inclusion of detailed inventory attributes.  
 
In Ontario, Oakville, London and Ottawa now have portions of their inventories 
available on-line to the public, as do Pittsburgh and San Francisco, making the 
inventory an outreach as well as a management tool. In San Francisco, members 
of the public can contribute to the City’s tree inventory by inputting tree location, 
species and other data on-line.  

7.1.3 INTERDEPARTMENTAL COORDINATION 
In most municipalities where there are staff dedicated to urban forest and 
natural heritage management, it is recognized that a multi-departmental and 
multi-disciplinary approach is required. In Mississauga, while interdepartmental 
coordination around urban forestry and natural heritage issues is increasing 
(e.g., recent creation of the Environment Division), additional opportunities for 
improvement have been identified. These include:  

 having Directors and Managers from different departments be familiar 
with, and help support, the implementation of the NH&UFS and UFMP 

  involvement of Forestry Section staff in the early stages of planning for 
both private and public projects to help ensure that opportunities for 
tree protection and/or planting are identified at the outset of the 
process  

 keeping staff in various departments, and at all levels, informed about 
current policies, by-laws, guidelines and practices related to the Urban 
Forest and Natural Heritage System, and 

 establishing a multi-departmental group of key staff who regularly work 
with trees that meets to share information and identify ways to improve 
municipal processes.  .  

In Oakville, one of the first municipalities in southern Ontario to undertake an 
urban forest study (Town of Oakville 2006) and to develop a comprehensive 
urban forest management plan, one of the recommendations was to create an 
Interdepartmental / Interagency Technical Advisory Committee comprised of 
staff from Parks and Open Space, Engineering, and Planning. The intent was for 
this group to: 
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protection specifications. Factors to consider include improved fencing 
techniques (solid hoarding except where sightlines are an issue), diameter-
based tree protection zones to protect larger root zone areas, and innovative 
technologies such as directional boring, hydraulic and pneumatic soil excavation 
and “tree-first” design, to protect existing trees affected by construction and 
development.  

Municipalities with leading examples of tree protection specifications and 
standards include The City of Burlington (Specification SS12), City of Toronto 
(Tree Protection Policy and Specifications for Construction near Trees) and  Palo 
Alto, California.  

7.2 TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
7.2.1 YOUNG TREE PRUNING 
Pruning of young trees to develop good structure, often called ‘training’, is one of 
the best investments in the health of the future urban forest. Proactive and early 
pruning provides trees with good form which can be maintained throughout their 
lives, thereby lowering the risk of future failure and reducing liability and long-
term arboricultural maintenance requirements and costs. 
 
Maintenance during the ‘formative years’ of a tree’s life (which can be conducted 
from the ground and at little cost) increases the prospects for long-term tree 
survival and also greatly reduces future liability by ensuring good form and 
structure early on. 
 
Research and experience from leading municipalities suggests that immature 
trees should generally be pruned at least three times within the first 10 years 
after planting, preferably at regular intervals. Young trees should be pruned to 
‘train’ them towards good structure, and typically no more than five to eight 
pruning cuts are required during each pruning round.  
 
Mississauga should formalize its existing program with an annual 
implementation plan and supporting budget. Annual planting lists should be 
used to direct the pruning, which should take place three times within 10 years 
after planting.  
 
It is suggested that this program be independent from the broader block pruning 
maintenance (see Section 7.2.2) because given the fast growth rate of young 
trees in good growing sites, it is difficult to incorporate young tree pruning into a 

cyclical pruning program, and longer cycles will lead to backlogs in structural 
pruning requirements. Furthermore, young tree pruning can be done much more 
quickly with much less equipment. While the number of trees planted (and 
subsequently pruned) in Mississauga varies annually, the City currently plants up 
to 4000 caliper trees per year as part the street tree replacement, new 
subdivision and park tree planting programs, and will be planting many more as 
part of the EAB Management Plan. These trees will all require a targeted young 
tree pruning program.  
 
A leading example of a successful young tree pruning program can be found in 
Calgary, Alberta, where young trees are inspected and pruned (if necessary) a 
minimum of three times in the first ten years. 

7.2.2 CYCLICAL PRUNING 
Many municipalities inspect and maintain street trees in a scheduled, cyclical 
manner called “grid”, “block” or “cyclical” pruning. There are many variations to 
cyclical pruning approaches, and a sampling of municipalities across North 
America shows that inspection and pruning intervals vary widely between 
municipalities, from five year cycles to 16-year cycles. 
 
Another strategic approach to cyclical pruning is to establish a different cycle 
depending on the age or species of the trees being maintained. For example, 
most trees in Edmonton, Alberta are pruned on a seven year cycle, while elm 
trees are pruned on a four year cycle. 
 
Over the long term, a planned and cyclical approach can provide significant cost 
savings over reactionary pruning and tree maintenance. A shorter cycle (i.e., five 
to eight years) reduces the number of resident service requests which are costly 
to fulfill as inspection staff time is spent travelling from site to site, rather than 
progressing through a linear work area. Furthermore, systematic tree 
maintenance enables earlier detection of pest and other plant health issues, 
resulting in improved overall urban forest condition. 
 
Mississauga’s current pruning cycle is close to optimal at eight years. Funding to 
improve this level of service from an 11 to 12 year cycle to an 8 year cycle was 
approved in 2010 and has been implemented gradually. Although this is longer 
than the optimal cycle of four to five years quoted in some best practices, 
experience in southern Ontario and elsewhere suggests that a seven to nine year 
street tree pruning cycle effectively balances costs with tree maintenance 
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 record-keeping protocols, to enable tracking of inspections and 
mitigation actions 

 strategy funding and/or partnerships, to identify expected costs and 
anticipated sources of funding to enable the implementation of the 
strategy, and 

 a strategy for program assessment and reporting to enable active 
adaptive management and ongoing improvement. 

A comprehensive risk management protocol should also include consideration 
for post-storm emergency response, including prioritized inspection and 
maintenance areas.  

 

 

Figure 9. Illustration of the exponential increase in ecosystem services (or 
benefits) provided by trees as they mature. 

Tree risk mitigation is an important practice and one that can extend the life of a 
tree that might otherwise be considered a risk. Practices such as soil 
amendments and structural pruning (if performed correctly and managed 
appropriately) can greatly reduce the risk presented by certain aging trees. 
Because large trees provide such a disproportionate amount of ecosystem 
services (as compared to smaller trees) (see Figure 9), investing in their retention 
results in exponentially more benefits to the community. 

Recent advances in tree risk assessment have given rise to new levels of risk 
assessment training and qualification by bodies such as the International Society 
of Arboriculture. While Forestry staff in Mississauga have received introductory 
levels of tree risk assessment training, the City’s Forestry Inspectors should be 
provided with advanced training and qualification through the ISA’s Tree Risk 
Assessor Qualification (TRAQ) program as well to enhance this capacity.  

Basic visual inspection of trees in actively managed and high-traffic locations 
(e.g., streetscapes, parks and along woodland trails) should be undertaken and 
documented systematically to demonstrate the City’s fulfillment of its duty of 
care. Annual inspection is optimal but likely unachievable given resource 
constraints and fiscal realities. As such, higher-risk trees and locations should be 
prioritized for tree risk assessment and management.  

Management of tree-related risk in woodlands and other natural areas is 
challenging due to the large numbers of trees present in such areas, and has 
recently been made even more challenging because of the resources required to 
deal with emerald ash borer (EAB). It is anticipated that, as the borer spreads 
across the City and causes increasing ash mortality, more woodlands and natural 
areas may require fencing or other risk management approaches, due to the 
rapid rate of root decay and tree uprooting following EAB-induced mortality. 

7.2.5 INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES MANAGEMENT 
Invasive plant species are considered one of the primary drains on ecological 
integrity in wooded natural areas of the urban forest. In many parts of southern 
Ontario, urban forests and wooded natural areas are heavily invaded by invasive 
trees and shrubs such as Norway maple, Tree-of-Heaven, and European 
buckthorn, as well as herbaceous plants such as garlic mustard, dog-strangling 
vine, and many others. The federal and provincial governments do not provide 
any resources to assist with the control of such plant species (beyond 
information such as Ontario’s Invading Species Awareness Program), and there 
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7.4.2 TREE PRESERVATION BY-LAWS 
Private Tree Protection By-law 
Mississauga, like many urban area municipalities across southern Ontario, has a 
by-law in place that regulates injury and removal of trees on private property.  
Best practices related to private tree by-laws are difficult to assess since each 
municipality’s by-law is tailored to local circumstances and resources, and there 
is currently no mechanism for tracking the relative effectiveness of the different 
by-laws. However, it is generally agreed among tree by-law officers that these by-
laws are as much an educational tool as a regulatory tool, and that any by-law is 
only as effective as the resources dedicated to its implementation and 
enforcement. 
 
Given that Mississauga’s by-law has just been updated based on local research 
and consultations, some time will be required to educate residents and staff 
about these changes, and to see if these changes better support the City’s Urban 
Forest. While key changes in the recent update include allowing for fewer trees of 
15 cm and above to be cut without a permit each year (i.e., two instead of four), 
the by-law still allows for the removal of some potentially large, mature trees 
without a permit. 
 
Based on the current conditions of Mississauga’s urban forest (see Section 2 )  it 
is recommended that in four to eight years when the Private Tree Protection By-
law comes up for review again, that the City consider the potential benefits of 
requiring permits to remove all individual trees above a certain diameter on 
private lands. This change should be considered in conjunction with the 
anticipated costs associated with regulating more trees, and enforcing this 
regulation. In Mississauga, as elsewhere, it is not generally advisable to have a 
private tree by-law that the municipality is not able to adequately enforce. 
 
Notably, Mississauga currently has one by-law inspector dedicated to the 
administration and enforcement of this by-law. The recent tightening of the by-
law will presumably result in a greater work load. This will need to be monitored 
to ensure that current levels of enforcement can be maintained. 
 
Street Tree By-law 
Many municipalities have by-laws regulating the injury or destruction of publicly-
owned trees. These by-laws help protect the municipality’s assets, and show 
municipal commitment to its urban forest.  Key components of such by-laws can 

include requirements for compensation if trees must be removed for 
development, and the ability to levy fines and stop work orders to prevent 
unauthorized damage to publicly-owned trees.  

The City’s updated Public Tree Protection By-law, currently under development by 
City staff, will extend the current by-law to include all trees on City lands (not just 
on boulevards) and, among other things, will be addressing the treatment of 
boundary trees25, as this can become an issue when the tree is shared between 
the City and a private landowner. 

Other Relevant By-laws 
The City’s Encroachment By-law was last updated in 2011, and is increasingly 
being used as an effective tool for reducing the expansion of private land uses 
into adjacent public natural areas (as described in Section 6.4.2). There are not 
many other municipalities with such by-laws, and fewer that actively enforce 
them as in Mississauga. The City is currently in the process of implementing a 
more active enforcement program for its Encroachment By-law with assistance 
from the conservation authorities that includes an education component and 
systematic tracking of the types and severity of encroachments. 
 
Erosion Control By-laws, also called Site Alteration By-laws, are authorized under 
the Municipal Act (2001) (just like tree by-laws) and regulate the removal or 
placement of topsoil within a jurisdiction.  Among other things, these by-laws 
typically require the identification of all trees that may be impacted by the 
proposed grade changes, and therefore provide an opportunity for the 
identification of tree preservation, tree replacement and/or compensation for 
trees approved for removal.  The benefit, from an urban forest perspective, of 
these by-laws is that they require permits for activities that may not be under the 
purview of the Planning Act (1990) or other City by-laws, and therefore enable 
identification of opportunities for tree protection and replacement that may 
otherwise be overlooked. 
 
The City’s Erosion and Sediment Control By-law is an existing regulatory 
mechanism that could be used to flag the need for tree protection and identify 
opportunities for tree planting and naturalization while also regulating removal 

                                                            
25 Boundary trees can become an issue when activities or development on one property 
have the potential to harm trees shared by the adjacent property owner. The Forestry Act 
(1990) makes it an offense to injure or destroy a boundary tree without the neighbour’s 
formal consent. 
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and addition of fill in the city.  As this by-law is currently being updated by City 
staff in Transportation and Works, it is a good opportunity to ensure the by-law 
can be used to achieve Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System objectives. 
Key gaps identified in the current by-law in this context include:  
 

 an exemption for lands of up to 1 hectare (which is quite large in a 
jurisdiction where most future development will be primarily infill and 
intensification) 

 only a general requirement for the identification of vegetation on site 
(rather than specific requirements to provide an inventory of trees, as 
well as other vegetation, on site) 

 an absence of any requirements related to tree protection for 
specimens being retained, and 

 a lack of compliance with the current Private Tree Protection By-law in 
terms of compensation requirements for trees of at least 15 cm 
diameter proposed for removal. 

 
Revisions to the by-law to make it more consistent with current in force tree by-
laws, and best practices regarding tree preservation would go a long way towards 
making it a useful tool for identifying opportunities for tree protection and 
replacement. These changes would also need to be accompanied with education 
of the City staff administering and enforcing the by-law to ensure effective 
implementation of these changes, and would be facilitated with support from a 
Certified Arborist in the Forestry Section familiar with by-law enforcement. 
 

7.4.3 TREE PRESERVATION THROUGH THE PLANNING PROCESS  
Tree Preservation under Development Control  
The Planning Act (1990) (in particular Section 41, Site Plan Control) provides 
municipalities with the authority to identify trees for protection and require 
replacements on private lands subject to the development application and 
approval process (typically termed Site Plan Control). A number of municipalities 
in southern Ontario use this authority and require that all trees (typically of at 
least 10 cm or 15 cm in diameter) be assessed and inventoried, and that 
detailed tree preservation plans be submitted as part of a Site Plan Application. 
 
Site Plan review and approval, if applied in conjunction with guidelines and 
specifications intended to support tree health and longevity (e.g., appropriate soil 
volumes, adequate above-ground space, and appropriate species selection), is 

one of the best tools at a municipality’s disposal to foster urban forest 
sustainability through the development process. It is at this planning level where 
important decisions around tree protection and planting can be made, and 
where municipalities with a vision for their urban forest, and the will to 
implement it, can ensure that all opportunities are explored. 
 
Tree preservation and protection during development under Site Plan Control is 
required in Mississauga. However, opportunities exist to improve the 
implementation of these practices, including: 
 

 involvement of Forestry Section staff (where trees exist on the subject 
lands and at the discretion of Landscape Architects in Planning and 
Building) in earliest stages of development pre-consultation, before 
Site Plan Application packages are submitted 

 a “fast-tracked” collection and review process for all Tree Injury or 
Destruction Questionnaire and Declaration forms, particularly where 
mature trees are known to exist 

 requiring detailed arborist reporting, including tree inventory and tree 
preservation methods, for all development applications where trees 
may be affected 

 improving the City’s ability to conduct site inspections during 
development 

 increasing the value of securities held against tree protection to 
increase incentives for compliance, and 

 requiring arborist inspections, with supporting reports to be submitted 
to the City for review. 

 
Tree Preservation outside Development Control 
Opportunities to ensure compliance with tree preservation regulations and 
policies outside of development control are more limited and more difficult to 
implement. For example, smaller development activities outside of Site Plan-
regulated areas in Mississauga may not be regulated pursuant to the Erosion 
Control by-law, or require Committee of Adjustment approval. In such an 
instance, the only required permit may be a Building Permit, which must be 
issued within a Provincially-mandated timeline generally not exceeding 10 days 
(or a bit longer for larger or more complex structures). In Mississauga, a Building 
Permit application should be supported by a completed Tree Injury or 
Destruction Questionnaire and Declaration, but these are typically not reviewed 
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Although an increasing number of municipalities are starting to build social 
media outreach into their day to day service, few have developed and posted 
video clips, particularly related to urban forest topics. The City of Calgary is one of 
the few that has posted videos on how to plant a tree, as has the non-profit 
Toronto-based organization LEAF. The City’s website is already set up for 
Facebeook, Twitter, You Tube, and already provides live video feeds of 
committee meetings. Therefore, it would be relatively easy to adapt these tools 
so they are more targeted to natural heritage and urban forest promotion at key 
times of the year. Key dates would include: 
 

 National Tree Day (September 25) 
 Arbour Day / Earth Week (mid-April) 
 International Day for Biodiversity (May 22) 

 
The City should also develop a series of short video clips on topics of interest. 
Possible examples of topics include: ecosystem services provided by 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, how to plant a tree, 
and a video about EAB. In all cases the messaging should be clear and engaging. 
Where possible, these materials should be made available in languages other 
than English that are widely spoken in the Mississauga. Key themes to convey 
through these materials include: 
 

 the direct connections between the health of the Natural Heritage 
System and Urban Forest, and human health 

 the ability and importance of the contributions of individual private 
citizens and businesses to local sustainability 

 the fact that local programs and resources are readily available, and 
 that the City is working to protect, manage and expand the Urban Forest 

and Natural Heritage System on public lands, but needs local residents, 
businesses and other stakeholders to contribute if natural heritage and 
urban forest objectives are to be met. 

 

7.5.2 GENERAL AND TARGETED MARKETING 
More municipalities are recognizing the importance of branding and marketing 
their messages to compete on a level playing field with the many other sources 
of information and imagery that people are exposed to on a daily basis. Examples 
include the City of Guelph’s Healthy Landscapes program which has its own logo 
and look that appears in newspaper advertisements as well as on resources 

developed for this program. It is quite commonplace now for programs to have 
their own logos. 
 
The One Million Trees Mississauga program is an example of a well-branded 
program with a unique look that carries over from the program website to the 
posters and pamphlets developed to date. The City has also developed a “look” 
for Parks and Recreation publications, and recognizes the importance of clear 
messaging and captivating the audience. 
 
In addition to general marketing to the general public, the NH&UFS (and 
supporting UFMP) includes a range of outreach tools targeted to certain groups 
because of their disproportionate ability to influence the development of 
Mississauga’s landscape. Key groups identified through the project consultations 
include: youth / students, businesses / corporations, local arboriculture firms 
and landscapers, developers and their planning consultants, and new 
Canadians. 
 
Examples of approaches for targeting these groups include:  
 

 workshops on specific topics or technical issues (e.g., native plant 
selection, tree planting tips, etc.)  like those offered by the Town of 
Oakville and City of Brampton as well as the non-profit organization LEAF 
in the Greater Toronto Area and beyond 

 presentations and workshops provided where people work or congregate 
for social or religious reasons, rather than having them come to a City 
Hall or comparable location (e.g., City of Guelph Healthy Landscapes 
program) 

 bringing programs like TRCA’s “Watershed on Wheels” (that has been 
designed to meet Grades 1 through 8  Ontario science and technology 
curriculum expectations) to the attention of the various school boards, 
and 

 supporting programs like ACER (based in Mississauga) that provide 
science-based and applied learning to high schools related to trees and 
the environment. 
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7.5.3 PROMOTING THE VALUE OF NATURAL AREAS AND THEIR 

SENSITIVITIES 
One of the key opportunities identified through this project is to better promote  
the ecosystem services provided by the Natural Heritage System and the Urban 
Forest, and specifically to promote the value of Natural Areas in the city in terms 
of their contributions to quality of life, and their need for management that 
carefully balances appropriate access with protection of key ecological functions. 
 
Some of the most current and relevant materials related to ecosystem service 
provision are cited in Section 3 of this UFMP, and in the NH&UFS. These 
materials and sources can be used as the basis for developing City brochures 
(web based and hardcopy) that promote the importance of these ecosystem 
services in the context of Mississauga. 
 
In addition, the City’s Natural Heritage System, and the City-owned Natural Areas 
within it, should be promoted for (a) their ecosystem services, and (b) their 
intrinsic ecological values (e.g., provision of habitat, support of biodiversity, 
provision of ecological connectivity in the landscape) while still highlighting their 
sensitivities to overuse and misuse. 
 
A good example is the City of Kitchener which distinguishes its publicly 
accessible natural areas from its active recreational parks in name and in 
planning. Natural areas are managed very differently from active parklands, and 
also have their own promotional program. Kitchener’s Natural Areas Program is 
designed to engage the community in environmental stewardship projects, 
educate people about Kitchener's natural areas, and create opportunities for 
people to experience nature in the city.  
 

7.5.4 STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT AND FOSTERING COMMUNITY 

PARTNERSHIPS 
Municipalities with progressive natural heritage and/or urban forest agendas are 
recognizing that stewardship by the community and local stakeholders is key to 
natural heritage and urban forest sustainability because so much of the extant 
and potential urban forest is on private lands.  
 
Encouraging and supporting tree planting, and particularly site-appropriate native 
species, is a key strategy employed by many such municipalities. The City of 
Guelph and Town of Richmond Hill both have municipal programs that provide: 

(a) information and education on how 
residents can naturalize their lawns 
and gardens with native species, (b) 
plants and/or advice at a discount or 
free. The Toronto-based non-profit 
organization LEAF continues to 
provide a range of urban forestry 
services focussed on supporting tree 
planting and care in residential yards 
in the Greater Toronto Area, York 
Region, and beyond.  
 
In Mississauga there are already tree 
planting / landscaping programs 
targeted to residents through the Peel 
Fusion Landscapes Program, Toronto 
Region Conservation’s Healthy Yards 
Program and CVC’s Grow Your Green 
Yard Program. There are also 
programs sponsored by the City, CVC, 
Toronto Region Conservation and Evergreen (see Appendix E) that target 
businesses / corporate lands and schools. The City has been able to bring many 
of these programs together through the One Million Trees Mississauga program 
where they are promoted, with relevant resources and information. The City 
should continue to foster and leverage these partnerships to support its urban 
forest objectives, and to provide support to these various initiatives where 
possible. 
 
Many municipalities have commemorative tree and/or bench programs, and 
some larger municipalities also have arboreta (typically associated with an 
academic institution), however very few have memorial programs tied to a 
central, municipally-owned arboretum that also serves as an educational and 
research centre. An example of a native tree arboretum is the Louise Pearson 
Memorial Arboretum in Tennessee, while other notable arboreta focused on 
educational and research objectives include Missouri Botanical Gardens in St. 
Louis and the Louise Kreher Forest Ecology Preserve. Closer to Mississauga 
there is the Royal Botanical Gardens in Hamilton, and the University of Guelph’s 
Arboretum which both have memorial components but are primarily focused on 
educational and research objectives. 
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Having a City-owned and operated Arboretum / Memorial Forest would be a 
unique opportunity to provide a centralized place of natural respite, reflection 
and solace for the memorial of loved ones, as well as a place for the City to 
educate and engage youth and other members of the community on the diversity 
of native trees (and shrubs) that can grow in Mississauga, the ecosystem 
services they provide, and techniques for planting and caring for these plants. 
The Arboretum could also provide a venue for selected joint research projects 
between the City and local academic institutions, agencies and non-profit 
organizations26.  
 

7.5.5 BUILDING RESEARCH PARTNERSHIPS 
Although some municipalities try, it can be challenging to coordinate 
partnerships with academic and/or research institutions to conduct applied 
research that addresses selected local natural heritage and urban forest issues. 
In part, this is because many of the natural heritage and urban forest questions 
needing to be answered are complex and need to be studied over many years.  It 
is also challenging because municipal staff do not generally have the time or the 
expertise to pursue research projects independently, and therefore must partner 
with nearby government agencies and/or academic institutions and/or non-profit 
organizations that include research as part of their mandate.  
 
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service, in 
collaboration with the University of Vermont, has become an excellent urban 
forest resource, and has worked with many municipalities in the U.S. and Canada 
(including the region of Peel) to develop and undertake urban forest canopy 
assessments using the latest tools and technologies. This relationship should 
continue to be fostered, and the Region and Peel Urban Forest Working Group 
should continue to collaborate with the USDA group if opportunities arise. 
 
In Canada, there is no comparable government body dedicated to urban forest 
issues, and therefore urban forest research closer to home is left to universities, 
colleges and agencies. In Ontario, two of the best known and most well-
established urban forestry programs are in Lakehead University (Thunder Bay), 
and the University of Toronto, which coincidentally has a campus in Mississauga. 
There have already been several Mississauga-based research projects related to 
urban forestry undertaken through this campus, but none in collaboration with 

                                                            
26 Notably, a terms of reference and site selection process for the Arboretum design are 
being completed as part of this Plan and provided to the City under separate cover. 

the City.  Opportunities to pursue mutually beneficial local research projects 
should be explored.  
 
Both the CVC and Toronto Region Conservation authorities are active in research 
and monitoring generally related to natural heritage, but increasingly also looking 
at urban forest-specific issues as well. Several local non-profit groups, such as 
ACER, are also actively involved in monitoring. The City should work with these 
groups to determine where and how their research can support the City’s urban 
forestry interests, and how the City may in turn be able to support their work. 
 
Other agencies such as the Canadian Food Inspection Agency are already 
actively involved in EAB research. There may be opportunities to have pilot or 
case studies in Mississauga that would also help inform local management 
needs.  

As discussed above, the establishment of a City-owned and operated Arboretum 
/ Memorial Forest is currently underway. This venue will provide an ideal location 
for future collaborative research projects, as well as engagement, education, 
stewardship, and respite. 

There are many potential projects that could be pursued, and these would to a 
large extent be determined based on joint interest, available resources, and the 
mandates of the individuals / organizations involved.  Potential projects, several 
of which were recommended through the Mississauga Urban Forest Study 
(2011), could include: 

 responses of different native tree species to different soil types and 
conditions in the city 

 evaluation of the use of structural soils, subsurface cells and other 
enhanced rooting environment techniques for street trees 

 working with local growers to diversify stock and reduce reliance on 
clones, and 

 development of a seed collection program for native ash species (to 
bank the genetic stock) in partnership with Toronto Region 
Conservation, CVC and the National Tree Seed Centre. 
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8.1 URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
 
ACTION #1: ADOPT THE MONITORING FRAMEWORK DEVELOPED FOR MISSISSAUGA’S  

NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 
Related NH&UFS Strategy:  #26 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 Use the 20-year framework identified for the NH&UFS (2014 – 2033) broken 

down into five four-year review periods, as follows: 
o 2014 – 2017:  1st State of the Natural Heritage System and urban 

forest report due in early 2018 
o 2018 – 2021:  2nd report due in early 2022 
o 2022 – 2025:  3rd report due in early 2026 
o 2026 – 2029:  4th report due in early 2030 
o 2030 – 2033:  5th report due in early 2034 

 Circulate highlights of these Update reports to all City departments, and to 
all stakeholders and the community 

 Use this framework, and the related NH&UFS Strategies and UFMP Actions, 
to develop and implement four-year city-wide Management Plans and Annual 
Operating Plans (AOPs) outlining priority-based annual work plan 

 Revise strategic action items at end of each four-year management planning 
cycle, as required 

 Use the Monitoring Framework provided in Appendix A 
 

Current Practices: Implementation of this action item will be a new addition to 
the Forestry Section work plan. 
 
Best Practices: A number of other municipalities in southern Ontario (e.g., Town 
of Ajax, City of Burlington, Town of Oakville, City of Toronto) have begun the 
implementation of strategic urban forest management plans that include 
monitoring components and have adopted a comparable framework. While the 
planning horizon and content of the plans may differ, they share common 
structural elements linking higher-level objectives with implementable tasks 
through a three-tiered framework that allows for review, tracking and active 
adaptive management. 
 
Rationale: Utilizing the framework of the UFMP to guide its implementation will 
ensure that regular review and active adaptive management will be undertaken. 

Urban forest managers will be better able to anticipate necessary changes and 
improve their ability to plan operating and capital budgets, allocate resources to 
address priorities, and incorporate new knowledge to learn from successes and 
shortcomings of the urban forestry program over time. 
 
ACTION #2: MONITOR THE STATUS OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND THE 

URBAN FOREST WITH SUPPORT FROM THE REGION, LOCAL AGENCIES AND OTHER 

PARTNERS 
Related NH&UFS Strategy:  #26 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 Use the data collected through the Natural Areas Survey updates for most of 

the monitoring of the NHS, and supplement with additional data from the 
conservation authorities where available and appropriate 

 Assess Mississauga’s canopy cover (using leaf on aerial satellite imagery) 
once every eight years 

 Assess street and park tree species diversity and condition using the current 
street and park tree inventory once every eight years 

 Complete an assessment at the end of each four-year management planning 
cycle using the integrated Monitoring Framework developed for the NH&UFS 
(see Appendix A).  

 Review the status of NH&UFS Strategies and UFMP Action Items at the end 
of each four-year management planning cycle 

o Include consideration of the tree plantings being tracked through 
the One Million Trees program (i.e., how many, by whom, etc.) 

 
Current Practices: Implementation of this action item will be a new addition to 
the Forestry Section work plan. The addition of natural heritage metrics to the 
existing framework is a unique endeavour undertaken as part of the NH&UFS. 
 
Best Practices: Applied urban forestry research has developed a suite of criteria 
and indicators for use by urban forest managers to conduct periodic 
assessments of the urban forest, management approaches, and status of 
community engagement and partnerships. First adopted in the Town of Oakville 
in 2008, this framework is recommended by the Toronto Region Conservation 
Authority in all its urban forest studies, and becoming increasingly recognized by 
municipalities as a useful tool to establish baselines and undertake periodic 
urban forest program performance review.  
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ACTION #4: DEVELOP CONSISTENT AND IMPROVED CITY-WIDE TREE PRESERVATION 

AND PLANTING SPECIFICATIONS AND GUIDELINES 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #14, #15 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 Develop “made in Mississauga” tree preservation and tree planting 

standards, specifications and guidelines consistent with technical and 
scientific best practices and examples from neighbouring jurisdictions for 
city-wide use in public and private projects 

o For tree preservation specifications and standards, consider factors 
such as pre-construction care and maintenance, tree species, 
diameter-based tree protection zones, root zone compaction 
protection, post-construction inspection and maintenance 

o For tree hoarding/fencing, eliminate need for deep in-ground 
staking; instead provide two acceptable, minimally-invasive 
construction specifications (i.e., solid framed plywood hoarding and 
framed construction fencing). 

o For tree planting specifications and guidelines, consider factors 
such as tree species selection, stock sizing, density, soil 
quality/texture/volume, planting depth, post-planting maintenance. 

o Include an acceptable tree species list for different site types and 
apply to all projects Develop typologies for different tree growing 
environments, including engineered soil solutions (e.g., open 
planters, soil cells, etc.) 

o In specifications and standard drawing notes, include references to 
relevant City policies and by-laws 

 Consult with the local Conservation Authorities on the development of these 
guidelines 

 Implement new standards and specifications city-wide: 
o Ensure that in all internal tree-related resources (i.e., relevant 

Community Services, Planning and Building, and Transportation and 
Works policies, manuals and standard drawings) are consistent with 
new specifications and standards, or that new specifications and 
standards replace the existing ones. 

o Ensure that all external tree-related resources (web, manuals, etc.) 
include and/or are consistent with the new specifications and 
standards 

 

Current Practices: Existing specifications and standards are available for public 
and private projects but are not comprehensive or consistent, and require 
updating to current and appropriate best practices (e.g., Community Services 
Subdivision Requirements Manual (2002), Development and Design and 
Forestry Section standards (2008)).  
 
Best Practices: A number of municipalities have developed comprehensive tree 
preservation and planting specifications, standards and guidelines to help 
ensure consistent application of improved urban forestry practices. Some 
integrate many aspects of urban forestry in one document, while others focus on 
a single topic, such as tree establishment. Examples include: Palo Alto, California 
and in Ontario, Barrie, Markham, York Region, London, Toronto. 
 
Rationale: Implementing updated tree preservation and tree planting 
specifications, standards and guidelines city-wide will improve protection of 
existing trees and support expansion of urban forest canopy, show the City is 
leading by example, and help ensure consistent approaches are followed. 

 
ACTION #5: UPDATE THE INVENTORY OF CITY STREET AND PARK TREES, AND KEEP IT 

CURRENT 
Related NH&UFS Strategy:  #15 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 Expand knowledge of the City’s tree resources by improving and enhancing 

the street and park tree inventory 
o Maintain GIS integration to facilitate information sharing among City 

departments 
o Include additional inventory attributes including: 1) site type 

description, 2) maintenance requirements, 3) risk assessment,  
4) pest/pathogen identification, and 5) species approximate age 
(not a range)  

o During scheduled street tree maintenance, utilize the City’s current 
asset management software to update existing street tree inventory 
with enhanced inventory attributes  

o Expand inventory to actively-managed areas of municipal parks 
 Utilize inventory to plan urban forest maintenance operations on streets as 

well as in parks, and to better manage tree-related risk on public lands 
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 Work with neighbouring municipalities, the Region of Peel, the Canadian 

Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) and other agencies to coordinate research, 
monitoring and management efforts.  
 

Current Practices: There is an EAB management plan that was approved in 2012 
and is now in effect. However, there is no City-wide invasive species 
management strategy, nor a framework for future pest management. In the past, 
awareness of urban forest pests in southern Ontario municipalities has been 
relatively limited. However, with the extensive damage it is causing to both public 
and privately owned trees, the current spread of EAB presents an excellent 
opportunity to engage the community on urban forest pest issues.  
 
Best Practices: A comprehensive urban forest pest management approach is 
needed to strategically identify and prioritize potential threats, identify areas at 
greatest risk, and outline potential strategies to proactively control, mitigate and 
adapt to invasive tree pest and disease species.  
 
Rationale: Improved urban forest pest management, if it is proactive and 
effective, can increase Urban Forest and Natural Heritage System resilience to 
other stressors. Improved public awareness of invasive pest issues can also be 
an opportunity to highlight the ecosystem services provided by the urban forest, 
improve public support of urban forest pest and other management activities, 
and foster engagement in local tree and woodland care. 
 
ACTION #10: UNDERTAKE TARGETED INVASIVE PLANT MANAGEMENT IN THE NATURAL 

HERITAGE SYSTEM 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #12, #17 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
• Adopt the general principle of prioritizing management by addressing the 

invasive species that pose the greatest potential for impact to native 
vegetation, and which occur in the most valued Natural Areas in the Natural 
Heritage System (“flagship” areas) 

• Implement invasive species control for the priority species and areas 
identified in the Invasive Species Management Plan (Appendix C) 

• Ensure that management of high priority invasive species is integrated into 
the relevant Conservation Management Plans (see Action #20) 

• Continue dialogue and development of cooperative initiatives for invasive 
species management with the local conservation authorities. 

