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1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

3. DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

4. PRESENTATIONS 

4.1. Mary-Lou Johnston, Chair, 2018 United Way Employee Campaign with 
respect to the 2018 Employee Campaign and to present the Ray Foster Award 

5. DEPUTATIONS 

5.1. Camilla Road Senior Public School students regarding the City of Mississauga to 
declare climate change an emergency  

5.2. Item 8.1 Mark Vandersluis, Project Leader Transportation 

5.3. Item 8.2 Susan Cunningham, Manager,  Development Financing & Reserve 
Management and Elizabeth McGee, Manager, Financial Strategies  

5.4. Item 8.3 Jessica Wiley, Manger, Forestry 

5.5. Dan Sadler, Supervisor, Accessibility regarding National AccessAbility Week 

6. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD - 15 Minute Limit (5 minutes per speaker) 

Pursuant to Section 42 of the Council Procedure By-law 0139-2013, as amended: 
General Committee may grant permission to a member of the public to ask a question of 
General Committee, with the following provisions: 
1.  The question must pertain to a specific item on the current agenda and the 

speaker will state which item the question is related to. 
2.  A person asking a question shall limit any background explanation to two (2) 

statements, followed by the question. 
3.        The total speaking time shall be five (5) minutes maximum, per speaker. 

7. CONSENT AGENDA 

8. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

8.1. Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan 

8.2. Strategic Asset Management Policy 

8.3. 2018 Aerial Spray Program Results & 2019 Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm 

GENERAL COMMITTEE INDEX - May 29, 2019
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Management Plan 
 

8.4. All-Way Stop – Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive (Ward 8) 
 

8.5. 15-Hour Parking Anytime – Windwood Drive (Ward 9) 
 

8.6. U-Turn Prohibition - Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam Crescent (Ward 8) 
 

8.7. Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Montevideo Road (Ward 9) 
 

8.8. Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Elmbrook Court (Ward 10) 
 

8.9. Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking-Magpie Row (Ward 10) 
 

8.10. Speed Limit Review –Ogden Avenue (Ward1) 
 

8.11. Wesley Avenue – Neighbourhood Traffic Improvements (Ward 1) 
 

8.12. Salt Management Practices 
 

8.13. Extension of the Supply of Sodium Chloride and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter 
Operations 
 

8.14. Recommendation for Designation of City Standard and Approval for Single Source 
Procurement by way of Contract Amendments for the MiWay Systems Vendors (Giro 
Inc., Garival Inc., Coencorp Consultant Corporation,  Trapeze Software Inc.) 
 

8.15. Community Engagement - State of the City 
 

8.16. Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga 
 

8.17. Bid Submission for the 2022 Ontario Summer Games 
 

8.18. Pilot Project Partnership with National Service Dogs 
 

8.19. Private Members Bill for a Tax Exemption for Luso Canadian Charitable Society 
 

8.20. Municipal Funding Agreement for Federal Gas Tax Funds  
 

9. ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORTS 

 
9.1. Environmental Action Committee Report-3 - May 14, 2019 

 
9.2. Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee Report 5 - 2019 - May 14, 2019 

 
9.3. Road Safety Committee Report 4 – 2019 - May 21, 2019 
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10. MATTERS PERTAINING TO REGION OF PEEL COUNCIL  

 
11. COUNCILLORS' ENQUIRIES 

 
12. OTHER BUSINESS/ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
13. CLOSED SESSION 

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

13.1. Litigation or potential litigation, including matters before administrative tribunals, 
affecting the municipality or local board - Imperial Oil Limited Waterdown to Finch 
Pipeline Replacement Project (Wards 3, 4, 6 and 8) 
 

14. ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

 



 

Date: 2019/05/16 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
715601 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan 

 

Recommendations 
1. That the Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan, attached as 

Appendix 1 to the May 16, 2019 report entitled “Lakeshore Connecting Communities 

Transportation Master Plan”, from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, be 

endorsed. 

 

2. That the first two phases of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment process for 

the Lakeshore Corridor be concluded with a Notice of Completion and by placing the 

report titled “Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan” on the 

public record for a 30-day review period. 

 

 

Report Highlights 
 Lakeshore Connecting Communities is a study which integrated policy review, 

transportation and transit data analysis, and a robust public conversation with over 750 

community members and stakeholders.  

 The Lakeshore communities are expected to grow by approximately 56,000 people and 

16,500 jobs by 2041. 

 The Lakeshore Connecting Communities study makes recommendations for transit 

improvements including higher order transit, active transportation improvements and 

streetscape changes in the Lakeshore Corridor to address growth. 

 Phasing of the transit service and infrastructure improvements proposed as part of this 

plan will incrementally add additional transit capacity as developments come on stream 

and travel demand increases. 
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 Transit improvements are proposed to be phased as follows: 

o Phase 1 – increase to local bus service, adding articulated buses and introducing 

express bus service; 

o Phase 2 – dedicated transit lanes from East Avenue to Deta Road for express bus 

service, transit signal priority, further service increases to express bus service; and 

o Phase 3 – the extension of rail-based transit from the Long Branch GO Station to 

Mississauga Road. 

 With respect to active transportation, the plan recommends wider sidewalks and 

continuous separated cycle tracks in both directions along the entire length of the corridor. 

 With respect to streetscape and urban realm, the plan recommends measures to make the 

environment along Lakeshore more conducive to active transportation, street trees, and a 

wider boulevard (which can be used as patio spaces in Port Credit). 

 Implementing these recommendations achieves several high-priority City goals:  

o It completes a missing link in the regional higher order transit network by linking the 
existing streetcar service that terminates at Long Branch GO station with the future 

Hurontario LRT stop in Port Credit; 

o It forms an important piece of the Cycling Network set out in the City’s approved 
2018 Cycling Master Plan; and 

o It supports connecting intensification nodes along the Lakeshore corridor and 
building transit-supportive development. 

 Council’s endorsement of the Lakeshore Connecting Communities study will enable the 

City to proceed on next steps for the corridor, completing a study for Phases 3 and 4 of 

the Municipal Class EA process and preliminary design. 

 

 

Background 
The Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study is a Transportation Master Plan for the 

Lakeshore Road Corridor (Study Corridor) that guides planning for Lakeshore Road (Southdown 

Road to the east city limit) and Royal Windsor Drive (Southdown Road to the west city limit). 

 

The purpose of the study was to: 

 

 Articulate a vision for the Study Corridor as developed through recent planning initiatives 

(i.e. Clarkson Village Study, Inspiration Lakeview, Inspiration Port Credit, and the Port 

Credit and Lakeview Local Area Plans) taking into consideration the local communities 

of Clarkson, Port Credit and Lakeview; 

 Determine the long term transportation needs and function of the Study Corridor based 

on projected population and employment growth; 
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 Assess the need and timing of higher order transit between Port Credit and the east City 

limit; and  

 Identify policy, operational, physical improvements and estimated phasing for the Study 

Corridor. 

 

The Lakeshore Road Transportation Master Plan (Lakeshore Road TMP) report documented 

the process that was followed and the conclusions that were reached with respect to 

transportation alternatives and recommended solutions. The Lakeshore Connecting 

Communities study was conducted in accordance with Phase 1 (Identify the Problem and 

Opportunity) and Phase 2 (Identify and Evaluate Alternative Solutions to the Problem or 

Opportunity) of the Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) process. The report serves 

as the basis for, and will be used in support of, future investigations to fulfill Municipal Class EA 

requirements for the project recommendations identified from this Transportation Master Plan. 

Input from the public was integral to defining issues and opportunities and refining the final 

recommendations.  

 

Throughout this study, extensive consultation was undertaken at key milestones with internal 

City of Mississauga staff and external stakeholders. Stakeholders were engaged through face-

to-face events, digital outreach, and multi-media communications. Highlights of the consultation 

program include: 

 

 Over 5,000 unique visitors through the study website (www.connectlakeshore.ca); 

 Approximately 750 people hosted over three rounds of public meetings (9 total 

meetings); 

 Approximately 50 additional meetings/workshops with Committees of Council, 

Councillors, staff working groups, the Technical Advisory Committee, Business 

Improvement Areas, ratepayers groups, the business community and various other 

stakeholders; and 

 Over the course of the engagement process, approximately 1,000 people provided 

verbal or written feedback on the Lakeshore Road TMP. 

 

General themes expressed by stakeholders throughout the study include: 

 

 Creating a more welcoming pedestrian environment by improving pedestrian 

connections; 

 Provide dedicated and separated cycle tracks along Lakeshore Road to create a 

continuous direct route from Oakville to Toronto; 

 Develop some form of higher order transit along Lakeshore Road; 

 Explore the feasibility of additional crossings of the Credit River; 

 Coordinate or synchronize traffic signal timing during peak hours to improve traffic flow; 

 Address concerns about speeding on Lakeshore Road and through neighbourhoods 

particularly in those areas adjacent to GO Stations; 
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 Improve intersection configurations and restrict turning movements during peak hours; 

and 

 Improve conditions for walking and cycling along the Waterfront Trail. 

 

Comments 
The Lakeshore Road TMP is attached to this report as Appendix 1 and includes a brief 

Executive Summary on pages 4-181. The comments below detail key aspects of the report in 

relation to development pressures, higher-order transit, design of the corridor, crossing of the 

Credit River and future implementation.  

 

Intensification along the Study Corridor  

The study included expected population and employment forecasts for a number of 

developments along the corridor and in the wider expanded study area. It is projected that 

population in the study area (between Lake Ontario and the QEW and the Town of Oakville in 

the west and the City of Toronto in the east) will grow by approximately 56,000 people and 

16,500 jobs by 2041. This includes the proposed developments at West Village-70 Mississauga 

Road South, Canada Lands-1 Port Street East and the Lakeview Waterfront among others. This 

represents approximately a 40% increase in population and a 75% increase in employment over 

today’s numbers. 

 

With the increased population and employment in the area, congestion will increase for all road 

users. With little to no opportunity to improve the road network, improvements to the broader 

transportation network – transit, sidewalks and cycling infrastructure, are required to manage 

congestion in the Lakeshore Communities. 

 

Transit Improvements to Address Intensification 

With expected intensification along the Study Corridor, existing transit service on Lakeshore 

Road will require additional capacity / increased service in the future and a greater degree of 

transit priority. The plan calls for a limited-stop express bus service running between 70 

Mississauga Road South and the Long Branch GO Station as well as improved local transit 

running the entire length of the Study Corridor.  

 

The proposed phasing of transit improvements is as follows: 

 

 Phase 1 (2020 – 2025) - increases in local bus service, updating the existing buses to 

articulated buses and adding an express bus service on top of the existing local bus 

service;  

 

 Phase 2 (2025 – 2041) - construction of dedicated transit lanes from East Avenue to 

Deta Road for the express bus service and inclusion of transit signal priority at signalized 

intersections, as well as further service increases to the express bus service; and 

1
 The full report and appendices will be available on the project website at www.connectlakeshore.ca 
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 Phase 3 (post 2041) – the extension of rail-based transit from the Long Branch GO 

Station to Mississauga Road. 

 

Through the Phase 1 and 2 service and infrastructure improvements, transit capacity along the 

Study Corridor will increase by approximately 5 times while the population in the wider area will 

increase by approximately 40%. 

 

Multi-modal Improvements 

Through Phase 1 of the Study, it was determined that improvements to the right-of-way (from 

building face to building face) are required to address the multi-modal (cycling, walking, transit 

and vehicular) needs identified along the Study Corridor. The conceptual corridor design 

incorporates wider sidewalks and one-directional off-road cycling facilities in each boulevard, 

which was supported through the public and stakeholder consultation. The recommended 

cycling facility is a raised cycle track. 

 

To promote transit usage throughout the Study Corridor, it is recommended that major 

development areas be designed with a fine-grain street network to enhance the pedestrian 

experience to create safe, interesting, and direct walking links to express bus stops. The 

following specific recommendations are made for consideration in future phases of the project: 

 

 Widening of the sidewalk on the west side of Hurontario Street between Lakeshore Road 

and Park Street. This will accommodate future pedestrian demand from transferring 

passengers between the Lakeshore Road express bus to the Hurontario LRT; and 

 Improved walking connections on Ann Street and Helen Street for pedestrians and 

cyclists on Lakeshore Road to access the Port Credit GO Station. 

 

Streetscape / Public Realm Improvements 

To create a vibrant public space and enhance the main street features, the Study Corridor has 

been designed to prioritize the pedestrian. Pedestrian facilities were designed to maximize: the 

width of sidewalks, number of street trees, and space for street furniture, lighting, and 

wayfinding. In the traditional main street areas along the Study Corridor, such as in Clarkson 

and Port Credit, the street was designed to improve safety with narrower traffic lanes and 

frequent well-designed pedestrian crossings. To support the vibrancy of these areas, the street 

design was developed with cultural programming in mind and the ability to be flexible to the 

changing needs of the street over time. 

 

The proposed multi-modal / streetscape improvements are to be phased in their implementation 

alongside the improvements to transit to address the increase in density along the Study 

Corridor. 

 

Credit River Crossing 
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To accommodate future projected travel demand in the Study Area, a new crossing of the Credit 

River was evaluated to provide a new connection between the QEW and Lakeshore Road 

(currently a 3 km gap in the east-west transportation network).  

 

The high level assessment of non-vehicular (active transportation only) crossings resulted in the 

identification of a new crossing at Queen Street. For multi-modal crossings, increasing transit 

service on the existing Lakeshore Road bridge was identified as the preferred alternative. 

Although not currently recommended, it was recognized that a full multi-modal crossing at 

Queen Street (in addition to the active transportation crossing) had merits and should be 

investigated at a later date. 

 

Metrolinx and City of Toronto 

The Metrolinx 2041 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) identifies the Lakeshore Corridor in 

Mississauga, from the border with the City of Toronto to Mississauga Road, as a Higher Order 

Transit corridor. This would form an extension point to the existing and future transit service on 

Lake Shore Boulevard in the City of Toronto. The City of Toronto’s current plans for transit on 

Lake Shore Boulevard to 2041 include continuing to run the existing streetcar service in mixed 

traffic between Humber Bay and the Long Branch GO Station. 

 

The City’s Next Steps 

Council’s endorsement of the Lakeshore Road TMP will signal the end of the Lakeshore 

Connecting Communities study. With City Council’s endorsement, the Lakeshore Road TMP 

report will be placed on the public record for a 30-day review period to satisfy Municipal Class 

EA requirements for a Transportation Master Plan (Phase 1 and 2 of the EA process). 

 

The next stream of work will further refine the Lakeshore Road TMP recommendations, by 

completing Phases 3 and 4 of the Municipal Class EA process and preparing a preliminary 

design for the corridor. This work is funded and is included in the Transportation & Works 

Department’s 2019 to 2022 work plan. Upon completion of this next phase of work, the project 

will be in a position to move into detailed design and construction. 

 

In addition to the overall EA study noted above, a separate Municipal Class EA for a new 

crossing of the Credit River (based upon the recommendations for the Queen Street location 

noted in the section above) is recommended to be undertaken as part of the next phase of work. 

This Class EA Study is included in our proposed 2020 Capital Program and is subject to budget 

and City Council approval. 

 

Strategic Plan 
The Lakeshore Connecting Communities study advances the Move: Developing a Transit-

Oriented City pillar. Relevant actions include: 

 

 Action 5 – Provides alternatives to the automobile along major corridors 
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 Action 19 – Accelerate the creation of higher-order transit infrastructure 

 

The study also aligns with the Connect: Completing our Neighbourhoods pillar. 

 

Financial Impact 
Endorsing the Lakeshore Road TMP has no immediate or direct financial impact. The Municipal 

Class EA that will form the next phase of work for the Lakeshore Corridor is included in the 2019 

to 2022 budget. 

 

Implementing the Transportation Master Plan will pose financial impacts. The study estimates 

the capital cost for transit infrastructure and other corridor design components (wider sidewalks, 

dedicated cycle tracks, streetscape improvements, etc.) as ranging between $150 million to 

$250 million. These costs include only capital infrastructure costs and are exclusive of land 

acquisition and ongoing operating and maintenance costs. The cost for the multi-modal 

infrastructure (including dedicated median transit lanes and transit stop infrastructure) from 

Cawthra Road to the Etobicoke Creek ranges between $38 million to $60 million. It is our 

expectation that this section of Lakeshore Road, as a dedicated / separated transit facility, 

would be funded by Metrolinx. 

 

In this regard, it is important to note that Metrolinx is currently undertaking a Prioritization 

Review of all its projects included in the 2041 RTP (which includes higher order transit on 

Lakeshore Road in Mississauga).  

 

Conclusion 
The Lakeshore Connecting Communities project aimed to create a Transportation Master Plan 

for the corridor that would support sustainable transit-supportive development and intensification 

along the Lakeshore Road corridor. That plan is now complete. It recommends an express bus 

service along Lakeshore Road from 70 Mississauga Road to Long Branch GO Station, with the 

service running in dedicated transit lanes between East Avenue and Deta Road and in mixed 

traffic elsewhere. Other recommended changes include improving the public realm to allow for a 

dedicated cycle track, a wider boulevard for pedestrians, and ample street trees and furniture, 

as is best practice for transit-oriented development.  

 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan - Draft Final 

Report 
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Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Mark VanderSluis, P.Eng., Project Leader, Transportation Planning 
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Lakeshore Road Transportation Master Plan
and Implementation Strategy

DRAFT Final Report

May 2019
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Study Purpose

The Lakeshore Corridor is 13 km long, and includes Lakeshore Road between Southdown Road and the east City limit and Royal Windsor 
Drive between the west City limit and Southdown Road.

Study Area

Study Process
This Study followed the master planning process (Approach 1) 
described in the Municipal Engineers Association Municipal Class 
Environmental Assessment (October 2000, as amended in 2007, 
2011, and 2015). The project involved multi-modal transportation 
planning, urban design, and land use planning. The Master Plan 
process satisfied Phases I (Identify Problem and Opportunity) and II 
(Identify and Evaluate Alternative Solutions to the Problem or 
Opportunity) of the Municipal Class EA process.

The Transportation Master Plan (TMP) report documents the 
approach and recommendations from the TMP process per the 
Municipal Class EA process.  It serves as the basis for, and will be 
used in support of, future investigations to fulfill Municipal Class EA 
requirements for the project recommendations identified from this 
Master Plan.

Develop a vision for the 
Lakeshore Corridor

Recognize the different 
character areas

Support all ways of 
travelling

Connect people to places 
and move goods to 
market

Establish a plan to make 
the vision a reality

Support existing and future 
land uses

Strategic Analysis Area
Although the focus of the study will be the Lakeshore Road corridor, the analysis of transportation conditions will be completed
in the context of a wider study area, from the QEW to Lake Ontario and from the east City limit to the west City limit.

A comprehensive review of the existing conditions in the Study Area is provided in Section 2 of the TMP Report. 2
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General Themes and Key Messages Heard from the Public 

Create a more welcoming pedestrian 
environment 

Improve pedestrian connections and 
priority 

Dedicate and separate bike lanes 
along Lakeshore and create a 
continuous network along Lakeshore 
from Oakville to Toronto. 

Improve conditions for walking and 
cycling along the Waterfront Trail.

Develop some form of higher order 
rapid transit along Lakeshore Road. 