• Develop a program to educate landowners (corporate and residential) about 
the potential threat posed by non-native species, including domestic cats 

• Identify safe and easily understood management techniques that can be 
implemented by volunteers 

• Increase resource allocation to invasive species management in naturalized 
areas (including post-naturalization assessment and monitoring) and 
continue to leverage partnerships and funding opportunities to expand 
collaborative efforts.  
 

Current Practices: Management of invasive plants in the City has been limited to 
some ad hoc work by City staff and stewardship activities. Exceptions are the 
relatively successful control of the noxious Giant Hogweed, at least in areas 
where it may come into contact with people, and EAB, which is the subject of a 
recently-implemented, multi-year control program. There have been other 
initiatives, primarily with volunteers, to control garlic mustard, but these projects 
have not been a result of a strategic program. Key challenges include the lack of 
resources to implement actual on-the-ground control and the lack of effective 
control strategies for some species, notably Dog-strangling Vine. 
 
Best Practices: The negative impact of invasive plants and fauna on biological 
diversity is widely accepted, and is a widespread problem.  Effective control 
programs elsewhere have been limited to specific areas. The main reason for 
this is the overwhelming magnitude of the issue compared to the resources 
available to address it. Prioritizing species and areas with the objective of 
maximizing the benefit to preservation of biological diversity; along with utilizing 
volunteer help and the expertise of partners (e.g., conservation authorities) is the 
best approach for addressing this management issue. 
 
Rationale: Some invasive species, several of which occur commonly in 
Mississauga, have the capacity to significantly impact the biological diversity of 
natural heritage features.  Some also pose a threat to people. For this reason, 
the problem should not be ignored.  In addition to the positive impact on natural 
features, control initiatives that involve the community assist in garnering 
support for Natural Area protection, and raise the profile of management needs. 
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8.3 TREE ESTABLISHMENT, NATURALIZATION AND URBAN FOREST 
EXPANSION 

 
ACTION #11: DEVELOP A TARGETED URBAN FOREST EXPANSION PLAN 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #11, #13 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
• Work with the Region of Peel and other partners to develop a GIS-based tool 

for prioritizing tree planting in the City (and the Region) based on a variety of 
considerations, including: biophysical (e.g., canopy cover), land use cover 
(e.g., paved versus open space), environmental (e.g., close to an existing 
watercourse or natural area), human health (e.g., within a poor air quality 
area), and social (within public open space where shade is lacking). 

• In Mississauga priority areas for expansion should include consideration of: 
a. the City’s Natural Heritage System data/mapping analysis  
b. gaps identified through the City’s tree inventory (see Action #5) 
c. the City of Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) heat island 

mapping and preliminary Priority Planting Index (PPI) 
d. priority areas for reforestation identified through conservation 

authority subwatershed plans, as well as CVC’s new Draft Natural 
Heritage System, Landscape Scale Analysis, and the current Lake 
Ontario Integrated Shoreline Strategy and Credit River Parks 
Strategy 

e. neighbourhoods with canopy cover well below the City’s current 
average of 15% 

f. areas anticipated to be most heavily affected by emerald ash borer-
caused tree mortality, and 

g. areas identified as having air quality issues (e.g., see the Southwest 
GTA Oakville-Clarkson Airshed Action Plan) 

• Explicitly identify those areas of the Green System that are within the 
conservation authority natural heritage systems (but outside of the City’s 
Natural Heritage System), and target them as high priority for restoration and 
stewardship initiatives in concert with the relevant conservation authority 

• Confirm priority areas with key City staff and, where private lands are 
identified, work with private landowners and external stakeholders to pursue 
opportunities 

Current Practices: Tree planting areas are identified based on the City’s 
knowledge of known gaps and the interest of stakeholders and/or volunteers in 
undertaking plantings in a given area. Biophysical, environmental and social 
considerations related to ecosystem services are not necessarily considered. 
 
Best Practices: A number of municipalities with active urban forestry programs 
have, as part of their programs, begun to identify and pursue targeted tree 
establishment based on a number of factors (e.g., available planting spaces, 
planning commitments, considerations for the urban heat island effect, 
opportunities adjacent or close to protected natural areas, etc.). However, few 
municipalities have developed strategic planting tools that incorporate a variety 
of biophysical, environmental and social parameters to identify priority tree 
planting areas. Recent projects in a several jurisdictions in the North America 
(e.g., Calgary, Cambridge, District of Columbia, Idaho and Virginia) have begun to 
develop and apply tools that prioritize tree planting locations based on 
consideration of various ecosystem services that would be provided. Areas for 
provision of various ecosystem services are identified using GIS-based tools that 
combine geospatial canopy cover and land use mapping with other criteria 
and/or variables that are used as surrogate measures for various services (e.g., 
a large park in a densely populated community would be a high priority for 
provision of health and social benefits to the community).  
 
The need to be more strategic about tree planting (and follow-up maintenance) is 
also recognized by the Peel Urban Forest Working Group region-wide and at the 
local municipal scale in the urban forestry studies they have produced. 
Consequently, the Region of Peel will be developing a GIS-based tool for helping 
local area municipalities, agencies, and other stakeholders prioritize tree 
planting areas based on a variety of variables. The City of Mississauga will be an 
active partner in this project.    
 
Rationale: Strategic prioritization and implementation of opportunities for urban 
forest expansion will accelerate the provision of urban forest benefits where they 
are most needed, and support achieving UFMP and NH&UFS objectives. 
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ACTION #12:  TRACK AND RECOGNIZE NATURALIZATION / STEWARDSHIP INITIATIVES 

ON PUBLIC AND PRIVATE LANDS 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #11, #13 
 
Implementation Guidance:  

 Complete the ongoing mapping of existing naturalization projects to 
create an inventory of naturalized sites throughout the city 

 Formalize the selection process for City-supported naturalization 
projects so that naturalization in strategic locations to best support the 
Natural Heritage System (e.g., immediately adjacent to a Significant 
Natural Area or within a Special Management Area) can be prioritized 

 Prioritize naturalization opportunities based on: (a) adjacency to the 
existing Natural Heritage System or connection between Natural 
Heritage System areas, (b) areas identified through conservation 
authority subwatershed plans, as well as Credit Valley Conservation’s 
Draft Natural Heritage System, Landscape Scale Analysis (LSA), and (c) 
the current Lake Ontario Integrated Shoreline Strategy and Credit River 
Parks Strategy; and dovetail these priorities with known urban forest 
expansion opportunities (see Actions #10 and #11)  

 Increase resource allocation to naturalization (including post-
naturalization site assessment / monitoring), and continue to leverage 
partnership / funding opportunities so that collaborative naturalization / 
tree planting efforts on private lands can  be expanded 

 Communicate the extent and benefit of naturalization projects internally, 
to the public, and to outside agencies(see related Actions#24, #25, #26 
and #27) 

 Develop a mechanism for recognizing and tracking medium to large 
scale naturalization projects (e.g., more than 0.2 ha or 0.5 acres) in the 
city, particularly on private lands (possibly building on the existing 
annual review and update of the Natural Areas System database) 

 
Current Practices: The City has been pursuing naturalization projects since the 
early 1990s, both independently and in collaboration with the local conservation 
authorities, and other local organizations and stakeholders. Naturalization 
projects, to date, have been undertaken largely in response to requests from 
community groups and the conservation authorities, as well as a limited number 
of areas identified by City staff.  However, a proactive approach to prioritizing 
restoration and enhancement opportunities is limited by existing capacity. There 

has been some prioritization of projects based on considerations specific to the 
Natural Heritage System (e.g., proximity to a protected natural area, identification 
through the CVC’s LSA study).   
 
Some City naturalization projects have been evaluated as part of annual Natural 
Areas System updates to determine if these areas meet criteria for inclusion in 
the Natural Heritage System, but systematic mapping and tracking of these 
areas city-wide has been limited by available staffing resources.  
 
Best Practices: In addition to Mississauga, a number of urban and urbanizing 
municipalities in southern Ontario have recognized the potential role of 
naturalization in supporting local natural heritage objectives, as well as the 
potential cost savings of shifting away from the traditional maintenance practices 
(e.g., mowing, planting beds of annuals, watering) towards the integration of 
naturalization zones where manicured lawns are not required to accommodate 
other active uses. The City of Guelph has had a naturalization program in place 
since 1991 that identifies portions of City parks suitable for naturalization using 
site-appropriate native species. Toronto Region Conservation has been working 
with the City of Toronto for many years to implement naturalization and tree 
planting in suitable areas. Priority areas have included Toronto’s ravines, and 
public lands along the waterfront and City parks, and some projects have 
included significant educational components, such as the Humber Bay Butterfly 
Habitat. Both jurisdictions as well as Richmond Hill, Region of Peel, and the 
conservation authorities also have programs to encourage naturalization on 
private lands (which are available to residents and businesses in Mississauga) 
(see Appendix E).  
 
Rationale: Naturalization (including tree planting in a naturalized context) 
supports the maintenance, enhancement and expansion of the Natural Heritage 
System and the Urban Forest. These activities, particularly when undertaken 
outside of the Natural Heritage System, help link the City’s Natural Heritage 
System to the broader Green System both conceptually and on the ground, and 
can result in the creation of areas that, in time, will meet criteria for inclusion in 
the Natural Heritage System. Creating better links between the Green System 
and the Natural Heritage System / Urban Forest through naturalization and tree 
planting embodies a “total landscape” approach to natural heritage 
management in an urban landscape.   
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8.4 TREE PROTECTION AND NATURAL AREA MANAGEMENT 
 
ACTION #15: UPDATE PUBLIC TREE PROTECTION BY-LAW  
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #8 
 
Implementation Guidance: 
 In the updated Public Tree Protection by-law, ensure complete protection of 

all City-owned trees (street, park, natural areas, etc.) through: 
o  clear definition of prohibited actions (injury, defacement, removal, 

tree protection zone encroachment etc.) 
o consistency with other tree protection policies (e.g., tree 

preservation standards) 
o sufficient penalties to act as a deterrent and to issue stop-work 

orders 
 Ensure effective public and internal communication regarding by-law 

updates  
 
Current Practices: The current Street Tree By-law in effect is outdated and is 
being reviewed by City staff.  
 
Best Practices: Many municipalities have by-laws regulating the injury or 
destruction of publicly-owned trees. Key components of such by-laws include: 
 

 Clearly defined parameters of tree ownership, especially in cases where 
trees straddle public and private property lines 

 Requirements for compensation if trees must be removed for 
development 

 Ability to levy fines and stop work orders to prevent damage to publicly-
owned trees 

An effective by-law program must be supported by financial and human 
resources, and must be adequately promoted internally and to the community to 
ensure adherence. 
 
Rationale: An effective Public Tree Protection by-law will demonstrate the City is 
leading by example and show the City’s commitment to the sustainability of its 
Urban Forest. 
 

ACTION #16: UPDATE EROSION CONTROL, NUISANCE WEEDS AND ENCROACHMENT 

BY-LAWS 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #8 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 For the Erosion Control By-law: 

o Change the permit exemption for topsoil removal from lands 1 ha 
and less to a smaller area (e.g., 0.2 ha) 

o Prohibit stockpiling of topsoil within the drip-line of any protected 
trees or vegetation 

o Provide more specific requirements for identification of  vegetation 
on-site that identifies species, size and condition of all trees of 15 
cm DBH or more, as well as more general identification (location, 
type) of other vegetation on site 

o Require that where more than two trees of 15 cm or more are being 
removed that they be replaced on site or compensated with cash in 
lieu (per the updated Private Tree Protection By-law) 

o Require that trees and vegetation being retained on site, as well as 
any potentially affected in adjacent lands, be protected with a 
clearly marked and fenced Tree Protection Zone 

o Require that an arborist report to be completed by a Certified 
Arborist retained for the duration of the project 

 For the Nuisance Weeds by-law: 
o Incorporate flexibility to recognize naturalization benefits associated 

with vegetation greater than 30 cm in height, where appropriate. 
o Review ‘Schedule A’ to include a broader range of Nuisance Weeds, 

such as dog-strangling vine (Cynanchum rossicum), giant hogweed 
(Heracleum mantegazzianum) and others. 

 For the Encroachment By-law:  
o No gaps have been identified in this by-law, but it should 

nonetheless be reviewed at least once over the 20 year period of 
the NH&UFS and supporting UFMP to ensure it continues to be an 
effective tool that is consistent with current legislation 

 
Current Practices: The current Erosion Control By-law in effect is outdated and is 
being reviewed by City staff. It currently exempts top soil removal from lots 1 ha 
and less in area, except for removal adjacent (within 30 m) to water bodies, 
which requires a permit in all cases.  As part of the permitting process, 
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applicants must provide the location and type of vegetative cover in the area to 
be affected; however, the by-law is not currently being used as a tool to support 
urban forestry or natural area objectives. The Nuisance Weeds By-law is not 
widely used, but could be interpreted to conflict with naturalization initiatives. 
The Encroachment By-law is being effectively used to keep and move 
unauthorized uses out of City-owned Natural Areas abutting private lands. 
 
Best Practices: Many municipalities have, and enforce, erosion control and/or 
site alteration by-laws to address the removal or placement of topsoil within a 
jurisdiction. Examples of cities in southern Ontario with such by-laws include the 
City of Markham, City of London, City of Kingston, Town of Oakville, City of 
Hamilton, City of Guelph, and the City of Niagara Falls. Nuisance weed by-laws 
(often within broader property by-laws) are also common, and potential conflicts 
between regulations on plant heights and naturalization have been identified 
elsewhere (e.g., Richmond Hill, Guelph).  
 
Mississauga was the first and is one of the few municipalities to have, and 
actively enforce, an Encroachment By-law that prohibits unapproved activities 
and land uses in public Natural Areas.  These range from dumping waste to 
extending parking lots, and are common occurrences. Over the past nine years 
the City has reclaimed nearly 3.5 hectares. 
 
Rationale: All City by-laws should be in-line with current legislation, consistent 
with broader City objectives and actively enforced if they are to be effective. 
Erosion Control By-laws or Site Alteration By-laws typically require the 
identification and description of all trees that may be impacted by the proposed 
grade changes, and therefore provide an opportunity for the identification of tree 
preservation, tree replacement and/or compensation for trees approved for 
removal.  The benefit, from an urban forest perspective, of these by-laws is that 
they require permits for activities that may not be under the purview of the 
Planning Act or other City by-laws, and therefore enable identification of 
opportunities for tree protection and replacement that may otherwise be 
overlooked. In Mississauga, where future development will largely be infill and 
intensification, it will be important to have a size threshold of much less than 1 
ha if most proposed works are to be captured and regulated. 
 

ACTION #17: REVIEW THE PRIVATE TREE PROTECTION BY-LAW AND UPDATE AS 

NEEDED 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #8 
 
Implementation Guidance:  
 Monitor and assess the effectiveness of the recently revised by-law in 

regulating the removal and replacement of trees, particularly mature trees, 
on private property for the next four to eight years 

 In four to eight years, consider further strengthening the by-law to include all 
trees above a certain diameter, and making any other updates in response 
to issues identified over the assessment period 

 Consider the cost implications of further strengthening the by-law 
 As previously, undertake consultations with City staff, key stakeholders and 

the community as part of the by-law re-evaluation process 
 
Current Practices: The current Private Tree Protection By-law (254-2012), which 
was updated over 2012 and enacted March 2013, regulates the removal of 
three or more healthy trees greater than 15 cm diameter per calendar year on 
any parcel of private property. It also establishes a replacement ratio for trees 
approved to be removed of 1:1 for trees between 15 and 49 cm diameter, and 
2:1 for trees 50 cm in diameter or greater. If replacement trees cannot be 
planted on site due to space limitation or the owner's desire, the tree 
replacement securities will be applied to the Corporate Replacement Fund. 
 
Best Practices: An increasing number of municipalities in southern Ontario have 
adopted private tree protection by-laws. In urban and area municipalities (as 
opposed to regions or counties), the by-laws tend to regulate the removal of 
individual trees, and tend to use diameter class. Regulated diameters range from 
15 cm to more than 40 cm.  Different municipalities also provide exemptions 
and exceptions that reflect their particular circumstances. In general, private tree 
by-laws are considered to be educational tools as much as they are regulatory 
tools, and are most effective when widely promoted and enforced when required. 
 
Rationale: The remaining mature trees in the landscape play a significant role in 
sustaining the city’s urban forest, and contributing to the ecosystem services 
provided by this asset. A restrictive private tree by-law ensures that only 
approved removals are permitted, and that appropriate compensation of 
approved removals is also provided. 
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8.5 PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP AND PARTNERSHIPS 
 
ACTION #21: CREATE, POST AND PROMOTE  SHORT VIDEO CLIPS ON TOPICS AND 

ISSUES RELATED TO THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #19, #22 
 
Implementation Guidance:  

 Develop a series of short videos on key topics designed to engage and 
educate a cross-section of Mississauga’s community. Key topics could 
include: 

o Ecosystem services provided by the City’s trees and Natural 
Heritage System (with an emphasis on the systems approach) 

o How to plant a tree and/or naturalize your garden 
o How to care for your tree / naturalized garden 
o How to pick the right species 
o How to enjoy and respect the City’s public natural areas 

 Videos should be short (i.e., about 2 minutes), be illustrative, be in plain 
(non-technical) language, and if possible made available in languages 
other than English spoken by large sectors of the community 

 Videos could be designed, posted and promoted through the One Million 
Trees program launched in April 2013, and could also be featured on 
the City’s main webpage, and advertised through the City’s social media 

 
Current Practices: The City recently updated the Urban Forestry sections of its 
website and developed a creative stand alone website for the One Million Trees 
campaign, but does not have any video clips posted.  
 
Best Practices: Although an increasing number of municipalities are building 
social media outreach into their day to day service, few have developed and 
posted video clips, particularly related to urban forest topics. The City of Calgary 
is one of the few that has posted videos on how to plant a tree, as has the non-
profit Toronto-based organization LEAF. 
 
Rationale: Short video clips are an excellent tool to engage people of all ages 
who may not be so inclined to pick up a brochure or download a PDF pamphlet 
on-line. These can also be posted and shared in a variety of locations and 
through a variety of media.  

ACTION #22: MAKE THE CITY’S TREE INVENTORY PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE TO SUPPORT 

OUTREACH, EDUCATION AND STEWARDSHIP 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #19 
 
Implementation Guidance:  

 The City’s tree inventory should, at least in part, be made available to 
the public in a readily usable on-line format that is compatible with the 
City’s asset management system for trees so that residents (and other 
interested parties) can (a) identify the location and species of the trees 
in the inventory, and (b) submit on-line service requests if needed, and 
verify the status of those  requests on-line 

 
Current Practices:  The City’s tree inventory, which includes about 243,000 street 
trees as well as some park trees, is fairly comprehensive but requires updating, 
and is currently only used by and available to City staff.  
 
Best Practices: A growing number of municipalities with active urban forestry 
programs are putting their municipal tree inventories on-line for use by City staff 
in other departments and the public. The City of London and Town of Oakville 
have had their inventories on-line for several years. The City of Ottawa recently 
launched their on-line tree inventory.  
 
Rationale:  Having the City’s tree inventory (at least in part) on-line is a good way 
to keep people informed about the trees in their neighbourhoods, and illustrate 
how the City is tracking and managing its treed assets. A further use of this tool 
could be to facilitate the work order request system related to City trees by 
allowing people to submit requests on-line and potentially check the status of 
their request, rather than calling City staff to inquire. 
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ACTION #23: IMPROVE AND MAINTAIN AWARENESS AMONG ABOUT CURRENT NATURAL 

HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST POLICIES, BY-LAWS AND TECHNICAL 

GUIDELINES  
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #1, #20 
 
Implementation Guidance:  

 Target groups should include local arborists, local developers, private 
open space users, and youth 

 Activities should include but not be limited to: 
o information sessions for local arborists and the development 

community  
o workshops in neighbourhood community centres and places of 

worship  
o meetings with large open space land owners/managers 
o incorporating outreach tools developed for the public and tailored to 

the target group (e.g., short reference documents focused on key 
topics developed as “take-away” resources for participants) 

 
Current Practices:  Information is provided to stakeholders and the general 
public through pamphlets (available on-line and at community centres), and is 
provided to proponents and contractors when they submit applications for 
permits or other planning related activities. Information is also conveyed to 
landowners who are being warned or charged with an infraction to a natural 
heritage or urban forest-related by-law. In addition, the Forestry Section holds 
open houses on “hot topics” (such as emerald ash borer).  However, there is not 
a proactive and targeted outreach program or plan to keep proponents, and the 
community informed about current practices, policies and legislation.    
 
Best Practices: Most municipalities do not currently engage in targeted outreach 
programs that focus on informing local developers, and their contractors, about 
the relevant urban forest and natural heritage policies, by-laws and guidelines. 
However, it is increasingly recognized that proactive outreach can be a very 
effective way to ensure that natural heritage and urban forest requirements are 
respected through the planning process.  Best practices identified to date 
include: taking presentations and workshops to the venues where the target 
audience meets (rather than asking them to come to the City facilities), 
presenting the materials in a positive (rather than a punitive) context (e.g., this is 
the new way of doing business in Mississauga, incorporation of green elements 

will benefit everyone, etc.), and identifying incentives for cooperation (e.g., faster 
application processing, the possibility of receiving some type of recognition). 
Proactively approaching those involved at the outset of the process – rather than 
identifying issues and concerns later – can also facilitate the process.  
 
Rationale: Trees and natural areas in urban settings must, by their very nature, 
be considered from various perspectives if they are to be successfully integrated 
into an urban setting.  Trying to genuinely achieve this integration while still 
ensuring all the other needs and requirements are met (e.g., servicing, safety, 
accessibility, parking, etc.) is a real challenge for all municipalities. However, this 
integration cannot happen until proponents (and their contractors) are aware of 
and willing to respect the policies, by-laws and guidelines in place. 
 
ACTION #24: CONTINUE TO SUPPORT AND EXPAND TARGETED ENGAGEMENT OF LOCAL 

BUSINESS AND UTILITY LANDS 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #21 
 
Implementation Guidance:  

 Build on the success of Partners in Project Green and other stewardship 
initiatives with local businesses, and continue to collaborate with Credit 
Valley Conservation (e.g., Greening Corporate Grounds), Toronto Region 
Conservation and non-profits to encourage tree planting and 
naturalization on corporate business grounds, in industrial parks and in 
commercial plazas 

 Expand relationships with the various local utilities and transportation 
companies (e.g., Hydro One, Ministry of Transportation, Canadian 
National Rail, Canadian Pacific Rail, Enbridge, etc.)  

 Approach businesses interested in “greening” their image to sponsor or 
support various natural heritage and/or urban forest projects or events 
(e.g. design and development of the Arboretum/Memorial Forest) in 
exchange for formal recognition 

 Develop a directory of corporations with lands in the Green System who 
could be approached to undertake naturalization 

 Use the One Million Trees Program as a platform for expanding and 
recognizing stewardship 

 Expand stewardship resources in the Forestry Section to help organize 
and implement the wide range of stewardship activities in partnership 
with other agencies and non-profits 
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ACTION #30: BUILD ON EXISTING PARTNERSHIPS WITH THE REGION OF PEEL AND 

NEARBY MUNICIPALITIES TO FACILITATE INFORMATION SHARING AND COORDINATED 

RESPONSES 
Related NH&UFS Strategies:  #23 
 
Implementation Guidance 
 Maintain and build on working relationship with the existing Peel Region 

Urban Forest Working Group27 by: 
o Remaining actively involved in working group meetings  
o Continuing to partner on data sharing and analysis related to 

canopy cover assessment and monitoring 
o Working together to pursue funding and/or other forms of support 

from the Provincial and/or federal governments regarding urban 
forest issues  

o Continuing to seek or provide assistance from/to the group on 
urban forest planning or management tasks as appropriate 

 Broaden and formalize  the collaboration to include other nearby municipal 
and agency partners to engage in: 

o Information sharing on mutual urban forest issues (e.g., invasive 
pest management, responses to climate change) 

o Joint and coordinated responses to environmental threats related to 
the urban forest (e.g., invasive pests, air quality management) 

o Pooling resources regarding monitoring of key environmental 
stressors, and joint responses to them 

o Pursuing support (financial and other) for urban forestry initiatives 
 
Best Practices:  Urban forestry has not been recognized as a core activity, or 
responsibility, of municipalities in Canada until relatively recently, and it could be 
argued it is still not nearly well enough recognized. Nonetheless, there are 
several local examples of effective inter-jurisdictional collaboration on urban 
forestry issues, a couple of which are listed below.  
 
The Canadian Food Inspection Agency (CFIA) has worked with Mississauga and 
other municipalities (i.e., Toronto and Vaughan) to control the spread of Asian 

                                                            
27 The PUFWG currently consists of staff active in urban forest planning and management 
from the Region of Peel, Town of Caledon, City of Brampton, City of Mississauga, Credit 
Valley Conservation and Toronto Region Conservation Authority. 

long-horned beetle (which affects a broad range of deciduous tree species) over 
the past decade.  
 
Toronto Region Conservation Authority has also been very active with 
municipalities across the GTA (including Mississauga) in providing technical 
assistance in terms of conducting urban forest plot data collection, data analysis 
(based on both field plots and aerial imagery), report development and, in some 
cases, facilitating stakeholder consultations.  
 
Current Practices: Mississauga has collaborated with the Region on urban forest 
issues since 2009 and has been a member of the Peel Region Urban Forest 
Working Group, along with Conservation Authority (CVC, TRCA), Brampton and 
Caledon staff, since its inception in 2011. To date this collaboration has resulted 
in the production of the Peel Region Urban Forest Strategy (2011) and 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011), and has also allowed for ongoing 
information exchange and discussion between municipalities.  
 
Mississauga has also collaborated with the CFIA (on the assessment and 
monitoring of high priority key pests, as well as the implementation of some 
targeted pest management activities), and keeps in touch with the urban 
foresters in other nearby municipalities on an informal basis. 
 
Rationale: Continuation of the current working relationship with the Region and 
the Peel Region Urban Forest Working Group will be of mutual benefit, and 
facilitate future studies and planning exercises, as well as help ensure 
consistency and conformance with Regional planning objectives and policies. 
Broadening this collaboration in a more formal way with other nearby 
municipalities (and agencies where appropriate) will facilitate the exchange of 
best practices and other information, which will help improve urban forest 
management and planning, and may also provide more leverage for urban forest-
related requests to higher levels of government. 
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URBAN FOREST PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION (ACTIONS #1 TO #5):  
About 37% of the new resources identified through the UFMP are required to 
update and maintain the City’s street tree and park tree inventory. The 
usefulness of this tool is critical to moving the City towards more proactive and 
effective management of its treed assets. It is also an excellent potential 
outreach and education tool for the public. Some new funds are also identified 
for the development of consolidated City-wide tree protection and planting 
guidelines and specifications, another key tool for ensuring that trees identified 
for protection are properly protected, and that trees are planted with adequate 
space and soil quality to ensure their ability to grow to maturity. 

 
The work and resources associated with monitoring and reviewing the UFMP and 
NH&UFS (as per the framework provided in the Appendix A) is anticipated to be 
undertaken with existing resources, and in partnership with the Region and local 
conservation authorities.  Regular review (i.e., once every four years) of these 
documents, and the state of the assets themselves will facilitate the 
implementation of active adaptive management approaches if required. The 
four-year review cycle also aligns with the City’s budgetary cycles to facilitate 
planning tied to available budgets and current priorities, and will allow for 
targeted budget requests that correspond to advancing specific strategies within 
these four year windows. 
 
The cost related to the publication of an overview document once every four 
years that summarizes the state of the Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest, as well as highlights related to these areas over the four year period, is 
identified in the NH&UFS. 
 
TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT (ACTIONS #6 TO 
#10):  
Many of the improvements in the maintenance of street and park trees identified 
through the UFMP are anticipated to be possible within budgets that have 
already been identified. However, some new resources will be required to 
develop a City-wide invasive tree pest / disease management plan (1.4% of the 
new resource request), and to undertake targeted invasive plant management in 
some of the City’s public Natural Areas (11.3% of the new resource request). 
Investments made up front to manage these problems can result in substantial 
future savings. 
 

TREE ESTABLISHMENT, NATURALIZATION AND URBAN FOREST EXPANSION 
(ACTIONS #11 TO #14):  
No new costs are expected to be required to implement the Actions associated 
with improved tree establishment and naturalization efforts. Support from the 
Planning and Building Department in terms of enforcing existing policies and by-
laws is expected to facilitate implementation.  
 
PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP AND PARTNERSHIPS (ACTIONS #21 TO 
#30):   
The costs associated with expanding outreach and education to a wide range of 
stakeholders and the community at large are identified in the NH&UFS. However, 
the additional new costs associated with expanded stewardship are identified in 
the UFMP Implementation Guide. These are associated with: (a) the identified 
need for two seasonal staff and two students to support implementation of 
Actions #24 through #27, which accounts for about 35% of the new resources 
required to implement the UFMP, and (b) design and operation of City Memorial 
Arboretum, which accounts for 14% of the new resource request. 
 
Although the NH&UFS and UFMP are each stand-alone documents with their own 
Implementation Guides, effective implementation of this UFMP will require 
coordination with implementation of the NH&UFS, as well as adequate resource 
allocation. This allocation of funds is a cost-effective and necessary investment 
into Mississauga’s sustainability. This investment recognizes that the City’s 
continued growth and economic development are reliant on and enhanced by a 
healthy Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest within the city, and beyond, 
and will help ensure the physical and mental well-being of the community, while 
also helping Mississauga mitigate and adapt to climate change.  
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10 GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS 
Adaptive Management: A systematic process for continuously improving 
management policies and practices by learning from the outcomes of previously 
employed policies and practices. In active adaptive management, management 
is treated as a deliberate experiment for the purpose of learning. 

Atmospheric Carbon: Carbon dioxide gas (CO2) suspended in the Earth’s 
atmosphere. A greenhouse gas, atmospheric carbon dioxide is known to be a 
primary contributor to climate change. 

Boundary Tree: “Every tree whose trunk is growing on the boundary between 
adjoining lands is the common property of the owners of the adjoining lands,” as 
defined by the Forestry Act, 1990. 

Canopy Cover:  The proportion of land area that lies directly beneath the crown or 
canopy of trees and tall shrubs. The extent of urban forest canopy cover is 
typically expressed as a percentage of land area. It is generally recognized that 
increasing canopy cover is an objective of urban forest management. 

Ecosystem Goods: This term is used for products provided by nature such food, 
fibre, timber and medicines that are readily valued as recognizable products that 
can be bought and sold, unlike ecosystem services which are harder to value and 
in our current market economy are considered “free”.   

Ecosystem Services: This term is used to describe the processes of nature 
needed to support the health and survival of humans. Ecological services are 
required and used by all living organisms, but the term typically refers to their 
direct value (quantified or not) to humans. Ecosystem services include processes 
such as air and water purification, flood and drought mitigation, waste 
detoxification and decomposition, pollination of crops and other vegetation, 
carbon storage and sequestration, and maintenance of biodiversity. Less 
tangible services that have also been associated with natural areas and green 
spaces include the provision of mental health and spiritual well-being.  

Enhanced Rooting Environment Technology: Methods and materials 
implemented and installed to provide urban trees with greater soil volumes and 
higher quality soils than used in most current practices, with the objective of 
promoting improved root growth and urban tree health. 

Evapotranspiration: The combined process of water evaporation and plant 
transpiration, whereby liquid water is converted into water vapour. The process of 
evapotranspiration is beneficial in urban areas for its cooling effects.  

Family: For plants, the family includes plants with many botanical features in 
common and is the highest classification normally used. Modern botanical 
classification assigns a type plant to each family, which has the distinguishing 
characteristics of this group of plants, and names the family after this plant.  

Genetic Potential: A tree’s inherent potential to reach a maximum size, form and 
vigour. Achievement of maximum genetic potential enables a tree to provide the 
greatest number and extent of benefits possible. Urban trees are frequently 
unable to reach their genetic potential. 

Genus: For plants, the genus is the taxonomic group containing one or more 
species. For example, all maples are part of the genus called “Acer” and their 
Latin or scientific names reflect this (e.g. Sugar maple is called Acer saccharum, 
while Black maple is called Acer nigrum). 

Green Infrastructure: A concept originating in the mid-1990s that highlights the 
contributions made by natural areas to providing important municipal services 
that would cost money to replace. These include storm water management, 
filtration of air pollution and provision of shade. 

Grid Pruning: The maintenance and inspection of municipally owned trees at 
regularly scheduled intervals. This type of management is often planned on a 
grid-based pattern for ease of implementation.  

Invasive Species: A plant, animal or pathogen that has been introduced to an 
environment where it is not native may become a nuisance through rapid spread 
and increase in numbers, often to the detriment of native species. 

Native Species: A species that occurs naturally in a given geographic region that 
may be present in a given region only through natural processes and with no 
required human intervention. 

Qualified Arborist: A person who maintains his or her certification through the 
International Society of Arboriculture and/or the American Society of Consulting 
Arborists as a competent practitioner of the art and science of arboriculture. 

Replacement Value: A monetary appraisal of the cost to replace one or more 
trees, as described by the Council of Tree and Landscape Appraisers.  

Right-of-Way: A portion of land granted through an easement or other legal 
mechanism for transportation purposes, such as for a rail line, highway or 
roadway. A right-of-way is reserved for the purposes of maintenance or expansion 
of existing services. Rights-of-way may also be granted to utility companies to 
permit the laying of utilities such as electric power transmission lines (hydro 
wires) or natural gas pipelines. 
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Street Trees: Municipally owned trees, typically found within the road right-of-way 
along roadsides and in boulevards, tree planters (pits) and front yards.   

Tree Protection Zone (TPZ): An area within which works such as excavation, 
grading and materials storage are generally forbidden. The size of a TPZ is 
generally based upon the diameter or drip-line of the subject tree. 

Urban Forest: All trees, shrubs and understorey plants, as well as the soils that 
sustain them, located on public and private property within a given jurisdiction. 
This includes trees in natural areas as well as trees in more manicured settings 
such as parks, yards and boulevards.  
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APPENDIX A 
NATURAL HERITAGE AND URBAN FOREST MONITORING FRAMEWORK 
 
The criteria, indicators and objectives in this table have been adapted from Kenney et al. (2011)28 and revised extensively to (a) incorporate measures for the Natural 
Heritage System, (b) incorporate targets developed for the Natural Heritage System and urban forest the City of Mississauga to be achieved over the next 20 years, and (c) 
be tailored for the City of Mississauga. This framework is intended to be used as a basis for monitoring the status of the city’s natural heritage and urban forest assets, as 
well as the status of planning and management for these assets, and the level of engagement and partnerships related to stewardship of these assets. 
 