Address concerns about speeding 
on Lakeshore Road and through 
neighbourhoods particularly those 
areas adjacent to GO Stations 

Coordinate or sync signal timing 
during peak hour to improve 
operations 

Improve intersection configurations 
and restrict turning movements 
during peak hours 

Explore feasibility of additional 
crossing of the Credit River 

Public and Stakeholder Engagement

3 Rounds of Public Open Houses 
(POH) in 3 locations (9 POHs in total)

4 Pop Up Workshops 
2 Walkability Audits
1 Business Community Workshop

300+ Public Comments

Direct Mail and Newspaper 
Notices

Online Website and Survey

Internal City of Mississauga stakeholders and external stakeholders 
were also consulted throughout the Study at key milestones to review 
recommendations and provide input. A Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) was established at the onset of the Study to facilitate 
communication between the Project Team and other subject matter 
experts. TAC meetings were held throughout the study before or after 
each Public Open House.

Indigenous Communities were also consulted throughout the Study. 
Notifications were sent via email and registered mail. Correspondence 
tracking log with Indigenous Communities is provided in Appendix B.2.

3
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Multi-Modal Needs Assessment
A multi-modal needs assessment was undertake to determine the 
overall need and justification for transportation improvements to the 
Study Corridor from a transportation network perspective, and 
considering the needs for each travel mode.

As the Lakeshore Road Corridor intensifies and 
redevelopment occurs, there will be greater demand on the 
existing pedestrian facilities – not only sidewalks but street 
cafes, benches, streetscaping, and walking trails. 
Improvements to the pedestrian environment should be 
made to make walking an attractive and viable alternative 
mode of transportation.

There is a high demand for cycling along Lakeshore Road 
and the Waterfront Trail as well as high demand for cycling 
linkages from neighbourhood centres, Clarkson Village, 
Port Credit, the waterfront, and GO Stations to destinations 
throughout the Corridor. The demand for cycling will 
continue to increase in the Network Analysis Area and the 
Lakeshore Road Corridor specifically as redevelopment 
occurs and new rapid transit is built.

Existing bus service is projected to be over capacity in the 
future. To test the potential for higher ridership along the 
route in the future, two scenarios were considered: BRT 
and an extension of the TTC streetcar. The results of these 
scenarios indicated that there is potential to support higher 
order transit east of Mississauga Road; however, ridership 
potential west of Mississauga is expected to remain low 
and would be adequately served by conventional or 
enhanced bus.

The road network within the broader study area continues 
to experience capacity constraints in the east-west 
direction with the Peel-Halton and Credit River screenlines 
becoming heavily congested in the PM peak hour in the 
westbound direction. Without any transportation 
improvements along Lakeshore Road, segments of 
Lakeshore Road are congested or above capacity between 
Winston Churchill Boulevard and Clarkson Road, through 
Port Credit (Mississauga Road to Cawthra Road) and 
between Dixie Road and the Etobicoke Creek. 

Summary of Rapid Transit Need/Potential within the Lakeshore Corridor

Existing (2011) PM Peak Hour, East-West Travel Screenline Volume/Capacity Assessment

Future (2041) PM Peak Hour ‘BAU’, East-West Travel Screenline Volume/Capacity Assessment

4

8.1



Vision and Guiding Principles
The objectives of the Study were: 

• Develop a vision 
• Recognize the different character areas 
• Support all ways of travelling 
• Connect people to places and move goods to market 
• Support existing and future land uses 
• Establish a plan to make the vision a reality 

A vision for the Study Corridor was developed early on in the Study 
process. Public input helped shape the vision for the Study Corridor 
and resulted in a set of guiding principles which the Project Team 
referred to in the assessment of transportation and corridor design 
alternatives. Enhance connections to the 

waterfront
Create vibrant public spaces Improve quality of life

Moving people safely and efficiently Preserve the natural environment Promote prosperity for local 
businesses

Design for all ages and abilities Enhance main street features Integrate transportation and land use

The following guiding principles for the Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study were identified to reflect best 
practice in multi-modal complete streets design and public input:

Lakeshore Road intersects a mix of established and developing 
communities. Preserving and enhancing the community’s character 
and sense of place is important. By 2041, the Lakeshore Communities 
will grow by approximately 56,000 people and 16,500 jobs. Without any 
improvements to the transportation network in the Lakeshore 
Communities congestion will worsen for all road users. The existing 
pedestrian and cycling network are discontinuous and can be better 
integrated into the overall network. The existing transit service will 
require additional capacity in the future and a greater degree of transit 
priority. With limited road capacity, greater reliance on transit, walking, 
and cycling is required. This requires making these methods of 
travelling more attractive.

Through POH1, the public had the opportunity to comment on the 
guiding principles as well as provide input on the vision for the Study 
Corridor specific to each mode of transportation through a visual 
preference exercise. The Project Team used the input from POH1 to 
inform the alternative solutions that were developed following POH1.
The public also provided input on the problem/opportunity statement at 
POH1. The problem/opportunity statement was confirmed following 
POH1 and summarized and presented again at POH2.

Problem/Opportunity Statement

5
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Alternative Solutions
To address the problem/opportunity statement, alternative 
solutions were identified, assessed, and evaluated against 
project specific criteria resulting in a preferred solution.

There were three components to the alternative solutions as 
follows:

Evaluation Criteria
The evaluation of alternatives included the formulation of high level evaluation criteria. The evaluation criteria include 
transportation considerations as well as impacts to the natural, cultural, and socio-economic environments. Evaluation 
criteria were presented to the public at POH2 and confirmed following the open house.

Criteria used in the evaluation of the alternatives were categorized into three groups:

Serving People

Choice
Develop an integrated network that connects different modes to provide for more travel options

Experience
Capacity to ease crowding/congestion; reduce travel times; make travel more reliable, safe, and enjoyable

Social Equity
Do not favour any group over others, allows everyone good access to work, school, and other activities

Strengthening Places

Shaping the City
Use the transportation network as a tool to shape residential development of the City

Healthy Neighbourhoods
Changes in the transportation network should strengthen and enhance existing neighbourhoods; promote safe walking and 
cycling within and between neighbourhoods

Public Health and Environment
Support and enhance natural areas; encourage people to reduce how far they drive

Supporting Prosperity

Supports Growth
Investment in public transportation should support economic development; allow workers to get to jobs more easily; allow 
goods to get to markets more efficiently

Affordable
Improvements to the transportation system should be adorable to build, maintain and operate

Resilient
The transit network should have the ability to adapt and accommodate unexpected disruption including manage

Transit network alternatives

Right-of-way alternatives

Credit River crossing alternatives

6
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Five (5) transit network alternative families were considered. The 
alternatives were developed to address the need for rapid transit east 
of Mississauga Road and included standalone transit alternatives, 
extension of existing Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) service 
alternatives, and extension of the planned Hurontario LRT 
alternatives.

Alternative 2B – Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT and Alternative 3B –
WLRT Extension (streetcar configuration) were selected as the 
preferred alternatives. It was determined that Alternative 2B –
Lakeshore BRT would serve as an interim solution and Alternative 3B 
– WLRT Extension (streetcar configuration) as the ultimate preferred 
solution. Alternative 2B – Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT has relatively 
low construction complexity as it is a bus option with no need for 
construction of rail tracks. This is a flexible interim solution with very 
minor impacts to existing stable neighbourhoods due to construction. 
This alternative has the ability to build ridership before a 
streetcar/LRT service is needed for the corridor. 

The recommended ultimate solution, Alternative 3B – WLRT 
Extension (streetcar configuration), has high projected ridership 
making it highly compatible with community services and provides a 
seamless (i.e. no transfer) connection with TTC, while also having 
only moderate impacts on noise and vibration due to construction 
and operation. 

Through discussion with the City of Toronto and Toronto Transit 
Commission (TTC), it was confirmed that the Waterfront LRT (WLRT) 
is not planned to be implemented by 2041 between Legion Road and 
Long Branch. Based on the operating assumptions provided by TTC, 
the resulting ridership along Lakeshore Road, should the enhanced 
streetcar (i.e. Scenario 3B) be extended to Mississauga Road, would 
be approximately 1700 peak direction passengers per hour at the 
Etobicoke Creek, representing an approximate 30% decrease in 
peak hour direction ridership. Therefore, Alternative 2B – Lakeshore 
Express Bus/BRT is the preferred transit solution for the 2041 
horizon year. Extension of the Streetcar can be considered beyond 
2041.

With respect to the consideration of streetcars vs. express buses, the 
public generally showed a preference for express buses over 
streetcars. The public identified a number of benefits of having 
express buses which are seen to have more flexibility, to not 
necessitate overhead wires or streetcar tracks which are viewed by 
many as being an impediment for pedestrians and cyclists, and are 
considered less costly to maintain.

Transit Network Alternatives and 
Preferred Solution

Refer to Section 5.1 of the TMP Report for detailed evaluation of all transit network alternatives. 7
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The conceptual design protects for local curbside transit facilities, express bus service and a median dedicated transitway to support the 
express bus service. Local curbside transit facilities are proposed throughout the corridor from Winston Church Boulevard to east of 
Dixie Road. The proposed express transit stops are identified as near side locations where feasible with the exception of the stops within 
the median transitway where stops are located on the far side of intersections. Far side stops at each express stop location are desired to 
accommodate potential future transit priority improvements, such as Transit Signal Priority, and should be protected for in future design 
phases. The preferred stop locations were selected to strike the balance between good access and high transit route speed. Surrounding 
existing and future land use was also considered to determine appropriate stop locations (i.e. supporting mixed use developments, 
intensification areas, and transit supportive land uses).

Although the locations of transit stops and shelters are identified on the conceptual corridor design, they are subject to change. Additional 
property may also be required to accommodate transit shelters which will be confirmed during detailed design.

Express bus stops are identified at the following intersections with Lakehsore Road:

• 70 Mississauga Road (at the intersection with Credit Landing Plaza);
• Mississauga Road;
• Stavebank Road;
• Hurontario Street /St Lawrence Drive;
• Cumberland Drive;
• Shaw Drive;
• Cawthra Road;
• Lakefront Promenade/Alexandra Ave (median express bus stop within dedicated transitway);
• Haig Blvd  (median express bus stop within dedicated transitway);
• Dixie Rd (median express bus stop within dedicated transitway); and,
• Long Branch GO Station (outside the Study Corridor)

Preferred Express Bus Stop Locations 70 Mississauga Road Transit Hub
A new transit hub is proposed for the development at 70 Mississauga 
Road to anchor the express bus running between Long Branch GO 
station and the site. The new transit hub will help achieve the transit 
usage objectives for the site and facilitate the movement of people 
between the west side of the Credit River and the east side via 
transit. Until the completion of the transit hub on the 70 Mississauga 
Road development site, MiWay may choose to run the express bus 
between Clarkson and Long Branch GO Stations.

8
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Through Phase 1 of the Study, it was determined that improvements 
to the right-of-way are required to address the multi-modal needs 
identified along the Study Corridor. Therefore, to address the needs 
identified in the problem/opportunity statement, in Phase 2 of the 
Study right-of-way alternatives were identified, assessed and 
evaluated for the Study Corridor. 

The corridor was divided into seven (7) segments based on differing 
characteristics, including: designated Official Plan (OP) right-of-way 
width, existing character, critical constraints, and future transportation 
needs.

Taking into consideration the different character areas along the 
corridor and the need for a context sensitive solution, a number of 
initial cross-section alternatives were developed for each segment. 
These cross-section alternatives provided a different emphasis and 
mix of transportation modes that could potentially fit into the available 
ROW. Trade-offs from different modes were considered between the 
various alternatives in order to satisfy the needs for each segment.

Using the public’s input on the vision for the Study Corridor from 
POH1, the Project Team developed all reasonable and feasible 
alternative right-of-way configurations. At POH2, the right-of-way 
alternatives for each segment of the Study Corridor were presented 
to the public and they had the opportunity to give feedback and 
express their preference for an option. No recommendation for a 
preferred alternative was presented at POH2.

From the input received about the right-of-way alternatives at POH2 
and following internal stakeholder meetings with the City of 
Mississauga staff, the Project Team noted that layby parking in the 
Port Credit Neighbourhood was important; therefore, the right-of-way 
alternatives for Segment 5 were refined to include an option with 4 
travel lanes and layby parking which alternates with streetscaping 
opportunities. The alternatives were then evaluated and a preferred 
alternative was selected. The preferred alternative for each segment 
was presented to the public at POH3. Feedback from POH3 
confirmed the preferred alternative for each segment.

Right of Way Alternatives Corridor Design Principles
The following corridor design principles were used in the development of the right-of-way alternatives. 

Example

Refer to Section 5.2 of the TMP Report for detailed evaluation of all right-of-way alternatives. 9
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The preferred cross-section for each segment of the Study Corridor is presented below. The preferred cross-sections were determined 
through discussions with the City of Mississauga internal departments and reflect public and stakeholder input received following the 
evaluation of alternatives. 

Continuous separated bike lanes are provided throughout as well as sidewalks on both sides of the street. Lay-by parking is to be 
provided on the north side along segments 2B and 2C, as well as on the south side along segment 2C. Segments 4, 5A, and 5C will have 
lay-by parking on one or both sides, alternating with planting zones. Segments 1, 2A, and 6 will provide a centre left turn lane. Finally, 
Segment 7 will have exclusive two-way transit lanes in the median. 

It should be noted that the median transit only lanes do not extend the entirety of Segment 7; the transitway is from East Avenue to just 
west of the Etobicoke Creek to minimize impacts to the Etobicoke Creek and so that the express bus can merge back into general 
purpose lanes prior to crossing into the City of Toronto. Future studies will review the feasibility of extending the exclusive transit lanes 
into the City of Toronto.

Preferred Right of Way Alternative

Preferred Right of Way Alternative for Segment 4, 5A, 5C (Port Credit)

Preferred Right of Way Alternative for Segment 7 (Lakeview)

Example

Preferred Right of Way Alternative for Segment 2B (Clarkson)

10
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Through Phase 1 of the Study, it was determined that the existing 
Lakeshore Road crossing of the Credit River will become congested 
by 2041 and to accommodate future projected travel demand in the 
Study Area, a new crossing of the Credit River may improve traffic 
operations and provide a new connection between the QEW and 
Lakeshore Road to fill a 3 km gap in the east-west road network. 
Therefore, to address the needs identified in the problem/opportunity 
statement, in Phase 2 of the Study Credit River Crossing alternatives 
were identified, assessed and evaluated for the Study Corridor.

Alternative crossing locations of the Credit River were identified for 
two types of crossings:

1. Multi-modal crossing – a crossing which accommodates 
pedestrians, cyclists, transit, and automobiles

2. Non-vehicular (or active transportation only) crossing – a crossing 
which only accommodates pedestrians and cyclists

A high level evaluation of the crossing locations was carried out and 
opportunities to improve network connectivity and impacts on 
property, the natural environment, cultural heritage, archaeology, and 
the social environment were considered. 

From the high level assessment, introducing a streetcar on the 
existing Lakeshore Road bridge (Alternative S) was deemed to be 
the most preferred multi-modal crossing alternative as it had the 
fewest impacts overall while addressing many of the needs for the 
corridor. Although not recommended as the preferred alternative 
through this TMP, the Queen Street Extension (Option 2) could be 
carried forward for future study at a later time as development occurs 
east and west of the Credit River. 

The high level assessment of non-vehicular (or active transportation 
only) crossings resulted in the identification of a new crossing at 
Queen Street as the most preferred as this option is the most suited 
to meet the transportation objectives identified for this assignment.

At POH1, the public provided input on the need for a new Credit 
River crossing in the Port Credit area. Feedback indicated that there 
was interest in considering an additional crossing; however, the type 
and location were varied. At POH3, the evaluation of the alternative 
crossings and the recommended preferred alternatives were 
presented to the public. The public was able to comment on the 
recommendations and following POH3, the recommendations were 
confirmed.

Credit River Crossing Alternatives 
and Preferred Solution

Refer to Section 5.3 of the TMP Report for detailed evaluation of all Credit River crossing alternatives.

Credit River crossing alternative locations

11
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Corridor Design Key Highlights
Traffic Capacity Parking Access Management

12

Moving people safely and efficiently as well as promoting prosperity 
for local businesses were guiding principles of the Study. 

Traffic congestion and delay to motorists was identified through the 
needs assessment as an issue for travelling along the Study 
Corridor. 

The problem or opportunity statement noted that with limited road 
capacity, greater reliance on transit, walking, and cycling is required; 
therefore, no new road capacity was recommended as part of this 
Study. 

However, to increase the people moving capacity of the Study 
Corridor and create a complete street a reduction in traffic capacity 
was explored. Through the evaluation of alternatives it was found 
that four lanes were required to be maintained along the Study 
Corridor due to it’s significance as the only continuous east-west 
arterial street south of the QEW.

General purpose through-traffic 
lanes will be maintained along the 
Study Corridor.
Turn lanes will be provided at key intersections to 
accommodate left turns and U-turns (where the 
median exists).

4

Promoting prosperity for local businesses as well as designing 
for all ages and abilities were guiding principles of the Study.

Layby parking was found to be highly utilized in the Port Credit 
area during most time periods and was identified through the 
needs assessment as an important feature in the Port Credit 
area.

The problem or opportunity statement noted that with limited 
road capacity, greater reliance on transit, walking, and cycling 
is required; therefore, a reduction in layby parking capacity 
allowed for reallocation of road space to other modes such as 
walking and cycling. However, due to the utilization of layby 
parking and the projected future need for an increased supply 
in the Port Credit area, the corridor design allowed for some 
layby parking to be maintained.

Layby parking is flexible in its use and could become short 
term pick-up and drop-off locations for ridesharing, shared 
autonomous vehicles, or converted to streetscaping or patio 
space for cultural use in the future as the need for parking 
changes overtime. 

Layby parking spaces have been 
provided along the Study Corridor.

There is an overall loss of 169 parking spaces 
along the Study Corridor which will result in a loss 
in revenue to the City of Mississauga.

89

A lack of defined driveway accesses to retail/commercial plazas occurs 
along Lakeshore Road between Seneca Avenue and the Etobicoke 
Creek. Continuous curb cuts provide access along the entire frontage of 
a property and creates opportunities for conflicts between vehicles and 
pedestrians on sidewalks. Consolidation of access points along the 
Study Corridor is preferred from a traffic and safety perspective.

There is a two-way centre-left-turn lane (TWCLTL) or continuous left turn 
lane within the following sections of the Study Corridor: 

• Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road
• Inverhouse Drive to Johnson’s Lane
• Mississauga Road to John Street
• Seneca Avenue to the Etobicoke Creek

There is a need to provide left turn access in these segments. It was 
recommended through the TMP that an access management strategy for 
Lakeshore Road be developed during subsequent phases of the Study to 
define the City’s policies for consolidating accesses such as through the 
development application process.

Poorly Defined Private Property Driveway Access 
(Lakeshore Road and Haig Boulevard)
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Corridor Design Key Highlights
Cycling and Pedestrian Facilities

13

The conceptual corridor design incorporates sidewalks and one-
directional off-road cycling facilities in each boulevard along the 
Study Corridor. The minimum sidewalk width varies amongst the 
segments from 1.8 m to 2.1 m. 

The cycling facility will be a raised cycle track and have a 2.0m width 
along the corridor, with the exception of in Segments 4, 5A, and 5C 
where it will have a minimum 1.5m width.

As requested by MiWay the need for mid-block pedestrian crossings 
at these locations are subject to future study:

• East of Winston Churchill Boulevard;
• Porcupine Avenue / Festavon Crescent;
• Ibar Way;
• Between Orchard Road and Fergus Avenue; and
• East of Dixie Road at the eastern study limits.

To provide a separated crossing of Lakeshore Road in the vicinity of 
the Lakeshore Road and Front Street area, the City of Mississauga 
has proposed a pedestrian crossing under the Lakeshore Road 
Bridge on the west side of the Credit River (currently included in the 
plans to redevelop Marina Park and the west side of Port Credit 
Memorial Park) and is subject to the approval of CVC.