Where known, the “level” which the City of Mississauga is at for each indicator as of the date of the finalization of this Plan is shaded. In a few cases more than one box is 
shaded indicating the City’s current status is between the two levels identified. 
 
As described in the UFMP, the criteria in this table are intended to be reviewed every four years (with a few of the more resource intensive criteria being assessed every 
eight years). It is also intended that where no movement, or movement in the wrong direction, is detected for indicators that the need for active adaptive management be 
considered. It is also possible that in some cases targets may need to be revised in response to unexpected circumstances or changes in conditions. 

 
Criteria and Indicators for assessing Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System (NHS) and Urban Forest (UF).  

Criteria 
Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 

Related Strategies* 
Targets**, Approach and 

Responsible Party(ies) Low Moderate Good Optimal 

1. NHS Size 

The existing NHS 
cover equals less 
than 50% of the 
potential. 

The existing NHS 
cover equals 50% to 
74% of the potential. 

The existing NHS cover 
equals 75% to 90% of 
the potential. 

The existing NHS cover 
equals 90 to 100% of 
the potential. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain and 
expand total NHS cover across 
the city to improve the system’s 
ecological functions and 
maximize the ecosystem 
services it provides. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 17, 18 

TARGET: 12% to 14% NHS cover by 
2033 (14% is considered close to 
the City’s potential in the current 
land use context) 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Based on GIS mapping 
completed as part of annual Natural 
Areas Survey updates undertaken by 
the City. 

2. NHS 
Connectivity: 
Aquatic 

Less than 60% of the 
city’s watercourses 
have at least 30 m of 
vegetation on both 
sides. 

Between 60% and 
74% of the city’s 
watercourses have at 
least 30 m of 
vegetation on both 
sides. 

Between 75% to 85% 
of the city’s 
watercourses have at 
least 30 m of 
vegetation on both 
sides. 

More than 85% of the 
city’s watercourses 
have at least 30 m if 
vegetation on both 
sides. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain and 
improve the ecological 
functions of the city’s 
watercourses, including their 
primary functions as ecological 
corridors. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
5, 16 
 

TARGET: 75% of the watercourses 
have vegetation for at least 30 m on 
both sides  
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed via 
desktop with data from CVC (and 
TRCA) as part of their ongoing 
watershed monitoring activities. 

                                                            
28 Kenney, W.A., van Wassenaer, P.J. and A. Satel. 2011. Criteria and Indicators for Strategic Urban Forest Planning and Management. Arboriculture & Urban Forestry 37(3): 108-117 
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Criteria 
Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 

Related Strategies* 
Targets**, Approach and 

Responsible Party(ies) Low Moderate Good Optimal 

3. NHS 
Connectivity: 
Terrestrial 

Less than 50% of 
Significant Natural 
Areas are linked 
through the City’s 
NHS or other Green 
System components. 

Between 50% and 
74% of Significant 
Natural Areas are 
linked through the 
City’s NHS or other 
Green System 
components. 

Between 75% and 
85% of Significant 
Natural Areas are 
linked through the 
City’s NHS or other 
Green System 
components***. 

More than 85% of 
Significant Natural 
Areas are linked 
through the City’s NHS 
or other Green System 
components. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain and 
improve the ecological 
connectivity between the City’s 
Significant Natural Areas, 
including recognition of the 
supporting role open green 
spaces outside the Natural 
Heritage System can play. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
5, 12 
 

TARGET: 85% of Significant Natural 
Areas are linked through the NHS or 
other Green System components  
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed remotely 
using current aerial photography and 
GIS by the City as part of their 
ongoing Natural Areas Survey (i.e. 
terrestrial monitoring). 

 
4. NHS 
Quality 

Overall terrestrial 
and aquatic quality 
across the city has 
declined since 2013.  

Overall terrestrial 
and aquatic quality 
across the city has 
remained more or 
less the same since 
2013. 

Overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across 
the city has improved 
somewhat since 2013. 
More specific 
indicators to be 
developed pending 
further discussion and 
review of available 
data with CVC. 

Overall terrestrial and 
aquatic quality across 
the city has improved 
substantially since 
2013. More specific 
indicators to be 
developed pending 
further discussion and 
review of available 
data with CVC. 

OBJECTIVE: To track changes in 
the quality of the city’s 
terrestrial and aquatic 
ecosystems using data from a 
representative sample of sites 
that focus on community 
structure, composition and 
function (e.g., water quality, 
fisheries, macroinvertebrates, 
forest integrity, wetland 
integrity). 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
11, 12, 16 
 

TARGET: Substantially improve 
overall terrestrial and aquatic quality 
across the city using 2013 as a 
baseline. Quantitative targets may 
be established pending further 
discussion and review of available 
data with CVC. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Based on data collected 
from terrestrial and aquatic 
monitoring plots by CVC and 
analyses done through updates to 
CVC’s Landscape Scale Analysis and 
Integrated Watershed Monitoring 
Program for Mississauga. Note: 
2013 is to be used as the “baseline” 
moving forward. 

5. UF Canopy 
Cover 

The existing UF cover 
equals 50% of the 
potential. 

The existing UF cover 
equals 50% to 74% 
of the potential. 

The existing UF cover 
equals 75% to 84% of 
the potential. 

The existing UF cover 
equals more than 85% 
of the potential. 

OBJECTIVE: To maintain and 
expand total UF cover across 
the city to improve the system’s 
sustainability and maximize the 
ecosystem services it provides. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
6, 7, 8, 9, 13, 14, 18, 21 
 

TARGET: 15% to 20% UF cover by 
2033; potential UF cover is currently 
unknown 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Based on canopy cover 
assessments undertaken jointly 
through the Peel Urban Forest 
Working Group (with support from 
the USDA Forest Service) every ~ 
eight years. 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 85  
 

Criteria 
Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 

Related Strategies* 
Targets**, Approach and 

Responsible Party(ies) Low Moderate Good Optimal 

6. UF Canopy 
Cover 
Distribution 
Across the 
City 

Canopy cover is at 
least 15% (the City’s 
current average) in 
up to 50% of 
residential areas, 
and in less than 25% 
of other land uses 
city-wide. 

Canopy cover is at 
least 15% (the City’s 
current average) in 
50% to 74% of 
residential areas, 
and in 25% to 49% 
other land uses city-
wide. 

Canopy cover is at 
least 15% (the City’s 
current average) in 
75% to 94% of 
residential areas, and 
in 50% to 74% other 
land uses city-wide. 

Canopy cover is at least 
15% (the City’s current 
average) in 95% to 
100% of residential 
areas, and 75% or 
more of other land 
uses city-wide. 

OBJECTIVE: The current (2011) 
City-wide average canopy cover 
is 15%. The key objective is to 
ensure canopy cover is at least 
equivalent to the city-wide 
average in all residential areas, 
and most other land uses, 
recognizing there are some 
areas where it must remain low 
for safety reasons (e.g., the 
industrial airport lands). 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
13, 21 
 

TARGET: Canopy cover meets or 
exceeds 15% (i.e., the current city-
wide average) in all (100%) of the 
City’s residential areas and in 50% 
to 75% of the city’s other land use 
categories. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Land use-based canopy 
cover analyses remain to be done. A 
Tree Planting Priority study to be 
undertaken jointly through the Peel 
Urban Forest Working Group over 
2014 will help complete this 
analysis and prioritize tree planting 
needs in Mississauga and 
throughout the Region’s urban 
areas.  

7. Size 
distribution 
of City Street 
and Park 
Trees  
 

Any size (i.e., DBH) 
class represents 
more than 75% of 
the street and park 
tree population. 

Any size class 
represents between 
50% and 75% of the 
street and park tree 
population. 

No size class 
represents more than 
50% of the street and 
park tree population. 

Approximately 25% of 
the tree population is in 
each of four size 
classes. 

OBJECTIVE: Size, generally 
considered a surrogate for age, 
should be relatively evenly 
distributed among street and 
park trees to ensure a balanced 
cycle of regeneration. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
14, 15, 18 
 

TARGET: Gradual shift to “moderate” 
performance, but may not be 
possible by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed from the 
street and park tree inventory by City 
staff (Forestry Division). 

8. City Street 
and Park 
Tree Species 
Diversity 

Fewer than 7 species 
dominate the entire 
street and park tree 
population city-wide. 

No species 
represents more 
than 20% of the 
entire street and 
park tree population 
city-wide. 

No species represents 
more than 10% of the 
entire tree population 
city-wide or 30% on a 
given street or park. 

No species represents 
more than 5% of the 
entire street or park 
tree population city-
wide or more than 20% 
on a given street or 
park. 

OBJECTIVE: Establish a 
genetically diverse street and 
park tree population city-wide , 
excluding invasive non-native 
species, as well as at the 
neighbourhood level that is 
more resilient to climate 
change, species-specific tree 
pests and other stressors. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
14, 15, 18 
 

TARGET: No tree species represents 
more than 5% of the tree population 
City-wide or more than 20% on a 
given street by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed from the 
street and park tree inventory by City 
staff (Forestry Division). 

   



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 86  
 

Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

9. Species 
Suitability of 
City Street 
and Park 
Trees 

Invasive tree species 
represent more than 
15% of the street 
and park tree 
population.  

Invasive tree species 
represent between 
10% and 14% of the 
street and park tree 
population. 

Invasive tree species 
represent between 5% 
and 9% of the street 
and park tree 
population. 

Invasive tree species 
represent less than 5% 
of the street and park 
tree population. 

OBJECTIVE: Reduce the 
proportion of City street and 
park trees that are invasive to 
limit the ecological impacts and 
management costs associated 
with these species. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
14, 15, 18 
 

TARGET: Invasive tree species 
represent less than 8% of the street 
and park tree population. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed from the 
street and park tree inventory by City 
staff (Forestry Division). To be 
undertaken gradually as 
opportunities arise through mature 
tree demise, development, etc.). 

10. Condition 
of City Street 
and Park 
Trees  

Less than 25% of 
street and park trees 
are in good or 
excellent condition.  

Between 25% and 
49% of street and 
park trees are in 
good or excellent 
condition. 

Between 50% and 
74% of street and park 
trees are in good or 
excellent condition. 

More than 75% of 
street and park trees 
are in good or excellent 
condition. 

OBJECTIVE: To improve the 
condition and minimize the risk 
potential of all publicly- owned 
trees. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
14, 15 
 

TARGET: Cannot be developed until 
the City’s public tree inventory is 
updated and expanded to provide 
baseline assessment 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed from the 
street and park tree inventory by City 
staff (Forestry Division). 

11. Condition 
of Publicly-
owned 
Natural 
Areas  

Publicly-owned 
Natural Areas have 
an average site 
ecological integrity of 
less than XX%. 
Quantitative 
indicators to be 
established pending 
further discussion 
and review of 
available data. 

Publicly-owned 
Natural Areas have 
an average site 
ecological integrity of 
XX % to XX %.  
Quantitative 
indicators to be 
established pending 
further discussion 
and review of 
available data. 

Publicly-owned Natural 
Areas have an average 
site ecological integrity 
of XX % to XX %. 
Quantitative indicators 
to be established 
pending further 
discussion and review 
of available data. 

Publicly-owned Natural 
Areas have an average 
site ecological integrity 
of more than XX %.  
Quantitative indicators 
to be established 
pending further 
discussion and review 
of available data. 

OBJECTIVE: Measuring changes 
in the ecological structure and 
function of publicly-owned 
Natural Areas through 
assessments of key structural 
elements (e.g., tree health and 
dead wood in forested 
habitats), plant and vegetation 
community diversity, and 
wildlife populations (primarily 
birds). 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15, 16 
 

TARGET: Improve the average 
ecological integrity of publicly-owned 
Natural Areas. Quantitative targets 
to be established pending further 
discussion and review of available 
data with CVC. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Based on data collected 
from terrestrial monitoring of a sub-
set of the City’s Natural Areas by 
CVC and analyses done through 
updates to CVC’s Terrestrial 
Monitoring Program. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

12. Natural 
Heritage & 
Urban Forest 
Strategy (and 
supporting 
Urban Forest 
Management 
Plan) 
Implementation 

Less than 25% of 
recommended 
NH&UFS 
Strategies (and 
supporting UFMP 
Actions) 
implemented. 

Between 25% and 
49% of 
recommended 
NH&UFS Strategies 
(and supporting 
UFMP Actions) 
implemented. 

Between 50% and 
74% of recommended 
NH&UFS Strategies 
(and supporting UFMP 
Actions) implemented. 

Between 75% and 
100% of recommended 
NH&UFS Strategies 
(and supporting UFMP 
Actions) implemented. 

OBJECTIVE: Most or all NH&UFS 
Strategies (and supporting 
UFMP Actions) need to be 
implemented to ensure that 
Mississauga’s natural heritage 
and urban forest assets are 
sustained for the long term and 
continue to sustain the 
community. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
26 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(in various departments) through 
their program review. 

13. Canopy 
Cover 
Assessment 

No assessment Visual assessment 

Sampling of tree cover 
using aerial 
photographs or 
satellite imagery. 

Sampling of tree cover 
using aerial 
photographs or satellite 
imagery included in 
jurisdiction-wide GIS. 

OBJECTIVE: High resolution 
assessments of the existing and 
potential canopy cover for the 
entire community. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
13, 26 
 

TARGET: Maintain “optimal” status 
over the period of this Plan. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): Assessment done in 
2011 to be re-assessed periodically 
using the best available tools 
through the Peel Urban Forest 
Working Group and partners. 

14. Natural 
Heritage System 
Policies and 
Enforcement 

Natural Heritage 
System policies 
are not 
consistent with 
the basic 
Provincial and 
Regional 
requirements. 

Natural Heritage 
System policies are 
consistent with the 
basic Provincial and 
Regional 
requirements. 

Natural Heritage 
System policies are 
consistent with the 
basic Provincial and 
Regional 
requirements, and 
include consideration 
of local conditions and 
issues. 

Natural Heritage 
System policies are 
consistent with the 
basic Provincial and 
Regional requirements, 
and support locally-
developed targets. 

OBJECTIVE: The Natural 
Heritage System is afforded a 
high level of protection and 
local natural heritage objectives 
and targets are supported.  
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
3, 4, 18 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033, or sooner. 
  
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(in Planning and Building) through 
their program review. 

15. Tree 
Protection Policy 
Development 
and Enforcement 

No tree 
protection 
policies are in 
place for trees on 
public or private 
lands. 

Policies (including 
Official Plan policies, 
guidelines and by-
laws) are in place to 
protect public trees. 

Policies (including 
Official Plan policies, 
guidelines and by-laws) 
are in place to protect 
public and private 
trees with some 
enforcement. 
Replacement for trees 
removed is 
encouraged. 

Policies that ensure the 
protection of trees on 
public and private land 
are consistently 
enforced and 
supported by an 
educational program. 
Replacement and/or 
compensation for trees 
removed is required. 

OBJECTIVE: Trees on both 
public and private lands are 
afforded a high level of 
protection through policies in 
the Official Plan and supporting 
policies, guidelines and by-laws. 
Where protection is not 
feasible, replacement and/or 
compensation is required. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
6, 8, 18 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033, or sooner. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(in various departments) through 
their program review. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

16. Publicly-
owned Natural 
Areas 
Management 
Planning and 
Implementation 

No Conservation 
Plans developed 
or in effect. 
Limited 
management / 
stewardship 
undertaken. 

Conservation Plans 
developed and in 
effect for some high 
priority publicly-
owned Natural Areas. 

Conservation Plans 
developed and in 
effect for all high 
priority publicly-owned 
Natural Areas. 

Conservation Plans 
developed and in effect 
for all publicly-owned 
Natural Areas, and for 
high-quality privately-
owned natural areas 
where opportunities 
arise. 

OBJECTIVE: To ensure the 
ecological structure and 
function of all publicly-owned 
Natural Areas is protected and, 
where needed, enhanced, while 
still accommodating safe and 
appropriate public uses. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
10, 11, 16 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. 

17. Publicly-
owned Street 
and Park Tree 
Inventory 

No inventory 

Sample-based 
inventory of publicly-
owned street and 
park trees 

Complete inventory of 
publicly-owned street 
and park trees in some 
type of management 
system and GIS 

Complete inventory of 
publicly-owned street 
and park trees in some 
type of management 
system and GIS that is 
current and actively 
maintained 

OBJECTIVE: Complete inventory 
of the City’s street and park 
trees  to facilitate and direct  
their proactive management.  
This includes: age distribution, 
species mix, tree condition, and 
risk assessment. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15, 26 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status 
well by 2016. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. Note the City’s 
current inventory includes mainly 
street – not park – trees and is 
almost five years out of date, 

18. Native Plant 
Species 
Management  

No program or 
policies for native 
plant species are 
in place. 

Voluntary use of site-
appropriate native 
plant species on 
publicly and 
privately-owned 
lands occurs. 

The use of site-
appropriate native 
plant species is 
encouraged on a 
project-appropriate 
basis in both 
intensively and 
extensively managed 
areas.  

The use of site-
appropriate native 
plant species is 
required on a project-
appropriate basis in 
both intensively and 
extensively managed 
areas. Hardy non-
native, non-invasive 
tree species may be 
accepted in harsh sites 
where trees are 
required. 

OBJECTIVE: Preservation and 
enhancement of local natural 
biodiversity by increasing the 
proportion and population of 
site-appropriate native plant 
species through policies, 
guidelines, management and 
stewardship. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15, 16 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” 
statuswell before 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. Note CVC has 
comprehensive native plant species 
selection guidelines on their website 
to assist with implementation. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

19. Invasive 
Plant Species 
Management 

No program or 
policies for 
invasive plant 
species are in 
place. 

Risks associated 
with invasive plant 
species are 
promoted. Ad hoc 
management of 
invasive plants is 
undertaken as 
resources permit. 

The use of invasive 
plant species is 
discouraged on a 
project-appropriate 
basis in both 
intensively and 
extensively managed 
areas. A targeted 
program for 
management of high 
priority areas for 
invasive species is in 
place. 

The use of invasive 
plant species is 
prohibited on a project-
appropriate basis in 
both intensively and 
extensively managed 
areas. A targeted 
program for 
management of high 
priority areas for 
invasive species is in 
place and being 
implemented. 

OBJECTIVE: Preservation and 
enhancement of local natural 
biodiversity by reducing the 
proportion and population of 
non-native and invasive plant 
species, particularly in high 
quality Natural Areas. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
5, 15, 18 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. 

20. Tree 
Establishment 
Planning and 
Implementation 

Tree 
establishment is 
ad hoc. 

Tree establishment 
occurs on an annual 
basis on public lands 
and is encouraged 
on private lands. 

Tree establishment is 
directed by needs 
derived from a tree 
inventory (on public 
lands) and is 
supported on private 
lands as resources 
permit. 

Tree establishment is 
directed by needs 
derived from a tree 
inventory (on public 
lands) and by a 
jurisdiction wide 
prioritization study on 
private lands. There are 
dedicated resources 
committed to planting 
(and follow-up 
maintenance) on both 
public and private 
lands. 

OBJECTIVE: UF renewal is 
ensured through a 
comprehensive tree 
establishment program driven 
by a range of biophysical and 
community-based 
considerations. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15, 18 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. 

21. Tree Habitat 
Suitability 

Trees are planted 
without 
consideration for 
site conditions. 

Tree species are 
considered in 
planting site 
selection. 

Community-wide 
guidelines are in place 
for the improvement of 
planting sites and the 
selection of suitable 
species. 

All trees are planted in 
compliance with 
established 
community-wide 
guidelines and best 
practices. 

OBJECTIVE: All trees are planted 
in habitats which will maximize 
current and future benefits 
provided in sites with adequate 
soil quality and quantity, and 
growing space to achieve their 
genetic potential. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15, 18 
 

TARGET: Achieve “good” or “optimal” 
status by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(in various departments) through 
their program review. Note CVC has 
comprehensive native plant species 
selection guidelines on their website 
to assist with implementation. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

22. Maintenance 
of Publicly-
Owned Street 
and Park Trees 

No maintenance 
of publicly-owned 
trees. 

Publicly-owned trees 
are maintained on a 
request/reactive 
basis. No systematic 
(block) pruning. 

All publicly-owned 
street and park trees 
are systematically 
maintained on a cycle 
longer than 8 years.  

All mature publicly-
owned street and park 
trees are maintained 
on a 5 to 8-year cycle. 
All immature trees are 
structurally pruned. 

OBJECTIVE: All publicly-owned 
trees are maintained to 
maximize current and future 
benefits, and reduce longer-
term maintenance costs and 
associated risks.   
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
14, 15 
 

TARGET: Achieve or “optimal” status 
in full by 2033, or before. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. 

23. Tree Risk 
Management 

No tree risk 
assessment/ 
remediation 
program is in 
place. Request 
based/reactive 
system.  

Sample-based tree 
inventory which 
includes general tree 
risk information has 
been completed. 
Request 
based/reactive risk 
abatement program 
is in place. 

Complete tree 
inventory, which 
includes detailed tree 
failure risk ratings, is in 
place. Risk abatement 
program is in effect 
eliminating hazards 
within a maximum of 
one month from 
confirmation of hazard 
potential. 

Complete tree 
inventory, which 
includes detailed tree 
failure risk ratings, is in 
place and maintained. 
Risk abatement 
program is in effect 
eliminating hazards 
within a maximum of 
one week from 
confirmation of hazard 
potential. 

OBJECTIVE: Risk related to 
publicly owned trees is 
minimized to the greatest 
extent possible through 
appropriate policies and 
procedures. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
15 
 

TARGET: Achieve “good” or “optimal” 
status by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
program review. Note 
comprehensive risk assessment will 
take place as part of the updated 
tree inventory. 

24. Cooperation 
and support 
among City 
departments 

There is no 
collaboration 
between 
departments on 
NHS or UF 
issues. 

There is some 
informal 
collaboration 
between 
departments on NHS 
or UF issues. 

There is some formal 
collaboration between 
departments on NHS 
or UF issues. 

Key staff from all 
departments involved 
in NHS and UF issues 
meet regularly to 
pursue shared goals. 

OBJECTIVE: The level of 
cooperation among municipal 
departments involved in NHS 
and UF issues is increased to 
maximize opportunities for 
resource sharing and pursuit of 
NHS and UF objectives. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
1, 18, 20, 25 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(various departments) through their 
program review. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

25. Success in 
improving  
awareness of the 
Natural Heritage 
System and 
urban forest as 
community 
assets 

Community 
surveys indicate 
that natural 
heritage and the 
urban forest are 
generally seen as 
of limited value. 

Community surveys 
indicate that natural 
heritage and the 
urban forest are 
recognized as having 
value by a minority. 

Community surveys 
indicate that natural 
heritage and the urban 
forest are recognized 
as having value by 
between 50% and 
74%. 

Community surveys 
indicate that natural 
heritage and the urban 
forest are recognized 
as vital to the 
community’s 
environmental, social 
and economic well-
being by more than 
75% 

OBJECTIVE: All sectors of the 
community recognize that the 
natural heritage and urban 
forest assets within the City are 
key contributors to quality of life 
and provide a wide range of 
ecological services that are 
difficult, costly or impossible to 
replace. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
19, 20, 22 
 

TARGET: Achieve “good” status by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): To be assessed through 
targeted surveys conducted by City 
staff, or possibly university students, 
once every four to eight years over 
the course of this Strategy. 

26. Outreach to 
large private and 
institutional 
landholders  

Large private 
landholders are 
not engaged on 
natural heritage 
or urban forest 
issues. 

Educational 
materials and advice 
available to 
landholders who are 
interested. 

Educational materials, 
advice, technical 
support and incentives 
are available to 
landholders who are 
interested. 

The City (and other 
agencies) are actively 
working with large 
landowners to share 
available educational 
materials, advice, 
technical support and 
incentives. 

OBJECTIVE: Large private 
landholders embrace city-wide 
goals and objectives through 
specific resource management 
plans and/or ongoing 
naturalization / reforestation 
activities on their properties. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
21, 25 
 

TARGET: Maintain “good” to 
“optimal” status to 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
outreach and stewardship program 
review, and the Million Trees 
Program. 

27. “Green” and 
Building Industry 

Cooperation 

Limited 
cooperation from 
segments of the 
“green” industry 
(nurseries, tree 
care companies, 
etc.), builders 
and developers 
in supporting 
NH&UFS and 
UFMP objectives. 

The “green” industry, 
builders and 
developers generally 
comply with 
established policies, 
guidelines and by-
laws.  

The “green” industry, 
builders and 
developers comply 
with established 
policies, guidelines 
and by-laws 

The “green” industry, 
builders and 
developers comply with 
and sometimes go 
beyond established 
policies, guidelines and 
by-laws, and work with 
the City to integrate 
green development 
tools and approaches. 

OBJECTIVE: “Green” industry, 
builders and developers 
operate with high professional 
standards, are committed to 
respecting established policies, 
guidelines, and by-laws and 
working with the City to support 
natural heritage and urban 
forest objectives by integrating 
green development tools and 
approaches. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
18, 20, 21, 25 
 

TARGET: Achieve “optimal” status  by 
2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Planning and Building, Forestry 
Division). 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

28. Involvement 
of 
Neighbourhoods 
and Community 
Groups 

Neighbourhoods 
and community 
groups are not 
involved in 
natural heritage 
or urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

A few 
neighbourhoods and 
community groups 
are involved in 
natural heritage 
and/or urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

Many neighbourhoods 
and community groups 
are involved in natural 
heritage and/or urban 
forest activities or 
programs. 

Representatives from 
neighbourhoods and 
community groups 
across the city are 
involved in natural 
heritage and/or urban 
forest activities or 
programs. 

OBJECTIVE: Active involvement 
of neighbourhoods and 
community groups from across 
the City in natural heritage and 
urban forest stewardship 
fosters a connection with these 
community assets, and a sense 
of responsibility for their well-
being. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
21, 24, 25 

TARGET: Achieve “good” or “optimal” 
status by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
outreach and stewardship program 
review, and the Million Trees 
Program. Priority areas to be 
identified through Strategy 13 
(Action #11). 

29. Involvement 
of Local 
Businesses and 
Development 
Organizations  

Local businesses 
and development 
organizations are 
not involved in 
natural heritage 
or urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

A few local 
businesses and 
development 
organizations are 
involved in natural 
heritage and/or 
urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

Many local businesses 
and development 
organizations are 
involved in natural 
heritage and/or urban 
forest activities or 
programs. 

Representatives from 
local businesses and 
development 
organizations across 
the city are involved in 
natural heritage and/or 
urban forest activities 
or programs. 

OBJECTIVE: Active involvement 
of local businesses and 
development organizations 
from across the City in natural 
heritage and urban forest 
stewardship provides 
leadership by example in the 
city and beyond.  
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
18, 21, 25 
 

TARGET: Achieve “good” or “optimal” 
status by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
outreach and stewardship program 
review, and the Million Trees 
Program. 

30. Involvement 
of Local Schools 
and Academic 
Institutions 

Local schools 
and academic 
institutions are 
not involved in 
natural heritage 
or urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

A few local schools 
and academic 
institutions are 
involved in natural 
heritage and/or 
urban forest 
activities or 
programs. 

Many local schools 
and academic 
institutions are 
involved in natural 
heritage and/or urban 
forest activities or 
programs. 

Representatives local 
schools and academic 
institutions across the 
city are involved in 
natural heritage and/or 
urban forest activities 
or programs. 

OBJECTIVE: Active involvement 
of local schools and academic 
institutions from across the City 
in natural heritage and urban 
forest stewardship instills the 
value of these assets in the 
future leaders, and provides 
opportunities for leveraging 
existing programs to collect 
data and undertake research.  
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
21, 23 
 

TARGET: Achieve “good” or “optimal” 
status by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Forestry Division) through their 
outreach and stewardship program 
review, and the Million Trees 
Program. 
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Criteria Performance Indicators Key Objectives and 
Related Strategies* 

Targets**, Approach and 
Responsible Party(ies)  Low Moderate Good Optimal 

31. Regional 
Cooperation 

The City, the 
Region and local 
conservation 
authorities rarely 
cooperate on 
matters of urban 
forestry or 
natural heritage. 

The City, the Region 
and local 
conservation 
authorities cooperate 
on matters of urban 
forestry and natural 
heritage on an ad 
hoc basis. . 

The City, the Region 
and local conservation 
authorities cooperate 
on matters of urban 
forestry and natural 
heritage on a regular, 
formalized basis. 

The City, the Region 
and local conservation 
authorities work 
together to develop 
and implement urban 
forest strategies and 
natural heritage 
planning. 

OBJECTIVE: Together, the City, 
the Region and local 
conservation authorities are 
able to address issues and 
pursue larger-scale natural 
heritage and urban forest 
objectives in an integrated and 
cost-effective manner. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
3, 10, 23 
 

TARGET: Maintain “optimal” status 
to 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Planning and Building, Forestry 
Division) and key staff at the Region, 
Credit Valley Conservation and 
Toronto Region Conservation. 

32. Provincial 
and Federal 
Cooperation and 
Support 

The Provincial 
and Federal 
governments 
cooperate on 
matters of urban 
forestry or 
natural heritage 
on a limited 
basis. 

The Provincial and 
Federal governments 
cooperate on 
matters of urban 
forestry or natural 
heritage on a regular 
basis. 

The Provincial and 
Federal governments 
cooperate on matters 
of urban forestry or 
natural heritage on a 
regular basis, and 
provide support to 
municipal 
governments. 

The Provincial and 
Federal governments 
provide dedicated 
technical and funding 
support to municipal 
governments on urban 
forestry and natural 
heritage matters. 

OBJECTIVE: Together, the City, 
the Region and local 
conservation authorities are 
able to obtain greater levels of 
support (both policy-based and 
resource-based) from higher 
levels of government, 
particularly for urban forestry 
initiatives. 
 
RELATED NH&UFS STRATEGIES: 
23, 24, 25 
 

TARGET: Try to solicit “moderate” to 
“good” performance by 2033. 
 
APPROACH & RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY(IES): As assessed by City staff 
(Planning and Building, Forestry 
Division) and key staff at the Region, 
Credit Valley Conservation and 
Toronto Region Conservation. 

* All of the criteria and indicators are linked to specific Strategies identified through the Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) as well as related Actions identified through this 
UFMP, which supports implementation of the NH&UFS. Related NH&UFS Strategies listed in this table also, by default, include UFMP Actions supporting those Strategies (as identified in 
Section 8 of this UFMP and the stand-alone Implementation Guides for both the NH&UFS and UFMP). 

** All established targets are to be achieved over the 20 year period of this Plan and of the overarching Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (i.e., by 2033). 

*** Connectivity was assessed through analyses provided in the NH&UFS Background Report (Dec. 2013) and can be re-assessed as part of the Natural Areas Survey Updates once every 
four years.
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APPENDIX B 
Summary of how the 27 recommendations from the City of 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011)29 have been addressed 
through this Urban Forest Management Plan and the broader 
Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy   
 
Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

1. Neighbourhoods identified by the 
Priority Planting Index should be 
targeted for strategic action that will 
increase tree cover and leaf area in 
these areas. 

Incorporated into NH&UFS 
Strategies #11 and #13, as well as 
supporting UFMP Actions #11 and 
#12. 

2. Use the parcel-based TC metrics 
together with the City’s GIS database 
to identify and prioritize contiguous 
parcels that maintain a high 
proportion of impervious cover and a 
low percent canopy cover.  

Incorporated into NH&UFS Strategy 
#13, as well as supporting UFMP 
Action #11. 

3. Increase leaf area in canopied areas 
by planting suitable tree and shrub 
species under existing tree cover.  
Planting efforts should be focused in 
areas where mature and aging trees 
are over-represented, including the 
older residential neighbourhoods 
located south of the Queensway.  
Neighbourhoods in these areas that 
maintain a high proportion of ash 
species should be prioritized.   

Incorporated into NH&UFS Strategy 
#13, as well as supporting UFMP 
Actions #11 and #12. 

4. Utilize the Pest Vulnerability Matrix 
during species selection for municipal 
tree and shrub planting. 

Evaluation of local pest priorities is 
incorporated into NH&UFS Strategy 
#15 and supporting UFMP Action 
#19. 

                                                            
29 This study was led by Toronto Region conservation with support from the Region of 
Peel, the three area municipalities (Mississauga, Brampton and Caledon) and Credit 
Valley Conservation.  

Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

5. Establish a diverse tree population in 
which no single species represents 
more than 5 percent of the tree 
population, no genus represents more 
than 10 percent of the tree 
population, and no family represents 
more than 20 percent of the 
intensively managed tree population 
both city-wide and the neighbourhood 
level. 

Increasing street and park tree 
diversity is addressed through 
UFMP Target #5 and is also 
Incorporated into NH&UFS Strategy 
#16 and supporting UFMP Action 
#9. 

6. In collaboration with the Toronto 
Region Conservation Authority and 
Credit Valley Conservation, develop 
and implement an invasive species 
management strategy that will 
comprehensively address existing 
infestations as well as future threats 
posed by invasive insect pests, 
diseases and exotic plants. 

Invasive plant management is 
incorporated into NH&UFS Strategy 
#15 and supporting UFMP Action 
#10; invasive tree pest 
management is incorporated into 
NH&UFS Strategy #15 and 
supporting UFMP Action #9. 

7. Utilize native planting stock grown 
from locally adapted seed sources in 
both intensively and extensively 
managed areas. 

The broader use of native planting 
stock is to be implemented through 
Strategy #15 and supporting UFMP 
Action #4. 

8. Evaluate and develop the strategic 
steps necessary to increase the 
proportion of large, mature trees in 
the urban forest.  Focus must be 
placed on long-term tree 
maintenance and by-law enforcement 
to ensure that healthy specimens can 
reach their genetic growth potential. 
The value of the services provided by 
mature trees must be effectively 
communicated to all residents.  

A number of strategies and actions 
are designed to support the 
preservation of mature trees in the 
City. These include: NH&UFS 
Strategies #4, #6, #7, #8 (and 
supporting Actions #15, #16 and 
#17), Strategy #14 (and related 
Action #17), Strategy #15 (and 
supporting Actions #6 and #8), 
Strategy #20 (and supporting 
Actions #4, #6 and #9). 
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Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

9. Determine the relative DBH of the 
tree population in Mississauga; 
consider utilizing relative DBH as an 
indicator of urban forest health.  

This recommendation is not being 
pursued through the UFMP or 
NH&UFS. 

10. Conduct an assessment of municipal 
urban forest maintenance activities 
(e.g. pruning, tree planting) to 
determine areas where a reduction in 
fossil fuel use can be achieved. 

An analysis of municipal urban 
forest maintenance practices was 
done through the UFMP, but 
efficiencies related to fossil fuel use 
were not specifically identified, 
although the increasing shift 
towards proactive management is 
intended to ensure that more work 
is done in fewer trips to the same 
location. 

11. Reduce energy consumption and 
associated carbon emissions by 
providing direction and assistance to 
residents and businesses for strategic 
tree planting and establishment 
around buildings.   

Direction and assistance to 
residents and businesses in terms 
of planting to maximize the cooling 
benefits of trees on their properties 
is provided through various sources 
under the One Million Trees 
Program, as per NH&UFS Strategy 
#21 (and related Actions #24 and 
#26). 

12. Focus tree planting and 
establishment in “hot-spots” 
identified by thermal mapping 
analysis. 

Consideration for the hot spot data 
is incorporated into NH&UFS 
Strategy #13 and supporting UFMP 
Action #11. 

13. Review and enhance the Tree Permit 
By-law 474-05 to include the 
protection all trees that are 20 cm or 
greater in diameter at breast height.  

 

The City’s Private Tree Protection 
By-law was recently updated. As 
discussed under Action#17, it is 
recommended it be reviewed again 
in four to eight years. 

14. Develop a comprehensive Public Tree 
By-law that provides protection to all 
trees on publically owned and 
managed lands. 

As per Action #15, the City is 
currently in the process of updating 
its Street Tree By-law to be a more 
comprehensive Public Tree By-law. 

Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

15. Develop a Tree Protection Policy that 
outlines enforceable guidelines for 
tree protection zones and other 
protection measures to be 
undertaken for all publically and 
privately owned trees 

Action #4 recommends the 
development, and implementation, 
of improved city-wide tree 
protection and planting 
specifications for trees on public 
and private lands. 

16. Allocate additional funding to the 
Urban Forestry Unit for the resources 
necessary to ensure full public 
compliance with Urban Forestry By-
laws and policies.  

Resource requirements above and 
beyond what is currently approved 
for the various Actions are identified 
through the NH&UFS and UFMP 
Implementation Guides under 
separate cover  

17. Create a Community Animator 
Program that assists residents and 
groups acting at the neighbourhood 
scale in launching local conservation 
initiatives.  

Although a Community animator is 
not specifically recommended 
through this Plan, a number of 
engagement strategies and actions 
are identified through the NH&UFS 
and the UFMP. 

18. Conduct a detailed assessment of 
opportunities to enhance urban forest 
stewardship through public outreach 
programs that utilize community-
based social marketing.   

As assessment of stewardship 
opportunities has been completed 
through the NH&UFS and UFMP 
(see Appendix E), and 
recommendations to build on these 
programs and incorporate social 
marketing are made through 
Strategy #19, and supporting 
Actions  #21 and #22. 

19. Develop and implement a 
comprehensive municipal staff 
training program as well as 
information sharing sessions that 
target all departments and employees 
that are stakeholders in sustainable 
urban forest management.   

The importance of and need for 
internal training and education is 
identified though Strategy #1, and 
supporting Action #3. 

20. Increase genetic diversity in the urban 
forest by working with local growers to 
diversify stock and reduce reliance on 
clones. 

Identified in Action #29 as a 
potential project. 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 96  
 

   

Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

21. Utilize the UTC analysis together with 
natural cover mapping to identify 
priority planting and restoration areas 
within the urban matrix.  

Consideration for the canopy cover 
analysis done is incorporated into 
NH&UFS Strategy #13 and 
supporting UFMP Action #11. 

22. Implement the target natural heritage 
system in the Etobicoke and Mimico 
Creeks Watersheds; work with CVC to 
identify and implement the target 
natural heritage system in the Credit 
Valley Watershed.   

The CVC and TRCA watershed target 
Natural Heritage Systems have 
been considered in the 
identification of potential expansion 
areas identified and recommended 
through Strategy #13, and should 
continue to be considered in future 
identification of expansion areas, as 
well as in the identification of future 
acquisition areas (Strategy #16). 

23. Develop and implement an urban 
forest monitoring program that tracks 
trends in the structure and 
distribution of the urban forest using 
the i-Tree Eco analysis and Urban 
Tree Canopy analysis.  The structure 
and distribution of the urban forest 
should be comprehensively evaluated 
at regular 5-year intervals and 
reported on publically. 

Urban forest monitoring is 
recommended through Strategy 
#26, and supporting Actions #1 and 
#2, and is to utilize established 
criteria and indicators. 

24. Develop a seed collection program for 
native ash species in partnership with 
TRCA, CVC and National Tree Seed 
Centre. 

Identified in Action #29 as a 
potential project. 

25. Develop municipal guidelines and 
regulations for sustainable 
streetscape and subdivision design 
that 1) ensure adequate soil quality 
and quantity for tree establishment 
and 2) eliminate conflict between 
natural and grey infrastructure. 

This recommendation is to be 
implemented through Strategy #14 
and supporting UFMP Action #4. 

 

 

Mississauga Urban Forest Study (2011) 
Recommendation 

Relationship to  Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan 
(UFMP) and broader Natural 
Heritage Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) 

26. Apply and monitor the use of 
structural soils, subsurface cells and 
other enhanced rooting environment 
techniques for street trees.  Utilizing 
these technologies at selected test-
sites in the short-term may provide a 
cost-effective means of integrating 
these systems into the municipal 
budget.  

Assessment of the use of structural 
soils identified in Action #29 as a 
potential research project. 

27. Utilize the criteria and performance 
indicators developed by Kenney et al. 
(2011) to guide the creation of a 
strategic management plan and to 
assess the progress made towards 
sustainable urban forest 
management and planning. 

Urban forest monitoring is 
recommended through Strategy 
#26, and supporting Actions #1 and 
#2, and is to utilize established 
criteria and indicators framework by 
Kenney at al. (2011). 
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APPENDIX C 
INVASIVE SPECIES MANAGEMENT PLAN 

1.0 INTRODUCTION TO INVASIVE SPECIES IN MISSISSAUGA 

Invasive species pose great challenges to ecological integrity in Natural Areas in 
the City of Mississauga.  Invasive species are usually non-native species that 
displace some or most of the native components of the community (White et al. 
1993). They include plants, insects, fish and animals, particularly domestic pets.  
Effective invasive species management should consider a wide range of factors, 
including but not limited to: prevention of invasions, identification and mapping 
of invasive populations, prioritization of species and areas for management, 
control measures, community partnerships, funding, and public education and 
awareness. 

Credit Valley Conservation (CVC) has developed a draft Invasive Species Strategy 
(CVC 2009) that provides a lot of information on invasive plant and animal 
species including priority for removal and a summary of removal techniques.  
Given that majority of the City is in the CVC watershed, this strategy is highly 
relevant and should be consulted for guidance.  It is relied on heavily in this 
report for suggesting priority species, with some refinements based on specific 
knowledge of Mississauga. Moreover, the CVC has been involved in invasive 
species control for several years, including some priority sites in Mississauga in 
collaboration with City staff.  Initiatives for invasive species control should be 
coordinated with the CVC as appropriate. 

Invasive species occur in aquatic and terrestrial environments, and management 
expertise and techniques for species in these two environments are very 
different. Given CVC’s focus on aquatic and wetland systems, it is suggested that 
they would be better suited to taking the lead on management of aquatic 
organisms, although it is recognized that there is a strong inter-relationship 
between the aquatic and terrestrial habitats, and cooperative initiatives can be 
beneficial.   

The City is currently involved in the management of invasive species, however, 
the approach is generally ad hoc and in reaction to immediate needs, or is 
opportunistic in response to specific requests or initiatives from stewardship 

groups.  The main purpose of this Plan is to identify priority species and areas so 
that limited City resources can be used with the greatest effect. 

 2.0 CONSIDERATIONS FOR INVASIVE SPECIES MANAGMENT 

Invasive species are prevalent within the City and as such require management 
in order to maintain and/or improve the ecological diversity and function of the 
City’s ecosystems. Mechanisms that allow non-native invasive species to out-
compete native species for resources and space include, but are not limited to:  

 ability to rapidly colonize after disturbance 
 absence of natural predators 
 changes in limiting factors (e.g., climate, species competition) 
 tolerance to changing environmental condition (e.g. drought) 
 high reproductive rates 
 easy dispersal by wind, water, wildlife, and humans 
 ability to inhibit growth or establishment of other species by predation or 

the release of toxins (allelopathy) 
 ability to kill native species (as in several forest pathogens), and 
 hybridization (genetic contamination). 

 

Increasing temperatures due to climate change has facilitated the spread of 
some invasive species that were otherwise unable to survive through the winter 
months. Changes in precipitation patterns may also contribute to the spread of 
invasive species. As native species which are adapted to our “normal” climate 
become stressed and extirpated from local habitats due to climate change, more 
tolerant invasive species may spread and dominate remnant natural sites.   

In rare cases (so far), some native species may also take on the characteristics 
of invasive exotics when climate change (and other factors) allow their 
populations to increase “abnormally”, for example Mountain Pine Beetle 
(Dendroctonus ponderosae Hopkins) in British Columbia and Alberta. 

2.1 Prevention, Eradication, and Control 
Prevention, eradication and control are the major approaches to managing non-
native invasive species. Prevention is preferable, both economically and to 
prevent further degradation of natural areas and their native biodiversity, 
however, prevention is rarely possible owing to lack of knowledge of how species 
will behave when they establish (i.e., will they be invasive or not), and the inability 
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to control dispersion. For practical purposes, eradication is the next preferred 
option, followed by implementing a control program, if an eradication program is 
not feasible owing to the inability to completely remove species or because of 
constant re-introduction. 

2.2 Education and Outreach 
Part of any comprehensive invasive species management plan is the prevention 
of the spread of invasive species into natural areas.  Some invasive species 
originate from adjacent lands, often as escaped horticultural plantings.  Thus 
educating the community about the importance of native species, the potential 
impact of non-native invasive species, and how they can help to prevent the 
spread of invasive species is important. Similarly, it is often important to involve 
the community in the management of neighbouring natural areas as these 
communities then feel a sense of connection and appreciation for the natural 
areas and how they should be managed.   

In terms of involving the public in invasive species management, there may be 
certain natural areas and invasive species which are suitable to be managed by 
the general public.  Species that can be controlled through hand-pulling and are 
easily recognizable are generally most suitable for management with volunteers.  
However, with instruction provided by knowledgeable individuals, more involved 
eradication methods (e.g., levers for pulling small trees and shrubs) and more 
difficult to recognize species can also be tackled by volunteers.  Safety is another 
aspect to consider with certain invasive species.  Any invasive species which is a 
human health risk (e.g. Giant Hogweed, Heracleum mantegazzianum) is not 
appropriate for community management due to the high level of risk to their 
health. Also, any activities involving chemical control should be carried out by a 
licensed professional.   

 

2.3 Taking a Comprehensive Approach 
It is essential to the success of eradication and control programs that a 
comprehensive approach to invasive species management be taken.  A 
comprehensive approach includes: 

 proactive searches for invasive species, 
 successive years of species removal and monitoring, and 
 native plantings to replace invasive species. 

 
Pro-active searches 
The presence of invasive species in the City’s natural areas is relatively well 
known as a result of many years of inventory associated with annual Natural 
Area Survey (NAS) updates.  It is suggested that a map of the City’s Significant 
Natural Areas be created that highlights those areas that support invasive 
species and that are a high priority for management. 

Multiple Years of Management 
Many species cannot be eradicated in a single management treatment because 
they will: 1) germinate out of the seed bank that has established while the 
species has been growing at the site; 2) sprout from roots not completely 
removed; and/or 3) re-establish from other locations. The first and second 
concerns will require that each area be monitored for a period of about five years 
following removal to undertake further treatment as required.  The level of effort 
can be expected to diminish as the seed bank is exhausted and/or remnant root 
fragments are removed. The third concern will require long term monitoring which 
can be undertaken through the annual NAS updates.  

Planting with Native Species 
Restoration of sites where invasive species have been removed may not always 
be necessary, but in most cases will enhance biodiversity and could inhibit the 
re-establishment of invasive species.  Where management involves the removal 
of trees in a woodland environment (for example with Norway Maple or Emerald 
Ash Borer), planting with native trees would be important as they are critical for 
maintaining the continuous forest canopy needed to sustain woodland plants 
and animals. Likewise, planting will be important if there is a large area of 
invasive species removed and limited opportunity for native plants to colonize 
spontaneously.  However, in cases where invasive removal is localized and there 
is a healthy native plant assemblage present, it is recommended that re-
colonization be allowed to occur naturally. Replanting should always be restricted 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4 - 2 0 3 3   
F I N A L  R E P O R T  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                                   P a g e  | 99  
 

   

to species that occur at the site (or at least are typical of the City’s Natural Areas) 
and should be procured from local seed sources (as opposed to being imported 
from the United States).   

2.4 Integrating with other Programs 
The program for controlling non-native species should be integrated with other 
City initiatives so it becomes part of a more comprehensive program for Natural 
Area management.  Invasive species control, including species and control 
techniques, should be identified in the Conservation Plans for each of the high 
priority Significant Natural Areas.  Control efforts can then be implemented with 
consideration for other management needs (such as trail creation/ 
maintenance/ closure, education programming, arboricultural prescriptions, 
restoration or enhancement) to achieve efficiencies. 

Invasive species control should also be integrated with education and 
stewardship programs to highlight the importance of the issue and encourage 
volunteers to support control efforts.  

2.5 Selecting an Appropriate Management Technique 
Articulating the various techniques for management for specific species is 
beyond the scope of this document and since techniques are being refined on an 
ongoing basis, would soon be out of date. The CVC’s Invasive Species Strategy 
(2009), Appendices 4 and 5, provide a discussion of various techniques and a 
summary of techniques for several of the priority species identified in this report.   
Also, the website for the Ontario Invasive Species Council 
(http://www.ontarioinvasiveplants.ca) provides comprehensive information on 
control techniques, as well as links to other publications and organizations.  If it 
has not been done already, the City should consider membership on the Council.  

3.0 FRAMEWORK FOR DETERMINING PRIORITIES 

All areas within the City’s Natural Heritage System (NHS) have some non-native 
invasive species present.  In some cases their extent is minimal, and if the site is 
relatively large and in good condition (i.e., has little disturbance), the invasive 
species may not pose a huge threat. However, degradation from invasive plants 
is a substantial threat in a high proportion of areas in the NHS.  Because of this, 
and the high cost to provide adequate invasive species management in all sites 
where it is a problem, sites and species must be prioritized for management 

such that the most invasive species are managed in the areas where there is the 
potential for the greatest success. 

A key consideration in developing this framework is recognition of the relatively 
limited resources that can be devoted to invasive species management in 
comparison to the magnitude of the problem.  For this reason, the following 
principles for establishing priority management are recommended: 

1) That management focus on the species with the greatest potential to 
impact natural areas 

2) That a few flagship Significant Natural Areas be targeted for thorough 
management (as opposed to doing a small amount in many Natural 
Areas) 

3) That there be a focus on species that pose a potential threat to human 
health, and  

4) Notwithstanding the preceding principles, the City be opportunistic and 
provide encouragement and assistance to community groups who wish 
to undertake management in particular areas. 

 
Natural Areas that have the greatest ecological significance and provide the best 
opportunity for preserving high quality ecological structure and function in the 
long term should have the highest priority for management. Successful 
management is generally difficult to accomplish in smaller sites as they are 
influenced by the surrounding landscape to a larger degree. For example, 
focussing efforts in small isolated woodlands that are dominated by Common 
Buckthorn and Garlic Mustard may not be the best use of effort and funds as 
there is a high probability of invasive species re-introduction, and the potential 
quality of the site may not justify on-going management. Of course this may be 
different if the site provides some important function, such as habitat for a 
valued species. Another factor to consider is the willingness of community groups 
to work in their neighbourhood Natural Area.   
  
3.1 Determination of Species for Management 
To assist in setting priorities for species management, a list of invasive species 
and the degree of their invasiveness are provided in Appendices 1-3 of CVC’s 
Invasive Species Strategy (2009). Appendix 1 addresses invasive plants and 
categorizes them based on their degree of threat.  We recommend that all plant 
species listed in Categories 1 and 2 be candidates for management in the City.  
However, those two categories include 47 species, which is overwhelming in 
terms of management effort. To further prioritize which species should be 
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 Environmental Significant Area (ESA), Area of Natural or Scientific 
Interest (ANSI), or Provincially Significant Wetland (PSW) designations 

 High Floristic Quality Index (FQI), and 
 Large size. 

 
It is recommended that the FQI be used as a metric for determining the quality of 
an area as it integrates many of these characteristics.  In Mississauga, Natural 
Areas with a high FQI tend to be large, have little disturbance, and are 
subsequently often designated as Significant Natural Areas and/or ESAs, ANSIs 
or PSWs. 
 
One challenge with this approach is that many (if not most) of the flagship 
Natural Areas are, at least in part, on privately owned lands.  The City should 
proceed with management on publically owned lands, and instigate landowner 
contact to explore opportunities for management on privately owned lands. 
As outlined in the framework above, we recommend that the sites with the 
highest FQI scores be targeted as first priority for invasive species management.  
The Significant Natural Areas that are rated as having “High” quality (i.e., an FQI 
> 40) are listed at the end of this Appendix (Table C-2).  Generally, priority for 
management should be according to FQI rank.   However, it is recommended that 
within this list of 40 Significant Natural Areas, the following sites, all of which 
have FQI scores of over 60, receive the highest priority for management. 

1. Rattray Marsh (CL9) 
2. Riverwood (CRR10) 
3. Erindale (CRR6) 
4. Cawthra Woods (LV7) 
5. Loyalist Creek Hollow (CRR7) 
6. Unnamed (CRR8) 
7. Sawmill Valley Trail (EM4) 
8. Tecumseh (CL24) 
9. Whiteoaks (CL39)   

 

All of these sites have some publicly owned lands where the City should be able 
to implement control measures.  The privately owned portions of these sites will 
need to involve land-owner contact programs.  In the case of the two golf course 
sites, the site managers should be approached to see if invasive species control 
can be integrated into their management protocols.  This would be especially 
beneficial if either site was seeking Audubon certification.  

3.3 Target Plant Species Occurring in Priority Sites Significant Natural Areas 
Table C-1 indicates which of the priority invasive plant species occur in each of 
the nine high priority Significant Natural Areas.  This information is based on the 
NAS database and should be updated as inventory information is refined for 
each site through annual updates. 

4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Continue dialogue and development of cooperative initiatives for 
invasive species management with the CVC. 

2. Adopt the general principle of prioritizing management by addressing the 
invasive species that pose the greatest potential for impact to native 
vegetation, and which occur in the most valued natural areas in the 
Natural Heritage System (i.e., “flagship” natural areas”). 

3. Develop a landowner contact program to educate landowners about the 
potential threat posed by non-native species, including pets. 

4. Identify safe and easily understood management techniques that can be 
implemented by volunteers. 

5. Implement invasive species control for the priority species and areas 
identified (as identified in Tables C-1 and C-2). 

 

5.0 REFERENCES 

Credit Valley Conservation. 2009.  Invasive Species Strategy.  Draft.  73 pp. 

White, D.J., E. Haber and C. Keddy. 1993. Invasive plants of natural habitats in 
Canada. An integrated review of wetland and upland species and 
legislation governing their control. Prepared for the Canadian Wildlife 
Service and Environment Canada. Ottawa, Ontario. pp. 76-77. 
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Table C-1. Top Nine Priority Natural Areas for Invasive Species Management 

 CL9 
Rattray 
Marsh 

 

CRR10 
Riverwood 

CRR6 
Erindale 

LV7 
Cawthra 
Woods 

CRR7 
Loyalist 

Cr. Hollow 

CRR8 
unamed 

EM4 
Sawmill 

Valley Trail 

CL24 
Tecumseh 

CL39 
Whiteoaks 

Black Swallowort  x x x x  x x  

Common Buckthorn x x x x x x x x x 

Giant Hogweed  x   x x x x  

Garlic Mustard x x x x x x x x x 

Japanese Knotweed  x  x x x x  x 

Non-native 
Honeysuckles 

x x x x x x x x x 

Purple Loosestrife x x x x x x x x x 

Common Reed x x x x x x   x 

*Non-native Honeysuckles include Lonicera japonica, L. maakii, L. tatarica, L. x belli, and L. xylosteum. 
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Table C-2. Natural Areas within the City of Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System ranked as “High” 
 with Floristic Quality Index (FQI) scores greater than 40 (listed in decreasing quality) 

 
Natural Areas System Native FQI 
Rattray Marsh (CL9) 83.64 

Riverwood (CRR10) 71.49 

Erindale (CRR6) 70.79 

Cawthra Woods (LV7) 66.71 

Loyalist Creek Hollow (CRR7) 65.92 

Not Yet Named (CRR8) 65.09 

Sawmill Valley Trail (EM4) 63.67 

Tecumseh (CL24) 61.86 

Whiteoaks (CL39) 60.31 

Fletcher's Flats (MV2) 58.33 

Levis Valley (MV19) 57.42 

Edward L. Scarlett & Red Oak Plan & Not To Be Named 
(ETO3) 

57.20 

Willowvale Fields & Creditview Wetlands (EC13) 56.53 

Meadowvale C.A. (CRR1) 55.97 

Garnetwood (ETO4) 55.73 

Credit Meadows (CRR2) 52.61 

Britannia Woods (HO9) 52.40 

Not Yet Named (GT4) 51.03 

Birch Glen (CL21) 48.45 

Jack Darling Park (CL16) 48.40 

Not Yet Named (CRR11) 46.34 

Erin Wood (CE10) 45.62 

Mississauga Valley (MY1) 45.24 

Mary Fix (MI17) 45.09 

Turtle Glen (CL43) 44.18 

Not Yet Named (NE4) 43.62 

Totoredaca (MB6) 43.40 

Richard Jones (CV12) 42.83 

Not Yet Named (LV1) 42.61 

Fairbirch (CL22) 42.24 

Wildwood (NE9) 42.21 

Not To Be Named (CV2) 42.15 

Credit River Flats (MI7) 42.00 

Not Yet Named (SD1) 41.92 

Not Yet Named (MV12) 41.83 

Bishopstoke Walk (CC1) 41.15 

Not Yet Named (SP3) 41.02 

Orchard Heights (ETO8) 40.80 

Not Yet Named (SP1) 40.53 
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APPENDIX D 
GUIDANCE FOR NATURAL AREAS CONSERVATION MANAGEMENT PLANS 
 

The purpose of the Conservation Management Plans is to provide guidance for management activities and a record of what actions were taken, when and by whom. Other 
information, such as the number and type of vegetation communities that occur, species richness, etc. is all available on the Fact Sheets completed for each area as well 
as the NAS database and need not be repeated here. The Conservation Management Plans are intended to compliment the NAS Fact Sheets and Database and vice versa. 
Conservation Management Plans should be reviewed prior to annual updates so that management actions can be evaluated. Fact Sheets and the database should be 
readily available to managers and supervisors who should review them when determining and planning management prescriptions. 

It is assumed that the management protocols for various issues are documented elsewhere. For example, the protocols for removing Giant Hogweed and trees infected by 
Emerald Ash Borer are established, and they do not need to be repeated in each Conservation Management Plan. Protocols for common issues (e.g., closing trails, 
addressing encroachment, etc.) should be formalized, if not done already.  Some sites may have unique management issues, in which case the protocol for addressing it 
could be provided in more detail in the related Conservation Management Plan. 

It is recommended that a Conservation Management Plan template be created following internal discussion of the suggested contents, so that they are all organized the 
same way and contain the same information, thus promoting ease of use. The final format, content and configuration of these plans will depend on internal considerations 
and should be tailored to work well with current operation practices. 

It is proposed that the Conservation Management Plans be treated as living files that are updated an modified as management is undertaken, as new issues are identified, 
and in response to new techniques and approaches to management.  

Suggested Table of Contents 

Name and Designation of Area: e.g. Riverwood, CRR10, Significant Natural Area 

Map of Area: map(s) should show: 
 boundaries 
 ownership 
 Conservation Authority regulated areas and owned lands 
 abutting land uses 
 vegetation communities (as per the Ecological Land Classification system) 
 location of noxious and/or significant species 
 trails (if known) including unsanctioned trails 
 water features (wetlands and watercourses) 
 location of management need (e.g., approximate extent of invasive species, location of unsanctioned trail to be removed, etc.) 
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Ownership 
List names and contact information of lands in private ownership 
 
Community Groups and Other Agencies 
List any relevant community groups (e.g., Friends of …) or agencies (e.g., CVC) that may wish to be informed, or be involved with management activities. 
 
History of Past Management (if any) 
Provide a brief summary of any management that has been undertaken in the past. 
 
Issues to be Aware of When undertaking Management 

 Presence of Noxious Plants: 
o Names: 
o Locations (mapped where possible; if widespread, then note “throughout”): 

 Presence of Significant Species (plants and/or animals) – in particular Species-at-Risk: 
o Names: 
o Locations (mapped where possible): 

 Presence of Candidate Significant Wildlife Habitat 
 Water features (e.g., wetland, seeps, watercourse etc.) 
 Gas pipelines or other utilities 

 
Checklist of Management Issues (note occurrence and priority from annual updates) 
We suggest that the priority for management could be established as part of annual updates.  However, they could also be undertaken or updated by Community Services.  
Rather than establishing criteria for “high”, “medium”, or “low” priorities, it is suggested that the issues at each site be ranked, so that the most urgent criteria in a 
particular area gets top priority. The urgency of management may vary from one site to another (e.g., unsanctioned bike trails may be most critical at one site and removal 
of garlic mustard most critical at another).  The annual update field sheets should be modified to reflect the final checklist of issues, so information can be easily 
transferred from annual updates to the Conservation Management Plans. 

□ Invasive species 
□ Noxious species (e.g., Giant Hogweed)  
□ Forest management (e.g., potential hazard trees) 
□ EAB or other forest pathogens 
□ Excessive windthrow 
□ Trail management (e.g. maintaining safe trails, removal of unsanctioned trails) 
□ Management of inappropriate activities (e.g., forts, BMX/mountain bike use, motorized vehicle use, campfires, dumping of refuse, illicit cutting or plant removal) 
□ Vandalism (e.g.. tree-carving, urban graffiti, arson (fire)) 
□ Encroachment 
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□ Naturalization, enhancement and/or restoration opportunities (including riparian areas of watercourses, creation of amphibian habitat, expansion of future 
forested areas) 

□ Management of soil erosion and/or compaction (including bank stabilization, trail misuse) 
□ Special Concerns (e.g., endangered/threatened species management, unique/rare species or communities, fish habitat management) 
□ Educational opportunities 
□ Stewardship opportunities  

 

Summary of Management Issues and Record of Management (fictitious examples provided)  

MANAGEMENT ACTIVITY DATE LOCATION PARTICPANTS (note staff, other 
agency or volunteer) 

COMMENTS (including new 
management considerations) 

Giant Hogweed removal per city 
protocol 

July 15, 2015 East bank of Credit River, south 
of Chappell Cr. – see sketch 

J. Day (City staff) Completed extent of patch s. of 
Chappell Cr, additional plants 
north of Chappell Cr. still need 
to be treated 

Continuation of Giant Hogweed 
control 

July 20, 2015 East bank of Credit R., north of 
Chappell Cr. – see sketch 

J. Day (city staff) 

D. Smith (CVC) 

Area north of Chappell Cr. 
Completed 

Trail Removal August 15 See sketch J. Day (city staff) Trail blocked off with brush and 
replanted, signage erected 

Restoration of meadow    Area planted up with native 
species – see appended list. 

 
Additional Notes 
Space should be provided to allow recording any observations made by field crews or others (e.g., volunteers, citizen groups, etc.). 
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APPENDIX E 
OVERVIEW OF STEWARDSHIP OPPORTUNITIES IN MISSISSAUGA 

Program 
Name 

Program 
Sponsor(s) 

Target 
Group(s)  

Target Land 
Ownership 

Brief Program Description Associated Resources Contact / More Information 

One Million 
Trees 
Program 

City of 
Mississauga 
with CVC, 
TRCA, 
Evergreen 
and Credit 
River 
Anglers 
Association 

ALL ALL Umbrella program designed to 
engage a wide range of individuals, 
businesses, schools, homeowners 
or community groups in 
Mississauga in the planting of and 
care for trees. The target is to plant 
1 million trees between 2012 and 
2032. 

Website providing links to all 
available programs providing 
technical and resource support  for 
tree planting and maintenance, as 
well as on-line resources 

Call 3-1-1, or 905-615-4311 if outside city 
limits 
http://onemilliontrees.ca 
 
 

Partners in 
Project Green 
(PPG) 

Toronto 
Pearson with 
CVC, TRCA, 
Region of 
Peel, City of 
Mississauga, 
City of 
Brampton 

Businesses 
around the 
Pearson 
Airport  

Corporate 
lands 
around the 
Pearson 
Airport  

Promotes a wide range of 
sustainable businesses practices in 
support of the Pearson Eco-zone. 
Includes a corporate tree planting 
program that engages company 
staff. 

 Website 
 Access to various Eco-zone 

resources and networking 
 Recognition on project website 

admin@partnersinprojectgreen.com  
http://partnersinprojectgreen.com 
 

Greening 
Corporate 
Grounds 

CVC with 
TRCA, 
Evergreen 

Businesses 
and 
institutions 
in the CVC 
and TRCA 
watersheds  

Corporate 
and 
institutional 
properties 
in the 
Region of 
Peel 

Experts work with participants on 
landscaping and storm water 
management projects on the 
company’s grounds. Program 
includes provision various 
resources and technical support. 
Participants are also recognized on 
CVC’s website, get a sign, and are 
eligible for awards. 

Support includes: 

 Site concept plan  
 Technical advice 
 Assistance with planting / 

maintenance events  
 Workshops & presentations 

and educational resources  
 Program recognition (sign, web 

listings and eligibility for 
awards) 

Deborah Kenley 
Greening Corporate Grounds Program 
Coordinator, 
Credit Valley Conservation 
phone: (905) 670-1615 ext. 439 
email: dkenley@creditvalleyca.ca 
 
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/your-land-
water/green-cities/greening-corporate-grounds/ 

CVC Private 
Landowner 
Invasive Plant 
Removal 
Services 

CVC Landowners Private A program to provide technical and 
resource assistance to private 
landowners to help manage 
invasive species on their property. 

CVC’s Invasive Plant Removal 
Services includes: 

 Site assessment of your 
invasive plant problem  

 Development of your Invasive 

Zoltan Kovacs 
Forester 
zkovacs@creditvalleyca.ca 
905-838-1832 
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Plant Removal Plan  
 Invasive plant, tree, and shrub 

removal using an Integrated 
Pest Management approach  

 Replanting or restoration of the 
site 

CVC Private 
Landowners 
Aquatic 
Planting 
Program 

CVC Landowners 
with pond 
or wetland 
with 6 – 13 
meters 
square of 
planting 
area 

Private Low cost aquatic planting service 
providing on-site consultation, 
preparation of planting plans, 
choice of four aquatic plant species 
and installation. 

 On-site consultation 
 Preparation of planting plans 
 Choice of four aquatic plant 

species 
 Installation 

Paul Biscaia 
Restoration Technician 
pbiscaia@creditvalleyca.ca 
905-670-1615 ext. 427 

CVC Aquatic 
Restoration 
Services 

CVC Landowners All CVC has knowledgeable staff that 
can provide a free consultation on 
wetlands, streams, ponds or dams 
and assess opportunities for 
projects that benefit the natural 
environment. 

 Stream rehabilitation 
 Wetland creation and 

rehabilitation 
 Making dams more fish and 

environmentally friendly 
 Pond management 
 Buffer plantings 
 Invasive aquatic plant 

management 

Kate Hayes 
Manager, Ecological Restoration 
khayes@creditvalleyca.ca 
905-670-1615 ext. 428 
 

Caring for the 
Credit 
Corporate 
Volunteering 
Program 

CVC Businesses 
in the CVC 
watershed 

Public 
parks, 
natural and 
open space 
areas in the 
CVC 
watershed 

CVC works with local businesses to 
organize a “greening” event on 
public lands as part of a volunteer, 
team building activity. Participants 
have included the Co-operators, 
Enersource, UPS and Samsung. 

 Coordination of the event 
 Native plant materials 
 Tree planting guidance 

Annabel Krupp 
Program Coordinator – Volunteers 
905-670-1615 x446 
akrupp@creditvalleyca.ca 
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/learn-and-get-
involved/volunteer/corporate-volunteering/ 
 

Volunteer 
Tree Planting 
Program 

City of 
Mississauga 
with 
Evergreen, 
CVC, TRCA 

All Public 
parks, 
natural and 
open space 
areas in 
Mississauga 

The City organizes various tree 
planting and maintenance events in 
the spring and fall (listed on the 
City’s website). Registration is 
required. 

 Coordination of the event 
 Native trees 
 Tree planting guidance 

Call 3-1-1, or 905-615-4311 if outside city 
limits 
http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/residents/ur
banforestry 
 

Credit River 
Watershed 
Volunteer 
Tree Planting 

CVC Groups in 
the Credit 
River 

Public 
parks, 
natural and 
open space 

A range of events such as tree 
planting and invasive species 
management work days in the 

 All events are free Annabel Krupp 
Program Coordinator – Volunteers 
905-670-1615 x446 
akrupp@creditvalleyca.ca 
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Program watershed in the Credit 
River 
watershed 

Credit River watershed. http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/ volunteering/  

Grow Your 
Green Yard 
Program 

CVC Residents in 
urban areas 
of the CVC 
watershed 

Residential 
properties 
in the CVC 
watershed 

CVC provides workshops and 
planting assistance to residents in 
Mississauga and elsewhere in the 
CVC watershed. A planting program 
for urban neighbours.  Specialists 
provide advice on planting plans 
and materials; discounts on plant 
materials, free delivery of up to 80 
plants, maintenance instruction. 