Public and stakeholder consultation indicated support for 
continuous, dedicated and separated active transportation facilities 
in the conceptual corridor design.

To promote transit usage on the express bus and adjacent rapid 
transit lines, it is recommended that the pedestrian connections on 
the fine grain street networks in major development areas be 
designed to enhance the pedestrian experience to create safe, 
interesting, and direct walking links to express bus stops. The 
following specific recommendations are made for consideration in 
future phases of the project:

• Widening of the sidewalk on Hurontario St (west side) between 
Lakeshore Road and Park St (i.e. future HuLRT station) to 
accommodate future pedestrian demand from transferring 
passengers from Lakeshore Road express bus to HuLRT.

• Improved walking and cycling connections on Ann St and Helene 
St for pedestrians and cyclists on Lakeshore Road to access the 
Port Credit GO Station.

To create a vibrant public space and enhance main street features, the Study Corridor has been designed to prioritize the pedestrian. 
Pedestrian facilities were designed to maximize: the width of sidewalks, number of street trees, and space for street furniture, lighting, 
and wayfinding. In the traditional main street areas along the Study Corridor, such as in Clarkson and Port Credit, the street was 
designed to improve safety with narrower traffic lanes and frequent well designed pedestrian crossings. To support the vibrancy of these 
areas, the street design was developed with cultural programming in mind and the ability to be flexible to the changing needs of the street 
over time. 

Bike boxes are provided at select 
signalized intersections to accommodate 
left turning cyclists for eastbound-to-
northbound and westbound-to-
southbound movements. 

Crossrides are included in the corridor 
design which are pavement markings 
provided to indicate the intended path for 
cyclists and delineate a crossing space 
separated from vehicles and 
pedestrians.

Recommendation for dedicated and   
continuous bike lanes between Winston 
Churchill Boulevard and the Etobicoke 
Creek are separated from vehicular 
traffic.
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Phase 3 (i.e. the final phase of implementation and ultimate 
transit configuration) involves the conversion of the express 
bus based transit service to an extension of the Toronto 
streetcar service operating in mixed traffic between 
Mississauga Road and East Avenue, and in exclusive lanes 
between East Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek to Long 
Branch GO Station.
In the fullness of time (i.e. beyond 2041), the Study Corridor 
has been designed such that the extension of the TTC 
streetcar into Mississauga from the Long Branch GO Station is 
protected for, subject to discussions with the City of Toronto. 
The extension of the TTC streetcar will allow for seamless 
transit travel between Toronto and Mississauga by eliminating 
a forced transfer and additional fare at the border. 

Implementation of improvements is dependent on administrative prioritization. Depending on available funding and municipal priorities, the timing for this project to proceed with environmental assessment approvals, 
detailed design and construction may vary. The implementation strategy of the interim recommendation and ultimate recommendation follows a phased approach. For all phases of implementation the existing local 
service (Route 23) will be maintained to complement express bus service between Clarkson GO Station and Long Branch GO Station, via Port Credit GO Station. Changes to transit service concepts are at the discretion 
of MiWay.

Implementation and Phasing

Phase 1 of the implementation strategy makes transit service 
improvements along the Study Corridor between 2019 and 
2025 with minimal infrastructure requirements. Phase 1 will be 
realized in three sub-phases as follows:

A. Increase local bus service by doubling the peak frequency 
of the local bus

B. Upgrade local bus service from 40 ft to 60 ft buses to 
increase capacity

C. Introduce express bus service layered on top of the local 
bus service 

New transit stop infrastructure (i.e. bus shelters) would be 
required to implement this phase; however, no new major 
transportation infrastructure would be required (i.e. road 
widening or re-construction). 

Phase 2 of the implementation strategy builds on Phase 1 and includes multi-
modal road work improvements and further transit service improvements. 
Phase 2 will be realized in two sub-phases as follows:

A. Multi-modal road work (Shawnmarr Road to the Etobicoke Creek) and 
more frequent express bus service (70 Mississauga Road to Long Branch 
GO Station) to be implemented between 2025 and 2030. This phase 
involves constructing exclusive median transit lanes between East 
Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek. This should be completed with the 
development of the Lakeview Village development site to support transit 
oriented development and facilitate direct, fast, and reliable transit trips to 
and from the site to the Long Branch GO station and future regional 
express rail (RER) service on the Lakeshore West GO Line. In addition to 
the exclusive transit lanes, multi-modal road work improvements (as 
shown in the preferred corridor design for Segments 4 to 7) between 
Shawnmarr Road and East Avenue are also implemented during this 
phase. Transit signal priority at intersections along the route can also be 
implemented to provide travel time reliability in the mixed traffic section.

B. Multi-modal road work (Winston Churchill Boulevard to Shawnmarr Road) 
to be implemented following the completion of Phase 2A between 2031 
and 2041. This phase includes multi-modal road work improvements (as 
shown in the preferred corridor design for Segments 1-3) between 
Winston Churchill Boulevard and Shawnmarr Road.

14

Phase 1 
Transit Service Improvements

2019 to 2025

Phase 2 
Multi-Modal Road Work and Further Transit Improvements

Phase 2A: 2025 to 2030
Phase 2B: 2031 to 2041

Phase 3
Protection for Extension of TTC Streetcar 

Beyond 2041
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This report documents the approach and recommendations from the 
Transportation Master Plan process per the Municipal Class EA 
process. It serves as the basis for, and will be used in support of, 
future investigations to fulfill Municipal Class EA requirements for the 
project recommendations identified from this Master Plan.

The Final Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master 
Plan Report will be presented to City Council for endorsement and 
should its recommendations be endorsed, the project will progress to 
the next phase as follows:

• Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for 
Royal Windsor Drive (from Winston Churchill Boulevard to 
Southdown Road) and for Lakeshore Road (from Southdown Road 
to the Etobicoke Creek).

• Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for a 
new crossing of the Credit River linking the east and west side of 
the River south of the existing railway crossing generally to connect 
the Front St and Queen St right-of-ways. This TMP recommended 
an active transportation only crossing at this location; however, the 
EA should consider both an active transportation and vehicular 
crossing at this location.

Next Steps

15

Preliminary Capital Cost Estimate
The preliminary capital cost estimate was developed based on the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) parametric estimating guide and 
included costs for roadway construction (widening, rehabilitation, and reconstruction), transitway platforms, and major structure 
improvements including structural culverts (widening, rehabilitation, and reconstruction). Roadway construction costs included 
grading, drainage, urban sections, paving, granular materials, pavement markings, traffic control devices, roadside safety and minor 
utility relocation. Landscaping cost included enhanced landscaping features such as the soil cell system. The preliminary capital cost 
estimates did not include property costs or operating and maintenance costs. The preliminary capital cost estimate was prepared for 
the complete improvements to the Study Corridor as per the preferred corridor design. 

The proposed improvements are not expected to be completed at once and a phased implementation is proposed. The capital cost 
estimates for each phase are presented below. A capital cost for Phase 3 (i.e. extension of the Streetcar) has not been presented as 
it is beyond the study horizon and not within the scope of this Study.

Phase Description Timeline 

Additional 
Person 

Capacity  
(Peak hour in 

peak direction) 

Approximate 
Capital Costs 

Additional 
Annual 

Operating 
Cost 

Phase 1 (Short to Medium Term 
Transit Service Improvement) 

2019 to 
2025 Transit Capacity     

A Increase Local Bus Service   100 $2.4M $1.6M 

B Improve Local Bus Service 
and upgrade to 60 ft buses   280 $3.6M $0 

C Introduction of Express Bus 
Service   300 $4.8M $3.5M 

  Total   680 $10.8M $5.1M 
Phase 2 (Medium to Long Term 
Multi-modal Road Work)   Multi-Modal 

Capacity     

A 

Multi-Modal Road Work and 
Frequent Express Bus 
Service (Shawnmarr Road to 
Etobicoke Creek) 

2025 to 
2030 3,200-4,700 $94M - $151M 

TBD 

B 
Multi-Modal Road Work  
(Winston Churchill Blvd to 
Shanmarr Rd) 

2031 to 
2041 2,000-3,000 $60M - $100M 

  Total     $154 - 251M   

Phase 3 Post 
2041 To be explored in future years / studies 
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1 Introduction 
The City of Mississauga has completed the Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study (the Study) 
which guided the planning of Lakeshore Road (Southdown Road to the east City limit) and Royal 
Windsor Drive (Southdown Road to the west City limit) (“the Study Corridor”). Input from the public 
was integral to defining issues and opportunities and refining final recommendations. The aim of the 
Study was to provide a unified and seamless vision that:  

• Recognized the different character areas and supported all modes of transportation;  
• Connected people to places and moved goods to market;  
• Supported existing and future land uses; and 
• Established an implementation plan to make the vision a reality. 

This Transportation Master Plan (TMP) Report documents the process followed and the 
conclusions reached with respect to the transportation alternatives and recommended solutions. 
This report was prepared in accordance with Phase 1 and 2 of the Municipal Class Environmental 
Assessment (EA) process. 

 Study Purpose  
The purpose of the Study was to:  

• Articulate a vision for the Study Corridor as developed through recent planning initiatives 
(i.e. Clarkson Village Study, Inspiration Lakeview, Inspiration Port Credit, and the Port Credit 
and Lakeview Local Area Plans);  

• Determine the long term transportation needs and function of the Study Corridor based on 
projected population and employment growth;  

• Assess the need and timing of higher order transit between Hurontario Street and the east 
City limit, as well as extending rapid transit into the Port Credit area; and  

• Identify policy, operational and physical improvements for the Study Corridor. 

 Study Process 
This Study followed the master planning process (Approach 1) described in the Municipal 
Engineers Association Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (October 2000, as amended in 
2007, 2011, and 2015). The project involved multi-modal transportation planning, urban design, and 
land use planning. The Master Plan process satisfied Phases I (Identify Problem and Opportunity) 
and II (Identify and Evaluate Alternative Solutions to the Problem or Opportunity) of the Municipal 
Class EA process as shown in Exhibit 1-1. 

This report documents the approach and recommendations from the Transportation Master Plan 
process per the Municipal Class EA process.  It serves as the basis for, and will be used in support 

of, future investigations to fulfill Municipal Class EA requirements for the project recommendations 
identified from this Master Plan. 

 
Exhibit 1-1 Municipal Class EA Process 

 Study Area 
The Study Corridor is 13 km long, and includes Lakeshore Road between Southdown Road and the 
east City limit and Royal Windsor Drive between the west City limit and Southdown Road. The three 
community nodes of Clarkson Village, Port Credit, and Lakeview (i.e. the Lakeshore Communities) 
as well as the linkages between these areas were the focus of the study.  

Although the focus of the study was the Lakeshore Road corridor, the analysis of transportation 
conditions was completed in the context of a wider study area defined as the Strategic Analysis 
Area from the QEW to Lake Ontario and from the east City limit to the west City limit.  

The Study Corridor, Community Nodes, and Strategic Analysis Area are depicted in Exhibit 1-2. 
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Exhibit 1-2 Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study Area 
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 Public Consultation and Engagement 
This section outlines the public engagement undertaken as part of this Study.  

The goal of the public process was to engage directly with residents and stakeholders along the 
Study Corridor and across the city to provide easy to understand information so as to facilitate a 
good understanding of the scope of the work and opportunities for influencing outcomes. The public 
consultation and engagement approach provided opportunities for feedback from the general public 
through online, in print (newspaper advertisements) and in person (public open house) forums. The 
public feedback identified perspectives and challenges experienced with transportation in the study 
area, heard the public’s vision for the Corridor, identified ideas and opportunities for addressing 
transportation improvements, and provided input on evaluation criteria, alternative solutions, and 
the recommended improvements.  

Public consultation objectives included the following: 

• To engage directly with residents and stakeholders along the Study Corridor. 
• To build awareness through pop-up workshops. 
• To establish a one window point of contact for sending comments. 
• To publish information and updates through the Lakeshore Connecting Communities page 

on the city’s website. 
• To develop visual public meeting material that would be easy to understand and would 

assist in the public’s ability to provide input. 
• To provide opportunities for input through face to face and online mechanisms. 
• To provide transparent accountable feedback reports to help the community understand 

what was being heard and how this would influence the study deliverables and final 
recommendations. 

The following is a comprehensive list of touch points with the public during the course of the Study: 

• Notice of Commencement (May 9, 2016) 
• Lakeshore Connecting Communities webpage on the City’s website 
• Single point of contact for sharing comments via project website 
• Social media to promote engagement events and opportunities 
• Use of bookmarks to promote awareness of project 
• Use of project mailing list to provide notice of events 
• Pop-up Workshops (Five held over August 22 and 23, 2016) 
• Business Community Workshop (October 6, 2016) 
• Online Survey (June to December 2016) available through the Lakeshore Connecting 

Communities webpage, at Pop-up Workshops and Public Open House 1 
• Public Open House (POH) 1 (November 1, 7, 8, 2016) 
• Walkability Audit  

o Clarkson (May 13, 2017) 
o Port Credit (May 27, 2017) 

• Public Open House 2 (September 20, 26, 27, 2017) 
• Public Open House 3 (July 12, 16, 24, 2018) 
• Comment tracking and responding. 
• Publishing detailed public feedback reports on the webpage (with key messages heard and 

verbatim comments). 

Public notices, online survey summary results, POH display boards, POH summary reports, and 
walkability audit results are provided in Appendix A. 

1.4.1 Notice of Commencement 
The Notice of Commencement was issued through the following means to introduce the study to 
the public and interested stakeholders: 

• Distribution of notice to unaddressed mail notices via Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail to 
all the properties between the Lakeshore GO rail line and Lake Ontario within the City of 
Mississauga (week of June 6, 2018).  

• Distribution of notice by email to agencies, project stakeholders and individuals who signed 
up for the mailing list (week of June 6, 2018).  

• Direct mail letter and notice of commencement to Indigenous contacts (week of June 6, 
2018 and also by email) ; 

• Advertisements in Mississauga News, newspaper with local circulation, on June 9 and 16, 
2016  

 
The notice of commencement and all other study notices are provided in Appendix A.1. 

1.4.2 Pop-Up Workshops 
A series of pop-up workshop were held on August 22 and 23, 2016. A display with visually 
appealing images and study area facts was placed for two to three in areas of high foot traffic and 
attracting passersby’s to participate for a few minutes by sharing future vision and transportation 
ideas on post-it notes. The project team set up pop-up workshops at the Port Credit GO Station, 
Clarkson GO Station, Corbasson Community Centre, and the Clarkson Community Centre. Over 
the course of two days, 93 individual comments/ideas were collected and 400 bookmarks were 
distributed to advertise the Online Survey, upcoming Public Open Houses and the Study itself. The 
survey was available at the two community centres and many residents took the opportunity to 
complete it on the iPads provided. Key themes heard at the pop-up workshops were as follows: 

• Improve overall safety for pedestrians. 
• Increase the number of places to sit along the Study Corridor. 
• Increase the number of trees along the Study Corridor for shade. 
• Physically separated bike facilities were highly supported. 
• Improve transit connections and timing between local buses and GO Trains.  
• Increase frequency of local transit buses. 
• Implement more express buses and north-south routes. 
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Exhibit 1-3 Pop Up Workshop Display Board 

1.4.3 Online Survey 
An online survey was conducted between June and December 2016 to ask for input on how people 
travel to work, school, shopping and everyday activities in the Lakeshore Communities. More than 
300 people participated in the survey. The survey was comprised of 10 questions and took 
approximately five to ten minutes to complete. It was promoted through the City’s social media 
channels, through the distribution of post cards at Pop-up Workshops and Public Open House 1. 
The survey was available for taking on iPads at two of the Pop-Up Workshops, at Public Open 
House 1, and available through the Lakeshore Connecting Communities webpage. 

Key feedback from the survey included: 

• Green spaces, community character, and trails and paths are desirable features of the 
Lakeshore Communities; 

• Vehicle speeds and safety at crossings are concerns for pedestrians; 
• Lack of safety and conflict with drivers are concerns for cyclists; 
• Long wait times and long travel times are concerns for transit users; 
• Congestion/delays and safety are concerns for drivers; and 
• Separated off-road cycling paths, continuous cycling paths, better walking/cycling 

connections and streetscaping are desired to improve the travelling experience in the 
corridor. 

The results of the online survey are available in Appendix A.2. 

 
Exhibit 1-4 Member of the Public Completing Comment Form at POH1 

1.4.4 Public Open Houses  
Three (3) rounds of public open houses (POH) were conducted during the Study at key milestones 
to receive input from the public to inform future phases of the Study. Each round included an open 
house in three (3) locations across the Study Corridor. Over the course of the Study approximately 
685 people attended the POHs. 

Each session was organized as a drop-in informal open house to provide the opportunity for 
community members to drop-in anytime over a two to three hour period and visit interactive 
information stations where information was displayed and the Project Team was available to 
discuss the study as shown in Exhibit 1-4. The format for the Open House maximized opportunities 
for individuals to review the information and provide ideas and input. Open Houses were designed 
to maximize input through interactive stations and use of a variety of participation methods. Public 
open house display boards are provided in Appendix A.3. 

Public input was received through comment forms, writing on flipcharts, use of post-its, drawing on 
maps and placing dots to indicate preferences.  Members of the public could view the ideas of other 
participants and add to these. Detailed feedback reports were published for each round of 
consultation and included key messages and verbatim comments. These were posted on the 
Lakeshore Connecting Communities webpage and are provided in Appendix A.4. 
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1.4.4.1 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE #1 
The first Public Open House was held as a drop-in style meeting between 5:30PM and 8:30 PM at 
the following locations in Mississauga: 

• November 1, 2016 at Mississauga Seniors’ Centre, 1389 Cawthra Road  
• November 8, 2016 at Clarke Memorial Hall, 161 Lakeshore Road West  
• November 18, 2016 at Chartwell Baptist Church, 1880 Lakeshore Road West  

The purpose of Public Open House #1 was to:  

• Describe the problem and opportunity.  
• Summarize the technical work completed to date.  
• Identify opportunities and challenges for travelling in the Lakeshore Communities.  
• Help to develop a vision for Lakeshore Road in Mississauga by providing input on options 

for improving how people get around including walking, cycling, transit and driving.  
• Discuss next steps.  

Various communication mediums were used to invite the public and interested stakeholders to POH 
#1, including: 

• Distribution of unaddressed mail notices via Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail to all the 
properties between the Lakeshore GO rail line and Lake Ontario within the City of 
Mississauga (week of October 24, 2016).  

• Distribution by email to project stakeholders and individuals who signed up for the mailing 
list (week of October 17 and October 24, 2016).  

• Email letter and notice of Open House to agencies, stakeholders 
• Direct mail letter and notice of Open House to Indigenous contacts; 
• Updates to the project website (www.connectlakeshore.ca) including notification of Open 

House, Open House display materials, and online comment form (survey)  
• Advertisements in Mississauga News, newspaper with local circulation, on Thursday 

October 20, 2016 and Thursday October 27, 2016 
• Social media updates: City of Mississauga Facebook and Twitter posts (week of October 17, 

2016) 
Members of the City of Mississauga and HDR project team were in attendance at the POH to 
answer questions, record comments and discuss issues with the public. Members of the public filled 
out the sign-in sheet upon arrival, and indicating whether they wanted to be added to the project 
mailing list. Those who were not already on the mailing list were added to the mailing list following 
the Open House. An image of a member of the public completing the interactive cross section 
activity at POH1 is shown in Exhibit 1-5. 

 
Exhibit 1-5 Public Open House 1 (interactive Cross Section Activity) 

Each Open House included the following information: 

• Three stations with display boards 
o Station 1: background information, future vision brainstorming wall map, online survey 

o Station 2: existing conditions, large aerial maps with post it notes to note locations of 
concern or interest 

o Station 3: planned growth, identification of problems and visual preference activity, 
interactive cross section activity, and problem/opportunity statement 

• Hard copies of the Comment Form 
The three Open Houses were attended by approximately 240 people as noted from the sign-in 
sheets. Key themes heard from POH#1 are discussed in Section 4.3. Additional comments 
received at the POH are included in Appendix A.4.  

1.4.4.2 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE #2 
The second Public Open House was held as a drop-in style meeting between 5:30PM and 8:30 PM 
at the following locations in Mississauga: 

• September 20, 2017 at Clarke Memorial Hall, 161 Lakeshore Road West from 5:30 to 8:30 
p.m. 
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• September 26, 2017 at Mississauga Seniors’ Centre, 1389 Cawthra Road from 5:30 to 8:30 
p.m. 

• September 27, 2017 at Chartwell Baptist Church, 1880 Lakeshore Road West from 5:30 to 
8:30 p.m. 

The purpose of Public Open House #2 was to:  

• Describe the preferred transit strategy for the Lakeshore Communities.  
• Present the analysis of an additional crossing of the Credit River. 
• Describe alternative street designs for Lakeshore Road and Royal Windsor Drive. 
• Summarize the technical work completed to date. 
• Discuss next steps. 

Various communication mediums were used to invite the public and interested stakeholders to POH 
#2, including: 

• Distribution of unaddressed mail notices via Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail to all the 
properties between the Lakeshore GO rail line and Lake Ontario within the City of 
Mississauga (September 7, 2017).  

• Distribution by email to project stakeholders and individuals who signed up for the mailing 
list (September 11, 2017). 

• Email letter and notice of Open House to agencies, stakeholders 
• Direct mail letter and notice of Open House to Indigenous contacts; 
• Updates to the project website (www.connectlakeshore.ca) including notification of Open 

House, Open House display materials, and online comment form (survey)  
• Advertisements in Mississauga News, newspaper with local circulation, on September 7, 

2017 and September 14, 2017. 
• Social media updates: City of Mississauga Facebook and Twitter posts (weeks of 

September 4, 2017, September 11, 2017, September 18, 2017 and the week of September 
25, 2017) 

Members of the City of Mississauga and HDR project team were in attendance at the POH to 
answer questions, record comments and discuss issues with the public. Members of the public filled 
out the sign-in sheet upon arrival, and indicating whether they wanted to be added to the project 
mailing list. Those who were not already on the mailing list were added to the mailing list following 
the Open House.  

Each Open House included the following information: 

• Four stations with display boards 
o Station 1: Summary of what was heard at POH1, summary of Problem/Opportunity 

Statement, and vision and guiding principles activity,  

o Station 2: alternative transit networks considered, draft stop locations, preferred transit 
strategy and phasing,  

o Station 3: alternative Credit River Crossings considered and the benefits/impacts of each 
crossing option 

o Station 4: principles of corridor design, corridor segmentation, right-of-way alternatives and 
factual evaluation based on key metrics 

• Hard copies of the Comment Form 

The three Open Houses were attended by approximately 225 people as noted from the sign-in 
sheets. Key themes heard from POH#2 are discussed in Sections 5.1.11, 5.2.12, and 5.3.4. 
Additional comments received at the POH are included in Appendix A.4. 

1.4.4.3 PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE #3 
The third Public Open House was held as a drop-in style meeting between 6:30PM and 8:30 PM at 
the following locations in Mississauga: 

• July 12, 2018 at Mississauga Seniors’ Centre, 1389 Cawthra Road, Lakeview from 6:30 to 
8:30 p.m. 

• July 16, 2018 at First United Church, 151 Lakeshore Road West, Port Credit from 6:30 to 
8:30 p.m. 

• July 24, 2018 at Christ Church, UCC, 1700 Mazo Crescent, Clarkson from 6:30 to 8:30 p.m. 
The purpose of Public Open House #3 was to:  

• Present phased approach to rapid transit. 
• Present cycling and pedestrian network improvements. 
• Present conceptual design and public realm enhancements 
• Present Credit River crossing recommendations 
• Discuss next steps. 

Various communication mediums were used to invite the public and interested stakeholders to POH 
#3, including: 

• Distribution of unaddressed mail notices via Canada Post Neighbourhood Mail to all the 
properties between the Lakeshore GO rail line and Lake Ontario within the City of 
Mississauga (sent out June 28, 2018).  

• Distribution by email to project stakeholders and individuals who signed up for the mailing 
list (week of June 25 and July 2, 2018). 

• Email letter and notice of Open House to agencies, stakeholders 
• Direct mail letter and notice of Open House to Indigenous contacts; 
• Updates to the project website (www.connectlakeshore.ca) including notification of Open 

House, Open House display materials, and online comment form (survey)  
• Advertisements in Mississauga News, newspaper with local circulation, on June 28, 2018 

and July 5, 2018. 
• Social media updates: City of Mississauga Facebook and Twitter posts (June 28, July 5 July 

15, July 16, July 23, and July 24, 2018). 
Members of the City of Mississauga and HDR project team were in attendance at the POH to 
answer questions, record comments and discuss issues with the public. Members of the public filled 
out the sign-in sheet upon arrival, and indicating whether they wanted to be added to the project 
mailing list. Those who were not already on the mailing list were added to the mailing list following 
the Open House.  

Each Open House included the following information: 

• Four stations with display boards 
o Station 1: summary of what was heard at POH2, and the study process to date 
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o Station 2: phased approach to transit, proposed transit stop locations, transportation and 
land use, cycling recommendations, pedestrian space recommendations, and people 
movement/access recommendations 

o Station 3: summary of the proposed corridor design and public realm recommendations. 
Included roll plans of the corridor with the preferred corridor design showing potential 
property taking. 

o Station 4: Summary of the Credit River Crossing recommendations 
• Hard copies of the Comment Form 

The three Open Houses were attended by approximately 220 people as noted from the sign-in 
sheets. Key themes heard from POH#3 are discussed in Sections 5.1.11, 5.2.12, and 5.3.4. 
Additional comments received at the POH are included in Appendix A.4. 

1.4.5 Walkability Audit 
The project team in collaboration with the Region of Peel conducted two walking audits; one in 
Clarkson (May 13, 2017) and the other in Port Credit (May 27, 2017) as shown in Exhibit 1-6. The 
purpose of the audit was for participants to comment and score the walking environment and place 
qualities of an area and provide recommendations for improvements. Approximately 10-15 people 
participated at each walking audit. Key feedback from the walking audit was to create accessible 
spaces for all people, create interesting and unique pedestrian spaces, and improve the quality of 
service for pedestrians (i.e. wider sidewalks, improve condition of sidewalks, enhanced 
connections, and more mid-block crossing locations). A summary of each audit is provided in 
Appendix A.5. 

 
Exhibit 1-6 Port Credit Walkability Audit 

 Stakeholder Consultation and Engagement 
This section outlines the stakeholder engagement undertaken as part of this Study. Key 
correspondence with stakeholders is provided in Appendix B.1. 

Internal City of Mississauga stakeholders and external stakeholders were also consulted throughout 
the Study at key milestones to review recommendations and provide input. The following 
stakeholder groups were consulted with during the Study: 

• City of Mississauga Core Team 
o Corporate Communications 
o Development and Design 
o MiWay 
o Parks and Forestry 
o Policy Planning 
o Strategic Community Initiatives 
o Transportation and Infrastructure Planning 

• City of Mississauga Steering Committee 
o Director, Development and Design 
o Director, Engineering and Construction 
o Director, MiWay 
o Director, Parks and Forestry 
o Director, Policy Planning 
o Director, Strategic Community Initiatives 
o Director, Transportation and Infrastructure Planning 
o Director, Works Operations and Maintenance 

• Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) (See Section 1.5.1) 
• Public Agencies (in addition to TAC) 

o Canada Lands Corporation 
o Conservation Halton 
o Dufferin-Peel Catholic District School Board 
o Environment Canada 
o Fisheries and Oceans Canada 
o Infrastructure Ontario 
o Ministry of Aboriginal Affairs 
o Ministry of Economic Development, Employment and Infrastructure 
o Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
o Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
o Ministry of Natural Resources, Strategic Coordination and Integration 
o Ministry of Natural Resources 
o Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport 
o Ontario Provincial Police (OPP) 
o Ontario Realty Corporation 
o Peel District School Board 
o Peel Regional Police (12 Division) 
o Regional Municipality of Halton 
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• Committees 
o Accessibility Advisory Committee 
o Environmental Advisory Committee 
o Heritage Advisory Committee 
o Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee 

• Other 
o Area Business Improvement Areas (BIAs) and ratepayer groups 

 Port Credit BIA 
 Clarkson BIA 
 The Applewood Acres Homeowners Association, Ward 1 
 Cranberry Cove Port Credit Ratepayers' Association, Ward 1 
 Credit Reserve Association, Ward 1 
 Lakeview Ratepayers’ Association, Ward 1 
 Orchard Heights Town & Country Homeowners Association, Ward 1 
 Port Credit Village Ratepayer Association, Ward 1 
 The Town of Port Credit Association, Ward 1 
 Sherway Homeowners and Recreation Association, Ward 1 
 Birch Glen Residents' Association, Ward 2 
 Clarkson Fairfields South Ratepayers Association, Ward 2 
 Council of South Mississauga Community Associations, Ward 2 
 Hillcrest Ratepayers Association, Ward 2 
 Lorne Crest Community Association, Ward 2 
 Lorne Park Estates Association, Ward 2 
 Lorne Park Watercolours Residents Association, Ward 2 
 Meadow Wood Rattray Ratepayers Association, Ward 2 
 Mississauga - Kane Road Ratepayer Association, Ward 2 
 Owenwood Residents Association, Ward 2 
 Park Royal Community Association, Ward 2 
 Parkland Area Residents Association, Ward 2 
 Whiteoaks/Lorne Park Community Association, Ward 2 

o Landowners, residents and business operators 
o Public transit users 
o Politicians (Local Ward 1 and 2 Councilors, Member of Provincial Parliament, and 

Member of Parliament) 
o Utility companies 

 Alectra 
 Bell Canada 
 Cogeco Data Services 
 Enbridge Gas Distribution 
 Hydro One 
 Rogers 
 TELUS 

1.5.1 Technical Advisory Committee 
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established at the onset of the Study to facilitate 
communication between the Project Team and other subject matter experts. TAC meetings were 
held throughout the study before or after each Public Open House (October 6, 2016, September 7, 
2017, and September 21, 2018). Members of the TAC included representatives from: 

• Region of Peel 
• City of Toronto 
• Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) 
• Metrolinx 
• Town of Oakville 
• Oakville Transit 
• Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 
• Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA) 
• Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) 
• Mississauga Advisory Committees 

1.5.2 Business Community Workshop 
A Business Community Workshop was held on Thursday, October 6, 2016, from 8:30 to 11:00 a.m. 
at Clarke Memorial Hall, (161 Lakeshore Road West, Port Credit). The purpose of the workshop 
was to receive input from area businesses to provide ideas about travelling by car, transit, walking 
and cycling including intersections, connections and parking. The workshop included an 
introduction to the project, sharing of information on existing travel patterns and interactive 
discussions on the valued characteristics, opportunities and challenges that were important to area 
businesses. A mix of business owners attended including representatives from area Business 
Improvement Areas. Key feedback from the business community workshop was as follows: 

• Maintain the “main street” and “village” character of the Lakeshore Communities 
• Improve pedestrian and cycling environment 
• Create better transit connections 
• Maintaining layby parking was important to some but not deemed necessary by all 
• Improve transit frequency 
• Saw incoming population and employment from developments as a challenge for the 

transportation network 
• Noted importance of maintaining patios in Port Credit 
 

The input from the business community workshop was considered in the development of the 
problem/opportunity statement. 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Introduction 

 

Page 16 of 157 
 

 Indigenous Community Consultation and Engagement 
The project communication plan included an approach to consult with interested Indigenous 
Communities. In November 2016, the Project Team consulted with the Ministry of Indigenous 
Affairs to seek guidance on which Indigenous Communities should be engaged as part of this 
Study. The Ministry of Indigenous Affairs did not provide comment on the list of Indigenous 
Communities; therefore, all communities listed below were kept on the mailing list unless otherwise 
noted. Communities were engaged at key milestones throughout the project. 

Correspondence tracking log with Indigenous Communities is provided in Appendix B.2. 

Notifications were sent via email and registered mail to the following Indigenous Communities: 

• Aamjiwnaang 
• Alderville 
• Algonquins of Pikwakanagan 
• Aundeck Omni Kaning 
• Beausoleil 
• Bkejwanong Territory (Walpole Island) 
• Caldwell 
• Chippewas of Georgina Island 
• Chippewas of Kettle & Stony Point First Nation 
• Chippewas Of Nawash Unceded First Nation 
• Chippewas of Rama First Nation 
• Chippewas of the Thames First Nation 42 
• Curve Lake First Nation 
• Hiawatha First Nation 
• M'Chigeeng First Nation 
• Metis Nation of Ontario (Credit River Metis Council) 
• Mississauga's of Scugog Island First Nation 
• Mississaugas of the New Credit 
• Mohawks of Akwesasne 
• Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte  
• Moravian of the Thames 
• Munsee-Delaware Nation 
• Oneida Nation of the Thames 
• Saugeen First Nation 
• Sheguiandah First Nation 
• Sheshegwaning First Nation 
• Six Nations of the Grand River 
• Wikwemikong 
• Zhiibaahaasing First Nation 

The following Indigenous groups requested to be removed from the mailing list as they did not have 
an interest in the project: 

• Chippewas Of Nawash Unceded First Nation 
• Chippewas of the Thames First Nation 42 
• Aundeck Omni Kaning 

The following Indigenous groups noted an interest in the study and requested to remain on the 
contact list: 

• Hiawatha First Nation 
o Requested to be updated as the Study progresses. 

• Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte  
o Requested that Stage 1 Archaeological Study be forwarded to them when completed 

during future studies. An email notification was sent indicating that this will be sent during 
future studies. 

• Mississauga's of Scugog Island First Nation 
o Noted that this Study is within Treaty #13A - Mississauga’s of New Credit First Nation and 

they would defer to their consultation department. 
• Chippewas of Rama First Nation 

o No action required; however, requested to remain on the study mailing list. 
• Mississauga’s of the New Credit First Nation (MNCFN) 

o It was noted that at this time, MNCFN has a low level of concern about the project.  It was 
requested that the Project Team immediately notify MNCFN if there are any changes to the 
project as they may impact MNCFN’s interests.  Additionally, MNCFN requested a copy of 
all associated environmental and/or archaeological reports. Furthermore, MNCFN employs 
Field Liaison Representatives who must be on location whenever any fieldwork for 
environmental and/or archaeological assessments is undertaken. If additional work is 
scheduled, MNCFN should be notified as soon as possible to discuss and arrange for 
MNCFN’s participation. An email notification was sent indicating that this will be sent 
during future studies. 

The remainder of the Indigenous Communities did not respond to the email and registered mail 
notifications sent to them. The Project Team endeavored to follow up via phone call; however, no 
responses were provided. These groups remained on the mailing list and continued to receive 
notifications. 
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2 Existing Conditions 
This section documents the existing conditions and planning context pertaining to the Study 
Corridor. 

 Planning and Policy Context 
The following Provincial, Regional, City-wide, and area specific planning documents were reviewed 
to inform the Study. 

Provincial Policies and Plans: 

• Provincial Policy Statement, 2014 
• Transit Supportive Guidelines, 2012 
• Places to Grow, 2006 

Peel Region Policies and Plans: 

• Regional Official Plan, 2014 (and December 2016 Office Consolidation) 
• Accessible Transportation Master Plan, 2013 
• Road Characterization Study, 2013 
• Long Range Transportation Plan, 2012 
• Goods Movement Strategic Plan, 2012 
• Water and Wastewater Master Plan, 2012 
• Active Transportation Study, 2011 
• Health Background Study, 2011 
• Transportation Demand Management Study, 2004 

Metrolinx/GO Transit Studies 

• The Big Move, 2008 
• Port Credit GO Station Southeast Area Master Plan, 2015 
• Mobility Hub Guidelines, 2011 
• Hurontario / Main Street Corridor Master Plan, 2010 
• GO Transit Lakeshore Express Rail Benefits Case, 2009 

Mississauga City Wide Policies and Plans 

• MiWay 5 – Service Plan (2016-2020), 2015 
• Hurontario-Main LRT Environmental Project Report, 2014 
• Mississauga Official Plan, 2011 
• Moving Mississauga, 2011 
• Cycling Master Plan and Implementation Strategy, 2010 (updated in 2018) 
• Natural Heritage and Urban Forestry Strategy, 2014 
• Future Directions Report, 2014 
• Natural Areas Survey, 2014 
• Economic Development Strategy, 2010 
• Strategic Plan, 2009 
• Culture Master Pan, 2009 
• The Waterfront Parks Strategy, 2008 
• Accessibility Design Handbook, 2007 

• Cultural Heritage Landscape Inventory, 2005 

Mississauga Local Area Policies and Plans 

• Lakeview Local Area Plan, 2015 
• Inspiration Lakeview, 2014 
• Port Credit and Lakeview Parking Strategy, 2014 
• Port Credit Local Area Plan, 2014 
• Clarkson Village Study, 2014 
• Inspiration Port Credit, 2013 
• Lakeshore Corridor Transportation Review, 2010 
• Port Credit Harbour West Parks Pre-Design and Environmental Study Report, 2013 
• Town of Port Credit Association’s (TOPCA) White Paper and Lakeshore Corridor Summit 

Notes, 2012 
• Stavebank Road and Lakeshore Road East Intersection Improvements Class Environmental 

Assessment, 2009 
• Lakeview and Port Credit Public Engagement Process Directions Report, 2008 
• Old Port Credit Village Heritage Conservation District (HCD) Plan, 2004 

Details regarding the context of these planning documents in relation to the study corridor are 
documented in the study’s Future Planning Context Report, April 2016 found in Appendix C. 
Pertinent planning context that guided the study are highlighted in the following sections. 

2.1.1 History of Streetcar on Lakeshore Road 
The Study Corridor is currently serviced by local buses; however, this was not always the case. It 
was realized in the early nineteenth century that a transit connection between Toronto and southern 
Mississauga was a key connection to connect workers to employment along the Waterfront in this 
area. 

The Toronto and Mimico Electric Railway and Light Company was incorporated in 1890, and 
operated the Mimico radial line in the Toronto area. The line started operation in 1892 as a short 
suburban line that later was extended to Port Credit by 1906. In 1928, the line was split into two 
portions and the section between Long Branch and Port Credit became the Port Credit Line which 
was a single track radial line operating every 30 minutes even overnight. In 1935 the Port Credit 
Line was ended and the tracks were taken up to make room for highway widening. Bus service 
eventually replaced the radial car line and currently services the Study Corridor till this day. Images 
of the radial car are shown in Exhibit 2-1.
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Exhibit 2-1 Images of Port Credit Line Radial Car (Source: Top left - Lakeview: Journey from 
Yesterday, Kathleen A. Hicks, top and bottom right - City of Toronto Archives, bottom left – Heritage 
Mississauga) 

Metrolinx 2041 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
Metrolinx 2041 RTP identifies part of Study Corridor as the future Waterfront West Light Rail Transit 
(WLRT) which is described as a new light rail transit corridor along the waterfront that links 
downtown Toronto and Port Credit. The RTP notes that all project definitions are subject to change 
based on negotiations and agreements with railways, environmental assessments, business case 
analyses, and further planning. 