 Free Native Plants (one per 
participant) 

 Fact Sheets 
 Native Woodland Gardens for 

Homes Guide 

Sara Maedel, Urban Outreach Assistant 
Program Coordinator 
Sara.maedel@creditvalleyca.ca 
www.creditvalleyca.ca/gygy 
 
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/your-land-
water/green-cities/your-green-yard/ 

Healthy Yards 
Program 

TRCA Residents in 
urban areas 
of the TRCA 
watershed 

Residential 
properties 
in the TRCA 
watershed 

Provides workshops and planting 
assistance to residents in 
Mississauga and elsewhere in the 
TRCA watershed 

 Website resources 
 Free workshops 
 Demonstration gardens 

http://www.trca.on.ca/yards/ 
 

Conservation 
Youth Corps 

CVC Youth in the 
CVC 
watershed   

Public 
parks, 
natural and 
open space 
areas in the 
CVC 
watershed 

Provides learning and volunteer 
opportunities in environmental 
stewardship and conservation for 
youth through week-long work terms 
and field trip opportunities. 

 

 Bus to and from site for 
conservation work terms, plus 
any related equipment or tools 

http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/cyc/ 
 

Private 
Landowner 
Reforestation 
/ 
Naturalization 
Program 

CVC Larger 
landowners 
in the CVC 
watershed 

Larger 
private 
properties 
in the CVC 
watershed 

Provides a planting plan as well as 
the planting of seedlings for 
properties of at least 2 acres that 
can accommodate at least 1500 
seedlings. The majority of 
reforestation projects are eligible 
for the Provincial Managed Forest 
Tax Incentive Program (MFTIP) 
utilized by landowners to reduce 
property taxes. 

 bare root seedlings  
 free site visit 
 technical support  
 customized planting plan  
 delivery and installation of 

plant stock  

Brain Boyd 
creditvalleyca.ca/forestry 
forestry@creditvalleyca.ca 
http://www.creditvalleyca.ca/your-land-
water/countryside-living/your-trees-and-
forests/cvc-tree-planting-
programs/reforestation-planting-program/ 
 

CVC Private 
Landowner 
Aquatic 
Planting 

CVC Landowners 
with ponds 
and/or 

Private 
lands with 
ponds 

Provides a planting plan, aquatic 
plants, and installation of 
plants.  Must have a pond or 
wetland with 6 – 13 metres 

 Access to four aquatic plant 
species 

 Free site visit 
 Technical support 
 Delivery and installation 

Paul Biscaia 
Restoration Technician 
pbiscaia@creditvalleyca.ca 
creditvalleyca.ca/aquaticplanting 
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Program wetlands squared of planting area.  Minimum 
of 50 plants per order. 

included  
 

CVC Multi-
cultural 
Outreach 
Program 

CVC New 
Canadians 

 Education Program (contact Andrew 
for more detail) 

 Various Andrew Kett, Manger, Education 
akett@creditvalleyca.ca 
creditvalleyca.ca/education  

Etobicoke & 
Mimico 
Creeks 
Watersheds 
Volunteer 
Plantings 

TRCA Individuals 
and groups 
in the TRCA 
watershed 

Public 
parks, 
natural and 
open space 
areas in the 
TRCA 
watershed 

A range of events (e.g., 
presentations, workshops, plays, 
invasive species management) and 
planting opportunities in the 
Etobicoke and Mimico Creeks 
Watersheds. 

 All events are free http://trca.on.ca/the-living-
city/watersheds/etobicoke-mimico-
creek/index.dot 
 

Credit River 
Anglers 
Conservation 
Works 

Credit River 
Anglers 
Association 
(CRAA) 

Members of 
CRAA and 
volunteers 

Lands 
adjacent to 
the Credit 
River 

Works over the past two decades 
have included reforestation in the 
river’s riparian areas as well as 
other forms of riparian area 
stabilization with funding from the 
Ontario Trillium Fund, EcoAction, 
City of Mississauga, and OMNR. 

 seedlings 
 labour 
 acknowledgement sign 

info@craa.on.ca   
 
http://www.craa.on.ca/fishing_craateam.shtml 
 

School 
Greening  

CVC Youth in the 
CVC 
watershed 

School 
grounds in 
the CVC 
watershed 

CVC will assist schools with 
naturalizing school grounds if the 
school arranges the appropriate 
permissions and develops a plan. 
CVC will also work with one school 
every year to create a landscape 
plan for their school grounds.  

 coordination of planting event 
 possible provision of some 

seedlings 
 landscape plan (for one school 

per year) 

(905) 670-1615 or 1-800-668-5557  
Fax: (905) 670-2210  
education@creditvalleyca.ca 
 

Watershed on 
Wheels 

TRCA with 
CVC 

Youth in 
TRCA and 
CVC 
watersheds 

N/A Provision of half-day programs 
designed to meet the grades 1 to 8 
Ontario Science and Technology 
Curriculum expectations. 

 Website with resources for 
teachers 

 Half-day school programs 
 Training for teachers 

http://www.trca.on.ca/school-
programs/facilities-and-programs/watershed-
on-wheels/ 
 

School 
Grounds 
Greening 

Evergreen Youth Schools 
across 
Canada 

Provision of funding, consultant 
expertise and workshops to support 
greening of school grounds. 

 Funding of $500 to $3500 
 Resources for teachers (e.g., 

Native Plant Database) 
 Training for teachers 

http://www.evergreen.ca/en/programs/schools
/index.sn 
 

Planting for ACER 
(Association 

Youth / Schools ACER helps classes create a 
schoolyard planting site that acts as 

 Technical support and 
guidance / training 

Alice Casselman 
Unit 44, 3665 Flamewood Drive  
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Change (P4C) for Canadian 
Educational 
Resources) 

students a mini-climate change outdoor 
classroom/lab that serves as an 
easily accessible teaching tool to 
complement curriculum relating to 
climate change. 

 Supervision of plantings 
 Data collection, analysis and 

reporting 

Mississauga, Ontario L4Y 3P5  
T: (905) 275-7685  
F: (905) 275-9420  
alice.casselman@acer-acre.ca 

Youth 
Stewardship 
Program 

ACER 
(Association 
for Canadian 
Educational 
Resources) 

Youth / 
students 

Public 
natural 
areas 

The goals for the project are to train 
students to remove invasive species 
in a selected area, to carry out a 
base line inventory of remaining 
native trees and to lead a 
community restoration planting. The 
area chosen has native trees that 
could thrive with reduced 
competition.  

 Coordination of work done, as 
well as partners 

 Training for youth workers 

Alice Casselman 
Unit 44, 3665 Flamewood Drive  
Mississauga, Ontario L4Y 3P5  
T: (905) 275-7685  
F: (905) 275-9420  
alice.casselman@acer-acre.ca 

Riverwood 
Conservancy 

City of 
Mississauga  

Individuals 
and groups 
in the 
Mississauga 
watershed 

Public Not a formal program but organized 
volunteer planting and maintenance 
in the Riverwood area (e.g., Rattray 
Marsh) 

N/A  

Sierra Club 
Ontario 

City of 
Mississauga 
/ CVC 

Individuals 
and groups 
in the 
Mississauga 
watershed 

Public Do volunteer recruitment for tree 
plantings on City property 
coordinated by CVC 

N/A  
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IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE FOR THE STRATEGIES IDENTIFIED IN THE NATURAL HERITAGE & URBAN FOREST STRATEGY (NH&UFS) 
 
A total of 26 STRATEGIES have been identified in through the City of Mississauga’s Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) to help the City 
meet the vision, objectives and targets identified in the strategic document. The following table provides specific guidance for implementation of the 
Strategies by:  
 

 providing recommended timing for implementation1 
 identifying City department(s) or division(s) that will lead the implementation 
 listing the key implementation components 
 identifying which Strategies require new City resources for their implementation, and  
 indicating which groups or organizations could provide potential partnerships and/or resources and/or funding. 

 
The implementation of many of these Strategies is directly supported by the 30 ACTIONS that have been identified through the City of Mississauga’s 
Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP). The UFMP is a stand-alone document that is very closely related to the NH&UFS, and provides technical and 
operational guidance on various topics related to both natural heritage and urban forestry. An UFMP Implementation Guide has also been provided as a 
separate document that identifies all the same items above (i.e., recommended timing, responsible department, etc.) for the Actions that have been 
identified through the UFMP development process to support the NH&UFS. Although the NH&UFS is a stand-alone document, it is best read in 
conjunction with the UFMP. 
 
The Monitoring Framework (Appendix A of the UFMP) is a critical tool for assessing the City’s progress in moving towards established targets. In the 
future, it is possible that additional Plans will be developed to support implementation of certain elements of the NH&UFS, however, at present the UFMP 
is the only such document.  
 
Strategies are not listed according to their priority (which is reflected in the timing for implementation column), but organized under the following four 
themes to maintain consistency with the NH&UFS report:  
 

(1) planning for the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (10 Strategies) 
(2) protection and management of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (8 Strategies) 
(3) engaging the community and partners in caring for the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (7 Strategies) 
(4) tracking the status of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest (1 Strategy) 

                                                            
1 Timing windows are aligned with the five four-year cycles for project review and  monitoring over the Strategy’s 20 year time frame (i.e., 2014 – 2017, 2018 – 2021, 2022 – 2025, 2026 
– 2029, 2030 – 2033). 
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This Implementation Guide for the NH&UFS is provided as a separate document from the NH&UFS so that it can remain a working document over the 20 
year timeline of the Strategy and be more easily updated. The NH&UFS itself is intended to be more of a static, guiding document that will continue to 
provide a vision, objectives and guiding principles, as well as targets, that will endure over the 20 year period of both the NH&UFS and the UFMP. 
 
The new resource requirements identified for the NH&UFS amount to $2,141,713 in total over the entire 20 year period. The breakdown by the four year 
Strategy review period is provided below: 
 

o 2014 – 2017: $339,281 
o 2018 – 2021: $443,108 
o 2022 – 2025: $463,108 
o 2026 – 2029: $448,108 
o 2030 – 2033: $448,108 

 
Approximately 80% of these resources ($1,972,713) is required to support a position for a new Environmental/Natural Heritage Planner (E-NH Planner) 
with combined expertise in natural heritage and urban forest planning, including a background in ecology and arboriculture. This individual will play a key 
role in supporting the implementation of most of the planning-related Strategies, and will also support implementation of a number of the other 
Strategies.Most of the work associated with monitoring the City’s Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest is expected to be undertaken by City staff 
with some support from the local conservation authorities (largely Credit Valley Conservation) and the Region at no additional cost.  
 
As is evident from the discussion above, although the NH&UFS and UFMP are each stand-alone documents with their own Implementation Guides, 
effective implementation of this Strategy will require coordination with implementation of the UFMP as well as adequate funding for both the NH&UFS 
and UFMP. The allocation of funds is a cost-effective and necessary investment in Mississauga’s sustainability. This investment recognizes that the City’s 
continued growth and economic development are reliant on and enhanced by a healthy Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, within the city and 
beyond, and will help ensure the physical and mental well-being of the community, while also helping Mississauga mitigate and adapt to climate change.  
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

PLANNING FOR THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 
1. Improve 
interdepartmental 
coordination and 
information sharing 
on natural heritage 
and urban forest 
issues 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #3 

     To be determined 
 

a. Workshops for Directors and Managers 
b. Directors and Managers to facilitate NH&UFS 

implementation and monitoring 
c. Workshops / lunch and learns for City staff 
d. Increased collaboration between Environment 

Section and Parks and Forestry Division 
e. Formalize involvement of City Forestry staff in City 

planning and information sharing related to trees 
and natural areas (UFMP Action #3) 

f. Ongoing internal training 
g. Establish NH&UFS Working Group (or sub-group of 

Environmental Network Team) 

E-NH 
Planner** 

Inter-
departmental 
support 
required 

None required 

2. Revise the City’s 
Green System policy 
framework to clarify 
Natural Heritage 
System components 
and include the 
Urban Forest 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s):  none 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Rename the “Natural Areas System” to the “Natural 
Heritage System” (NHS) 

b. Classify all Natural Areas as either Significant 
Natural Areas (highest level of protection) or Natural 
Green Spaces (more flexibility) 

c. Revise Official Plan Green System framework to 
incorporate the Urban Forest and consistently show 
Residential Woodlands as being part of both the 
Urban Forest and NHS 

d. Identify opportunities for policy linkages between 
aquatic natural heritage and storm water 
management objectives that are complimentary 

e. Implement these revisions through an Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA) process  

f. Ensure all categories of the NHS are included in 
corporate reporting as well as public reports 

E-NH 
Planner** 

None required 

3. Revise Official 
Plan policies related 
to the Natural 
Heritage System to 
be more consistent 
with Provincial and 
conform to Regional 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Revise Official Plan policies to better reflect  the 
intent of the Provincial Policy Statement 

b. Revise the Official Plan policies to clarify the 
relationship to the Regional Greenlands “Core 
Areas”, “Natural Areas and Corridors” and “Potential 
Natural Areas and Corridors” (ROPA 21b). 

c. Clarify what constitutes a significant woodland 
d. Revise Official Plan description of the Green System 

E-NH 
Planner** 
(Note: some of 
this work is 
already 
underway) 

Peel Region 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

policies 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s):  none 

to recognize it includes most areas required to 
achieve natural heritage system targets identified 
by the conservation authorities 

e. Implement these revisions through an Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA) process  

f. Ensure development plans are screened for 
consistency with these policies 

4. Clarify and 
strengthen Official 
Plan policies related 
to the Natural 
Heritage System 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Clarify and strengthen policies for Significant 
Natural Areas, Linkages and Residential 
Woodlands*** 

b. Clarify policies for Special Management Areas and 
Buffers, as well as restoration areas*** 

c. Implement these revisions through an Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA) process  

d. Update EIS Guidelines 
e. Ensure development plans are screened for 

consistency with these policies 
 
See details in the NH&UFS, Figure 15 and Appendix E, 
as well as related Strategies #6 and #7. 

E-NH 
Planner** to 
provide 
support 

None required 

5. Refine Official 
Plan policies to 
better support 
connectivity of the 
Natural Heritage 
System 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Refine Official Plan policies to better recognize  
linkage functions of the NHS and lakeshore, support 
functions of the Green System, and opportunities to 
support linkage functions (e.g., eco-passages)*** 

b. Develop policy for parks and open space that 
recognizes the role of the Green System  in 
supporting connectivity and requires (on City lands) 
and encourages (on private lands) consideration for 
management that supports linkage functions 

c. Implement these revisions through an Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA) process  

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

 

None required 

6. Strengthen 
Official Plan policies 
related to the Urban 
Forest 
 
Supporting UFMP 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 
Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Better integrate the Urban Forest into the Green 
System framework (per Strategy#2)*** 

b. Strengthen the Urban Forest policies in the Official 
Plan by adding goals, defining key terms, adding 
requirements for tree replacement and/or 
compensation, better supporting strategic 
partnerships*** 

E-NH 
Planner**  

None required 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Action(s): none c. Implement these revisions through an Official Plan 
Amendment (OPA) process  

d. Ensure development plans are screened for 
consistency with these policies 

7. Update 
Residential 
Woodlands 
mapping and 
ensure site plan 
control areas 
include all 
Residential 
Woodlands  
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

     
 

Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 
Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Update Residential Woodlands mapping to better 
reflect current conditions, and ensure that all 
residential areas in the City with relatively high 
levels of canopy cover are captured 

b. Expand Site Plan Control areas to capture all 
Residential Woodlands 

E-NH 
Planner** 

b. Identified in 
the UFMP 

Peel Urban 
Forest Working 
Group (incl. 
Region, CVC 
and TRCA) 

 

8. Strengthen 
existing by-laws to 
improve their ability 
to support Natural 
Heritage System  
and Urban Forest 
objectives 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #15, #16, 
#17 

(a)  
(b)  

 
 
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
 
 
 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 

(a) Community 
Services (Park 
Planning and 
Forestry) 
(b) Transportation 
and Works 
(Environmental 
Services) 
(c) Community 
Services (Park 
Planning and 
Forestry) 
(d) & (e) 
Community 
Services (Park 
Planning and 
Forestry) 
 

Strengthen the existing by-laws and continue to build on 
their success rather than pursuing a new Ravine 
Protection By-law (as in Toronto): 
 

 Update the Public Tree Protection by-law (see 
UFMP Action #15) 

 Update the Erosion Control,  Nuisance Weeds 
and Encroachment by-laws  (see UFMP Action 
#16) 

 After a four to eight year period of monitoring 
and assessment, review the Private Tree 
Protection by-law and update as needed (254-
12)  (see UFMP Action #17) 

 Strengthen the existing by-laws and continue to 
build on their success rather than pursuing a 
new Ravine Protection By-law (as in Toronto) 
(see Appendix F of the NH&UFS for more 
background) 

 
Note: All by-laws listed should be periodically reviewed 
after initial the updates 

E-NH 
Planner** 

None required 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

9. Implement and 
build on existing 
policies and 
guidelines related to 
green infrastructure  
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

 
(b)  

(a)  
 

   Planning and 
Building (TBD), 
Community 
Services 
(Environment) 

a. Build on the recommendations in the City’s Green 
Development Strategy (2009) and the guidelines in 
the City’s Green Development Standards (2010) by 
continuing to pursue and implement “green” 
outreach and education, and promote incentives to 
actively encourage “green” development practices 

b. Consider, as part of the five-year review for the 
Green Development Strategy (i.e., in 2015), 
expanding on the existing incentives and guidelines 
with some additional policies, guidelines and by-
laws that would directly support the City’s Natural 
Heritage System and Urban Forest 

E-NH Planner  

 

None required 

10. Pursue 
expansion of the 
Provincial Greenbelt 
in Mississauga 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 
Community 
Services 
(Environment) 

a. Determine, with the Region and the Province, the 
scope and extent of the required consultations, and 
undertake these consultations with the public, 
agencies and Aboriginal groups 

b. Identify the resource requirements associated with 
pursuing implementation of this designation (e.g., 
costs of consultation, possible survey requirements, 
and promotion)  

c. Confirm which City, Region and conservation 
authority lands are suitable for inclusion in 
consultation with staff of the appropriate agencies 

d. Complete, and provide to the Region of Peel, a 
detailed justification report, demonstrating that the 
six criteria (as outlined in the Feasibility Analysis for 
Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area 
2013) can be met 

e. Identify legal parcel descriptions for all publicly 
owned parcels to be included in the Urban River 
Valley designation. 

f. Seek a resolution from both the City Council and 
Regional Council to formally request the Greenbelt 
Plan expansion 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources to 
move this 
Strategy 
forward.  

Costs of 
implementatio
n to be 
determined. 

 

Requires 
approval from 
the Province 
and Region  

Some financial 
support for 
implementation 
may be 
available 
through the 
Greenbelt 
Foundation 

PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 
11. Enhance and 
expand the Natural 
Heritage System 

(a)  
(b)  
 

 
(b)  
(c)  

 
(b)  
  

 
(b)  
  

 
(b)  
  

Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 

a. Recognize the proposed expansion sites as 
candidates for inclusion into the City’s Natural 
Heritage System (with boundaries subject to review 
and refinement through the planning process) 

a. & g. E-NH 
Planner** 

Conservation 
Authorities 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
N H & U F S  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  G U I D E  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )       P a g e  | 7  

 
NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #10, #11, 
#12, #13 

 
 

(d)  
 
 

(d)  
 
 

(d) 
 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 

b. Continue to review future potential expansion areas 
through the Natural Area Survey Updates  

c. Undertake targeted invasive plant management in 
Natural Areas (UFMP Action #10) 

d. Develop a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan 
(UFMP Action #11) 

e. Implement a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan  
(UFMP Action #12) 

f. Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship 
initiatives on public and private lands (UFMP Action 
#13) 

g. Work with Credit Valley Conservation to integrate 
and implement the Credit River Water Management 
Strategy, and explore opportunities to support 
implementation of the Credit River Fisheries 
Management Plan, Wetland Restoration Strategy, 
and Lake Ontario Integrated Shoreline Strategy. 

b.  None – 
costs for 
continuing this 
work already 
identified in 
other City 
plans 

c., d., e.& f. 
Identified in 
the UFMP 

12. Maintain and 
improve Natural 
Heritage System 
connectivity 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #13 

 

     Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 
Transportation and 
Works 
(Environmental 
Services) 
 

a. Explicitly recognize that all areas within the Green 
System contribute to some type of natural 
connectivity  

b. Recognize “Direct Linkages” within the Green 
System as priority sites for potential naturalization 
and/or reforestation efforts 

c. Identify areas where linkage mechanisms such as 
eco-passages or traffic-calming (see Strategy #5), or 
mitigation measures such as warning signs, would 
enhance connectivity of the Natural Heritage 
System 

d. Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship 
initiatives on public and private lands (UFMP Action 
#13) 
 

See Map 2 

a., b. & c. E-NH 
Planner**  

d. Identified in 
the UFMP 

(Note: costs for 
the design and 
installation of 
naturalization 
and/or 
mitigation 
measures not 
included) 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities plus 
a wide range of 
other 
stakeholders 
and potential 
funding sources 
for 
implementation  

13. Enhance and 
expand the Urban 
Forest  

(a)  
 
 

 
(b)  
 
 

 
(b)  
 
 

 
(b)  
 
 

 
(b)  
 
 

Community 
Services ( Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 

a. Develop a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan 
(UFMP Action #11) 

b. Implement a targeted Urban Forest expansion plan 
(UFMP Action #12) 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

Local 
businesses, 
schools, 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s) :#11, #12 

 Building (Policy 
Planning, 
Development & 
Design), as well as 
Transportation and 
Works 
(Environmental 
Services) 

c. Work with the Peel Region Urban Forest Working 
Group, and other partners, to identify criteria for 
prioritization based on scientific, environmental, 
social and community considerations 

 
Also see Strategies #15, #16, #17, #22 and #25 

residents, 
institutions and 
other 
stakeholders 
(see Appendix E 
in the UFMP) 

14. Improve tree 
establishment 
practices on public 
and private lands 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s):#4, #18, 
#19 

 
 

(a)  
(b)  
 
 
 

 
(b)  
(c)  
 
 

 
(b)  
(c)  
 
 

 
(b)  
(c)  
 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building 
(Development & 
Design) 
 

a. Develop consistent and improved City-wide tree 
preservation and planting specifications and 
guidelines (UFMP Action #4) 

b. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 
of private projects (UFMP Action #18) 

c. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 
of municipal operations and capital projects (UFMP 
Action #19) 

 
See Appendix E in the UFMP 

a. Identified in 
the UFMP  

b. & c. None – 
use of existing 
staff resources 

Local business 
& development 
groups, local 
arborists and 
utility 
companies, and 
other 
stakeholders  

15. Make tree 
health and risk 
management 
practices on City 
lands more 
proactive and 
effective 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #4, #5, 
#6, #7, #8, #9, #10 
and #14 

 
(b)  
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
 
(g)  
 
 
 

(a)  
 
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
(f)  
(g)  
 
 
 

 
 
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
 
(g)  
 

 
 
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
 
(g)  
 

 
 
(c)  
(d)  
(e)  
 
(g)  
 

Community 
Services – 
(Forestry)  
 
 

a. Develop consistent and improved City-wide tree 
preservation and planting specifications and 
guidelines (UFMP Action #4) 

b. Update and maintain the inventory of City street 
and park trees(UFMP Action #5) 

c. Optimize street and park tree maintenance cycles 
(UFMP Action #6) 

d. Implement a young street and park tree 
maintenance program (UFMP Action #7) 

e. Develop and implement a street and park tree risk 
management protocol (UFMP Action #8)  

f. Implement a pest management plan for the Urban 
Forest  (UFMP Action #9) 

g. Undertake targeted invasive plant management in 
the Natural Heritage System (UFMP Action #10) 

h. Implement and enforce improved tree 
establishment practices on public and private lands 
(UFMP Action #14) 

a, b., f. & g. 
Identified in 
the UFMP  

c., d., e. & h. 
None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

Local business 
and 
development 
groups, local 
arborists and 
utility 
companies, and 
other 
stakeholders  
(see Appendix E 
in the UFMP) 

16. Work with local 
conservation 

     Transportation and 
Works 

a. In consultation with conservation authority staff, as 
well as City staff from Transportation and Works, 
look for opportunities to integrate site-specific 

None – use of 
existing staff 

Conservation 
Authorities 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

authorities to 
identify 
opportunities to 
support aquatic 
ecosystem 
objectives 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s):  #10, #20 

(Environmental 
Services) with 
support from 
Community 
Services (Forestry) 
and Planning and 
Building 
(Development & 
Design) 

recommendations from relevant fish habitat 
management plans and watershed management 
plans into site-specific Conservation Management 
Plans for Significant Natural Areas (UFMP Action 
#20) 

b. Take a catchment approach by looking at 
watercourses outside the Significant Natural Areas 
and exploring opportunities for habitat 
enhancement and/or restoration 

c. Ensure management recommendations are 
consistent with the City’s woody debris 
management strategies in the Cooksville Creek 
watershed  

d. Key considerations should include mitigation or 
removal of fish barriers, and maximizing the extent 
of natural vegetation along riparian corridors and 
adjacent to wetlands 

e. Track and recognize naturalization / stewardship in 
riparian areas associated with wetlands and 
watercourses (UFMP Action #13) 

resources 

 

17. Continue 
strategic acquisition 
of high priority 
natural areas 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

     Community 
Services (Park 
Planning) 

a. The City should continue to acquire priority 
components of the NHS  

b. Considerations for priority acquisitions should 
include: natural areas associated with the lakeshore 
and the Credit River, sensitive areas most 
vulnerable to development, priority areas identified 
to meet the conservation authorities’ natural 
heritage targets, and Significant Natural Areas of 
relatively high ecological value in the City 

 (Note: some of this work is already in progress) 

a. & b. As 
identified in 
existing City 
plans - no 
additional 
resources 
required 

 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities 

18. Ensure effective 
implementation and 
enforcement of 
Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest policies, 
guidelines and by-

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning & 
Building 
(Development & 
Design) 

a. Implement and enforce policies, guidelines and by-
laws related to the Natural Heritage System 

b. Implement and enforce improved tree 
establishment practices on public and private lands 
(UFMP Action #14) 

c. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 
of private projects (UFMP Action #18)   

d. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources (but 
need to be 
reviewed 
periodically) 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources  
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

laws on public and 
private projects 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s):  #14, #18, 
#19 

of municipal operations and capital projects (UFMP 
Action #19) 

 
 
Improving the enforcement of natural heritage and 
Urban Forest policies and by-laws will require: 
e. familiarity with the current and applicable policies 

and by-laws  
f. more consistent involvement of a qualified Arborist 

/ Ecologist, or comparably qualified professional at 
the City as part of plan review 

g. more consistent involvement of a qualified Arborist 
/ Ecologist, or comparably qualified professional at 
the City as part of site inspection 

h. Increasing the  value of securities held (for private 
projects) to include coverage for tree protection as 
well as replacements, and starting to require 
comparable securities for public projects 

ENGAGING THE COMMUNITY AND PARTNERS IN CARING FOR NATURAL HERITAGE AND THE URBAN FOREST 
19. Leverage social 
media to expand 
promotion and 
outreach related to 
the Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest  
 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #21, #22 

(a)  
(b)  
 
(d)  

(a)  
(b)  
 
(d)  

(a)  
 
(c)  
(d)  

(a)  
(b)  
(c)  
(d)  

(a) 
 
(c)  
(d)  

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Corporate Services 
(Communications)  
 

a. Have Parks and Forestry work with 
Communications staff to use Facebook and Twitter 
as outreach tools 

b. Post and tweet highlights from the four-year 
NH&UFS Update Reports (as recommended in 
Strategy #26) 

c. Create short video clips on topics and issues related 
to the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest 
(UFMP Action #21) 

d. Make the City’s tree inventory publicly accessible to 
support outreach, education and stewardship 
(UFMP Action #22) 

a. & b.: None – 
use of existing 
staff resources 

c. Identified in 
UFMP 

d. may be led 
by E-NH 
Planner** 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities 

20. Use daily 
planning, 
operational and 
enforcement 
activities as 
opportunities for 
outreach 

     Community 
Services (Park 
Planning) with 
support from 
Planning and 
Building 
(Development & 

a. Implement and enforce improved tree 
establishment practices on public and private lands 
through education of proponents and contractors 
(UFMP Action #14) 

b. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 
of private projects through education of proponents 
and contractors (UFMP Action #18) 

c. Increase effectiveness of tree preservation as part 

a. & d. None – 
use of existing 
staff resources 

b. $2,000/yr 

Conservation 
Authorities 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #14, #18, 
#19 
 
 

Design) 
 

of municipal operations and capital projects 
through education of partners and contractors 
(UFMP Action #19) 

d. Educate City staff on the current policies, guidelines 
and by-laws related to natural heritage and the 
Urban Forest (as per Strategy #1) to ensure the 
messaging to proponents and the public is 
consistent 

d. $3,500/yr 

 

21. Continue to 
pursue and expand 
current outreach 
and stewardship 
programs with 
various 
stakeholders  
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #23, #24, 
#25, #26, #27 
 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Improve and maintain awareness about current 
NHS and Urban Forest policies, by-laws and 
technical guidelines (UFMP Action #23) 

b. Continue to support and expand targeted 
stewardship of local business and utility lands 
(UFMP Action #24)  

c. Continue to support and expand targeted 
engagement of youth and stewardship of school 
grounds (UFMP Action #25) 

d. Continue to support and expand targeted 
engagement of residents and community groups, 
and stewardship of residential lands (UFMP Action 
#26) 

e. Continue to work with various partners to undertake 
stewardship on public lands (UFMP Action #27) 

f. Design and build a City Arboretum / Memorial 
Forest  (UFMP Action #28) 

g. Build on the existing Significant Tree Program  
h. Promote the ongoing Sustainable Neighbourhood 

Retrofit Action Plan (SNAP) pilot project in the 
Applewood area  

i. Use the  “Let Your Green Show” campaign to help 
promote the NH&UFS  

a, g & h. None 
– use of 
existing 
resources 

b. through f. 
Identified in 
the UFMP 

 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
other non-profit 
organizations 
(e.g., Evergreen, 
LEAF, etc.) 

See Appendix E 
in the UFMP 

22. Develop and 
undertake a 
campaign to 
promote the City’s 
Natural Heritage 
System 

     Community 
Services (Park 
Planning) with 
support from 
Corporate Services 
(Communication)  
 

a. Create short video clips on topics and issues related 
to  the Natural Heritage System (UFMP Action #21) 

b. Implement a classification system in the City that 
clearly distinguishes publicly accessible natural 
areas from active parks 

c. Distinguish public Significant Natural Areas from 
public active use parks through a promotional 
campaign  

Re-allocation 
of some 
existing staff 
time required 
+ $20,000 for 
a branding 
campaign 

Conservation 
Authorities and 
Local Cross-
Country Ski 
Club, Fishing 
Club, Cycling 
Club, etc. 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #21 

d. Revamp the “Neighbours of Mississauga’s Natural 
Areas” booklet, in both a PDF/on-line format and a 
hardcopy format 

e. Work with local user groups to explore opportunities 
for joint promotion and stewardship through 
Significant Natural Areas management 

+$5,000 in 
each of the 
subsequent 
four year 
periods for 
continued 
promotion 

23. Build on 
partnerships with 
the Region, 
agencies, 
institutions and 
nearby 
municipalities  
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #29, #30 

 
(b)  

 
(b)  

 
(b)  

(a)  
(b)  

(a)  
(b)  

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Partner with local agencies and institutions to 
pursue shared research and monitoring objectives 
(UFMP Action #29) 

b. Build on existing partnerships with the Region of 
Peel and nearby municipalities to facilitate 
information sharing and coordinate responses to 
environmental issues (UFMP Action #30) 

c. Work with the local Conservation Authorities to 
share natural areas monitoring information in 
support of Significant Natural Area management, 
as well as outreach and promotion 
 

 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

 

CFIA, local 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
Region of Peel, 
Town of 
Oakville, City of 
Toronto, City of 
Brampton, 
University of 
Toronto, York 
University 

24. Pursue funding 
from a range of 
sources, and 
support non-profit 
organizations and 
institutions doing 
the same 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #28 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning)  

a. Broaden the pursuit of funding opportunities in 
collaboration with partners where appropriate 

b. Provide support to schools, non-profit groups and 
businesses in their pursuit of funding opportunities 
that align with the City’s natural heritage and Urban 
Forest objectives 

c. Explore opportunities to partner with different 
departments in the City to pursue different funding 
avenues 

d. Pursue and/or support pursuit of available funding 
with various partners  (see UFMP Action #28) 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

 

See Appendix G 
from the 
NH&UFS 

25. Identify cost-
effective incentives 
to support the 
implementation of 

     a. Community 
Services 
(Forestry) 

b. Environment 
Division 

a. Increase promotion of the request-based street tree 
planting program  

b. Ensure Mississauga’s Urban Design Awards 
program includes recognition for enhancement and 
expansion of the Natural Heritage System and the 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources 

LEAF, CVC, 
TRCA 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  N A T U R A L  H E R I T A G E  &  U R B A N  F O R E S T  S T R A T E G Y  ( N H & U F S )   
N H & U F S  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  G U I D E  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )       P a g e  | 13  

 
NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest objectives 

 

Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): none 

c. Community 
Services 
(Forestry) 

d. Transportatio
n and Works 
(Environment
al Services) 

Urban Forest 
c. Explore the feasibility of working with LEAF to offer 

rebates on native tree and shrub purchases at local 
nurseries 

d. Continue to explore the feasibility of a credit or 
incentive program linked to maintenance of a 
certain proportion of permeable surfaces on private 
property 

$450 / yr for 
promotional 
materials 

Note: some of 
this work is 
already in 
progress 

TRACKING THE STATE OF THE NATURAL HERITAGE SYSTEM AND URBAN FOREST 
26. Track and report 
on the state of the 
Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest 
 
Supporting UFMP 
Action(s): #1, #2 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning)  

a. Adopt the monitoring framework developed for 
Mississauga’s Natural Heritage System and Urban 
Forest (UFMP Action #1 and Appendix A) 

b. Monitor the status of the Natural Heritage System 
and the Urban Forest with support from the Region, 
local agencies and other partners (UFMP Action #2) 

c. For the Natural Area Survey updates that will feed 
into aspects of the Natural Heritage System 
monitoring: streamline the reporting and tie the 
results into an adaptive management framework so 
that management needs are included within 
Significant Natural Area Conservation Management 
Plans (UFMP Action #20) 

d. For Natural Heritage System monitoring, draw on 
information and summaries from Credit Valley 
Conservation and Toronto Region Conservation’s 
ongoing aquatic and terrestrial monitoring 
programs 

e. For the Urban Forest monitoring: assess 
Mississauga’s canopy cover (using leaf-on aerial 
satellite imagery) once every four years, and street 
and park tree species diversity and condition using 
the current street and park tree inventory once 
every eight years 

f. Consolidate these findings into to a State of the 
NH&UFS report once every four years  

g. Circulate highlights of, or the report in its entirely, to 
all City departments, the Environmental Advisory 

a. & b. 
Identified in 
the UFMP  

c through g. 
None – use of 
existing 
resources 

Note: Current 
resources in 
place from the 
Region and 
Conservation 
Authorities 
may not 
remain in 
place for the 
20 year period 
of this Strategy 

Report 
production 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
possibly groups 
such as ACER 
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NH&UFS 

STRATEGY 
Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 

Implementation 
Key Implementation Components New City 

Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Committee, Council, stakeholders and the 
community 

e. $4,000 once 
every four 
years for 
publication 
costs 

 
* Timing windows are aligned with the five four-year cycles for project review and monitoring over the Strategy’s 20 year time frame (i.e., 2014 – 2017, 2018 – 2021, 2022 – 2025, 2026 
– 2029, 2030 – 2033). 
 