The RTP also identified 15 minute two-way all day GO train service on the Lakeshore West Line 
within the Strategic Analysis Area (SAA). This increase in service frequency within the NAA will 
improve transit availability for residents in the area and increase the need for improved multi-modal 
connections to GO Stations.  

2.1.3 Regional Official Plan, 2014 (December 2016 Office Consolidation) 
The Regional Official Plan (ROP) is a long-term policy framework used for decision making to 
address the significant growth that the Region will experience by the 2031 future horizon year. It 
provides regional context for managing resources to allow for coordinated growth that will efficiently 
and effectively serve the Region. General objectives in the transportation context that were 
considered include the following: 

• To promote and encourage the increased use of public transit and other sustainable modes 
of transportation (5.9.1.4); 

• To maximize the capacity of the transportation system by focusing on moving people and 
goods rather than on moving vehicles (5.9.1.6); and 

• To support the integration of transportation planning, transportation investment and land use 
planning (5.9.1.10) 

Regional Official Plan Amendment No. 27 (“ROPA 27”) came into effect on September 1, 2017 
which included policies for health and built environment and age-friendly planning which was also 
applicable to this Study. 

2.1.4 Mississauga Official Plan (OP), 2011  
Chapter 8 of the Mississauga OP is especially important for this TMP as it states the policies for 
creating a multi-modal City. Lakeshore Road will continue to move large volumes of traffic and 
support goods movements; however, the design of the street must be sensitive to surrounding land 
uses. The needs of transit, pedestrians and cyclists will be prioritized at the forefront – 
transportation decisions will support the creation of a fine grain street pattern, low traffic speeds, a 
mix of travel modes and attention to design of the public realm.  

Schedules 1 to 9 of the Official Plan identify Corridors, Intensification Areas, and Transit Terminals, 
Natural heritage Systems, Parks and Open Spaces, Utilities Areas, and Educational Facilities within 
the study boundaries. 

Two Major Transit Station Areas (MTSA) are located within the Study Area as identified in the 
Mississauga OP and as defined in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, 2017.  
Specifically, they are located in Clarkson (located west of Southdown Road) and Port Credit (north 
of the Lakeshore Road / Hurontario Street intersection). Major transit station areas on priority transit 
corridors (i.e. the Lakeshore West GO Line) will be planned for a minimum density target of 150 
residents and jobs combined per hectare. Refer to Section 2.2.4 (Transit Corridors and Station 
Areas) for more information regarding MTSAs in the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden 
Horseshoe, 2017. 

2.1.5 Mississauga Cycling Master Plan and Implementation Strategy, 2010 (updated in 
2018) 
According to the Mississauga Cycling Master Plan, the highest demand for cycling in the study 
corridor is along Burnhamthorpe Road, Waterfront Trail, Lakeshore Road, Eglinton Avenue West, 
Aquitaine Drive, Thomas Street and McLaughlin Road. Cycling volumes along major corridors 
represent 1% or less of all travel modes. There is a high demand for cycling where linking 
destinations to neighbourhood centres is critical, such as in Clarkson, Port Credit, along the 
Waterfront, and in proximity to GO Stations. The 2010 Master Plan identified Royal Windsor Drive 
from Winston Churchill Blvd to Southdown Road as a proposed primary boulevard route and 
Lakeshore Road from Southdown Road to the East City limit as a primary on-road route. It also 
identified two new crossings of the Credit River within the Strategic Analysis Area (SAA) at the 
QEW and Mineola/Indian Road.  

During the course of the Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study, the City of Mississauga 
updated their Cycling Master Plan and it was endorsed by City Council on July 4, 2018. The 
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updated Master Plan identified separated bike lanes for the entire Study Corridor between Winston 
Churchill Blvd and the Etobicoke Creek with proposed major barrier crossings at the QEW, 
Mineola/Indian Rd, and the south side of the Lakeshore West GO railway line.  

2.1.6 MiWay 5 – Service Plan (2016-2020), 2015 
MiWay 5 is the five year service plan to guide transit expansion within the City of Mississauga and 
to support the implementation of a new light rail line along Hurontario Street. The plan is focused on 
revising existing routes and schedules to provide added frequency, more service hours and better 
connectivity throughout the network. Specifically, the plan builds on public and stakeholder 
preference for a grid route network with improved frequencies and increase service span on 
Sundays and early morning weekdays, improved reliability, faster travel times with more direct 
routes, improved connections to GO stations, more express routes, and improved service to 
neighbouring communities. 

The Lakeshore Road Corridor between Clarkson GO Station and Long Branch GO Station is 
identified as a high frequency corridor. The MiWay 5 Service Plan informed the study with respect 
to improving service on Lakeshore Road with frequencies improving on Route 23 in response to 
ridership demand.. 

2.1.7 Hurontario-Main LRT Environmental Project Report (EPR), 2014 
The Hurontario-Main LRT EPR identified the terminal stop for the HuLRT at Park St on Hurontario 
Street with protection for a potential southerly extension to Lakeshore Road. Since the proposed 
location for the terminal is north of Lakeshore Road, improving multi-modal connectivity between 
Lakeshore Road and the future LRT is important. 

2.1.8 Clarkson Village Study 
On July 2, 2014, Official Plan Amendment No. 9, Zoning By-law 0194-2014 and Urban Design 
Guidelines to implement the Lakeshore Road West – Clarkson Village Study (Southdown Road to 
Johnson’s Lane) was adopted by Mississauga City Council. The goals of the study were to create a 
pedestrian oriented community, promote transit oriented development, encourage mixed use 
intensification, and create a vibrant main street. A key element of the study identified as critical to 
achieving the overall goal of the plan was land consolidation and site access management. 

The long term configuration can be implemented when redevelopment is at a stage that allows the 
control of mid-block left turns through intersection implementation of easement connections and a 
centre median. The following are design elements of the ultimate design: 

• Provide centre median and related streetscape features.  
• Provide supplementary plantings.  
• Provide access management strategy with integrated driveways / easements.  
• Introduce on-street dedicated bicycle lanes with current curb location and minor 

reconstruction. 

2.1.9 Lakeview Local Area Plan and Port Credit Local Area Plan 
Both the Lakeview Local Area Plan (generally Lakeshore Road from the Etobicoke Creek to Seneca 
Avenue) and the Port Credit Local Area Plan (generally Lakeshore Road from Seneca Avenue to 
Godfrey’s Lane) state that Lakeshore Road should be maintained as a four lane roadway during 

peak travel times. Lakeshore Road is identified as a high order transit corridor with pedestrian and 
cycling facilities in the Lakeview Local Area Plan. Furthermore, public transit is recommended on 
Dixie Road, Cawthra Road, and Ogden Avenue.  

It was also noted that on-street parking should be permitted only where it can be accommodated 
into streetscaping.  

The City of Mississauga initiated the Inspiration Lakeview Master Plan in 2010 (received by the 
Planning and Development Committee in 2014) and led to the creation of the new Major Node 
Character Area within the Lakeview Employment Character Area which came into effect on August 
1, 2018 following the City of Mississauga’s adoption of Official Plan Amendment 89 on July 4, 2018. 
A draft development master plan was released in October 2018 for “Lakeview Village” and is 
currently under review. 

The City of Mississauga also initiated the Inspiration Port Credit Master Plan in 2013 which led to 
the development of master plans for 1 Port Street East and 70 Mississauga Road. A draft 
development master plan was released in March 2018 for “Port Credit West Village” at 70 
Mississauga Road and is currently under review. 

 Land Use and Built Form 
This section documents the existing land use and built form along the Study Corridor. 

2.2.1 Existing Land Use  
The Study Corridor is approximately 13 km in length and is highly diverse. It traverses the City of 
Mississauga in an east-west direction and runs through the historic communities of Clarkson, Lorne 
Park, Port Credit and Lakeview (i.e. the Lakeshore Communities). To address its diversity, the 
study corridor was organized into a series of character areas, based on existing urban structure and 
patterns of built form. These character areas were termed as “Community Nodes”, which are 
substantially commercial or mixed commercial-residential in use, “Neighbourhoods”, which are 
substantially residential; and “Employment Areas”. A description of the existing land use, with focus 
on those adjacent to Lakeshore Road, is summarized by character area and presented in Exhibit 
2-2.  

2.2.1.1 SOUTHDOWN EMPLOYMENT AREA:  
Bounded by the rail corridor to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, Winston Churchill Boulevard to 
the west, and Southdown Road and a point just west of Apple Lane to the east.   

Large properties consisting mainly of heavy and general industrial uses including several large 
Suncor Energy facilities and the Clarkson Wastewater Treatment Plant, an office building and a 
substantial amount of open space and park area.   

Intersection of Southdown Ave and Royal Windsor Drive contains a number of commercial retail 
properties including a Canadian Tire/Metro/Shoppers Drug Mart shopping centre, a permanent fruit 
and vegetable market, a garden centre and the Ontario Racquet Club. 

2.2.1.2 CLARKSON VILLAGE COMMUNITY NODE:  
Bounded by the rail corridor and Turtle Glen Park to the north, Lushes Avenue and rear of the 
fronting properties to the south, Southdown Road to the west, and Meadow Wood Road to the east.  
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Larger parcels containing commercial plazas, stand-alone stores and 2-3 storey mixed 
residential/commercial developments.  

Eastern end contains a small section of 2 storey "main street" commercial on the north side of 
Lakeshore Road between Clarkson Road North and Meadow Woods Road. Western end contains 
several clusters of large townhouse developments as well as a number of 8 to 21 storey apartment 
buildings.  

Community and cultural uses include a place of worship on the south side of Lakeshore Road, and 
several parks and open space areas throughout.   

2.2.1.3 CLARKSON-LORNE PARK NEIGHBOURHOOD:  
Bounded by the rail corridor to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, Southdown Road and the 
Clarkson Village Character Area to the west, and Raintree Lane and Crozier Court to the east. 

Development is predominantly single detached residential with some semi-detached, townhouses 
and apartments generally located on the western side of the character area. Few properties have 
direct access to Lakeshore Road. 

Few retail commercial uses are found along the corridor, mainly located adjacent to, and extending 
Clarkson Village.  Located throughout the area are a number of schools, places of worship, as well 
as a substantial park and open space system that includes Jack Darling Memorial Park and Rattray 
Marsh Conservation Area. 

2.2.1.4 PORT CREDIT NEIGHBOURHOOD WEST:  
Bounded by the rail corridor to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, Shawnmar Road to the west, 
and Mississauga Road North and Front Street South to the east. 

Range of building forms including apartment buildings ranging in height from 3 to 7 storeys, a large 
townhouse development near the western boundary and a large vacant property between 
Lakeshore Road and Lake Ontario (the former Imperial Oil site to be redeveloped).  The 
commercial development generally consists of small stand-alone buildings with the exception of a 
large commercial development containing a Loblaw's as well as five smaller commercial units on 
separate pads.  Community uses located throughout this character area but away from the 
Lakeshore Road corridor include a school, and a number of open space and park areas including 
JC Saddington Park and Brueckner Rhododendron Gardens. 

2.2.1.5 PORT CREDIT COMMUNITY NODE 
The Port Credit CN character area is generally bounded by the rail corridor to the north, Lake 
Ontario to the south, Mississauga Road N and Front Street S. to the west, and Rosewood Road 
and Elmwood Avenue S. to the east.  The central portion of the corridor generally consists of 2 
storey "main street" retail commercial uses, several with residential above.  Higher density forms of 
mixed residential/commercial in the range of 5 to 22 storeys can be found on the western and 
eastern edges of the corridor, as well as just behind the fronting properties. Community and cultural 
uses within this area includes the Port Credit Library adjacent the corridor, while the Port Credit 
Harbour Marina, Port Credit Arena, canoe and rowing clubs along the Credit River, several schools 
and a number of places of worship are located throughout the area.  There is also a substantial 
amount of public parkland and open space, some located adjacent the corridor, but mainly located 
throughout the area.   

2.2.1.6 PORT CREDIT NEIGHBOURHOOD EAST 
The Port Credit Neighbourhood (NHD) East character area is generally bounded by the rail corridor 
to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, Rosewood Road and Elmwood Avenue S. to the west, and 
Seneca Ave to the east.  The corridor area is dominated by 2 storey "main street" mixed 
commercial/residential along with several 3 storey apartment buildings that dot the corridor.  The 
remainder of the area consists primarily of detached residential with several schools and various 
employment uses adjacent to the rail corridor.  

2.2.1.7 LAKEVIEW NEIGHBOURHOOD 
The portion of the Lakeview NHD character area located within the study area is generally bounded 
by the rail corridor to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, Seneca Ave. to the west, and the eastern 
City limit and Lakeview EA Character Area to the east.  The corridor area consists of a mix of 1-2 
storey retail commercial and mixed residential/commercial uses along with several 5 to 7 storey 
apartment buildings fronting onto Lakeshore Road.  The area also contains several larger retail 
commercial developments such as the Metro/Beer Store plaza located on the western edge of the 
character area, while further east there is also a large commercial plaza containing a Shoppers 
Drug Mart and Dollarama along with a number of smaller stores within the plaza.  Adjacent the 
Shoppers Drug Mart, a new retail development is currently under construction.  The remainder of 
the area generally consists of detached residential, as well as a number of industrial properties 
located near the rail corridor and the Lakeview Water Treatment Plant adjacent the Lake.  
Community and cultural uses located adjacent the corridor include several places of worship and 
schools.  Other community uses located throughout this character area include the Blythe 
Academy, Army Navy & Airforce Veterans Club, the Lakefront Promenade Marina, Port Credit 
Yacht Club and RK McMillan Park. 

2.2.1.8 LAKEVIEW EMPLOYMENT AREA:  
Bounded by Lakeshore Road to the north, Lake Ontario to the south, East Ave. to the west, and the 
city limits to the east. 

Primarily industrial uses, with open space and park areas. Lakeshore Road provides access to 
adjacent properties, set well back from the street. 

Several large parcels that appear to be vacant (former Lakeview Generating Station). 

2.2.1.9 LAKEVIEW WATERFRONT:  
The boundaries are south of Lakeshore Road East to Lake Ontario, and from East Avenue to the 
Toronto municipal boundary.  

This new Major Node Character Area within the Lakeview Employment Character Area came into 
effect on August 1, 2018 following the City of Mississauga’s adoption of Official Plan Amendment 
89 on July 4, 2018.This change is not reflected in Exhibit 2-2 as it was prepared prior to the 
adoption of the amendment. 
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Exhibit 2-2 Existing Land Uses in the Study Area (2015) 

Note: Does not reflect changes to Lakeview EA as a result of MOPA#89 for addition of Lakeview Waterfront Major Node 
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2.2.2 Population and Employment 
Table 2-1 summarizes the 2011 population and employment as well as the 2041 forecast 
population and employment growth within the Network Analysis Area based on City of Mississauga 
character areas.  These figures are used herein when describing existing population and 
employment as well as future growth trends for each of the character areas within the Network 
Analysis Area.  It is noted that for the Clarkson-Lorne Park Neighbourhood District (NHD) and 
Lakeview NHD character areas, existing and forecasted population and employment are overstated 
as the forecasts apply to the character area in its entirety rather than just the portion located within 
the Network Analysis Area. With a 2011 population of over 76,000, the Network Analysis Area 
accounts for approximately 10% of the total population of the City of Mississauga.  In regards to 
employment, there were approximately 16,000 jobs as of 2011, which accounted for approximately 
3.5% of the employment of Mississauga.  Significant growth in population and jobs is anticipated 
over the next twenty years.  The population is forecast to increase by 55,885 people and represents 
a 73% increase while the City as a whole is forecast to increase by 165,000 people, a 22% 
increase.  Employment is forecast to increase by 16,488 jobs and represents a 76% increase in 
employment, while the overall city increase is 115,000 jobs, a 26% increase.  

The gross population and employment density by character area for 2011 (i.e. number of persons 
or jobs as a proportion of the total character area) is illustrated in Exhibit 2-3 and Exhibit 2-4 
respectively. High density development is prominent within Clarkson Village Community Node (CN), 
Port Credit CN, and Lakeview NHD; whereas other character areas are primarily low density 
residential. There is also a high concentration of jobs within the Clarkson Village CN and Port Credit 
CN; whereas jobs are more dispersed within the Southdown and Lakeview Employment Areas.  

Table 2-1 Population and Employment (2011 to 2041) 

 

 
Exhibit 2-3 Gross Population Density by Character Area (2011) 

 
Exhibit 2-4 Gross Employment Density by Character Area (2011) 
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2.2.3 Built Form  
As discussed there are nine character areas identified along the corridor, including a number of 
varied neighbourhoods and communities including the historic villages of Clarkson, Lorne Park, Port 
Credit and Lakeview, as well as the new mixed-use developments and employment lands at the 
east and west boundaries of the City. The wide landscaped boulevards, woodlots, creeks and 
waterway crossings and the proximity to the Lake Ontario waterfront are notable, character-defining 
elements of the corridor.  

A chart summarizing the land use at grade, road cross-section elements, cycling facilities, 
sidewalks, streets, blocks, and crossings, and the user profile with photos is included in the 
Existing Conditions Report, 2016 provided in Appendix D. An overview by character areas is as 
follows: 

• Southdown Employment Area extends along Royal Windsor Drive, from the western 
boundary of the City of Mississauga, between Winston Churchill Boulevard and Southdown 
Road. This character area is dominated by heavy vehicular traffic, and is further divided into 
two areas including the industrial strip at the west end and the commercial strip at the east 
end of the segment. 

• Clarkson Village Community Node extends between Southdown Road and Johnson’s 
Lane and encompasses Clarkson Village, which is further divided into the following 
Neighbourhood Character Areas, as identified in the Clarkson Village Urban Design 
Guidelines, June 2004: 

o West Village Gateway is a largely residential area, bounded on the west by the major 
intersection of Lakeshore Road and Southdown Road. This area acts as an important link 
between Clarkson Village to the east, and the Clarkson GO station, located to the north, on 
Southdown Road. 

o Outer Village Core is primarily an auto oriented suburban commercial strip, with front 
parking lots and wide driveways.  The area is bisected by a railway underpass that defines 
the beginning of a retail strip to the east. 

o Village Core is the ‘main street’ of Clarkson Village.  It has a vibrant and animated street 
edge and a pedestrian-friendly streetscape.  Future development in this area is intended to 
maintain and enhance the pedestrian scale of the north side of Lakeshore Road, with 
similar mixed-use building heights, and setbacks. 

o East Village Gateway is defined by Birchwood Park to the north and an established 
residential area to the south that is elevated well above Lakeshore Road West, requiring a 
continuous retaining wall and landscape edge to the right-of-way.   

• Lorne Park Neighbourhood extends between Johnson’s Lane and Godfrey’s Lane. Here 
few properties face onto the road. On the south side is the Lorne Park neighbourhood, a 
small community that is buffered by a very dense landscaped buffer. On the north side is an 
older residential neighbourhood with back yard fences and a landscaped setback lining the 
road. Lakeshore functions as a green link between Clarkson Village to the west and the Port 
Credit to the east as there are very few crossing streets that connect into the adjacent 
neighbourhoods. 

• Port Credit Neighbourhood West extends and encompasses the Port Credit 
neighborhood, which is further divided into Neighbourhood Character Areas, as identified in 
the Port Credit Local Area Plan, August 2015 and Inspiration Port Credit, 2013.  These 

include the Port Credit Community Node, the Imperial Oil Lands and the East and West Port 
Credit Neighbourhoods. 

o West Port Credit Neighbourhood is an established residential area with a regular street 
grid that meets Lakeshore Road at an angle. Building facades along Lakeshore Road 
create a saw tooth pattern of open space along the road. 

o Imperial Oil Lands segment is characterized by the large brownfield development site 
extending between Benson Avenue and Wesley Street and from Lakeshore Road to Lake 
Ontario. A framework for a future master plan for 70 Mississauga Road South, the former 
Texaco refiner site owned by Imperial Oil Limited was developed under the banner of 
Inspiration Port Credit; a City of Mississauga staff led community engagement process. 
The framework was approved by Council in December 2015. The site is slated for future 
open space, mixed-use and employment lands development and when redeveloped, the 
spacing of north-south connections along this segment should be greatly improved by 
establishing a block structure derived from the surrounding neighbourhoods. 

• Port Credit Community Node is where Lakeshore Road becomes a more traditional 
neighbourhood main street. In this area, the Lakeshore Road ROW is narrowed and the 
street is very pedestrian oriented. The centre of Port Credit is known regionally as a scenic 
waterfront destination, with cafes and restaurants spilling out onto the street and spectacular 
views of the Credit River and Lake Ontario. 

• Port Credit Neighbourhood East is characterized by mixed-use development with a 
regular street grid.  This area has a less developed street edge and is more auto-oriented 
than the Community Node, but maintains a high quality of the pedestrian realm. 

• Lakeview Neighbourhood extends between Seneca Avenue and East Avenue, between 
the established Port Credit Neighborhood to the west and Lakeview to the east. This section 
of Lakeshore Road is a neighbourhood in transition, straddling the Cooksville Creek and 
characterized by low-rise mixed use development that is set back from the street and a 
number of new residential developments currently underway 

• Lakeview Employment Area extends from East Avenue to the Etobicoke Creek, at the 
eastern limit of the City of Mississauga and is divided into: 

o Lakeview Development Lands segment includes an existing mixed-use neighbourhood to 
the north and a commercial warehouse district to the south. Per Inspiration Lakeview 
Master Plan, June 2014, a planned development on the south side of Lakeshore Road will 
drastically improve the character of the area by introducing a fine grained network of 
streets and blocks that will feed into the existing road network and provide space for transit 
riders, cars, cyclists and pedestrians. 

o East Boundary of the study area extends 815 metres along Lakeshore Road from Fergus 
Avenue to the East edge of Mississauga, at the Etobicoke Creek Bridge.  The Arsenal 
Lands and Marie Curtis Park, two large naturalized areas take up the south side of the 
road and help to define the character of Lakeshore Road at the East end of the City.   
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 Natural Environment 
A desktop-level review Natural Environment Constraints Assessment was prepared for the study 
corridor and is provided in Appendix E. This section documents the findings of the desktop review 
related to watercourse features, natural areas, wildlife and wildlife habitat, and aquatic features and 
fish. 

2.3.1 Watercourses 
There are twelve (12) watercourse crossings along the Study Corridor, eleven (11) under the 
jurisdiction of the Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) and one (1) under the jurisdiction of 
the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA). Existing watercourses are listed as follows 
and are illustrated on Exhibit 2-5. 

• Credit River 
• Sheridan Creek 
• Turtle Creek 
• Tecumseh Creek 
• Birchwood Creek 
• Lornewood Creek 
• Serson Creek 
• Applewood Creek 
• Etobicoke Creek 
• Avonhead Creek  
• Cooksville Creek 
• Moore Creek 

2.3.2 Natural Areas 
The natural environment constraint assessment identified the natural areas as listed in Table 2-2 
and Exhibit 2-5. 

Table 2-2 Natural Areas 
Type Name 

Conservation Area 
 

Rattray Marsh Conservation Area located south of the Study Corridor 
along the shore of Lake Ontario between Bob-O-Link Road and 
Parkland Avenue. 

Areas of Natural and 
Scientific Interest 
(ANSI) 

Rattray Marsh Conservation Area (Provincial Life Science ANSI) located 
approximately 800 m south of the Study Corridor.  
Credit River Marshes (Provincial Life Science ANSI) located 
approximately 400 m north of the Study Corridor. 

Significant Valleylands Significant valleylands are those valleylands associated with tributaries 
and watercourses that drain directly to Lake Ontario – considered a 
Significant Natural Area. 
Core valley and stream corridors associated with the Credit River and 
Etobicoke Creek  

Significant Woodlands Any woodland greater than 4 hectares in size, and or any woodland that 
supports provincially or globally rare species, or species designated by 
COSEWIC or COSSARO as threatened, endangered, or special 
concern, including: 
Residential woodland in Lorne Park Estates 
Woodland between Whittier Crescent and Balboa Drive, just west of 
Lorne Park Estates and south of Lakeshore Road West 
Woodland that contains Sheridan Creek, south of Lakeshore Road 
West, and connects to the Rattray Conservation Area 
Woodland north and south of Lakeshore Road West that contains 
Fudger’s Marsh 
Woodland  that is adjacent to (southwest) Etobicoke Creek 

Credit Valley 
Conservation (CVC) 
Regulation Areas 

Valleylands and riparian habitat of Sheridan Creek, Turtle Creek, 
Birchwood Creek, Lornewood Creek, Tecumseh Creek, Credit River, 
Serson Creek, and Applewood Creek.  
Parcel of land that contains the multi-use trails that connect to Douglas 
Kennedy Park and A.E. Cookes Park.  
Parcel of land between Birchwood Creek and Parkland Avenue that 
contains the Jack Darling Memorial Park Trail that contains the multi-
use trail from Jack Darling Memorial Park and part of the trail from 
Rattray Marsh. 
The far eastern portion of the Project intersects the Valleylands and 
riparian habitat of Etobicoke Creek.  Not Yet Named Park P-358 is 
owned by the TRCA and contains Valleylands and riparian habitat on 
the west bank of Etobicoke Creek. 

Toronto and Region 
Conservation Authority 
(TRCA) Regulation 
Areas 

Valleylands and riparian habitat of the Etobicoke Creek. 

Region of Peel Official 
Plan – Natural Areas 

Core Areas of the regional Greenlands System, including: the 
valleylands and riparian habitat of the Credit River, Sheridan Creek, 
Turtle Creek, Tecumseh Creek, Lornewood Creek, Birchwood Creek 
and Etobicoke Creek. 

City of Mississauga 
Official Plan – Natural 
Areas 

Significant natural areas, linkages, special management areas, and 
residential woodlands area located within the study area.. 
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2.3.3 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
Based on a desktop assessment forty-two (42) species at risk have been historically observed 
within 1 km of the Study Corridor and are considered to have high or moderate potential to occur in 
the study area. Based on the species ranges and habitat requirements, there is moderate or high 
potential for seven (7) species at risk to occur in the study area as well. Potential significant wildlife 
habitats (SWH) present in the study area include, but are not limited to, the following:  

• Credit River (movement corridor)  
• Etobicoke Creek (movement corridor)  
• Fudger’s Marsh (habitat for species or special concern)  
• Woodlands supporting amphibian breeding ponds (specialized habitat)  

2.3.4 Aquatic Habitat and Fish  
There are no Provincially Significant Wetlands (PSW) within the study area. The Rattray Marsh and 
Turtle Creek Reed Swamp are PSWs that are located just south of the study area along the shore 
of Lake Ontario. The Credit River Marshes and Cawthra Woods are other PSWs located north of 
the study area. 

‘Other Wetlands’ or wetlands which do not qualify as PSW but are considered significant at a local 
scale include: the Fudger’s Marsh and the wetlands within the valleylands of the Etobicoke Creek.  

The Credit River and Etobicoke Creek are considered areas of fish habitat. Within the Credit River 
watershed, almost 60 species of fish are known to occur, including Northern Pike, White Sucker, 
Common Shiner, Fathead Minnow, Creek Chub, and Rainbow Darter. Within the study area, 
watercourses support mainly warmwater and mixed cool/warmwater fish communities. Redside 
Dace and Shortnose Cisco are known to occur within the Credit River watershed and are 
designated endangered under the ESA. 

The Etobicoke Creek watershed is dominated by warmwater fish communities and supports more 
than 25 species of fish. The most common include White Sucker, Blacknose Dace, Fathead 
Minnow, Bluntnose Minnow, and Creek Chub. Many watercourses within this watershed have been 
channelized as part of flood and erosion control.  
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Exhibit 2-5 Map of Natural Environment Constraints within 1km of the Study Corridor  
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 Cultural/Heritage Resources 
A desktop-level cultural resource (archaeology and heritage) survey for the Study Corridor was 
prepared and is provided in Appendix F. The survey is not intended to act as a Stage 1 
Archaeological Assessment as identified in the Ontario Ministry of Tourism, Culture, and Sport’s 
2011 Standards and Guidelines for Consultant Archaeologists, nor does it fulfill the requirements of 
a Heritage Impact Assessment.  

This heritage resource survey does not include a detailed assessment of registered archaeological 
sites, individual heritage properties, or detailed property histories. Further archaeological and 
cultural heritage assessments will be required on all subject properties with the potential to be 
disturbed through construction activities.  

Along the Study Corridor, there are fifty-five (55) recognized heritage properties, of which fifteen 
(15) are individually designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act (OHA) and seven (7) are 
designated under Part V as part of Port Credit Village Heritage Conservation District. The remaining 
thirty-three (33) properties are listed by the City and subject to the Provincial Policy Statement 
(PPS) 2014 and planning policies of the City of Mississauga. In addition, the City identified three (3) 
cultural heritage landscapes that cross the study corridor (Credit River, Etobicoke Creek, and 
Mississauga Road), whose unique heritage characteristics were considered in the development 
process.  

There are twenty-five (25) currently registered archaeological sites that fall within 1 km of the Study 
Corridor. Of those, only one (1) site, on the western bank of the Credit River, is within 100 m of the 
Study Corridor.  

The approximate locations of known archaeological sites within 1 km of the Study Corridor are 
presented in Exhibit 2-6. Designated heritage properties and heritage conservation districts within 
or adjacent to the Study Corridor are presented in Exhibit 2-7.   

This resource survey is an inventory of the known and identified cultural heritage resources along 
the Study Corridor.  Prior to construction activities taking place, this survey recommends the 
following:  

1. A stage 1 archaeological assessment to determine whether the potential exists for 
as-yet unidentified archaeological sites within the proposed development areas and 
to assess the potential for development impacts to any of the registered sites listed in 
this survey.  

2. A Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (CHAR) to identify and determine the 
impacts to any known or potential cultural heritage resources through potential 
development as required by the PPS 2014, and the City of Mississauga Official Plan, 
and as described in the City of Mississauga Heritage Impact Assessment Terms of 
Reference (2015). 
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Exhibit 2-6 Map of the approximate locations of known archaeological sites within 1km of the Study Corridor 
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Exhibit 2-7 Designated Heritage Properties and Heritage Conservation Districts within or adjacent to the Study Corridor 
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 Structural  
There are eight (8) structures within the Study Corridor as described in Table 2-3 which identifies 
the structure, heritage consideration, existing dimension and condition. Structural information is 
based on 2017 OSIM reports unless otherwise noted. Two (2) watercourses cross Lakeshore Road 
in trunk storm sewers, specifically, Lornewood Creek and Turtle Creek. Condition assessment 
reports were not available for these structures at the time of writing; therefore, should be reviewed 
again during future phases of the project.                 

Table 2-3 Existing Structures 
Structure  Existing Structure Dimensions Structural 

Condition 
Segment 2A 
CNR over Lakeshore  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 28.08 m 
Clearance = 4.3 m (substandard) 

Fair 

Segment 2A 
Lakeshore over Sheridan Creek  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 16.5 m  
W=32.3 m 
TW = 26 m 
Clearance = 3.3 m 

Fair 

Segment 3 
Lakeshore over Tecumseh Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 150 m  
Span =2.4 m 
TW = 15.7 m 
Clearance 1 m 

Excellent 
(based on 
2009 OSIM 
report) 

Segment 5A 
Lakeshore over Credit River 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 56 m  
W=19.3 m 
TW = 14.3 m 
Clearance = 4.5 m 

Fair 

Segment 6 
Lakeshore over Cooksville Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 27.3 m  
W=23.1 m 
TW = 17 m 
Clearance = 3 m 

Good 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Serson Creek  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

1 Span = 10 m 
Length = 30.2 m 
TW = 24.1 m 
Clearance 1.1 m 

Excellent 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Applewood Creek 

L=22 m 
Span = 3.05 m,      
H = 1.25 m 
TW = 15.0 m 

Excellent 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Etobicoke Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 48.8m  
W=23 m 
TW = 18.58 m Clearance = 5 m 

Very good 

 Transportation Conditions 
This section summarizes the existing multi-modal transportation conditions along the Study 
Corridor. Complete documentation of the existing transportation conditions is provided in the 
Existing Conditions Report, 2016 provided in Appendix D using the most up-to-date information 
available at the time unless otherwise noted. 

2.6.1 Right-of-Way Characteristics 

2.6.1.1 RIGHT-OF-WAY WIDTH AND TYPICAL SECTION 
The existing right-of-way (ROW) along the Study Corridor generally varies between 26 and 44.5 
metres. In the following locations the ROW narrows to 26 - 31 metres: 

• Etobicoke Creek to Dixie Road 
• Greaves Avenue to Godfrey’s Lane (majority of Port Credit area) 
• Meadow Wood Road to Clarkson Road South (Clarkson Village Community Node) 

Throughout the corridor, four general purpose through travel lanes are provided. A two-way centre-
left-turn lane (TWCLTL) is also accommodated within the following sections:  

• Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road 
• Inverhouse Drive to Johnson’s Lane 
• Mississauga Road to John Street 
• Seneca Avenue to the Etobicoke Creek 

In addition a short segment between Southdown Road and the entrance to the Clarkson GO Station 
parking lot is six lanes with three westbound through lanes, two eastbound through lanes and one 
TWCLTL. 

Typical cross-sections illustrating the existing conditions at the midblock and at the intersection, 
including existing vehicular travel lanes, pedestrian/cyclist facilities and available boulevard for 
streetscaping/plantings for each of the eight (8) character areas are provided in the Existing 
Conditions Report, 2016 provided in Appendix D.  

2.6.1.2 UTILITIES 
The following utilities have been identified throughout the course of the Study; however, it was not a 
comprehensive review and will need to be identified in more detail during future phases this project. 

Hydro poles are located primarily on the north side of the study corridor while light standards line 
both sides. 

Hydro One confirmed that they have high voltage transmission (Idle) facilities within the study area 
approximately 90 m west of Haig Boulevard. Hydro One noted that there is an ongoing transmission 
idle line removal (Lakeview Generating Station) project related to these 4 idle circuits; however, no 
further information was provided. 

Imperial Oil confirmed that the Imperial Oil pipeline in not located within the study area. 

Rogers Communications currently has existing plant in the Study Area, including:  

• Aerial fiber TV plant, aerial coaxial TV plant, buried fiber TV plant, and buried coaxial TV 
plant. 

The location of the utilities are generally located within the Study Corridor as follows: 
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• North side between Winston Churchill Boulevard and Mississauga Road 
• Not present between Mississauga Road and Seneca Avenue 
• North side between Seneca Avenue and Meredith Avenue 
• South side between Meredith Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek 
 

Alectra Utilities confirmed that they have power distribution plants along the Study Corridor. 

Enbridge Gas also confirmed that they have existing gas plants along the Study Corridor. 

2.6.1.3 SPEED LIMIT, TRAFFIC CONTROL AND ACCESS MANAGEMENT 
The speed limit along Lakeshore Road varies between 50 and 60 km/h. Along Royal Windsor Drive 
the speed limit is 60 km/h.  

There are 29 signalized intersections along the Study Corridor and 49 unsignalized intersections. 
Three of the 29 signalized intersections are under Peel Region’s jurisdiction, including: Royal 
Windsor Drive at Winston Churchill Boulevard, Lakeshore Road at Cawthra Road, and Lakeshore 
Road and Dixie Road. Signalized intersections are generally more closely spaced in “main street” 
areas such as Clarkson Village and Port Credit. All unsignalized intersections are two-way stop 
controlled on the side street with Lakeshore Road as the main street. Within Port Credit and 
Lakeview there is a fine grain local street grid pattern with access onto Lakeshore Road 
approximately every 100 metres or less. Clarkson Village including Lorne Park and Southdown are 
characteristic of a more curvilinear local street pattern with fewer access points onto Lakeshore 
Road. 

Driveway access from private properties occur often along the Study Corridor. The highest density 
of direct driveway access to the Study Corridor is between Winston Churchill Boulevard and 
Johnsons Lane, and between Godrey’s Lane and Dixie Road with the exception of the 
retail/commercial zones in the Port Credit area. 

2.6.2 Travel Demand 
Using the 2011 Transportation Tomorrow Survey (TTS), overall mode shares, origin-destination 
(OD) patterns, and average trip length distributions were calculated to gain an understanding of 
existing travel within the Strategic Analysis Area (bounded by the QEW, east City limit, Lake 
Ontario, and west City limit as shown in Exhibit 1-2. 

A total of approximately 150,000 trips originated from the Strategic Analysis Area during a typical 
day. Of the 150,000 trips, 85% were made by car, 10% by transit, and 5% by active modes such as 
walking or cycling, as illustrated in Exhibit 2-8. There is a high propensity to travel by car which is 
indicative of a primarily auto-oriented, low-density area in close proximity to a major freeway with 
free parking at regional rail stations. There is also a high proportion of short trips (less than 1 km) 
made by those driving alone which implies that walking and cycling are not attractive alternative 
modes for these trips. 

 
Exhibit 2-8 Strategic Analysis Area Trip Origin Mode Shares (2011 Daily Trips) (Source: TTS) 

A total of 243,818 trips originated from or were destined to the Strategic Analysis Area during a 
typical day. Of the 243,818 trips, 23% were internal to the corridor, 38% were to the rest of the City 
of Mississauga, 7% were to Oakville, 20% were to the City of Toronto, and the remaining 12% were 
to other parts of the Greater Toronto and Hamilton Area (GTAH) as illustrated in Exhibit 2-9. 
Existing travel patterns indicate that it is equally important for trip makers within the Strategic 
Analysis Area to access the rest of Mississauga as it is to access the City of Toronto by transit.  

 
Exhibit 2-9 Strategic Analysis Area Origin-Destination Pattern (Source: TTS) 
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2.6.3 Walking 
The sidewalk and trail network within the Network Analysis Area is illustrated in Exhibit 2-10. In 
general, a sidewalk or trail is generally provided on both sides of the roadway for the entire Study 
Corridor with the exception of the south boulevard on Royal Windsor Drive between Winston 
Churchill Boulevard and Avonhead Road and the south boulevard on Lakeshore Road between 
Dixie Road and the east City limit.  

Major pedestrian generators in the corridor include: community nodes (Clarkson, Port Credit, and 
Lakeview) or ‘main street’ retail areas, community centres, schools, places of worship, transit hubs, 
parks and recreational areas. 