** The need for one new full-time Environmental-Natural Heritage (E-NH) Planner has been identified as critical to implement almost all of the planning Strategies, and support 
implementation of a number of the other Strategies.  
 
*** Draft policy wording has been provided to the City as part of this project. This draft wording will be used by City staff as a basis for moving forward with an Official Plan Amendment. 
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IMPLEMENTATION GUIDE FOR THE ACTIONS IDENTIFIED IN THE URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN (UFMP) 
 
A total of 30 ACTIONS have been identified through the City of Mississauga’s Urban Forest Management Plan (UFMP) to provide technical and operational 
support for many of the 26 STRATEGIES identified in the broader Natural Heritage & Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS). The following table provides specific 
guidance for implementation of these Actions by:  
 

 providing recommended timing for implementation 
 identifying City department or division(s) that will lead the implementation 
 listing the key implementation components 
 identifying which Actions require new City resources for their implementation, and  
 indicating which groups or organizations could provide potential partnerships and/or resources and/or funding. 

 
Actions are not listed according to their priority (which is reflected in the timing for implementation column), but rather organized under the following five 
themes:  

(1) urban forest program administration 
(2) tree health and risk management 
(3) tree establishment and urban forest expansion 
(4) tree protection and urban forest preservation, and  
(5) promotion, education, stewardship & partnerships.  

 
These themes reflect the topics discussed in the UFMP, which provides the context and rationale for the Actions. Although the UFMP is a stand alone document, 
it is closely related to the NH&UFS and is best understood within the broader context provided by that document, and so it is suggested that the two be read 
together. The links between specific UFMP Actions and NH&UFS Strategies is flagged in the implementation table. In addition, the NH&UFS has identified the 
need for an Environmental-Natural Heritage Planner (E-NH Planner). This staff will also support implementation of some UFMP Actions. 
 
This Implementation Guide for the UFMP is provided as a separate document from the UFMP so that it can remain a working document for the entire 20 years 
of the Plan and be more easily updated. The UFMP itself is intended to be more of a static document that will continue to provide a vision, objectives and 
guiding principles, as well as targets, that will endure over the 20 year period of the Plan. 
 
The new resource requirements identified through this UFMP Implementation Guide amount to $2,866,970. The resource requirements are spread across the 
20 year period of the Plan as follows: 2014 – 2017: $915,000; 2018 – 2021: $291,710; 2022 – 2025: $603,420; 2026 – 2029: $453,420; and 2030 – 2033: 
$603,420. These costs are largely split between needs related to more proactive operational management and expanded stewardship activities. 
 
URBAN FOREST PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION (ACTIONS #1 TO #5): About 37% of the new resources requested through the UFMP are required to update and 
maintain the City’s street tree and park tree inventory. The usefulness of this tool is critical to moving the City towards more proactive and effective 
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management of its treed assets. It is also an excellent potential outreach and education tool for the public. Some new funds are also identified for the 
development of consolidated City-wide tree protection and planting guidelines and specifications, another key tool for ensuring that trees identified for 
protection are properly protected, and that trees are planted with adequate space and soil quality to ensure their ability to grow to maturity. 

 
The work and resources associated with monitoring and reviewing the UFMP and NH&UFS (as per the framework provided in the UFMP) is anticipated to be 
undertaken with existing resources, and in partnership with the Region and local conservation authorities.  Regular review (i.e., once every four years) of these 
documents, and the state of the assets themselves will facilitate the implementation of adaptive management approaches if required. The four-year review 
cycle also aligns with the City’s budgetary cycles to facilitate planning tied to available budgets and current priorities, and will allow for targeted budget requests 
that correspond to advancing specific strategies within these four year windows. 
 
The cost related to the publication of an overview document once every four years that summarizes the state of the Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest, 
as well as highlights related to these areas over the four year period, is identified in the NH&UFS. 
 
TREE AND NATURAL AREA HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT (ACTIONS #6 TO #10): Many of the improvements in the maintenance of street and park trees 
identified through the UFMP are anticipated to be possible within budgets that have already been identified. However, some new resources will be required to 
develop a City-wide invasive tree pest / disease management plan (1.4% of the new resource request), and to undertake targeted invasive plant management in 
some of the City’s public Natural Areas (11.3% of the new resource request). Investments made up front to manage these problems can result in substantial 
future savings. 
 
TREE ESTABLISHMENT, NATURALIZATION AND URBAN FOREST EXPANSION (ACTIONS #11 TO #14): No new costs are expected to be required to implement the 
Actions associated with improved tree establishment and naturalization efforts. Support from the Planning and Building Department in terms of enforcing 
existing policies and by-laws is expected to facilitate implementation.  
 
PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP AND PARTNERSHIPS (ACTIONS #21 TO #30):  The costs associated with expanding outreach and education to a wide 
range of stakeholders and the community at large are identified in the NH&UFS. However, the additional new costs associated with expanded stewardship are 
identified in the UFMP Implementation Guide. These are associated with: (a) the identified need for two seasonal staff and two students to support 
implementation of Actions #24 through #27, which accounts for about 35% of the new resources required to implement the UFMP, and (b) design and operation 
of City Memorial Arboretum, which accounts for 14% of the new resource request. 
 
Although the NH&UFS and UFMP are each stand-alone documents with their own Implementation Guides, effective implementation of this UFMP will require 
coordination with implementation of the NH&UFS, as well as adequate resource allocation. This allocation of funds is a cost-effective and necessary investment 
into Mississauga’s sustainability. This investment recognizes that the City’s continued growth and economic development are reliant on and enhanced by a 
healthy Natural Heritage System and Urban Forest within the city, and beyond, and will help ensure the physical and mental well-being of the community, while 
also helping Mississauga mitigate and adapt to climate change.  
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

SECTION 1: URBAN FOREST PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 
1. Adopt the monitoring 
framework developed 
for Mississauga’s  
Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #26 
 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
&  
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Use the 20-year framework identified for 
the NH&UFS (2014 – 2033) broken down 
into five four-year review periods for 
periodic monitoring (once every four years) 

b. Circulate highlights of these Update reports 
to all City departments, and to all 
stakeholders and the community 

c. Use this framework, and the related 
NH&UFS Strategies and UFMP Actions, to 
develop and implement four-year city-wide 
Management Plans and Annual Operating 
Plans (AOPs) outlining priority-based 
annual work plan 

d. Revise strategic action items at end of 
each four-year management planning 
cycle, as required 

 
See Appendix A of the UFMP for the monitoring 
framework. 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

None required 

2. Monitor the status of 
the Natural Heritage 
System and the Urban 
Forest with support 
from the Region, local 
agencies and other 
partners 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #26 
 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
&  
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. NHS: Use the data collected through the 
Natural Areas Survey updates for most of 
the monitoring of the NHS, and supplement 
with additional data from CVC and/or TRCA 
where available and appropriate 

b. UF: Assess Mississauga’s canopy cover 
(using leaf on aerial satellite imagery) once 
every four years 

c. UF: Assess street and park tree species 
diversity and condition using the current 
street and park tree inventory once every 
eight years 

d. Complete an assessment at the end of 
each four-year management planning cycle 
using the monitoring framework developed 
for the NH&UFS.  

e. Review the status of NH&UFS Strategies 
and UFMP Action Items at the end of each 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
ACER 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

four-year management planning cycle 
a. Include consideration of the tree 

plantings being tracked through 
the One Million Trees program (i.e., 
how many, by whom, etc.) 

 
See Appendix A of the UFMP for the monitoring 
framework. 

3. Formalize 
involvement of City 
Forestry staff in City 
planning and 
information sharing 
related to trees and 
Natural Areas 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #1 
 

     Planning and 
Building (Division 
TBD) and 
Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Ensure Forestry staff are consistently 
circulated or consulted on development 
applications (Site Plan Applications, 
subdivision plans, Committee of 
Adjustment applications, etc.), and capital 
project to ensure opportunities for tree 
protection and/or planting are identified at 
the outset of the process 

b. For capital projects, confirm the process 
for: Forestry input and/or review, when site 
visits by Forestry or an Arborist may (or 
may not) be needed, and allocating funds 
for tree replacement where required 

c. Establish an internal urban forest working 
team including management and staff 
from the Parks and Forestry Division, 
Development and Design Division (Planning 
and Building department), Engineering and 
Works, and Transportation and 
Infrastructure Planning Divisions 
(Transportation and Works department) 

Re-allocation of 
some existing 
resources (and 
support from 
the E-NH 
Planner 
identified in the 
NHUFS) 

 

None required 

TREE HEALTH AND RISK MANAGEMENT 
4. Develop consistent 
and improved City-wide 
tree preservation and 
planting specifications 
and guidelines 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #14, #15 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Develop “made in Mississauga” tree 
preservation and tree planting standards, 
specifications and guidelines consistent 
with technical and scientific best practices 
and examples from neighbouring 
jurisdictions for city-wide use in public and 
private projects 

b. Implement new standards and 

a. $20,000 in 
operating 
costs (one 
time) 

b. None – use 
of existing 
staff 

Conservation 
Authorities (for 
development), 
development 
proponents (for 
implementatio
n) 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

specifications city-wide in all internal and 
external tree-related standards and 
specifications 

resources 
and  budget 

5. Update the inventory 
of City street and park 
trees, and keep it 
current 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #15 
 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Expand knowledge of the City’s tree 
resources by improving and enhancing the 
street and park tree inventory 

b. Utilize inventory to plan urban forest 
maintenance operations on streets as well 
as in parks, and to better manage tree-
related risk on public lands 

c. Make the basic inventory information 
available to the public on the City’s website 
so they can see what trees are on their 
streets and in their parks 

Capital costs: 

2014 - 2016: 
$750,000 

2022: 
$150,000  

2030: 
$150,000 

Could use 
community 
groups to 
supplement 
some of the 
field data 
collection 

6. Optimize street and 
park tree maintenance 
cycles 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #15 

 
(b)  

(a)  (a)  
 
(c)  

(a)  
 
(c)  

(a)  
 
(c)  

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Maintain maintenance frequency of street 
tree pruning cycle to once every eight years 
(maximum) 

b. Change program title from Street Tree 
Elevation Program to Street Tree 
Maintenance Program to reflect broader 
scope of pruning  

c. Establish a five-year inspection cycle for 
trees in actively-managed park areas (i.e., 
outside of City-owned Natural Areas), 
implementing maintenance on an as-
needed basis 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

To be integrated 
gradually 

None 

7. Implement a young 
street and park tree 
maintenance program 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #15 

 
(b)  

(a)  (a)  
 
 

(a)  
 
 

(a)  
 

Community 
Services (Forestry)  

a. Using Infor tree asset management system, 
schedule every newly-planted caliper-sized 
City-owned tree for inspection/pruning 3 
times within 10 years following planting.  

b. Increase per-tree cost in General Fees and 
Charges by-law to fund improved young 
tree maintenance program and ensure 
regular review of this charge 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

To be integrated 
gradually 

Could consider 
City-run a 
volunteer tree 
pruning 
program for 
young trees or 
summer 
employees 
(students, etc.)  

8. Develop and (a)      Community a. Develop a tree risk management protocol None – use of ISA to a limited 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

implement a street and 
park tree risk 
management protocol 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #15 

(b)    
(c)  

 
(c)  

 
(c)  

 
(c)  

Services (Forestry) 
 

or strategy that includes key considerations 
outlined in the UFMP  

b. Implement proactive tree risk management 
for street trees, actively-managed park 
areas, and in proximity to formal woodland 
trails 

c. City-owned woodland risk tree 
management should be coordinated within 
a city-wide Conservation Management 
Plans (see Action #20) 

d. Improve Forestry Section staff tree risk 
assessment training (e.g., ISA Tree Risk 
Assessment Qualification program) 

existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

extent 

9. Develop an Urban 
Forest pest 
management plan 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #15 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 
Note: timing for 
implementation 
may change 
depending on 
status of pest / 
pathogen 
 

a. Address prioritized management of forest 
pests and pathogens in natural and 
developed areas 

b. Incorporate active management (e.g., 
removal, control) along with education and 
avoidance 

c. Build on the format and framework 
developed for dealing with emerald ash 
borer (EAB) and be used for future pest 
invasions as required 

d. Work with neighbouring municipalities, the 
Region of Peel, the Canadian Food 
Inspection Agency (CFIA) and other 
agencies to coordinate research, 
monitoring and management efforts 

$40,000 in 
capital costs 

Note: 
Implementation 
of future plans 
may require 
additional 
resources 

CFIA, Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
adjacent and 
nearby 
municipalities 

10. Undertake targeted 
invasive plant 
management in the 
Natural Heritage 
System 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #11, #16 

     Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Adopt the general principle of prioritizing 
management by addressing the invasive 
species that pose the greatest potential for 
impact to native vegetation, and which 
occur in the most valued Natural Areas in 
the Natural Heritage System (“flagship” 
areas) 

b. Implement invasive species control for the 
priority species and areas identified in the 
Invasive Species Management Plan 

$25,000 in 
operating costs 
per year from 
2021 forward 

Some support 
from 
community 
groups, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
volunteer 
activities 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

(Appendix D of the UFMP) 
c. Ensure that management of high priority 

invasive species is integrated into the 
relevant Conservation Management Plans 
(see Action #20) 

d. Continue dialogue and development of 
cooperative initiatives for invasive species 
management with the local conservation 
authorities. 

e. Develop a landowner contact program to 
educate landowners (corporate and 
residential) about the potential threat 
posed by non-native species, including pets 

f. Identify safe and easily understood 
management techniques that can be 
implemented by volunteers 

TREE ESTABLISHMENT, URBAN FOREST EXPANSION AND NATURALIZATION 
11. Develop a targeted 
Urban Forest expansion 
plan   

 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #11, #13 

 
 

    
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

a. Work with the Region of Peel and other 
partners to develop a GIS-based tool for 
prioritizing tree planting in the City (and the 
Region) based on a variety of 
considerations, including: biophysical, land 
use cover, environmental, human health, 
and social. 

b. In Mississauga priority areas should include 
consideration of: 
o the City’s Natural Heritage System 

data/mapping analysis  
o gaps identified through the City’s tree 

inventory (see Action #5) 
o the City of Mississauga Urban Forest 

Study (2011)  
o priority areas for reforestation 

identified through conservation 
authority studies 

o neighbourhoods with canopy cover well 
below the City’s current average of 
15% 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

 

Peel Urban 
Forest Working 
Group 
(including 
Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities) 

 



C I T Y  O F  M I S S I S S A U G A  U R B A N  F O R E S T  M A N A G E M E N T  P L A N  ( U F M P )  2 0 1 4  -  2 0 3 3  
U F M P  I M P L E M E N T A T I O N  G U I D E  ( J a n u a r y  2 0 1 4 )                                                           P a g e  | 8 
 

UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

o areas anticipated to be most heavily 
affected by emerald ash borer-caused 
tree mortality, and 

o areas identified as having air quality 
issues  

c. Explicitly identify those areas of the Green 
System that are within the conservation 
authority natural heritage systems (but 
outside of the City’s Natural Heritage 
System), and target them as high priority 
for restoration and stewardship initiatives 
in concert with the relevant conservation 
authority 

d. Confirm priority areas with key City staff 
and, where private lands are identified, 
work with private landowners and external 
stakeholders to pursue opportunities 

12. Implement a 
targeted Urban Forest 
expansion plan   

 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #11, #12 

  
 

  
 

 Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Use the GIS-based targeted tree planting 
prioritization tool (see Action #11) to 
identify areas to meet urban forest and 
natural heritage objectives 

b. Continue to identify and utilize currently 
unused street tree planting locations, 
improving soil conditions where required 
and possible 

c. Increase public promotion of and develop 
supporting materials for a request-based 
street tree planting program  

d. Through the One Million Trees Mississauga 
Program, implement a formalized tree 
establishment tracking program 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
and a wide 
range of 
stakeholders / 
landowners in 
the City 

13. Track and recognize 
naturalization / 
stewardship initiatives 
on public and private 
lands 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Complete the ongoing mapping of existing 
naturalization projects to create an 
inventory of naturalized sites  

b. Formalize the selection process for City-
supported naturalization projects and 
include CVC/TRCA priorities, including the 
lakeshore, in this process 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

Note: some of 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
and various 
private 
landowners 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #11, #12 

c. Expand naturalization efforts on private 
lands in cooperation with Conservation 
Authorities  

d. Communicate the extent and benefit of 
naturalization projects  

this work is 
already 
underway 

 
14. Implement and 
enforce improved tree 
establishment 
practices on public and 
private lands 

 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #15, #20 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Require implementation of Mississauga 
‘Stage One’ Green Development Standards 
requirements for tree habitat 

b. Implement improved engineered tree 
growing environment solutions for all 
capital projects and, where appropriate, 
Site Plan and other controlled 
developments 

c. Ensure that all City forces and contractors 
involved in tree establishment implement 
improved practices 

d. Undertake species suitability trials for trees 
planted on public lands 

e. Provide training to appropriate City staff 
involved in reviewing and overseeing 
implementation of planting specifications  

f. Ensure street tree plantings and 
maintenance are inspected by a qualified 
personnel prior to final acceptance of 
planting of City-owned trees 

a, b, c, d & e: 
None – use of 
existing use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

f. None – use of 
existing staff 
resources or 
costs deferred 
to private 
proponents 

Species 
suitability trials 
on public 
lands(item d) 
could be 
assessed by 
qualified 
college / 
university 
students or 
possibly ACER 

Region to 
contribute to 
(f) where trees 
are located on 
Regional Road 
right-of-ways 

TREE PROTECTION AND URBAN FOREST PRESERVATION 
15. Update Public Tree 
Protection by-law  

Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #8 

 
 

    
  

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 
 

a. In the updated Public Tree Protection by-
law, ensure complete protection of all City-
owned trees (street, park, natural areas, 
etc.)  

b. Ensure effective public and internal 
communication regarding by-law updates  

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

None 

16. Update the Erosion 
Control,  Nuisance 
Weeds and 
Encroachment by-laws  

 
 

  
 

  Transportation 
and Works 
(Environmental 
Services / 

a. For the Erosion Control By-law: Change the 
permit exemption for topsoil removal from 
lands 1 ha and less to a smaller area, 
prohibit stockpiling of topsoil within the 
drip-line of any protected trees or 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

None 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #8 

Transportation 
and Infrastructure 
Planning) with 
support from 
Community 
Services (Forestry)  

vegetation, provide more specific 
requirements for identification of  
vegetation, require tree replacement or 
compensation where appropriate, require 
retained trees be protected with a clearly 
marked and fenced Tree Protection Zone, 
and require that an Arborist report where 
appropriate 

b. For the Nuisance Weeds by-law: 
Incorporate flexibility to recognize 
naturalization benefits associated with 
vegetation greater than 30 cm in height, 
where appropriate and review ‘Schedule A’ 
to include a broader range of Nuisance 
Weeds 

c. For the Encroachment By-law: No specific 
gaps have been identified at this time, but 
this by-law should continue to be reviewed 
and updated if required over the period of 
this Plan. 

17. Review the Private 
Tree Protection By-law 
and Update as Needed 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #8 

  
 

 
 

  Community 
Services (Park 
Planning and 
Forestry) 

a. Monitor and assess the effectiveness of the 
recently revised by-law  

b. In four to eight years, consider further 
strengthening the by-law to include all trees 
above a certain diameter, and making 
other updates  

c. Consider the cost implications of further 
strengthening the by-law 

d. As previously, undertake consultations with 
City staff, key stakeholders and the 
community as part of the by-law re-
evaluation process 

Use of existing 
staff resources 
and  budget 
(and support 
from the E-NH 
Planner 
identified in the 
NHUFS) 

 

None 

18. Increase 
effectiveness of tree 
preservation as part of 
private projects   

 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) with 
support from 
Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Develop a transparent methodology and/or 
clear criteria for inclusion (or exclusion) of 
an area from the “Residential Woodlands” 
category in consultation with internal and 
external stakeholders 

a. Fast track (max. 3 days from receipt to final 

Use of existing 
staff resources 
(and support 
from the E-NH 
Planner 
identified in the 

None 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies#14, #18, 
#20 

 review) review of Tree Injury or Destruction 
Questionnaire and Declaration forms  

b. Enable Forestry Inspectors to conduct 
periodic ‘spot inspections’ of development 
sites to ensure compliance with tree 
protection policies 

c. Increase the value of securities held 
against tree preservation to tree amenity 
value and withhold Letters of Credit for 
minimum of two years for all protected 
trees which may be adversely impacted 
during site development  

d. Require development proponents to retain 
an Arborist prior to undertaking of site 
works and establish schedule for regular 
inspection and reporting 

NHUFS) 

 

19. Increase 
effectiveness of tree 
preservation as part of 
municipal operations 
and capital projects 

 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #14, #18, 
#20 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry)  
& 
Transportation 
and Works 
(Capital Works)  
 
 

a. The Forestry Section should undertake a 
pre-planning review of municipal 
infrastructure works and other capital 
projects where opportunities for tree 
preservation and/or planting may exist, as 
well as a follow-up field visit where 
warranted   

b. A tree inventory and Arborist reporting 
should be required for municipal works 
(where opportunities for tree preservation 
and/or planting may exist 

c. Ensure that there is a financial mechanism 
to compensate for when trees (and other 
vegetation) identified for protection are 
damaged or removed. Possible 
mechanisms include: 
o Parks and Forestry Division hold 

securities for all infrastructure projects 
where street trees, or trees in greenbelt 
or park lands may be impacted by 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

None 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

contractors, and securities are released 
only upon inspection (by an Arborist) of 
satisfactorily completed works 

o Contingency funding on capital projects 
for tree replacement 

d. Procedures to be confirmed through the 
internal Urban Forest Working Group (see 
Action #3) 

20. Develop and 
implement 
Conservation 
Management Plans for 
City-owned Significant 
Natural Areas 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #16 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry)  
 

 Use a standard table of contents to develop 
short Conservation Management Plans that 
focus on operational needs and are “go to” 
documents  

 Include a standard checklist of potential 
management categories including invasive 
species management needs (see Action 
#10) and EAB management needs 

 Develop Conservation Plans based on: 
analysis of the Natural Areas database and 
reports, consideration of ecological data 
collected by the conservation authorities, 
accessibility and safety assessments  

 Prioritize areas for the development and 
implementation of Conservation 
Management Plans based on both 
ecological and human use considerations  

 Prioritize management within each 
Conservation Management Plan  

 Identify opportunities for outreach and 
engagement in each area  

 
See Appendix C of the UFMP for further 
Conservation Management Plan guidance 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

Conservation 
Authorities, 
community 
groups (e.g., 
Riverwood 
Conservancy) 

PROMOTION, EDUCATION, STEWARDSHIP & PARTNERSHIPS 
21. Create, post and 
promote short video 
clips on topics and 
issues related to the 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 Community 
Services (Forestry) 
and 
Corporate 

a. Develop a series of short videos on key 
natural heritage and urban forest topics 
designed to engage and educate a cross-
section of Mississauga’s community.  

b. Videos should be short, illustrative, in plain 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and 
new budget 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
possibly local 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Natural Heritage 
System and Urban 
Forest 
 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #19, #22 

 

Services 
(Communications)  
 

(non-technical) language, and if possible 
made available in languages other than 
English spoken by large sectors of the 
community 

c. Videos could be designed, posted and 
promoted through the One Million Trees 
program and featured on the City’s main 
webpage, advertised through the City’s 
social media 

identified in the 
NH&UFS 

 

media 
students 

22. Make the City’s tree 
inventory publicly 
accessible to support 
outreach, education 
and stewardship 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #19 

 

   
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Corporate 
Services 
(Communications) 
and 
Transportation 
and Works 
(Geomatics) 
 

a. The City’s tree inventory should, at least in 
part, be made available to the public in a 
readily usable on-line format that is 
compatible with the City’s asset 
management system for trees so that 
residents (and other interested parties) can: 
o identify the location and species of the 

trees in the inventory, and 
o put in an on-line service request if 

needed, and verify the status of their 
request on-line 

 
Closely related to UFMP Action #5 

New resources 
identified under 
Action #5 

None 

23. Improve and 
maintain awareness 
about current Natural 
Heritage System and 
Urban Forest policies, 
by-laws and technical 
guidelines 

Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #1, #20 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
with support from 
Planning and 
Building (Policy 
Planning) 

Target groups should include local arborists, 
local developers, private open space users, and 
youth.  
 
Activities should include but not be limited to: 
a. information sessions for local arborists and 

the development community  
b. workshops in neighbourhood community 

centres and places of worship  
c. meetings with large open space land 

owners/managers 
d. incorporating outreach tools developed for 

the public and tailored to the target group 
(e.g., short reference documents focused 
on key topics developed as “take-away” 
resources for participants) 

Use of existing 
staff resources 
and  budget 
(and support 
from the E-NH 
Planner 
identified in the 
NHUFS) 

 

None 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

24. Continue to support 
and expand targeted 
stewardship of local 
business and utility 
lands 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #21 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Build on the success of Partners in Project 
Green and other stewardship initiatives 
with local businesses, and continue to 
collaborate with CVC (e.g., Greening 
Corporate Grounds Program), TRCA and 
non-profits to encourage tree planting and 
naturalization on corporate business 
grounds, in industrial parks and in 
commercial plazas 

b. Expand relationships with the various local 
utilities and transportation companies (e.g., 
Hydro One, MTO, CN/CP, Enbridge, etc.)  

c. Approach businesses interested in 
“greening” their image to sponsor or 
support various natural heritage and/or 
urban forest projects or events in exchange 
for formal recognition 

d. Develop a directory of corporations with 
lands in the Green System who could be 
approached to undertake naturalization 

e. Use the One Million Trees Program as a 
platform for expanding and a mechanism 
to recognize stewardship  

One seasonal 
staff and one 
student  to be 
shared between 
Actions #24 
and #25: 
$36,678 per 
year starting in 
2020 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
Partners in 
Project Green, 
Evergreen, 
ACER 

25. Continue to support 
and expand targeted 
engagement of youth 
and stewardship of 
school grounds  
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #21 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Continue to work with CVC  (e.g., 
Conservation Youth Corps), TRCA, 
Evergreen and others on the greening of 
school grounds  

b. Identify contacts for all local school boards 
and private schools responsible for 
environmental education 

c. Identify potential partnerships with 
different school boards and private schools 

d. Explore opportunities to coordinate with 
local groups with interest in working with 
youth (such as ACER) 

e. Provide support for school-led funding 
applications for natural heritage or urban 
forest projects, as well as resource support 

New resources 
identified under 
Action #24 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
Partners in 
Project Green, 
Evergreen, 
ACER 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

if possible 
f. Use the One Million Trees Program as a 

platform for expanding and a mechanism 
to recognize stewardship 

g. Expand stewardship resources  in the 
Forestry Section to help organize and 
implement the wide range of stewardship 
activities in partnership with other agencies 
and non-profits 

26. Continue to support 
and expand targeted 
engagement of 
residents and 
community groups, and 
stewardship of 
residential lands 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #21 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Continue to work with the conservation 
authorities, LEAF and others on the 
greening of residential lands  

b. Continue to promote and build on the 
existing Significant Tree Program, as well 
as the existing street tree replacement 
program 

c. Continue to build the existing directory of 
local residents and community groups 
interested in being involved in stewardship 

d. Continue to try and align stewardship 
efforts with the interest of the particular 
group , and identify management tasks 
that are appropriate for volunteers 

e. Use the One Million Trees Program as a 
platform for expanding and a mechanism 
to recognize stewardship 

f. Expand stewardship resources  in the 
Forestry Section to help organize and 
implement the wide range of stewardship 
activities in partnership with other agencies 
and non-profits 

One seasonal 
staff and one 
student  to be 
shared between 
Actions #26 
and #27: 
$36,677 per 
year starting in 
2020 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
Partners in 
Project Green, 
Evergreen, 
ACER 

27. Continue to work 
with various partners to 
undertake stewardship 
on public lands 

Related NH&UFS 

   
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Continue to develop and expand 
partnerships with the Region and 
conservation authorities to deliver a range 
of stewardship programming (e.g. Peel’s 
Fusion Landscape Program) 

b. Try to align stewardship activities with 

New resources 
identified under 
Action #26 

Conservation 
Authorities and 
Local Cross-
Country Ski 
Club, Fishing 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Strategy:  #21 priority areas identified through either 
natural heritage and/or urban forest 
expansion priorities  

c. Pursue and/or support joint funding 
opportunities for stewardship (see 
Appendix F in the NH&UFS and Appendix E 
of the UFMP for details) 

 

Club, Cycling 
Club, etc. 

28. Design and 
operation of a City 
Arboretum / Memorial 
Forest for the 
community that 
provides a place for 
spiritual connections to 
nature 
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategies:  #21 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Be the first municipality in Canada to 
establish its own Arboretum / Memorial 
Forest that provides a place for 
commemoration, education, research and 
stewardship  

b. Develop a design for an arboretum  and 
memorial forest that: 
o Provides a central location for non-

denominational commemoration of 
persons through tree planting 

o Serves as a demonstration arboretum 
of the range of native tree (and shrub) 
species that can thrive in Mississauga, 
as well as some of the habitat types 

o Provides opportunities for learning and 
stewardship, as well as research  

c. Select one or potentially two location(s) on 
City property using transparent criteria that 
include accessibility via public transit, size 
to accommodate multiple uses, ability to 
support natural heritage and urban forest 
objectives 

$150,000 for 
design and 
$15,000 / yr 
starting in 2017 
for operation  

Note: Terms of 
reference 
developed as 
part of the 
NH&UFS 

May be 
potential 
funding 
matching or 
support 
available 
through 
Trillium 
Foundation or 
EcoAction 
Program 

29. Partner with local 
agencies and 
institutions to pursue 
shared research and 
monitoring objectives 
 
Related NH&UFS 

   
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 

a. Engage in discussions with University of 
Toronto in Mississauga, ACER, CVC, TRCA 
and others about undertaking some joint 
research projects that would inform the 
City’s urban forestry program 

b. Engage in discussions with other non-profit 
organizations and agencies as well as the 
Region, to explore opportunities to pursue 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

 

CFIA, Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
local 
universities, 
ACER 
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UFMP ACTION Timing  for Implementation* Lead(s) for 
Implementation 

Key Implementation Components New City 
Resources 
Required 

External 
Partners and 

Potential 
Funding 

2014 
- 

2017 

2018 
- 

2021 

2022 
- 

2025 

2026 
- 

2029 

2030 
- 

2033 

Strategy:  #23 joint research projects 
c. Consider providing places on City lands to 

conduct research trials, and helping to 
establish study plots in exchange for the 
development of study design, data 
collection, analysis and reporting of results 

a. Work with the local Conservation 
Authorities to share natural areas 
monitoring information in support of 
natural area management 

 

30. Build on existing 
partnerships with the 
Region of Peel and 
nearby municipalities 
to facilitate information 
sharing and 
coordinated responses  
 
Related NH&UFS 
Strategy:  #23 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Community 
Services (Forestry) 
 

a. Maintain and build on working relationship 
with the existing Peel Region Urban Forest 
Working Group by continuing to meet bi-
monthly, partner on data sharing, pursue 
funding / support jointly, seek / provide 
information sharing. 

b. Broaden and formalize  this type of 
collaboration to include other nearby 
municipal and agency partners to: share 
information sharing, joint and coordinated 
responses to environmental threats related 
to the urban forest (e.g., invasive pests, air 
quality management), pool resources 
regarding monitoring, and pursue support 
(financial and other) for urban forestry 
initiatives 

None – use of 
existing staff 
resources and  
budget 

Region, 
Conservation 
Authorities, 
adjacent and 
nearby 
municipalities 

* Timing windows are aligned with the five four-year cycles for project review and monitoring over the project’s 20 year time frame (i.e., 2014 – 2017, 2018 – 2021, 
2022 – 2025, 2026 – 2029, 2030 – 2033). 
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General Cc:mmittee 
TO: Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: February 5, 2014 _fEB 0 5 2014 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Paul A. Mitcham, P. Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga 

RECOMMENDATION: That the report dated January 14,2014 from the Commissioner of 
Community Services entitled "Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt 

Plan Area into Mississauga" be received for information. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

• Viability of expanding the provincial Greenbelt Plan Area was 

assessed to fulfill Council Recommendation GC-0288-2010. 

• In January 2013 the Province passed Amendment 1 to the 

Greenbelt Plan that introduced the Urban River Valley (URV) 
designation. 

• Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga 

can be achieved by designating publicly-owned lands as URV 
lands within the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek watersheds. 

• There is no clear policy-related benefits or additional protection 

from URV designation. 

• Designating URV lands in the City can raise the profile and 

awareness of lands as connections to a larger natural heritage 

system and demonstrate City's educational and stewardship 

leadership. 

• Staff is currently working on criteria to select land parcels to be 

considered for designation and estimating associated costs 

involved. 

• Environmental Advisory Committee has expressed support to the 

expansion of the Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga. , 



& General Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

-2- January 14, 2014 

• Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy (NH&UFS) includes a 

recommendation for expanding the Provincial Greenbelt. 

• The City would demonstrate leadership by being the first GT A 

municipality to proceed with the URV land designation. 

A Feasibility Analysis for expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan 

Area into Mississauga was conducted to fulfill Council 

Recommendation GC-0288-201 0, which states: 

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 the 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. 

Study Direction and Stakeholder Engagement 

The Feasibility Analysis (Appendix 1) was conducted as a project 

deliverable of the Natural Heritage and Urban Forest Strategy 
(NH&UFS) study. This analysis identifies the location of publicly 

owned lands within the Credit River and Etobicoke Creek, and 

assesses the implications of designating public lands within these 
watersheds as Urban River Valley (URV) lands. 