For the purposes of this study, multi-modal level of service (MMLOS) was considered. In the 
absence of an established MMLOS methodology for the City of Mississauga, the following approach 
was taken. The level of service experienced by pedestrians (PLOS) along the corridor was 
reviewed using a methodology of assigning a letter between ‘A’ and ‘F’, where ‘A’ is the most 
preferred and ‘F’ is the least preferred. Lower levels of pedestrian comfort are observed in locations 
with high vehicle speeds, narrow sidewalks and minimal separation from moving traffic. Similarly 
higher levels of pedestrian comfort are observed in locations where there are lower vehicle speeds 
and volumes, wide sidewalks and larger boulevards with ample separation from moving traffic. The 
look, feel, and function of the Study Corridor changes along its length as does the level of comfort 
experienced by pedestrians. PLOS is identified along the midblock and at intersections as shown in 
Exhibit 2-11 

The majority of intersections in the corridor fall between PLOS ‘C’ and ‘D’. Intersection PLOS 
scores in the range of ‘C’ to ‘D’ are indicative of shorter crossing distances (4 lanes), relatively small 
corner radii, and zebra crosswalk treatments. In contrast, the intersection of Royal Windsor Drive 
and Southdown Road has an intersection PLOS of ‘F’ since pedestrians must cross a total of five 
lanes plus two additional channelized right turn lanes at each end. 
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Exhibit 2-10 Existing Pedestrian Network (Sidewalk and Trails - 2016) 
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Exhibit 2-11 Pedestrian Level of Service (2016)
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2.6.4 Cycling 
There are three types of cycling facilities within the vicinity of the Study Corridor, which are: paved 
multi-use trails, shared use lanes (sharrows), and signed bike routes. Paved multi-use trails are 
typically 3.0 to 4.5 metres wide and are located within the boulevard either separated by a 
landscaped buffer or directly adjacent to the roadway.  

A map of the existing cycling network can be found in Exhibit 2-12.  

The paved multi-use trail is generally on the south side of Lakeshore Road from Meadowood Rd to 
Godfreys Lane and from Hydro Rd to Dixie Rd. Sharrows are provided on both sides of Lakeshore 
Road between Meadow Wood Road and Southdown Road. Signed bike routes are typically found 
in the Network Analysis Area to connect different sections of the Waterfront Trail to one another 
through neighbourhoods. 

Cycling facilities along the corridor are neither continuous nor contiguous and several gaps are 
present where cyclists do not have a dedicated space within the ROW allocated for them. The gaps 
are located between the following segments: 

• Royal Windsor Drive: Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road 
• Lakeshore Road: Godfrey’s Lane to Hydro Road 
• Lakeshore Road: Dixie Road to the east City limit 

Within the vicinity of the Study Corridor, adjacent local roads are designated as signed bike routes 
which allow cyclists to access the Waterfront and the Waterfront Trail. The Waterfront Trail is 
continuous through the Network Analysis Area through a mix of off-road trails and low-traffic 
residential streets acting as a quasi by-pass for cyclists traversing Lakeshore Road. 

Cycling facilities on intersecting streets include: 

• Paved multi-use path on Southdown Road 
• Signed bike route on Ogden Ave 
• Signed bike route on Lorne Park Road 
• Bicycle lanes on Dixie Road 
• Various trail connections to the Waterfront Trail (in addition to the mentioned signed routes) 

For the purposes of this study, multi-modal level of service (MMLOS) was considered. In the 
absence of an established MMLOS methodology for the City of Mississauga, the following approach 
was taken. Similar to PLOS, bicycle level of service (BLOS) varies along the Study Corridor and is 
represented by a letter between ‘A’ and ‘F’, where ‘A’ is the most preferred and ‘F’ is the least 
preferred. The multi-use path along Lakeshore Road has a BLOS of ‘A’ while the shared use lanes 
(i.e. sharrows) between Meadow Wood Road and Southdown Road have a score of ‘E’ and ‘F’. The 
remainder of the Study Corridor does not accommodate cyclists in a separate facility and is in 
mixed traffic; therefore, segment BLOS ranges between ‘E’ and ‘F’ due to the four lane cross-
section and 50 to 60 km/h speed limit. 

Intersections do not accommodate cyclists making left or right turns in a controlled manner. Cyclists 
operate in mixed traffic and are subject to cross several lanes to make left turns and traversing long 
right turn lanes; therefore, the majority of intersections receive an intersection BLOS between ‘E’ 

and ‘F’ with few intersections in the main street area of Port Credit receiving a score between ‘C’ 
and ‘D’. The existing cycling quality of service map can be found in Exhibit 2-13.
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Exhibit 2-12 Existing Cycling Network (2016) Note: Bicycle lanes were added to Dixie Road following the production of this exhibit. 
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Exhibit 2-13 Cycling Level of Service (2016) 
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2.6.5 Transit 
The Strategic Analysis Area is served by three categories of transit networks: local MiWay bus 
routes, regional, and inter-municipal connectors as shown in Exhibit 2-14. There is a mix of bus 
stop typologies along Lakeshore Road, including: on-street stops, bus bays, near and far side 
stops, and bus shelters. Bus bays were provided during the time that Lakeshore Road was under 
the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) and since conversion to a local road, MiWay 
has progressively eliminated bus bays where possible in favour of on-street stops. Existing bus 
bays do not currently accommodate MiWay’s sixty-foot buses. 

MiWay Route 23 along Lakeshore Road is an important east-west transit connection in the City of 
Mississauga and serves three GO Stations and connects to important TTC routes at Long Branch. 
Transit activity is concentrated around the Clarkson, Port Credit, and Long Branch GO Station 
platforms as well as the intersections of Lakeshore Road/Elizabeth Street and Lakeshore 
Road/Hurontario Street. Other locations with high transit activity include Lakeshore Road/Cawthra 
Road and Lakeshore Road/Ogden Avenue. Route 23 (Lakeshore) has a total daily weekday 
ridership of approximately 4,000 persons with an average daily total route travel time of 33-40 
minutes during the weekday (varying based on time of day).  .  

GO Transit operates the Lakeshore West Line between Union Station in Toronto and Aldershot 
Station in Burlington with limited service to Hamilton with stops at Long Branch, Port Credit, and 
Clarkson in the vicinity of the Study Corridor and within the Network Analysis Area. 

Oakville Transit (OT) and the Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) provide local transit connections at 
key transfer stations. MiWay transit routes 5 and 23 connect to the Long Branch GO Station and 
TTC loop for connections to the GO Lakeshore West Line and TTC routes 110, 123, 501, and 508. 
Oakville Transit operates routes 4, 21,102, and 25 to Clarkson GO Station for connections to the 
GO Lakeshore West Line and MiWay routes 13, 14, 23, 29, 45, and 110. 

Headways are greater than 15 minutes on average even during peak periods for both MiWay and 
GO Transit routes which can be categorized as “long-headway”. Long-headways provide a reduced 
quality of service compared to “short-headway” arrivals (i.e. less than 10 minutes) since passengers 
typically budget extra time into their trip to ensure they actually catch their desired transit departure 
and provides less flexibility in leaving home or work. The service span on Route 23 and the 
Lakeshore West GO Line is long enough to allow additional types of trips to be served other than 
the traditional commute trips and midday trips. 

A key factor in choosing to use transit and an indicator of the quality of the service is whether or not 
the transit service provides a reasonable walking distance to one’s origin and destination. The 
typical passenger will walk to access a bus stop approximately 400 metres or less with an average 
walking speed of 5 kilometres per hour (i.e. 5 minutes). Exhibit 2-15 illustrates a 400 metre (5 
minute) walking distance from each bus stop serving Route 23. Several other factors influence the 
access distance to transit including: the pedestrian environment, street patterns, accessibility, 
bicycle access, and automobile access/park-and-ride facilities; however, there is adequate 
coverage for the Study Corridor. There are approximately 18,500 people and 4,400 jobs within 
walking distance to an existing bus stop. 

2.6.6 Motorized Vehicles 
The following section describes the existing network, demand and level of service with respect to 
motorized vehicles within the Study Corridor, Network Analysis Area, and Strategic Analysis Area. 
The road network within the Strategic Analysis Area is illustrated in Exhibit 2-16 and includes 
Provincial, Regional, and Local roads. In general, the Study Corridor is operating with excess 
capacity to accommodate existing vehicle volumes. 

Existing traffic on Lakeshore Road is highest in the eastbound direction during the weekday AM 
peak hour and generally ranges between 1,000 and 2,000 vehicles per hour with a 2,500 vehicle 
per hour spike at Mississauga Road. In the weekday PM peak, traffic is highest in the westbound 
direction and generally ranges between 1,000 and 1,500 vehicles per hour, with a 2,000 vehicle per 
hour spike at Cawthra Road. 

In both peaks, the off-peak direction traffic flow is much lower than the peak direction, indicating 
that Lakeshore Road serves a commuter function. The lowest volumes are observed at the east 
and west ends of the Study Corridor indicating that the intra-Mississauga traffic role of Lakeshore 
Road is more significant than its inter-regional role. However, this does not speak to the use of 
Lakeshore Road as a short distance bypass when issues occur on the QEW. 

The road segments that are congested or above capacity include: 

• Queensway at Cawthra Road and Dixie Road in the AM and PM peak hours in the peak 
directions. 

• Lakeshore Road at the Credit River and at the Etobicoke Creek in the AM and PM peak 
hours in the peak directions.  

The level of service at an intersection is based on the average control delay per vehicle for a given 
movement. Delay is an indicator of how long a vehicle must wait to complete a movement and is 
represented by a letter between ‘A’ and ‘F’, with ‘F’ being the longest delay. The volume to capacity 
(v/c) ratio is a measure of the degree of capacity utilized at an intersection.  

Existing operations along the Study Corridor are generally acceptable in terms of both LOS and v/c 
ratio. No intersection is operating with LOS “F” or at capacity (v/c ratios greater than 1.0). 
Specifically, a majority of the signalized intersections on Lakeshore Road (27 out of 29) are 
operating with overall level of service A, B, or C, during both the weekday AM and PM peak hours. 
Among the 27 intersections, no movements are operating with v/c ratios higher than 0.9 or worse 
than LOS ‘E’, with the two exceptions at: 

• Clarkson Road South/Lakeshore Road: The southbound approach (driveway out of Tim 
Hortons) during the weekday PM peak hour. The southbound left-through-right turn 
movement is operating with v/c ratio 0.92 and LOS ‘F’; 

• Clarkson GO Access Road/Royal Windsor Drive: The northbound approach during the 
weekday PM peak hour. The northbound left turn movement is operating with v/c ratio of 
1.00 and LOS ‘F’.  
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Exhibit 2-14 Existing Transit Network (2016) 
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Exhibit 2-15 Transit Walk Shed (400 metre or 5 minute walking distance) 
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Exhibit 2-16 Existing Road Network (Jurisdiction) (2016)
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2.6.7 Goods Movement 
Major truck generators within the Strategic Analysis Area are located where high concentrations of 
businesses generate a significant number of truck trips such as manufacturing, wholesale, and 
transportation and warehousing businesses as shown in Exhibit 2-17. There is a high 
concentration of these businesses within the Southdown and Lakeview Character Areas. 
Secondary truck trip generators include professional, scientific and technical services and retail 
businesses and are generally served by light to medium vehicles compared to heavy vehicles 
serving the manufacturing, wholesale, and transportation and warehousing businesses. 

The highest truck volumes are observed at the Southdown Road/Lakeshore Road and Ogden 
Avenue/Lakeshore Road intersections consistent with high concentration of manufacturing, 
wholesale, and transportation and warehousing businesses at these locations. Truck volumes are 
relatively consistent throughout the rest of the Study Corridor generally ranging between 50 – 175 
vehicles during peak hours. 

 
Exhibit 2-17 Employment Areas by Type of Business (2016) 

2.6.8 Parking 
On-street parking is provided along the Study Corridor in the form of lay-bys. Lay-by parking is a 
designated paved area beside the main roadway where cars can park. There are approximately 
258 layby parking spaces along the Study Corridor. There is no on-street parking allowed at any 
time within the four general purpose travel lanes on Lakeshore Road or Royal Windsor Drive. 

The majority of lay-by parking is provided on both sides of the road in the Port Credit area between 
Mississauga Road and Cawthra Avenue, making up 50% of the public on-street parking supply. The 
remaining 50% is found in Clarkson Village between Mississauga Road and Southdown Road; no 
on-street parking of any kind is provided in Lakeview or the Southdown Employment area. Public 
on-street parking represents 16% of the total parking supply along the Study Corridor. The on-street 
parking supply within the corridor is subject to restrictions varying by Location but is limited to the 
following types: 

• Pay and display (10 AM to 5 PM) 
• 15 or 30 minute maximum 

• Standard City By-law (3 hour maximum) 
• No stopping (8 AM to 9 AM or 3 PM to 4 PM, Monday to Friday, September to June) 

The most common restriction and represents nearly 90% of the parking supply is the pay and 
display restriction. Two other types of parking are found along the Study Corridor, including: public 
off-street parking and private parking. 

For all segments of the Study Corridor and for all parking types, parking spaces are utilized more 
during weekdays than on weekends. Public on-street parking is most utilized in the Port Credit area 
(i.e. Hurontario Street to Mississauga Road), whereas public off street parking is most utilized in the 
Southdown Employment area but also highly utilized in the Port Credit and Lorne Park 
communities. 

2.6.9 Safety 
A safety assessment and collision review was completed for the Study Corridor. The analysis was 
based on collision records provided by the City for the years between 2009 and 2013 along the 
Study Corridor. Collisions reported with classification of ‘Non-reportable’ were assumed to be 
‘Property Damage Only’ (PDO), as more severe collisions resulting in injury would be classified as 
such. The full safety assessment is provided in the Existing Conditions Report, 2016 provided in 
Appendix D. 

There were 904 collisions reported between 2009 and 2013 in the Study Corridor; 743 (82%) were 
classified as PDO, 159 (18%) non-fatal injury, and 2 (0.2%) fatal injury collisions. The majority of 
collisions occurred in eastbound and westbound directions which are consistent with the traffic 
patterns on Lakeshore Road.  

The location at which collisions occurred is relatively distributed along the Study Corridor, with the 
exception of Southdown Road which experienced the highest number of collisions occurred within 
the review period. 

Region of Peel completed a Network Screening Analysis for all of Peel Region through their Annual 
Road Safety Report, 2016. Three (3) intersections within the Study Corridor were included in the 
Region’s network screening analysis; potential for safety improvement (PSI) and ranks for other 
intersections are not available. The intersection with the highest PSI ranking is Lakeshore Road at 
Winston Churchill Boulevard. The intersection with the highest collision rate is Southdown Road 
and Lakeshore Road. 
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3 Multi-Modal Needs Assessment 
This section documents the overall need and justification for transportation improvements to the 
Lakeshore Road and Royal Windsor Drive Corridor from a transportation network perspective, and 
considering the needs for each travel mode.  

 Walking 

3.1.1 Existing Walking Needs Assessment 
As noted in the Existing Conditions Report, the sidewalk network in the Network Analysis Area 
generally provides sufficient coverage and is present on both sides of the street for the entire 
Corridor with the exception of the south boulevard on Royal Windsor Drive between Winston 
Churchill Drive and Avonhead Road and the south boulevard on Lakeshore Road between Dixie 
Road and the east City limit. However, the quality of the pedestrian environment is less than 
satisfactory for much of the Corridor. High traffic volumes and speeds, narrow sidewalks and 
boulevards, and long crossing distances for pedestrians are the major impediments to a high quality 
of service for pedestrians. Opportunities to provide a larger buffer between the sidewalk and the 
roadway should be explored as well as wider sidewalks, zebra-striped intersection crossings, and 
lower speed limits to improve safety and improve the overall pedestrian quality of service. 

Through the first round of public consultation several concerns were noted with respect to the 
pedestrian environment along Lakeshore Road, specifically: 

• Residents supported traffic signals being timed according to time of day and day of week to 
accommodate pedestrians in a timely manner during off-peak hours across intersections 

• Residents were concerned about speeding along Lakeshore Road noting that the speed 
limit could be lowered to be consistent across the Corridor 

• Sidewalks were noted as being in poor condition and the lack of continuous/consistent 
design was also mentioned 

• There was support for improved pedestrian connections and priority. Specifically, residents 
would like to see better pedestrian connectivity across Lakeshore Road, across the Credit 
River, and increased time to cross the road. Providing more opportunities for pedestrian 
crossings was also frequently noted. 

• Improvements to the public realm including: more places to sit, street furnishings, street art 
and landscaping were supported 

3.1.2 Future Walking Needs Assessment 
As the Lakeshore Road Corridor intensifies and redevelopment occurs, more people and jobs will 
be added and there will be greater demand on the existing pedestrian facilities – not only sidewalks 
but street cafes, benches, streetscaping, and walking trails. In order for the City to achieve its goal 
and vision for the Corridor, improvements to the pedestrian environment should be made to make 
walking an attractive and viable alternative mode of transportation especially for short distance trips 
(i.e. ≤ 1 km) which are currently made by car. 

 Cycling 

3.2.1 Existing Cycling Needs Assessment 
As noted in the City of Mississauga’s Cycling Master Plan (2010 and updated in 2018), Lakeshore 
Road is an important corridor for cycling. Available data consistently shows Lakeshore Road as a 
location where cycling activity is relatively high and it is an important cycling route between adjacent 
municipalities. Collision data from 2009-2013 shows clusters of collisions along the Lakeshore 
corridor in locations with and without cycling facilities. There is a need to improve safety and access 
for cyclists along this corridor. 

As noted in the Existing Conditions Report, the existing cycling network in the Network Analysis 
Area is neither continuous nor contiguous and generally provides a poor level of service for cyclists 
due to the lack of safe, separated, and connected routes. High traffic volumes and speeds along 
Lakeshore Road also contribute to a deteriorated level of service for cyclists. The only segments of 
Lakeshore Road that have a good level of service for cyclists are locations where a bi-directional 
multi-use path is provided on the south side of Lakeshore Road. Some of these segments represent 
parts of the larger Waterfront Trail between Meadow Wood Drive and Broadview Avenue, and 
between Hydro Road and Dixie Road. The Waterfront Trail is a marked cycling route that generally 
runs parallel to the Lake Ontario waterfront – it takes many forms including multi-use paths, and 
signed routes on residential streets. 

Significant gaps in east-west and north-south cycling continuity also act as a barrier to cycling in the 
Network Analysis Area. The existing and proposed cycling networks as well as the location of 
potential future connections and crossings are illustrated in Exhibit 3-1. 

Through the first round of public consultation several concerns were noted with respect to the 
cycling network along Lakeshore Road, specifically: 

• Lack of bicycle parking/storage 
• There was support for continuous separated bike lanes along Lakeshore Road from Oakville 

to Toronto 
• The Waterfront Trail is seen as a recreational trail that is circuitous and not direct which is 

not ideal for commuting. Fast riding cyclists present a safety concern to pedestrians that 
currently share the trail 

• Dixie Road to Long Branch GO Station was noted as a critical missing link in the Lakeshore 
Road cycling route 

• Cycling trails were noted as being in poor condition and the lack of continuous/consistent 
design was also mentioned 

• P-gates (or barriers to prevent vehicles from entering paths) on the Waterfront Trail and 
along multi-use paths were consistently noted as a barrier to travel for cyclists and should 
be removed  

3.2.2 Future Cycling Needs Assessment 
There is currently a high demand for cycling along Lakeshore Road and the Waterfront Trail as well 
as high demand for cycling linkages from neighbourhood centres, Clarkson Village, Port Credit, the 
waterfront, and GO Stations to destinations throughout the Corridor. The demand for cycling will 
continue to increase in the Network Analysis Area and the Lakeshore Road Corridor specifically as 
redevelopment occurs and new rapid transit is built (i.e. Regional Express Rail and the Hurontario 
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LRT). Residents will want alternative ways to access GO Stations and transit stations in a safe and 
convenient way. To accommodate this future demand, east-west and north-south cycling network 
gaps will need to be bridged to create a minimum grid of cycling facilities in the Network Analysis 
Area. Continuous and separated cycling routes should be provided to attract a segment of the 
travelling public who is “interested but concerned” about cycling and who currently use cars to make 
short trips (i.e. ≤ 5 km). 