Direction and technical guidance to the Analysis was provided by the 

NH&UFS Study cross departmental Project Steering Committee and 

Core Working Team with representation from Parks and Forestry, 

Environment, Planning and Building, Transportation and Works, 

Region of Peel and the three local conservation authorities. 

The Feasibility Analysis was circulated and received input from the 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing; the Region; the 
neighbouring municipalities of Brampton, Milton, Oakville and 

Toronto; as well as environmental organizations. A revised version of 

the document was posted online for public comment for the month of 
September 2013. 
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COMMENTS: 
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The Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt 

Plan Area includes consideration of new developments in provincial 

legislation, in particular Amendment 1 to the Greenbelt Plan, 

approved by the Province in January 2013 that introduced the Urban 
River Valley (UR V) land designation. It also examines the 

implications of having such designation applied to City owned lands 

with respect to recreational uses, facilities and infrastructure. 

The analysis indicates that there would appear to be no clear policy
related benefits for designating publicly owned lands as URV lands as 

it will not result in any increased protection of natural heritage 

features. 

The benefits for designation include raising awareness of the role of 

the urban river valleys in supporting connection to a larger, regional 

natural heritage system; reinforcing land securement undertakings; 
and creating restoration, educational and stewardship opportunities. 

Expanding the Greenbelt locally would raise the profile of these 

valley lands through their inclusion in a Provincial plan that has a 
strong symbolic value and is expected to provide widespread positive 

recognition and support. 

In addition, designating URV lands locally would offer an opportunity 

for the permanent protection of suitable lands and for the City to show 

leadership in being the first GTA municipality undertaking the 

Greenbelt expansion through this new designation. Public comments 

to the Feasibility Analysis paper were also generally supportive. 

Staff support pursuing designation of suitable public lands along the 

Credit River and Etobicoke Creek as URV lands for the reasons 

outlined in the Feasibility Analysis, and recommend beginning 

preliminary work required (including costing), to pursue application 

for such designation through the Region. 

COMMENTS FROM THE ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISORY 
COMMITTEE 

The Environmental Advisory Committee has expressed support to the 

expansion of the Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga, and has 
underlined the importance of connecting expansion of the Provincial 

Greenbelt Plan Area to other initiatives for the Credit River, such as 

the Credit River Parks Strategy. 
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STRATEGIC PLAN: 

A question was raised on the process for future additions ofURV 
lands. Any new addition would follow the process established by the 
Province for an Amendment to the Greenbelt Plan. 

NEXT STEPS 

• City staff will continue preliminary work and costing to pursue 

application through the Region, as required by the Province, for 

designation of suitable lands and report to the Environmental 

Advisory Committee; 

• City staff to initiate coordination with other public land owners to 
identify lands suitable for URV land designation. This will also 

inform cost estimation; 

• City, Region and Province to agree on the scope and extent of 
public consultation required before proceeding; 

• City to prepare detailed justification report demonstrating that the 
six criteria for Provincial Greenbelt expansion can be met; and, 

• Resolution required from both City and Regional Councils 
requesting that the specified sites be added to the Provincial 

Greenbelt Plan Area. 

Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga by 

designating Urban River Valley (URV) lands in the city supports the 
Strategic Plan's Green Pillar. Through its implementation, the 

provincial Greenbelt expansion will advance our City's strategic goals 

to lead and encourage environmentally responsible approaches; and to 
conserve and connect natural environments. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: If additional funding is required, it will be requested through the 2015 

Corporate Business Plan and Budget Process, and where possible, 

opportunities to secure grants will be sought to offset cost to City. The 

Friends of the Greenbelt Foundation has informed that partial funding 

could be made available to the City for work conducive to the URV 

land designation. 

Costs for designating UR V lands in the City include; land surveying, 
public consultation and reporting. Detail costing for land surveying is 

not yet available as specific suitable land parcels to be considered for 

designation are currently being estimated. The Province has advised 
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CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

- 5 - January 14, 2014 

that costs related to land surveying may be reduced as there will be 

some flexibility when assessing legal descriptions of land parcels 

proposed for designation. 

Although there is no clear policy-related benefits for designating 

publicly owned lands as URV lands; the City would demonstrate 

environmental leadership and raise awareness of the value of the 

urban rivers. Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Plan Area into 

Mississauga supports other City interests such as long-term 

environmental education and stewardship efforts. 

Further to the draft Feasibility Analysis for the Expansion of the 

provincial Greenbelt Area into Mississauga, City staff continue 

current work to identify public lands within the Credit River and 

Etobicoke Creek as Urban River Valley lands that are suitable for 

designation. Following the completion of this work, a report with 

recommendations to designate URV lands will be prepared for EAC's 

consideration 

Appendix 1: Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial 
Greenbelt Plan Area into Mississauga 

Paul A. Mitcham, P. Eng., MBA 

Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Olav Sibille, Planner, Park Planning 
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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; 
c) 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 1 0-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: 

• Engagement 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 "connect[ion] 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; 
• Oakville'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; 

• If 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. 

6 



Feasibility Analysis for Expansion of the Provincial Greenbelt Area into Mississauga 

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 ofMississauga 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 ofMississauga resources (staff costs) will be 
necessary to carry out the appropriate consultation and required reporting. 

11 



Figure 1: Greenbelt in Peel Region 
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Figure 2: Mlssissauga Official p\an Schedule t-Urban System 
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Figure 3: Mississauga Official Plan Schedule 3- Natural System 
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Figure 4: Mississauga Official Plan Schedule 4- Parks and Open Space 
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Figure 5: Land Use Designations 
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Figure 6: Publicly Owned Lands within Stream Corridors 

L A K 0 ,"f T A P i 

DRAFT 

FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS FOR EXPANSION OF THE 
PROVINCIAL GREENBELT PLAN AREA 

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 
THE TORONTO AND REGION CONSERVATION AUTHORITY [TRCA). 

- FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS MAPPING EXERCISE. THESE LIMITS 
DO NOT INCLUDE STREAM CORRIDORS OR BRANCHES THAT END 
IN MISSISSAUGA OR BRAMPTON WITHOUT JOINING UP TO THE 
EXISTING GREENBELT. 

INTO MISSISSAUGA 

~--·--· I City of Mississauga Owned Lands 

IDJI CVC Owned Lands 

- TRCA Owned Lands 

- Region of Peel Owned Land• 

- Provincialo• Owned Lands within PWBWP 

[=:=J Crest of Slope - Credit River and Etohicoke Creek 

/ 
0 500 1000 

-~--

-~~s;!~f!! 
Produced by T&W, GEOMATICS 

G\ 
~ 



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. 
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General Committee 

FEB 0 5 201~· 

SUBJECT: Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund (CIIF) Streetsville 
Village Square Redevelopment- (Ward 11) 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That funding of$990,000 be transferred from Capital Tax 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

Reserves to (PN12-331) as replacement for CIIF funding to allow 

the Streetsville Village Square tender to be awarded as outlined in 
the report dated January 24, 2014 from the Commissioner of 

Community Services, to ensure continuation of the project not 

withstanding that discussions with the Federal Government are 

ongoing with regard to an extension to the CIIF project 

completion date. 

2. That all necessary by-laws be enacted. 

• Tender to complete the envisioned project was cancelled in August 

2013 impacting the project completion date. 

• The new project completion date is not within the CIIF program 

window which closes on March 30, 2014. 

• Discussions with the Federal Government to extend the CIIF 

deadline have been unsuccessful to date. 

• Project was tendered in late January for Spring 2014 construction. 

• Funding of $990,000 is required to replace the CIIF and complete 

the project. 



General Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

- 2 - January 24, 2014 

In September 2013, the City requested a 6 month extension to the 

March 2014 deadline for the Streetsville Square Redevelopment 
Project CIIF funding. The extension was required due to an 

unsuccessful tender result delaying construction start in 2013. 

Discussions with the Federal Government are ongoing to extend the 

program completion date and final report deadline to Fall2014. 

For information the City issued a competitive tender call in July 
2013 for the completion of the Streetsville Village Square. Eleven 
(11) general contractors picked up the tender documents. 
Unfortunately only one bid was received at closing and the bid was 
significantly over the City's budget to complete the project. The bid 

review conducted by staff and consultants concluded that the bid 
was 'unbalanced' and that prices quoted in the bid did not represent 
real market values. Negotiations with the contractor to establish a 

fair revised bid price failed and the tender was cancelled. 

Discussions between the City and Federal Government to extend the 

deadline date for funding this project commenced in early September 
(Appendix A). Confirmation of the Federal Government's decision 

on the request for the deadline was expected by the end of 2013, 
however, the extension has not been received to date. Prior to this 

request, in February 2013 the City had requested an extension to the 

CIIF program to October 31, 2014 due to a four month delay by the 
Federal Government announcement of approved projects (Appendix 
B). Both extension requests have received the support and 

endorsement of MP Brad Butt, Mississauga, Streetsville. 

Public consultation, design, and preliminary work to relocate 
overhead transmission lines and installation of underground wiring 
have been completed. As the road and outdoor plaza construction 

work could not be undertaken during winter months, the City had to 
change the construction schedule to retender in January 2014, and 

plan to award the construction contract in February allowing work to 

commence as soon as weather permits in early Spring 2014. 

Revitalization plans for Streetsville Village Square received 
tremendous support from the community and the project's completion 

is highly anticipated for the summer of2014. 



General Committee - 3 - January 24, 2014 

Feedback received from the building community following the 
cancelled 2013 tender recommended a stronger response to bids would 
be received if the project were tendered in the winter for spring 2014 
construction. 

Negotiations with the Federal Government to extend the CIIF program 

deadline for this project are on-going. Should the requested extension 

not be approved, the project will require additional $990,000 dollars to 
award and complete the revitalization as designed. 

The City received $25,000 funding from Veterans Affairs Canada 

towards rebuilding the Cenotaph. In September 2013, city staff 

notified them of the project rescheduling to spring 2014 and received 
approval for the requested grant extension. 

Project Status 

A pre-qualification process to qualify general contractors for this 
project was completed in December 2013. Thirty-nine (39) firms 
picked up or downloaded the pre-qualification package. Twenty firms 

(20) submitted proposals and eighteen firms ( 18) met the pre
qualification requirements. Construction documents have been 
tendered in late January to the pre-qualified vendors and will close 

late-February. Full funding is required to award the contract. 

Construction is scheduled for spring 2014 to ensure that the project is 

substantially complete by July. The Main St. merchants have 
expressed their concern with construction timing impacting their 

businesses during the busy summer season. Delaying project 

construction into the summer season may further impact Main St. 

business financially and is therefore not recommended. 

STRATEGIC PLAN: This project aligns with the "Completing our Neighbourhoods" 

Strategic Pillar (Connect). 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Community Infrastructure Improvement Funding (CIIF) from the 
Federal Government to a maximum value of $990,000 or 
approximately one third funding of the project budget's $3,100,000. 

To date approximately $200,000 has been spent on the project for 
consulting and associated costs in preparation for construction. 

Gb 



General Committee 

CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

- 4 - January 24, 2014 

One third (1/3) of this value has been charged back to the Federal 

Government through the CIIF funding documentation process. 

Discussions to extend the Federal CIIF funding and project 

completion date have not been successful to date, notwithstanding the 
efforts of Mayor McCallion, Councillor Carlson and Brad Butt, MP 
Mississauga Streetsville. Staff propose that $990,000 dollars in 

replacement funding come from the Capital Tax Reserve as 
recommended by the Director of Finance. 

Revitalization plans for Streetsville Village Square received 
tremendous support from the community and the project's completion 

is highly anticipated for the summer of2014. 

Discussions to secure a six month extension to the Program 
Completion and Final Report Dates (to September 30, 2014 and 
December 30, 2014 respectively) from the Federal Government were 

unsuccessful. 

The tender was issued in late January to meet a construction schedule 
of early Spring start with substantial completion by July 2014. 

Funding is essential for the delivery of this new community square for 
the historic Village of Streetsville which, when complete, will meet 
the community's vision of a vibrant square for community events and 

a welcoming gathering space. 

Appendix 1: Letter to the Honourable Gary Goodyear, Minister of 

State - September 16, 2013 
Appendix 2: Letter to the Honourable Gary Goodyear, Minister 

of State- February, 12, 2013 
Appendix 3: 

Paul A. Mitcham, P.Eng., MBA 
Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared By: Laura Piette, Director, Parks and Forestry 



!Appendix 1 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

September 16, 2013 

The Honourable Gary Goodyear 
Minister of State 
Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario 
155 Queen Street 
14Lh Floor 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KIP 6Ll 

Dear Mr. Minister: 

Re: Community Infrastructure Investment Fund 
(CIIF #0686) Streetsville Main Street Square Redevelopment, Mississauga 
Request for Deadline Extension 

I am writing to request an extension in the Program Completion Date and Final Report 
Date for the Redevelopment of the Streetsville Main Street Square, partially funded under the 
Community Infrastructure Investment Fund (CIIF Project No. 0686). 

For information, the City of Mississauga received approval of a grant in the amount of 
$990,000 on December 5, 2012, for the Redevelopment of the Main Street Square in the former 
Town ofStreetsville, the balance of the project in the amount of$2,110,000 is funded by the City 
of Mississauga. The total project budget is $3.1 million. 

Working with local residents and business leaders from January to May 2013, staff and 
consultants have created an exciting vision for the rehabilitation of the Main Street Square that 
includes the relocation of the Cenotaph to accommodate growing attendance at Remembrance 
Day services; construction of a community event stage with sound and lighting to host local 
events; reconstruction of the road; upgrading of underground services; relocation of electrical 
poles and wires; and planting of trees to create an exceptional urban square. 

fJ! ~!~~~~!~~~ 
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

300 CITY CENTRE DRIVE, MISSISSAUGA, ONTARIO L5B 3C1 
TEL: (905) 896-5555 FAX: (905) 896-5879 

bel 
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Public consultation and design phases are complete. Electrical wires have been relocated. 
Construction has been delayed due to recent municipal contract tender results. 

The City issued competitive contract tender call in July 2013, for the construction phase 
of work, budgeted at $2.4 million. 11 general contractors picked up documents during the tender 
period. Unfortunately, the City received only one bid at closing, in the amount of $4.6 million, 
almost double the budget for construction. Staff and consultants have reviewed the bid and 
found it to be "unbalanced" as prices for items within the proposed contract do not reflect cull'ent 
market prices as received for other similar projects. An effort to negotiate a balanced price in
line with the budget was not successful and the tender was cancelled. 

In consultation with the Construction Association and industry leaders, we understand 
that the competitive bidding process is affected by many factors. It is very unusual, however, to 
receive only one bid. According to contractors and construction industry representatives the 
bidding process may have been affected by the timing of the tender call given that work was 
tendered during the peak of the construction season at a time when contractors are fully engaged 
and resources committed. The process may also have been affected by recent extreme weather in 
the Greater Toronto Area that delayed some projects and created additional work for other 
contractors. 

We intend to retender the construction work. Unfortunately, we cannot retender and 
complete construction prior to the end of the 20 13 construction season, and as you are aware, 
construction of the road and outdoor p1aza cannot be undertaken during winter months. We have 
established a new plan which calls for retendering in Fall2013 and construction in Spring 2014, 
with project completion by September 30, 2014. By re-tendering in Fall 2013, we expect to 
receive increased interest by contractors endeavouring to "line up" work for Spring 2014. 

We request a six month extension to the Program Completion and Final Report Dates, at 
September 30,2014 and December 30,2014 respectively. 

Mr. Brad Butt, Member of Parliament for Streets ville- Mississauga, has been updated 
with regard to the delay and has expressed full support for the extension to the program deadline. 
We understand that he will be contacting your office to discuss the extension on our behalf 
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Thank you Minister Goodyear for your consideration to our request. The support of the 
Federal Government and funding in the amount of $990,000 through the CIIF Program is 
essential in the delivery of a new community square for the historic Village of Streetsville and 
the vision of the square as a community gathering place. With your suppott and a program 
extension we can realize the vision. 

,. •. 

dJ' ' ZEL McCALLION, C.M., LL.D. 
MAYOR 

cc: Brad Butt, MP, Streetsville- Mississauga 
Councillor George Carlson, Ward 11 
Janice Baker, City Manager 
Martin Powell, Commissioner, Transpot1ation and Works 
Gary Kent, Commissioner, Corporate Services 
Paul Mitcham, Commissioner, Community Services 
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The Honourable Gary Goodyear 
Minister of State 

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

February 12, 2013 

Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern Ontario 
15 5 Queen Street 
14'h Floor 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KIP 6Ll 

Dear Mr. Minister: 

Appendix 2 

On behalf of the resid~nts of Mississauga I thank you and your government for awarding 
the City of Mississauga funding under the Community Infrastructure Improvement Fund (CIIF). 
With almost $2 million dollars in federal funding we will be able to complete two important 
projects. The first project will see Don McLean Westacres outdoor pool, a facility that is over 40 
years old, updated and refurbished to today's standards. The second project will see the 
Streetsville Main Street Square, the central gathering place for this community, rehabilitated and 
made more accessible for the community's use. We are looking forward tothe completion of 
both of these exciting projects. 

As you are aware the application deadline for the CIIF program was August 24, 2012. 
The City of Mississauga received confu·mation of our two approved projects on December 5, 
2012. The four month gap between the application submission deadline and the confirmation of 
our approval meant that valuable construction time was lost" on both projects. The time lost 
between August and December makes both the Program Completion Date of March 31, 2014 
and the Final Repo1t Date of June 30, 2014 a significant challenge for us to meet. While we will 
work diligently to meet both of these dates, I am requesting that the Program Completion Date 
be changed to October 31, 2014, to afford us another complete construction season for the 
projects, and the Final Report Date be changed to February 1, 2015. These dates provide us with 
th~ right amount of time to complete both projects in an economical, safe and complete manner 
ensuring the proper community engagement happens along the way. 

Iii !!m!~~~~'!~C!~ 
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSJSSAUGA 

300 CITY CENTRE DRIVE, MISSISSAUGA, ONTARIO L5B 3C1 
TEL: (905) 896-5555 FAX: (905} 896-5879 

r 
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Should you have any questions or require any further information about my request 
please do not hesitate to contact my office or our Commissioner of Community Services, Paul 
Mitcham at (905) 615-3200, ext. 3100. 

c ... 

cc: Stella Ambler, MP, Mississauga South 
Brad Butt, :MP > Mississauga Streets ville 
Members of Council 
Leadership Team 

HAZEL McCALLION, C.M., L.L.D 
MAYOR 



Minister of State 
(Science and Technology} 

{Federal Economic Development 
Agency for Southem Ontario} 

~~ 0 1 201~ 

• Ottawa, Ontario K1A OH5 

Ministre d'Etat 
(Sciences et Technologie) 
(Agence federale de developpement 
economique pour le Sud de 1•ontario) 

Appendix 3 

Her Worship Hazel McCallion 
Mayor of the Corporation of the 

City of Mississauga 

MSC 0007019 

3 00 City Centre Drive 
Mississauga, Ontario L5B 3C 1 

Dear Madam Mayor: 

Thank you for your I etter ofF ebruary 12, 2013, requesting an extension on the 
completion date for the City ofMississauga's projects funded under the Community 
Infrastlucture Improvement Fund (CIIF). 

The CIIF was announced in Budget 2012 committing $150 million nationally over two 
years to support repairs and improvements to existing community facilities. In Ontario, 
more than 1,800 applications were submitted, requesting more than $395 million in CIIF 
funding. Through.the CIIF, the Federal Economic Development Agency for Southern 
Ontario (FedDev Ontario) is supporting nearly 430 projects across Ontario and I am 
pleased that the City of Mississauga was approved for the Don McLean Westacres 
outdoor pool and the Streetsville Main Street Square projects. 

As the program was intended to be a temporary, short-term economic stimulus measure, 
all project applications were assessed based on program guidelines which included the 
ability to complete construction by March 31, 2014. As per the terms of the City's 
funding agreements, projects are to confirm substantial completion by this time and costs 
are only eligible between April I, 2012 and March 31, 2014. 

Once again,· ank you for taking the time to write and please accept my best Wishes. 

DATE MAY 0 7 2013 

FILE No. · 

MAYORS OFFICE 
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General Committee 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Chair and Members of General Committee 

Meeting Date: February 5, 2014 

Martin Powell, P. Eng 
Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

fEB 0 5 2014 

Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, 
920 Lakeshore Road East, 1352 Lakeshore Road East and 1635 
Cormack Crescent (Ward 1) 

RECOMMENDATION: That McNally Construction Inc. be granted an exemption from the 

Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, as amended, to allow for extended 
tunnelling construction work of the Hanlan F eedermain as outlined in 

the Corporate Report dated January 13, 2014 from the Commissioner 

of Transportation and Works for the following locations: 

BACKGROUND: 

a. 920 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00 p.m. on 

Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on 
Monday, June 1, 2015. 

b. 1352 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00p.m. on 
Tuesday, February 18,2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, 

April1, 2016. 

c. 1635 Cormack Crescent, commencing at 7:00p.m. on 
Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, 

January 1, 2016. 

McNally Construction Inc, intends to proceed with the construction of 

the south section of the Hanlan F eedermain. 



1 Q General Committee 

COMMENTS: 

CONCLUSION: 

- 2- January 13, 2014 

The purpose for the Noise Control By-law exemption is to facilitate a 

shaft sinking and tunnelling operation to/from the above specified 

locations. 

McNally Construction Inc., on behalf of the Regional Municipality of 

Peel, has requested an exemption from Noise Control By-law No. 

360-79 to allow for a two-shift tunnelling and shaft sinking operation 

between the shaft locations. The proposed construction hours are 

specified as 7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. for the day shift operations 

following the 3:30p.m. to 12:00 a.m. (midnight) afternoon shift. 

There are no constructions activities scheduled between 12:00 a.m. 

and 7:00 a.m. hours. 

By allowing a two-shift operation and these limited overnight work 

activities, the duration of the project will be significantly reduced. 

Prior to the commencement of construction, the Region of Peel will 

inform the residents directly affected of the planned construction 

activities. 

The local Ward Councillor has been made aware of the proposed 

exemption from Noise Control By-law No. 360-79. 

In order to minimize impacts the construction work may have on City 

of Mississauga residents and to reduce the duration of the proj e~t, the 

Transportation and Works Department supports the Noise Control By

law exemption to allow for extended tunnelling construction work for 

the Hanlan Feedermain at the following locations: 

a. 920 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00 p.m. on 

Tuesday, February 18,2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on 

Monday, June 1, 2015. 

b. 1352 Lakeshore Road East, commencing at 7:00p.m. on 

Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, 

April 1, 2016. 
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c. 1635 Cormack Crescent, commencing at 7:00p.m. on 

Tuesday, February 18,2014 and ending at 7:00a.m. on Friday, 
January 1, 2016. 

Appendix 1: Location Map: Noise Control By-law Exemption-
920 Lakeshore Road East (Ward 1) 

Appendix 2: Location Map: Noise Control By-law Exemption-
13 52 Lakeshore Road East (Ward 1) 

Appendix 3: Location Map: Noise Control By-law Exemption-
1635 Cormack Crescent (Ward 1) 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Prepared By: Darek Koziol, Traffic Operations Technologist 
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General Committee 

~fEB 0 5 ~::~ 

Proposed Exemption to Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, 
Erin Mills Parkway at Thomas Street 
(Wards 9 and 11) 

RECOMMENDATION: That McNally-Kiewit-Aecon Partnership be granted an exemption 

from Noise Control By-law No. 360-79, as amended, to allow for 

extended construction work for the third phase of twinning of the 

existing West Trunk Sanitary System between Highway 401 and Queen 

Elizabeth Way (QEW), commencing Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and 

ending Friday, August 29, 2014. 

BACKGROUND: McNally-Kiewit-Aecon Partnership, on behalf of the Regional 

Municipality of Peel, intends to proceed with the third phase of the 

existing sanitary trunk sewer system expansion. 

The purpose for the Noise Control By-law exemption is to facilitate a 
shaft sinking operation on the south-east comer of the Erin Mills 

Parkway and Thomas Street intersection and tunnelling works from 

the shaft location to a point located on the east side of Erin Mills 

Parkway approximately 220 metres (722 feet) north of Eglinton 

A venue West. 
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COMMENTS: 

CONCLUSION: 

-2- January 15, 2014 

The Region of Peel's "Water and Wastewater Servicing Master Plan" 

has identified the need for increased capacity of it's western trunk 

sanitary sewer system. The Region's Master Plan has determined 

that the twinning of the existing trunk sewer is the most feasible 

solution and the Region of Peel has commenced construction for the 

extension of this sanitary system. 

McNally-Kiewit-Aecon Partnership, on behalf of the Regional 

Municipality of Peel, has requested an exemption from Noise Control 

By-law No. 360-79 to allow for a two-shift tunnelling and shaft 

sinking operation. The proposed construction hours are specified as 

7:00a.m. to 3:30p.m. for the day shift operations following the 3:30 

p.m. to 12:00 a.m. (midnight) afternoon shift. There are no 

constructions activities scheduled between 12:00 a.m. and 7:00a.m. 

hours. 

It's been estimated that by allowing a two-shift operation and these 

limited overnight work activities, it will significantly reduce the 

duration of the project. 

It should also be noted that McNally-Kiewit-Aecon Partnership have 

been approved and currently are proceeding with tunneling works at 

the existing shafts located along Erin Mills Parkway north of 

Burnham thorpe Road West and north of Eglinton A venue West 
respectively. 

Prior to the commencement of construction, the Region of Peel will 

notify the residents directly affected of the planned construction 
activities. 

The local Ward Councillors have been made aware of the proposed 

exemption from Noise Control By-law No. 360-79. 

In order to minimize impacts the construction work may have on City 

ofMississauga residents and to reduce the duration of the project, the 

Transportation and Works Department supports the Noise Control By

law exemption to allow for extended construction work for the 

twinning of the existing West Trunk Sanitary System commencing 

Tuesday, February 18, 2014 and ending Friday, August 29, 2014. 
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Appendix 1: Location Map: Noise Control By-law Exemption

Erin Mills Parkway at Thomas Street 
(Wards 9 and 11) 

Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

Prepared By: Darek Koziol, Traffic Operations Technologist 
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Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Lease Agreement with 2016169 Ontario Inc. ( o/a Blyth Academy) 
for the Cawthra-Elliot House located at 1507 Cawthra Road 
(Ward 1) 

RECOMMENDATION: That the Realty Services Section of Corporate Services Department be 

authorized to enter into negotiations for a lease agreement, in a form 

and content satisfactory to the City Solicitor, between the City of 

Mississauga as landlord and 2016169 Ontario Inc. (o/a Blyth 

Academy) as tenant, for the Cawthra-Elliot House located at 1507 

Cawthra Road, in accordance with the terms contained herein. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

• The Cawthra-Elliot House is a two storey building, containing an 
area of approximately 577.86 square metres (6,220 square feet), 

plus basement, located within Cawthra-Elliot Estate at 1507 

Cawthra Road, in the City of Mississauga, Regional Municipality 

of Peel, in Ward 1 ; 

• A Request for Lease Proposal for the Cawthra-Elliot House was 

issued and one submission was received from 2016169 Ontario 
Inc. ( o/a Blyth Academy); 

• Report seeks authorization for Realty Services to enter into 
negotiations with 2016169 Ontario Inc. (o/a Blyth Academy) for 

the leasing of Cawthra-Elliot House. 



General Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

-2- January 17, 2014 

The Cawthra-Elliot House is a two (2) storey building, containing an 

area of approximately 577.86 square metres (6,220 square feet), plus 

the basement, located within the Cawthra-Elliot Estate property at 

1507 Cawthra Road. 

The Cawthra-Elliot House underwent an extensive renovation in 1990, 

and recently has been partially occupied by Human Resources as 

office and training space, which use has recently been relocated to the 

new Holcim Waterfront Estate. The Cawthra-Elliot House has also 

been used as a meeting facility administered by Community Services 

Department for various events and group use. 

In consultation with Community Services, it has been determined that 

the Cawthra-Elliot House is under-utilized and should be leased out. 

A Request for Lease Proposal for the subject property was issued in 

mid-November, 2013 and closed on December 13, 2013. On closing, 

one submission was received from 2016169 Ontario Inc. operating as 

Blyth Academy. Blyth Academy is a private high school with small 

boutique campuses in eight locations, including Y arkville, Lawrence 

Park, Thornhill, Port Credit, Burlington, Barrie, Whitby, Ottawa and 

London. Blyth Academy is also currently subleasing the Adamson 

House from the City at the Adamson Estate as its Port Credit campus. 

The main terms and conditions of the Blythe proposal submitted to 

the City are as follows: 

• Term- 5 years with an option to extend for a further term of 

5 years; 

• Annual Rent- $97,032 per annum, plus HST and cost of 

utilities; 

• The tenant shall be responsible for all applicable taxes, 

including realty taxes and costs of all additional services that 

may be required by its operations; 

• the tenant will be assigned 1 0 reserved parking spaces 

designated by the City from Monday to Friday, 8 a.m. to 6 

p.m., subject to restrictions for a 4 week period in the spring 

to allow for migration of the Jefferson Salamander 

population; 
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• The City shall be responsible for all repair and maintenance 

to the structure and building systems; 

• The Premises will be used as a private academy/educational 

facility, and such ancillary uses permitted under the zoning 

by-law. The tenant shall be responsible to secure and 

maintain compliance with all applicable laws and regulations, 

including but not limited to health code, building code, fire 

code and zoning by-laws, to permit such uses. 

The proponent is aware of the protected status of the woodlands of 

Cawthra-Elliot Estate and has engaged Jefferson Salamander 

Recovery Team member and former Ministry of Natural Resources 

Biologist, John Pisapio as an advisor. 

The proponent has also acknowledged the heritage status of the 

Cawthra-Elliot House. Any possible alterations and works required 

by Blyth Academy will be in compliance with the Ontario Heritage 

Act and completed under the necessary heritage permit. 

The lands surrounding the Cawthra-Elliot House will not form part of 

the lease and will remain open to the public and will be controlled by 

the City. 

Community Services has been consulted and has no objection to the 

leasing of the subject property to the proponent. 

It is anticipated that the lease of the subject property will be within 

the limit of the Real Estate Delegation of Authority By-law 0375-

2008. Following the successful negotiations for the lease of the 

Cawthra-Elliot House, Realty Services will coordinate the signing of 

the Lease Agreement, including all ancillary documents or 

agreements, as authorized by the said By-law 0375-2008. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The annual rent for this lease is $97,032 per annum, plus HST and 

additional utility costs. The tenant will be responsible for all 

applicable taxes, including realty taxes. 



General Committee 

CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

-4- January 17, 2014 

It is prudent to lease out the Cawthra-Elliot House, as the house is 

presently under-utilized. The full-time occupation of the house will 

reduce security risks and provide revenue to the City. The terms and 
conditions being proposed by 2016169 Ontario Inc. ( o/a Blyth 

Academy) are fair and reasonable. 

Appendix 1: Location of Subject Property. 

Gary Kent, 
Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared By: Stephen Law, Project Leader 

I 
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Surplus Land Declaration - City Owned Property located on 
Keenan Crescent between 3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent 
(Ward 5) 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That the City owned parcel of land located on the west side of 

Keenan Crescent, between 3681 and 3685 Keenan Crescent, 

containing an area of approximately 115 square metres (1,238 

square feet), be declared surplus to the City's requirements. The 

City owned parcel is described as PCL PLAN-2, SEC M7; BLK 

H, PL M7, in the City of Mississauga, Regional Municipality of 

Peel, Ward 5. 

2. That Realty Services staff be authorized to proceed to dispose of 

the subject property to the adjacent landowners once it has been 

declared surplus. 

3. That all steps necessary to comply with the requirements of 

Section 2. (1) of City Notice By-law 215-08 be taken, including 

giving notice to the public by posting a notice on the City of 

Mississauga' s website for a two week period, where the expiry of 

the two week period will be at least one week prior to the 

execution of an agreement for the sale of the subject land under 

delegated authority. 



~ ~ General Committee 

BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

-2- January 14, 2014 

The subject parcel is vacant land located within a residential 

subdivision. Pursuant to an Engineering Agreement dated December 

20, 1971, the land was dedicated to the City and was originally 

planned to be a pathway leading from Keenan Crescent to City owned 

land located to the rear of residential houses residing along the west 

side of Keenan Crescent. The pathway was never constructed, and 

currently the adjacent landowners located at 3681 and 3685 Keenan 

Crescent are encroaching on the subject property, having made various 

landscaping improvements. The subject property is relatively flat and 

rectangular in shape with an area of approximately 115 square metres 

(1,238 square feet). The property is not a viable stand-alone lot and is 

not suitable for independent development. Given the above, it is 

recommended that the property be declared surplus to the City's needs 

for the purpose of disposing it to the adjacent landowners. 

Realty Services has completed its circulation and received 

confirmation from all City departments that there are no objections to 

the subject property being declared surplus for the purpose of 

disposing it to the adjacent neighbours. The property will be circulated 

to external utility companies prior to disposition to determine if any 

easement protections are required. 

Prior to completion of this proposed transaction under Delegated 

Authority, public notice will have been given by the posting of a 

notice of proposed sale on the City of Mississauga' s website for a two 

week period, where the expiry of the two week period will be at least 

one week before the execution of the agreement for the sale of the said 

land. This notice satisfies the requirements of the City Notice By-law 

0215-2008 as amended by By-law 0376-2008. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: The sale of the subject property will resolve an encroachment issue 

that the City has with the adjacent neighbours and reduce the potential 

for liability concerns. 

CONCLUSION: It is appropriate to declare the subject property surplus and offer it for 

sale to the adjacent landowners located at 3681 and 3685 Keenan 

Crescent. 
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Appendix 1 : Sketch showing location of the proposed property to 

be declared surplus. 

Appendix 2: Copy of Plan M-7. 

Gary Kent 

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared By: Kevin Bolger, Project Leader, Realty Services 
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Surplus land declaration of a portion of City owned property, 
municipally known as 4140 Pheasant Run, for the purpose of a 
proposed transfer to Hearthouse Hospice Inc. (Ward 8) 

RECOMMENDATION: 1. That a portion of City owned property, municipally known as 4140 

Pheasant Run, containing a site area of approximately 0.81 ha. (2 
acres), be declared surplus to the City's requirements for the 

purpose of a proposed conveyance to Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 

upon satisfactory completion of all required lease payment under a 
five (5) year lease-to-own agreement. The subject lands are 

legally described as Part of Block X on Registered Plan M-120, 
containing approximately 2 acres in the approximate location as 

shown on Appendix 1, in the City of Mississauga, Regional 

Municipality of Peel, in Ward 8. 

2. That the requirements of Section 2.(1) of City Notice By-law 215-

2008 be waived and, in lieu, notice to the public will be given by 
posting a notice on the City of Mississauga' s website for at least 

three weeks prior to the Transfer of Title the subject land to 
Hearthouse Hospice Inc. 
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BACKGROUND: 

COMMENTS: 

-2- January 17, 2014 

With the adoption of Resolution 0117-2013 and enactment of By-law 

0148-2013 on June 19, 2013, City Council authorized staff to: 

1. enter into a Purchase Agreement with Peel District School 

Board ("PDSB") for the purchase of the property, municipally 

known as 4140 Pheasant Run, which has a total land area of 

approximately five (5) acres and; 

2. to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") with 

Hearthouse Hospice Inc. ("Hearthouse") outlining the terms of 

a proposed five (5) year lease for a portion of 4140 Pheasant 

Run ('Leased Lands") containing an area of approximately two 

(2) acres, together with any other ancillary documents or 

amending agreements as may be required to give further effect 

totheMOU. 

The lease to own agreement allows the Hearthouse to apply its lease 

payments towards the purchase price of the Leased Lands, in order to 

ultimately construct and operate an end of life hospice facility. 

The City has completed the acquisition of 4140 Pheasant Run, and the 

transfer of title was registered on December 16, 2013. As a result of 

the above mentioned MOU, a five (5) year Lease Agreement has also 

been entered into with Hearthouse. During the term of the lease, 

Hearthouse will be responsible for an initial payment of $245,488 and, 

thereafter, quarterly payments of $117,862.16 plus HST for the term 

of the lease, which is equivalent to the purchase price of $2,454,880 

plus interest and HST, for the lands to be declared surplus. Hearthouse 

will also be responsible for all real estate taxes, if applicable, and the 

demolition of the existing buildings. The City will keep and maintain 

the remaining three (3) acres as parkland. 

Realty Services has completed its circulation and has received 

confirmation that all City departments have no concerns with the two 

(2) acre parcel at 4140 Pheasant Run being declared surplus for the 

purposes of a proposed transfer to the Hearthouse in order to 

ultimately construct and operate a hospice facility, which may include 

the provision of health care services. 

The Leased Lands currently forming part of 4140 Pheasant Run are 

located on the north side of Pheasant Run and west of Glen Erin 

Drive, designated as Parts 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15 on a Draft 
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Reference Plan prepared by Viorel Mares, OLS, (the Assistant City 

Surveyor), as attached in Appendix 2. Notwithstanding the location of 
the Leased Lands, it is agreed that by mutual agreement, there may be 

minor adjustments to the boundaries of the Leased Lands to be 

transferred to Hearthouse provided however the subject lands or 
Leased Lands remain two (2) acres in size. 

As part of the proposed transfer, the City and the Hearthouse will 

share the use of a shared driveway and parking areas and the parties 

will grant in favour of each other such reasonable easements as may 

be necessary over the shared driveway, access points and parking 

areas. 

Prior to completion of this proposed transfer, public notice will have 

been given by the posting of a notice of proposed transfer on the City 
ofMississauga's website for a three week period before the transfer of 

the title to Hearthouse. 

FINANCIAL IMP ACT: Not applicable. 

CONCLUSION: 

ATTACHMENTS: 

It is reasonable to declare the subject two (2) acre of lands surplus for 

the purposes of ultimate transfer of the subject property to the 

Hearthouse to construct and operate a hospice facility which may 
include the provision of health care services. 

Appendix 1: Location of City's Surplus Lands at 4140 Pheasant 
Run (Ward 8) 

Appendix 2: Copy of Draft Reference Plan 

Gary Kent 

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared By: Stephen Law, Project Leader 

l)b 
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2013 Obsolete Corporate Policies and Procedures 
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General CcmmiHGe 

FEB 0 5 201~ 

RECOMMENDATION: That the following Corporate Policies and Procedures be declared 
obsolete: 

COMMENTS: 

a) Assisted Education Leave (01-06-06) 

b) Portables (03-03-02) 

c) Highway Noise in Industrial Subdivisions (09-03-01) 

An annual review is undertaken of all Corporate Policies and 

Procedures on a three (3) year cycle to ensure that the City's policies 
remain current. Three (3) Corporate Policies, "Assisted Education 

Leave" (Appendix 1 ); "Portables" (Appendix 2) and "Highway Noise 
in Industrial Subdivisions" (Appendix 3) have been identified by 

departmental staff as no longer being required. 

The "Assisted Education Leave Policy" was approved about 24 years 
ago. The policy provided direction on the financial support the City of 

Mississauga would provide to employees to pursue work-related 
education, as well as direction on how to support an employee's 
absence from work. The recommendation to rescind the policy is 

being made by Human Resources because the relevant information 

from this policy is now included in the Tuition Reimbursement Policy 

and the Personal Leave of Absence Policy, which applies to all unpaid 



\ l%eneral Committee -2- December 19, 2013 

leaves. A recent benchmarking exercise conducted by Human 

Resources shows that surrounding municipalities do not have an 

"Assisted Education Leave Policy"; rather, a combination of a "Leave 

of Absence" policy and a "Tuition Reimbursement" policy are relied 

upon. The Tuition Reimbursement Policy was approved by Council 

on June 19, 2013 and provides more detailed and up to date direction 

on the City's philosophy in supporting work-related education, as well 

as direction on how that education will be supported financially. The 

Personal Leave of Absence Policy provides direction on how to 

support an employee's absence from work. With the recently 

approved Tuition Reimbursement Policy and the Personal Leave of 

Absence Policy, the Assisted Education Leave Policy is no longer 

required and the policy can be rescinded. 

The "Portables" policy was created in 1988 to give Information 

Technology responsibility for managing loaner computers, in a time 

when laptops and other portable devises were not commonly used. 

The information that is contained in the "Portables" policy with 

respect to security of computers is covered in Corporate Policy and 

Procedures "Access to and Acceptable Use of Information Technology 

Resources" (03-05-01) and the accompanying guidelines. 

The "Highway Noise in Industrial Subdivisions" policy was created in 

1988 for the purpose of reducing unnecessary delays by stating that 

traffic noise abatement studies are not required for industrial plans of 

subdivision. Staff in Transportation and Works and Planning & 
Building agree that the policy is no longer required as the Official Plan 

provides direction to staff. Staff do not refer to the policy. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Not Applicable 

CONCLUSION: For the reasons outlined in this report, the Corporate Policies and 

Procedures attached as Appendices 1 through 3 should be declared 

obsolete and removed from the Corporate Policies and Procedures 

manual. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 

- 3- December 19, 2013 

Appendix 1 : Corporate Policy and Procedure - Assisted Education 

Leave 01-06-06 
Appendix 2: Corporate Policy and Procedure- Portables 03-03-02 

Appendix 3: Corporate Policy and Procedure- Highway Noise in 
Industrial Subdivisions 09-03-01 

· Manager and Chief Administrative Officer 

Prepared By: Pamela Shanks, Corporate Policy Analyst 

l2b 
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Effective Date 1YYU 01 '2'2 

Supersedes 

HUMAN RESOURCES 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

ASSISTED EDUCATION LEAVE 

City of Mississauga employees may be granted an assisted 
education leave, to participate in an educational program 
requiring more than four weeks absence. 

The purpose of the Assisted Education Leave Program is to 
financially assist high achieving staff who have been identified by 
their department heads as having the potential to assume broad 
based managerial responsibilities, but who would benefit from 
additional formal education. 

An "assisted education leave" is an unpaid leave of absence with 
financial support from the City to cover some of the costs related 
to the program of study. 

Candidates for the Assisted Education Leave Program must be 
recommended by their department heads, in writing, to the City 
Manager and the Director, Human Resources. 

Eligibility is restricted to full time permanent employees with a 
minimum of four years service with the City of Mississauga, who 
possess superior technical/administrative skills. 

An employee who is considered ineligible for an assisted 
education leave may apply for an unpaid leave of absence, 
without financial assistance, to pursue further education. See 
Personal Leave of Absence policy. 

The department head is responsible for submitting a 
recommendation, including an outline of the proposed course of 
study and expenses, to the City Manager and the Director, Human 
Resources. The City Manager may grant the leave if, in his/her 
opinion, the educational program will provide the employee with 
skills or knowledge of significant value to the Corporation. 
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Assisted education leaves exceeding one year are reviewed 
annually. The City Manager determines whether to continue the 
assisted leave. 

An Assisted Education Leave is an unpaid leave of absence, with 
some financial support in the form of an Education Assistance 

· Award. The amount of financial assistance awarded is agreed to 
by the employee's department head and the City Manager prior to 
the commencement of the education program. 

The Education Assistance Award may include payment of: 
• tuition fees to a maximum of $1,800.00 per school year; 
• examination fees to a maximum of $200.00 per school year; 
• fees for necessary books and supplies to a maximum of 

$500.00 per school year; and 
• necessary travel and living expenses, based on 6 percent of 

annual salary, to a maximum of $200.00 per month during the 
school year. 

Employees are expected to perform their regular duties during 
periods when their education program is not in session (i.e. 
reading week, summer break, etc.) Normal salary is paid for 
periods worked during the unpaid leave of absence. 

An employee granted an unpaid leave of absence with an 
Education Assistance A ward is required to sign a memorandum 
of understanding agreeing to the conditions under which 
repayment of the award is required. 

The Education Assistance Award is not repayable if the employee 
returns to work on or before the date the leave of absence expires, 
and continues to work for the City of Mississauga for a minimum 
of 48 months. 

The employee is responsible for full repayment of the award if the 
education program is not completed successfully for any reason 
within the employee's control; or if, upon completion of the leave, 
the employee does not return to work within the Corporation's 
required and agreed upon time. 
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On the day that the employee ceases employment with the City of 
Mississauga he/she must repay all or part of the award, as 
follows: 
• 100 per cent if the employee leaves before 12 months; 
• 7 5 per cent if the employee leaves after 12 months, but before 

24 months; 
• 50 per cent if the employee leaves after 24 months, but before 

36 months; 
• 25 per cent if the employee leaves after 36 months, but before 

48 months. 

The City Manager may waive repayment under exceptional 
circumstances beyond the control of the employee (layoff, 
disability, inability to return to work, etc.) A decision to waive 
repayment must be supported by documentation. 

Benefit coverages continue and are paid for by the City of 
Mississauga. Short term disability and incidental sick days apply 
only during active employment. Vacation credits accrue at the 
normal rate for each full month of paid employment. 

AF-48-90- 1990 01 22 

April, 2006 

For more information, contact your departmental Human 
Resources representative. 
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Information Technology maintains portable equipment for use by 

all departments. 

Requests for use of portable equipment should be made to the 

Director, Information Technology or designate. Priority will be 

given to applications which cannot generally be accommodated 

on fixed equipment. 

Equipment may be reserved in advance and will be released to a 

department for a period of three days or less. Exceptions may be 

made for special circumstances such as labour negotiations or 

major projects. 

Information Technology is responsible for the maintenance of an 

equipment register listing: 

• equipment serial numbers; 
• time and date equipment loaned; 
• expected date of return; 
• actual date of return; 
• maintenance record; and 
• inspection report. 

Prior to release, Information Technology obtains the signature, 

telephone number, and employee number of the staff member 

responsible for the equipment. 

Staff signing for equipment are responsible for meeting the 

following minimum security requirements: 

• Equipment must be locked in a secure cabinet when not in 
use. Equipment must not be left unprotected in meeting 
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• Malfunctions or maintenance problems must be reported 
immediately to Information Technology. Written notes of all 
error messages and problems assist in making corrections for 
future users. 

• Extreme temperature changes may affect the operation of 
equipment. Equipment must not be left in unheated vehicles 
or in the sun for an extended period. Equipment must be 
allowed to return to room temperature before use if exposed to 
extreme temperatures inadvertently. 

• Data files and word processing documents must be backed-up 
regularly to minimize risk of loss when equipment is moved. 

NOTE: All data files and word processing documents on hard 
disk will be deleted when equipment is returned. 

• Only trained staff may use equipment. 

SMT- 1988 02 11 

April, 2001 

For more information, contact Information Technology, 
Corporate Services Department. 
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HIGHWAY NOISE IN INDUSTRIAL SUBDIVISIONS 

Traffic noise abatement studies are not required for industrial plans 

of subdivision except for buildings which contain sleeping quarters 

that abut City and Regional Roads. 

To reduce unnecessary delays in the issuance of building permits. 

Noise abatement studies may be required at the request of the 
Ministry of the Environment. 

CPD-78-88- 1988 04 07 

Official Plan - Land Use Policies 

April, 2005 

For more information, contact Policy, Planning and Building 

Department. 
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Amendments to the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law (521-04), as 
amended, (the "Tow Truck Licensing By-Law") 

RECOMMENDATION: That a by-law to amend the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law be enacted 

to clarify subsection 4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law and 

to set out the appropriate time frames for subsequent applications for 

tow truck licences. 

REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTS: 

• Recent amendments were made to the Tow Truck Licensing By
Law requiring all applicants for a tow truck licence to have a clear 
criminal record within five years of their application date. 

• A recent decision of the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal (the 
"MAT") granted a licence to an appellant even though the 
appellant was convicted of a criminal offence within five years of 
their application date and therefore did not comply with .a 
requirement in the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law. 

• City staff recommend amending the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law 
to clarify subsection 4(3 )(b) regarding criminal convictions and to 
set out the appropriate time frames for subsequent applications for 
tow truck licences. 
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Recent Amendments to the Tow Truck Licensing By-law 

On April 3, 2013, Council adopted the recommendations in the 

Corporate Report dated March 13, 2013 entitled "Recommended 

Changes to the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law 521-04, as amended, for 
the Licensing of Tow Truck Drivers." In responding to concerns 

regarding public safety and consumer protection, this report 

recommended requiring all applicants to have a clear Criminal Record 

Search for a period of five years from the date of their application for 
a licence. 

On June 5, 2013, City Council enacted By-Law 130-2013 which 

amended the Tow Truck Licensing By-law. By-Law 130-2013 added 
subsection 4(3)(b) to the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law to provide that 

no person who has been convicted of a criminal offence within five 

years of their application for a licence will be issued a tow truck 
licence. 

On October 29, 2013, the MAT heard an appeal by an appellant who 

was denied a tow truck licence by the Licence Manager because he 

was convicted of a criminal offence in 2011 and therefore subsection 
4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck Licencing By-Law prohibited issuance. 

On November 7, 2013, the MAT issued a Notice of Decision which is 
attached as Appendix 1 (the "Medeiros Decision"), overturning the 

decision of the Licence Manager and granting the appellant a tow 
truck licence. 

The Medeiros Decision 

In the Medeiros Decision, the MAT acknowledged the language in the 
Tow Truck Licensing By-Law respecting its authority and went on to 

state that it is not restricted to making a decision that the Licence 

Manager was entitled to make in the first instance. The tribunal 

members reasoned that "it is not absurd that City Council should have 

intended to grant the tribunal the authority, where appropriate, to 
dispense with strict compliance with the otherwise mandatory 

requirements of the licensing scheme." 

In exercising its discretion, the MAT determined that while "some 
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offences speak directly to the suitability of an individual to hold the 

City's licence to drive and operate a tow truck, other offences, though 

worthy of consideration should not automatically disentitle an 

individual from holding such a licence." As such, the MAT 

determined that the conviction for recognizance (breaching a 

commitment made before a court) did not meet the necessary 

threshold to justify denying the licence, notwithstanding the 

prohibition against all criminal conviction as set out in subsection 

4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law. 

Following the Medeiros Decision, Enforcement staff met with Legal 

Services to review the decision and the MAT's understanding of the 

level of discretion available to it in applying subsection 4(3)(b ). City 

staff is seeking to amend the Tow Truck Licencing By-Law to clarify 

that regardless of the criminal conviction, no licence will be issued 

where an applicant has been convicted of a criminal offence within 5 

years of the application date. It is the understanding of staff that 

Council intended that no discretion be available to either the Licence 

Manager or the MAT in applying subsection 4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck 

Licencing By-Law. 

Re-Application for Tow Truck Licences 

In the Medeiros Decision, the MAT was concerned with the fact that 

the Tow Truck Licencing By-Law is silent on the issue of re

applications for licences. According to the MAT, the result "allows an 

applicant who has missed the appeal deadline to resurrect their right to 

appeal simply by making another application for a licence." Staff 

agree with the MAT and recommend that an amendment also be made 

to the Tow Truck Licencing By-Law to provide that applicants will be 

prevented from re-applying for a licence for one year following a 

decision made by either the Licence Manager or the MAT, whichever 

date is later. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: N/A. 

CONCLUSION: Following the Medeiros Decision, staff seek to amend the Tow Truck 
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Licensing By-Law to clarify subsection 4(3)(b) of the Tow Truck 

Licensing By-Law and to set out the appropriate time frames for 
subsequent applications for tow truck licences. 

Appendix 1: Notice of Decision of the MAT regarding appellant 

Kevin Medeiros dated November 7, 2013. 

Prepared By: Robert Genoway, Legal Counsel 

I 



Appendix 1 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
of the 

MISSISSAUGA APPEAL TRIBUNAL 
established pursuant to section 23.5 of the Municipal Act 2001 

IN THE MATTER OF a Notice of Appeal to the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal (the 
''Tribunal"), received on August 13, 2013, from Kevin Medeiros, 909-4470 Tucana 
Court, Mississauga, Ontario, L5R 3K8, of a Licensing Manager's decision to deny an 
application for a Tow Truck Driver Licence, under the City of Mississauga's Tow Truck 
Licensing By-Law 521-04, as amended (the <!Appeal''). 

AND IN THE MATTER of the Hearing of the Notice of Appeal by the Mississauga 
Appeal Tribunal on October 29, 2013 in accordance with the provisions of the City of 
Mississauga's Tow Truck Licensing By-Law 521-04, as amended, and the Statutory 
Powers Procedure Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. S.22, as amended. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Appellant is a former holder of a tow truck driver's licence under the City of 
Mississauga~s Tow Truck By-Law 521-04 as amended (''the By-Law"). On 4 June, 
2013J the Appellant submitted to the City an application for a tow truck driver's licence 
(the "First Application"). Section 4(3) of the By-Law sets out certain requirements · 
without which, ~'No Person shall be Licensed under this by-law as a Driver". One of 
those requirements is that a current criminal record search "contains no convictions for 
five (5) years prior to the date of application renewal". The criminal records search 
disclosed a 2011 conviction for Failing to comply with condition of undertaking or 
recognizance. As a result, the City's Manager, Mobile Licensing Enforcement (the 
"Licence Manager") denied the First Application on June 11, 2013. While it is not 
directly relevant to this appeal, it should be noted that this requirement was incorporated 
into the By-Law on June 5, 2013 and pursuant to the amending by-law 0130-2013, 
applies only to the issuance of new Driver Licences until June 15, 2014, at which time it 
shall apply to the issuance of all Driver Licences under the By-Law. 

Under the By-LawJ a decision of the Licence Manager can be appealed to this tribunal 
within 7 days after being served with notice of the decision. The Appellant did not meet 
this deadline, but did subsequently attempt to bring an appeaL In accordance with the 
By-Law and this tribunal's Rules of Practice and Procedure, the Appellant was notified 
by the Tribunal Coordinator on August 1, 2013, that his appeal was denied due to the 
late filing and that the June 11, 2013 decision of the Licence Manager was final and 

\~ 
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In an apparent attempt to revive his right to appeal, the Appellant made another 
application to the City for a tow truck driver's licence on July 29, 2013 (the "Second 
Application''). The Second Application was substantially identical to the First Application 
and the Licence Manager issued a second denial letter on August 6, 2013, again citing 
the criminal conviction as grounds for denial. The Appellant then served the City on 
August 9, with a notice of appeal letter, which referred to the August 6 denial, but also· to 
the circumstances surrounding the earlier June 11 denial. 

The City's position is simply that under the By-Law, the Appellant is barred from being 
issued a new City of Mississauga tow truck driver's licence until his criminal records 
search shows no convictions within the most recent five year period. No evidence was 
given to suggest ·that the City viewed the particular conviction which appeared in the 
Appellant's record, as particularly serious or otherwise making the Appellant unsuitable 
to drive a tow truck in the City. 

The Cityr summing up its case, took the position that the subject appeal should be 
denied on the basis that: 

The Licence Manager's denial of the First Application was in law final and binding 
and that the Appellant therefore had no right to make the Second Application; 

The tribunal lacks jurisdiction to grant a licence to an individual who is specifically 
disqualified from holding such a licence by virtue of the requirements of Section 4 
of the By-Law. 

The Appellant's' evidence and argument is summarized as follows: 

The City acted improperly by denying the First Application, in light of the fact that 
the By-Law provision under which the First Application was denied, was not in 
existence until the passing of amending by-law 0130-2013 on June 5, 2013, the 
day after the First Application was made to the City; 

His situation in terms of family obligations, education and employment 
opportunities. makes his need to carry on business as a tow truck driver in 
Mississauga, of particular i'mportance to him; 
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This appeal rajses two important questions which must be resolved before any 
consideration can be granted to the Appellant's specific circumstances. Firstly, does a 
person who has been denied a licence under this By-Law but fails to serve a Notice of 
Appeal within the requisite 7 days, have the right to resurrect their right of appeal simply 
by making another licence application? Secondly, does -this tribunal have discretion to 
grant relief that includes the grant of a licence to a person who is disqualified from 
holding such a licence under the By-Law? These are both important questions because 
they are fundamental to how this tribunal may deal with future matters before it 
concerning not only the by-law under consideration but also other by-laws under which 
this tribunal hears appeals. 

It would be an odd result if the decision of the Licence Manager could be final and 
binding and yet allow an applicant who has missed the appeal deadline to resurrect 
their right to appeal simply by making another application for a licence. However, under 
the By-Law, there is no specific prohibition preventing this from occurring, nor does this 
tribunal's Rules of Practice and Procedure address the. situation directly. If a 
subsequent application for a licence could not be made after the Licence Manager's 
decision had become final and bindingl there is no apparent mechanism for ever 
permitting that subsequent application to be made, so that a failed applicant might never 
be able to obtain a licence in the future. It must be noted that the Licence Manage(s 
letter of August 6, 2013 advised the Appellant that he was entitled to a hearing before 
this tribunal. It should also be noted that the August 1, 2013 letter from the Tribunal 
Coordinator denied the appeal of the June 4, 2013 decision of the Licence Manager and 
not the subsequent August 6 decision, which did not exist at that time. 

Rule 7.02 of the tribunal's Rules of Practice and Procedure allow the tribunal to extend 
a time prescribed by the Rules. Rule 1.02(5) provides that the Rules shall be liberally 
construed to secure the just, most expeditious and cost-effective determination of every 
proceeding on its merits. Section 2 of the Statutory Powers and Procedures Act 
imposes the same requirement in construing the tribunal's Rules. Nevertheless, the 
tribunal's Rules and the By-Law explicitly provide that the Licence Manager's decision is 
final and binding if a Notice of Appeal is received after the appeal deadline. 
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Considering the foregoing, this tribunal finds that the June 11, 2013 denial of the First 
Application is final and binding and accordingly disregards the Appellant's arguments 
regarding that denial. The tribunal finds that as there is no specific prohibition that 
prevented the Appellant from making the Second Application on July 29, 2013, and in 
light of the Licence Manager's August 6, 2013 advice to the Appellant that he was 
entitled to an appeal before this tribunal, the tribunal can and should render a decision 
on the merits of the case. 

Section 12 of the By-Law provides that: .. 
11 1n making its decision the Appeal Tribunal may uphold or vary the decision of 
the Licence Manager, or make any decision that the Licence Manager was 
entitled to make in the first instance. The decision of the Appeal Tribunal issued 
under this By-Law is final (195-0f' 

The trjbunal is of the view that Section 12 allows for three distinct kinds of decisions, 
namely: 

uphold the decision of the Licence Manager; 
vary the decisi'on of the Licence Manager; 
make any (other) decision that the Licence Manager was entitled to make · 
jn the first instance. 

If in upholding or varying the Licence Manager's decision the tribunal was restricted to 
decisions that the Licence Manager was entitled to make, there would have been no 
reason for the By-Law to specify these first two powers. Legal Counsel for the City has 
taken a more restrictive view of this provision, however, this tribunal is of the view that 
the ordinary and plain meaning of the words used in the By-Law are unambiguous and 
do not lead to any absurdity. It is not absurd that City Council should have intended to 
grant to the tribunal the authority, where appropriate, to dispense with strict compliance 
with the otherwise mandatory requirements of the licencing scheme for the following 
reasons: 

1) While sitting on the Tribunal, members sit as part of a validly established, 
independent tribunal, empowered to hear representations from both the Agent for 
the City of Mississauga as one partyT and the Licensee/Applicant as the other 
party. In this regard, all members of the Tribunal must act in the public interest 
and in accordance with natural justice, and both parties have the ability to 
present their evidence fully and if they wish, to have representations made on 
their behalf by their chosen legal counsel or agents. 
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2) The role of the Tribunal is to conduct review hearings and make final and binding 
decisions respecting the status of a license or application that is the subject of 
the appeal before the Tribunal. 

3) Under the Statutory Powers Procedure Act, the Tribunal is obliged to follow 
certain basic rules of natural justice: 
i. The Tribunal's directions and ·decisions must ·_be jmpartial, give the 

appearance of fairness, and not be biased as to create prejudice against 
the Licensee/Applicant or the Enforcement Manager; 

ii. The Tribunal is not a representative of the Enforcement Division Manager 
but is a tribunal with statutory power of decision conferred upon it by City 
Council. 

The Ontario Court of Appeal in, Mavi v. Canada (Attorney General) [2009] O.J. No 4793 
{Ont. C.A.) stated that "The modern rule of statutory interpretation requires that 'Lthe 
words of an Act ... be read in their entire context and in their grammatical and ordinary 
sense harmoniously with the scheme of the Act, the object of the Act and the intention 
of [City Councilr. Following Mavi, conferring a case-by-case discretion strikes an 
appropriate balance between the important goal under the Tow Truck Licensing By-Law 
of ensuring public safety and allowing the_ tow truck industry to operate in the City of 
Mississauga. However, as this tribunal has previously emphasized, its powers to 
dispense with strict compliance with the requirements of a by-law were not given in 
order to usurp the role of the Licence Manag_er, nor should the tribunal disregard or 
violate the spirit and intent of the licencing scheme set out in the By-Law. 

Having decided that the Appellant was not precluded from reviving his appear rights by 
making a second appJication for a tow truck driver's licencer and that the tribuna] is not 
obliged to dismiss the appeal solely on the basis of the Appellant's failure to satisfy the 
requirement set out in Section 4(3)(b) of the By-Law, the tribunal must now consider 
whether it is appropriate and just to aJiow the appeal and to grant a licence to Mr. 
Medeiros. 

The criminal conviction which appears within the 5-year period referred to in the By-Law 
is a 2011 conviction for breach of undertaking or recognizance. There was little 
evidence before the tribunal regarding the circumstances surrounding this matter and 
the Licence Manager did not offer any evidence to suggest that the conviction should 
disqualify the Appellant from driving a tow truck in the City of Mississauga, other than 
the technical prohibition contained in the By-Law. The tribunal appreciates the 



NOTICE OF DECISION 
of the MISSISSAUGA APPEAL TRIBUNAL 

Appellant: 

Hearing Date: 

Kevin Medeiros, 909-4470 Tucana Court. Mississauga, Ontario, 
L5R3K8 
October 29, 2013 

6 

important aims of the By-Law in regards to maintaining the integrity of the towing 
industry and keeping the citizens of Mississauga safe in what are frequently traumatic 
and vulnerable situations. Nevertheless, the tribunal is of the view that some offences 
speak directly to the suitability of an individual to hold the City's licence to drive and 
operate a tow truck, while other offences, though worthy of consideration, should not 
automatically disentitle an individual from holding such a licence. In this case, the 
tribunal does not view the conviction as reaching the threshold necessary to deny the 
issuance of the licence, even when coupled with an additional minor criminal conviction 
in 2004. A breach of an undertaking or recognizance does not necessarily imply that 
the offender represents a danger to the public, or that the offender will not carry on the 
licenced business in accordance with the law with honesty and integrity or carry on the 
business in a financially responsible manner. The tribunal is satisfied th~t the refusal of 
a licence would impose a significant hardship upon the Appellant and believes that in 
the particular circumstances of this case, it is appropriate to grant a licence to the 
Appellant on a probationary basis. Section 2(1) of the By-Law provides for terms and 
conditions on the grant of licences. 

THEREFORE, BE ADVISED THAT it is the decision of the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal 
that 

1) The Appellant shall be forthwith issued a tow truck Driver's Licence; 
2) The said Licence shall be probationary until the date upon which the Appellant 

can satisfy the Licence Manager that he has had no criminal convictions for a 
period of at least five years; 

3). If, during the probationary period, the Appellant receives any additional charge or 
conviction under the Criminal Code or any other criminal laws of Canada, he 
shall within five (5) business days notify the Licence Manager of same, in writing, 
and the Licence Manager may cancel, revoke or suspend the Licence; 

4) If, during the probationary period, the Appellant receives any additional charge .or 
conviction under the Criminal Code or any other criminal laws of Canada, but · 
willfully or negligently fails to notify the Licence Manager as required, the Licence 
shall be revoked forthwith and the Appellant shaH be disqualified from holding 
any licence under the Tow Truck Licencing By-Law for a period of ten (1 0) years. 



.... -------------,---.-------,-----~----:-:----

NOTICE OF DECISION 
of the MISSISSAUGA APPEAL TRIBUNAL 

Appellant: 

Hearing Date: 

Kevin Medeiros, 909-4470 Tucana Court, Mississauga 7 Ontario, 
L5R 3K8 
October 29, 2013 

Issued by the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal on November 7, 2013. 

Originally executed at the City of Mississauga on November 7, 2013 by: 

Leonard Lyn, 
Chair and Citizen Member 

Jewel Amoah, 
Acting Vice-Chair and Citizen Member 

Roderick Chung, 
Citizen Member 

Luc Laverriere, 
Citizen Member 

Encl.: Record of Proceeding dated October 29, 2013 
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MEMBERS PRESENT: Leonard Lyn, Chair and Citizen Member 
Jewel Amoah, Acting Vice-Chair and Citizen Member 
Roderick Chung, Citizen Member 
Luc Laverriere, Citizen Member 

MEMBER ABSENT: Rafiq Rokerya, Vice-Chair and Citizen Member 

APPELLANT: Kevin Medeiros 

PROSECUTOR: Marcy Dunlop, Prosecution Office 
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Julie Lavertu, Mississauga Appeal Tribunal Coordinator 
Charlene Perrotta, Manager, Prosecutions 

OTHERS PRESENT: Marilyn Sparrow, Legal Counsel, Mississauga Appeal 
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CONTACT PERSON: Julie Lavertu, Mississauga Appeal Tribunal Coordinator 
Office of the City Clerk, Telephone: 905-615-3200, ext. 5471; Fax: 905-615-4181 
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This is a Record of Proceeding of the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal's Hearing regarding 
a Notice of Appeal by Kevin Medeiros (909-44 70 Tucana Court, Mississauga, Ontario, 
L5R 3K8), received on August 13, 2013, of a Licensing Manager's decision to deny an 
application for a Tow Truck Driver Licence, under the City of Mississauga's Tow Truck 
Licensing By-Law 521-04, as amended. 

CALL TO ORDER- 9:48 a.m. 

DECLARATIONS OF DIRECT OR INDIRECT PECUNIARY INTEREST- Nil 

INTERLOCUTORY ORDERS OF THE TRIBUNAL- Nil 

WITNESSES 

Jewel Amoah, Acting Vice-Chair and Citizen Member, administered the Oath or 
Affirmation as the case may be, to the individuals set out below at the time that the 
individuals were called to give evidence for the respective parties. 

)- The following individual testified on behalf of the City of Mississauga's 
Enforcement Division: 

9:54 a.m. Daryl Bell, Manager, Mobile Licensing Enforcement (Mr. Bell was 
administered the Oath or Affirmation at 9:54 a.m., but began his testimony 
at 10:19 a.m. due to the Chair's decision at 9:58a.m. to provide the 
Appellant with 15 minutes to review the Documents Brief prepared by 
Marcy Dunlop, Prosecutor, Prosecution Office, served to the Appellant via 
courier on October 15, 2013, as the Appellant stated that he had not 
received the Documents Brief via courier prior to the Hearing). 

)- The following individual testified on behalf of the Appellant: 

10:50 a.m. Kevin Medeiros, Appellant 

EVIDENCE ADMITTED BY THE TRIBUNAL 

9:52 a.m. Exhibit 1: Documents Brief prepared by Marcy Dunlop, Prosecutor, 
Prosecution Office, served to the Appellant via courier on October 15, 
2013, and containing the following documents: 

TAB 1 Copy of Driver/Operator Licence Application dated June 4, 2013. 
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TAB 2 Copy of letter from Affordable Towing dated June 4, 2013. 

TAB 3 Copy of Interview Record for Kevin Medeiros dated June 6, 2013. 

TAB 4 Copy of Police Criminal Record Check for Kevin Medeiros dated June 4, 
2013. 

TAB 5 Copy of decision of Manager, Mobile Licensing Enforcement Daryl Bell 
dated June 11, 2013. 

TAB 6 Copy of Driver/Operator Licence Application dated July 29, 2013. 

TAB 7 Copy of decision of Manager, Mobile Licensing Enforcement Daryl Bell 
dated August 6, 2013. 

TAB 8 Copy of Notice of Appeal submitted by Kevin Medeiros dated August 9, 
2013. 

TAB 9 Copy of Notice of Hearing of the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal issued 
September 27, 2013. 

TAB 10 Notice pursuant to Section 35 of the Evidence Act of Ontario. 

11 :42 a.m. Exhibit 2: Letter dated August 1, 2013 from Julie Lavertu, Mississauga 
Appeal Tribunal Coordinator, to Kevin Medeiros regarding a refused 
Notice of Appeal regarding a Licensing Manager's decision to deny an 
application for a Tow Truck Drivers Licence (this document was 
referenced by Charlene Perrotta, Manager, Prosecutions, who made the 
Closing Statement to the Tribunal, and distributed to the Tribunal, 
Prosecutor, Appellant, and others present as per the Chair's request). 

ADJOURNMENT- 1:39 p.m. (J. Amoah) 
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