The Waterfront Trail and planned future cycling connections (as identified in the Mississauga 
Official Plan) are opportunities to create a minimum grid of safe and connected cycling routes in the 
Network Analysis Area. The updated 2018 Cycling Master Plan identifies separated bike lanes for 
the entire Study Corridor between Winston Churchill Blvd and the Etobicoke Creek with proposed 
major barrier crossings at the QEW, Mineola/Indian Rd, and the south side of the Lakeshore West 
GO railway line. 

3.2.2.1 CYCLING POTENTIAL IN NETWORK ANALYSIS AREA 
Potentially cyclable trips are all trips with a cyclable trip distance that are not currently walked or 
cycled, as long as these trips were not taken to facilitate a passenger (i.e. drop someone at work or 
school) and the straight line distance between origin and destination was between one and five 
kilometres. 

An analysis of trips originating from the network analysis area using 2011 TTS data found that 
approximately 94% of trips (or 24,161 daily trips) that meet the criteria for potentially cyclable trips 
are currently not walked or cycled. There is an immense opportunity to shift these trips to cycling by 
improving the quality of service of cycling facilities along Lakeshore Road and provide connections 
to planned future routes to promote this as a viable alternative mode. 
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Exhibit 3-1: Existing and Proposed Cycling Network (Mississauga Cycling Master Plan, 2018) 
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 Transit 

3.3.1 Existing Transit Needs Assessment 
Route 23 has an approximate capacity of 200 peak direction passengers per hour (based on 15 
minute weekday peak headways and MiWay loading standards of 50 passengers per 40 foot bus). 
In the absence of any kind of transit priority, Route 23 buses operate within mixed traffic therefore 
being vulnerable to road conditions causing delays and service reliability issues. Buses also 
experience reliability issues due to difficulty in making left turns from Lakeshore Road to Ann Street 
in order to access the Port Credit GO Station. The PM peak direction peak hour ridership is 243 
passengers..  

Through the first round of public consultation concerns were noted with respect to transit along 
Lakeshore Road and MiWay Route 23, specifically: 

• Transit service on Southdown Road south of Lakeshore Road was requested to access 
destinations near employment lands 

• Moving the southbound bus stop on Ogden Avenue closer to Lakeshore Road to minimize 
risk of pedestrians dangerously crossing Ogden Avenue 

3.3.2 Future Transit Needs Assessment 
To assess the need for transit improvements in the future (i.e. 2041) the “do nothing” or “business 
as usual” (BAU) condition was tested to determine if the existing transit service on Lakeshore Road 
is over capacity. The “Business as Usual” (BAU) scenario illustrates the effects of making no 
changes to the existing condition transit service, and acts as a baseline to which alternative 
solutions can be considered.  The BAU scenario includes all committed transit improvements, such 
as the Mississauga Transitway, Hurontario LRT (HuLRT), and GO Regional Express Rail (RER). 
There was no improvement to MiWay Route 23Route 23 in the 2041 BAU scenario, meaning it is 
maintained as conventional bus with 15 minute weekday peak headways operating in mixed traffic 

For the purpose of consistency, the BAU transit network was based on the network developed for 
the Dundas Connects Study and supplied to HDR along with road network updates and land use 
numbers developed by the City of Mississauga. 

In the BAU scenario, existing bus service is projected to be over capacity in the future. The 2041 
BAU PM peak direction peak hour ridership is 219 passengers compared to a capacity of 200 peak 
direction passengers per hour. The model being used to test future transit ridership potential is 
capacity constrained, meaning once the transit service becomes crowded or operates near capacity 
potential riders may shift behaviour and use other modes or routes to avoid the congestion. To test 
the potential for higher ridership along the route in the future, two additional scenarios were 
considered: BRT and an extension of the TTC streetcar. The results of these scenarios indicated 
that there is potential to support higher order transit east of Mississauga Road as illustrated in 
Exhibit 3-2; however, ridership potential west of Mississauga Road is assumed, based on land 
uses and proposed development, to remain low and would be adequately served by conventional or 
enhanced bus. In order to achieve the goals of the study, namely to integrate transportation and 
land use and move people safely and efficiently, improvements to transit are necessary such that 
projected population and employment growth along the corridor has a competitive and attractive 
alternative to driving. 

 
Exhibit 3-2: Ridership Profile for Lakeshore Corridor Showing the BAU Scenario, the Standalone BRT 
Scenario, and the Extension of the Streetcar Scenario 

3.3.2.1 COORDINATION OF TRANSIT AND LAND USE 
Transportation and land use should be coordinated such that appropriate densities and mix of uses 
are in proximity to planned transit. As noted in the Ministry of Transportation’s Transit Supportive 
Guidelines, as “residential and employment densities increase, the number of passengers per 
route-kilometre increases and a higher level of transit service can be cost –effective”. The Transit 
Supportive Guidelines provide suggested minimum density thresholds for areas within a 5-10 
minute walk of transit capable of supporting different types and levels of transit service in Table 3-1. 
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Table 3-1: Suggested Minimum Density Thresholds 

Transit Service Type Suggested Minimum Density 
(people and jobs per hectare) 

Bus Transit Service 
(one bus every 20-30 minutes) < 50 

Frequent Transit Service 
(one bus every 10-15 minutes) 80 

Very Frequent Bus Service 
(one bus every 5 minutes with potential for BRT or LRT) 100 

Dedicated Rapid Transit  
(LRT/BRT) 160 

Subway > 200 

The projected future (2041) density (people and jobs combined per hectare) is presented in Exhibit 
3-3. Based on future development in the Strategic Analysis Area including the major re-
development sites at the Imperial Oil Lands (IOL) site, Port Credit GO Mobility Hub, Canada Lands 
Corporation (CLC) site, and the Ontario Power Generation (OPG) and Lakeview Employment Area 
site, the Lakeshore Road Corridor between Mississauga Road and the Etobicoke Creek has high 
order transit supportive (i.e. BRT/LRT) density.  

 
Exhibit 3-3: Projected Future (2041) Density 

In summary, there is a need to improve the existing bus service along the Lakeshore Road corridor; 
however, based on ridership potential and projected future density there is only a need for higher 
order transit between Mississauga Road and Long Branch GO Station, conventional or enhanced 
bus service will adequately service the area between Winston Churchill Boulevard and Mississauga 
Road.

 
Exhibit 3-4: Summary of Rapid Transit Need/Potential within the Lakeshore Corridor 

 Autos/Trucks 

3.4.1 Existing Autos/Trucks Needs Assessment 
As noted in the Existing Conditions Report, the existing road network within the broader study area 
is experiencing capacity constraints in the east-west direction during both the AM and PM weekday 
peak periods. A screenline analysis of east-west transportation links in the broader study area 
(between Dundas Street and Lake Ontario) was completed to assess deficiencies in the existing 
road network. A screenline is an imaginary line on a map that crosses numerous roads of interest. 
The rationale behind using this analysis for traffic capacity purposes lies in the fact that traffic often 
has the flexibility to divert to other parallel routes, so considering an entire screenline is beneficial in 
understanding broader, network-wide traffic issues. During the AM peak hour, the Credit River, 
Hurontario, and Etobicoke Creek screenlines are congested in the eastbound direction. During the 
PM peak hour, the Credit River screenline is congested in both directions while the Etobicoke Creek 
screenline is congested in the westbound direction as shown in Exhibit 3-5.  
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Exhibit 3-5: Existing (2011) PM Peak Hour, East-West Travel Screenline Volume/Capacity Assessment 

At the intersection level, there are existing operational issues at Stavebank Road, Mississauga 
Road, Clarkson Road South, Southdown Road, and the Clarkson GO access road. Through the first 
round of public consultation several concerns were noted with respect to traffic operations at 
intersections along Lakeshore Road and Royal Windsor Drive, specifically: 

• Clarkson Road North and South were noted as problematic from a traffic operations and 
safety perspective due to the very short distance between intersections (less than 80 m). 

• Delays caused by turning vehicles in the Port Credit area at Elizabeth Street, Stavebank 
Road, and Front Street were noted as contributing to operational issues and congestion. 

• Stavebank Road was consistently noted as having geometric deficiencies which lead to 
operational and safety problems. Delays caused by turning vehicles were also noted as a 
significant problem. 

• Mississauga Road was noted to be a problem intersection due to its configuration and layout 
being confusing. 

• Residents expressed support for moving the existing traffic signal at John Street to Front 
Street in order to improve operations and safety  

Further to intersection specific problems, several comments noted that the bridge over the Credit 
River acts as a bottleneck to travel in Port Credit and opportunities to remove on-street parking 
should be considered to make room for other improvements to the public realm, including wider 
sidewalks and dedicated cycling facilities. Signal timing was a recurring comment and residents 
expressed dissatisfaction with the coordination of traffic lights along Lakeshore Road. 

Speeding along Lakeshore Road was noted as an issue and residents expressed support for 
lowering the speed limit and making it consistent throughout the Corridor. Concerns regarding 
speeding through neighbourhoods to avoid traffic on Lakeshore Road were also noted. These 
concerns were most frequently noted near GO Stations and around congested segments and 
intersections along Lakeshore Road. 

3.4.2 Future Autos/Trucks Needs Assessment 
An analysis of future (2041) under “do nothing” or “business as usual” conditions was completed for 
the study area to determine future traffic volumes given projected population and employment 
growth. Similar to the transit analysis discussed previously, the analysis assumed a BAU condition 
where planned and approved improvements to the road and transit network to the City of 
Mississauga and surrounding areas were incorporated; however, no improvements to Lakeshore 
Road were made.  

The BAU analysis also indicated that the average trip length for trips using Lakeshore Road for any 
part of their trips is approximately 12 to 14 kilometres in the PM peak hour. Eighty nine percent 
(89%) of trips either start or end on the Lakeshore Corridor while only 8% of trips both start and end 
on the Lakeshore Corridor. Eleven (11%) of trips use Lakeshore Road as a through Corridor – 
meaning that Lakeshore Road functions primarily to facilitate local trips rather than longer distance 
commuter trips (i.e. from Oakville to Toronto).  

Exhibit 3-6 presents the PM peak hour traffic volumes in the eastbound and westbound direction 
along Lakeshore Road in the BAU condition at the Etobicoke Creek, the Credit River, Clarkson 
Road, and west of Winston Churchill Boulevard.  

Auto volumes are highest westbound across the Credit River (approximately 2730 vehicles per 
hour) which exceeds the theoretical capacity of the two-lane per direction bridge (approximately 
2000 vehicles per hour). A screenline analysis of east-west transportation links in the broader study 
area (between Dundas Street and Lake Ontario) was also carried out for the future (2041) ‘BAU’ 
condition to assess travel demand and capacities. As shown in Exhibit 3-7, the road network within 
the broader study area continues to experience capacity constraints in the east-west direction with 
the Peel-Halton and Credit River screenlines becoming heavily congested in the PM peak hour in 
the westbound direction. Without any transportation improvements along Lakeshore Road, 
segments of Lakeshore Road are congested or above capacity between Winston Churchill 
Boulevard and Clarkson Road, through Port Credit (Mississauga Road to Cawthra Road) and 
between Dixie Road and the Etobicoke Creek.  
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Exhibit 3-6: Future (2041) PM Peak Hour, Lakeshore Road Select Corridor Demand 

 
Exhibit 3-7: Future (2041) PM Peak Hour ‘BAU’, East-West Travel Screenline Volume/Capacity 
Assessment 

The Lakeshore Road corridor is constrained and there is no opportunity to widen the right-of-way 
(ROW) in the Port Credit Area (i.e. where the existing ROW is 26 m wide) to accommodate 
additional lanes to increase road capacity; therefore, operational improvements and improvements 
to transit and active transportation facilities must be considered to increase the people moving 
capacity (i.e. number of people moved per hour versus number of vehicles moved per hours) of the 
road.  

Mississauga’s Official Plan (OP) as summarized in the Future Planning and Context Report lays out 
policies for creating a multi-modal City. Specifically, it states that although Lakeshore Road will 

continue to move large volumes of traffic and support goods movements, the design of the street 
must be sensitive to surrounding land uses. The needs of transit, pedestrians and cyclists will be 
placed at the forefront; transportation decisions will support the creation of a fine grain street 
pattern, low traffic speeds, a mix of travel modes and attention to the design of public realm. 

With the OP policies in mind and a constrained right-of-way (ROW) through much of the Corridor 
(i.e. Lakeshore Road from west of Cawthra Road to west of Mississauga Road); widening the right-
of-way to achieve a balance of space for all users is not practical in addressing the future 
transportation issues in certain sections of the Corridor.  

3.4.3 Goods Movement 
As Lakeshore Road is the only continuous east-west roadway link south of the QEW, it is important 
from a network redundancy perspective to maintain the current capacity along Lakeshore Road to 
allow for efficient movement of goods for primary and secondary truck trip generators along the 
Study Corridor.  

3.4.4 Parking  
For all segments of the Study Corridor and for all parking types, parking spaces are utilized more 
during weekdays than on weekends. Public on-street parking is most utilized in the Port Credit area 
(i.e. Hurontario Street to Mississauga Road), whereas public off-street parking is most utilized in the 
Southdown Employment area but also highly utilized in the Port Credit and Lorne Park 
communities. Layby parking is highly utilized in the Port Credit area (75% on weekdays); therefore, 
there is a need to maintain some layby parking. Layby parking is flexible in its use and could 
become short term pick-up and drop-off locations for ridesharing, shared autonomous vehicles, or 
converted to streetscaping or patio space for cultural use in the future as the need for parking 
changes overtime.  

3.4.5 Access Management  
A lack of defined driveway accesses to retail/commercial plazas as shown in Exhibit 3-8 occurs 
along Lakeshore Road between Seneca Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek. Continuous curb cuts 
provide access along the entire frontage of a property and creates opportunities for conflicts 
between vehicles and pedestrians on sidewalks. Consolidation of access points along the Study 
Corridor is preferred from a traffic and safety perspective. It is recommended that an access 
management strategy for Lakeshore Road be developed during subsequent phases of the Study to 
define the City’s policies for consolidating accesses such as through the development application 
process. 
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Exhibit 3-8: Poorly Defined Private Property Driveway Access (Lakeshore Road and Haig Boulevard) 

There is a two-way centre-left-turn lane (TWCLTL) or continuous left turn lane within the following 
sections of the Study Corridor:  

• Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road 
• Inverhouse Drive to Johnson’s Lane 
• Mississauga Road to John Street 
• Seneca Avenue to the Etobicoke Creek 

There is a need to provide left turn access in these segments. 

3.4.6 Safety  
Three intersections within the Study Corridor (Cawthra, Dixie, and Winston Churchill) were included 
in the Region’s network screening analysis; potential for safety improvement (PSI) and ranks for 
other intersections were not available. The intersection with the highest PSI ranking is Lakeshore 
Road at Winston Churchill Boulevard. The intersection with the highest collision rate (per City of 
Mississauga provided date) is Southdown Road and Lakeshore Road. Potential improvements to 
be considered during the identification and evaluation of alternative right-of-way solutions include: 

• Applying a consistent 50km/h speed limit to the entire Study Corridor. 
• Removing right turn channels at Winston Churchill Boulevard and Southdown Road 

intersections. 
• Tightening curb radii for shorter crossing distances 
• Implementing new pedestrian crossover locations in between far spaced signalized 

intersections. 

 Credit River Crossing 
The Credit River is a major barrier to east-west travel in the study area. The existing four (4) 
crossings of the Credit River are: the Queen Elizabeth Way (QEW) crossing, which accommodates 
highway automobile traffic; the Lakeshore GO Rail bridge crossing, which accommodates rail traffic; 
the Lakeshore Road bridge crossing, which accommodates pedestrian, cyclist, and automobile 
traffic; and the Waterfront Trail bridge crossing, which accommodates pedestrians and cyclists. 
Locations are shown in Exhibit 3-9. 

 
Exhibit 3-9 Existing Credit River Crossings (within Network Analysis Area) 
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Based on these existing crossing locations, there is a three (3) km gap in the east-west municipal 
transportation network across the Credit River between Dundas Street and Lakeshore Road for 
pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicles. Although the City is also studying the feasibility of an Active 
Transportation (AT) crossing at the QEW and Credit River, if implemented this potential AT crossing 
would not address the network connectivity issues south of the Lakeshore GO rail corridor.  

3.5.1 Existing Transportation Conditions 
Lakeshore Road is the only crossing of the Credit River south of the Lakeshore GO rail corridor, 
and is currently over the theoretical capacity during the PM peak period, as shown in Exhibit 3-10. 
There is a high propensity to travel by car within the analysis area which is indicative of a primarily 
auto-oriented, low-density area in close proximity to a major freeway with free parking at regional 
rail stations. There is a high proportion of short trips (less than 1 kilometer) made by those driving 
alone which implies that walking and cycling are not attractive modes for these trips. Of all trips 
made to or from the analysis area, approximately half are to/from other parts of the City of 
Mississauga and the City of Toronto, while 23% remain internal to the Study Corridor. Existing 
travel patterns indicate that it is equally important for trip makers within the analysis area to access 
the rest of Mississauga as it is the City of Toronto by transit. 

  
Exhibit 3-10 Existing Traffic Operations (2011 PM Peak Hour – Peak Direction – Westbound) 

3.5.2 Future Transportation Conditions 
A baseline analysis for future (2041) conditions was completed for the study area to determine 
future traffic volumes given projected population and employment growth. The baseline analysis 
assumed a “business as usual” (BAU) condition where planned and approved improvements to the 
road and transit network within the City of Mississauga and surrounding areas were incorporated; 
however, no improvements to Lakeshore Road were made. Auto volumes in the study area were 
projected to reach approximately 2,730 vehicles per hour in the westbound direction (PM peak hour 
peak direction) across the Credit River on Lakeshore Road. This volume exceeds the theoretical 
capacity of the four-lane bridge (approximately 2,000 vehicles per hour per direction), as shown in 
Exhibit 3-11. This demand is a result of the expended growth in the corridor. The corridor is 
expected to grow by approximately 56,000 people and 16,500 jobs between 2011 and 2041. The 
majority of this growth will be focused in the Port Credit area (i.e. 70 Mississauga Road, 1 Port 
Street, Port Credit GO Station area, and the Ontario Power Generation Site and Lakeview 
Employment Area). With transit enhancements on Lakeshore Road, automobile demand decreases 
by only 1 to 3%, depending on the scenario.  

 

 
Exhibit 3-11 Capacity Deficiencies without New Credit River Crossing (2041 BAU PM Peak Hour) 

As shown in Exhibit 3-12, most westbound travel along the Lakeshore Bridge during the PM peak 
hour begins or ends along the Lakeshore corridor. This indicates that the primary function of this 
crossing is to facilitate local trips as opposed to long distance regional trips (i.e. trips between 
downtown Toronto and Oakville). Of the volumes crossing the Lakeshore bridge in the westbound 
direction in the PM peak hour, approximately 28% travel west on Lakeshore Road and northbound 
on Mississauga Road, 25% travel southbound on Hurontario Street and west on Lakeshore Road, 
and 47% travel from east of Hurontario Street to west of Mississauga Road. 

 

Lakeshore Rd E Lakeshore Rd W 

Mineola Rd 
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Exhibit 3-12 Auto Volumes (2041 BAU PM Peak Hour – both directions) 

 Summary of Needs Assessment 
A summary of the key characteristics and multi-modal transportation needs along the Study 
Corridor are illustrated in Exhibit 3-13. 

Queen Elizabeth Way 

Lakeshore Rd Royal 
Windsor 
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Note: Not to Scale 
Utilitarian: Facility as a means of transport rather than recreation. Users are typically concentrated at the same peak travel times as motorists and transit users. 
Enhanced: Facility use serving both utilitarian users as well as recreational users both during and outside of peak travel times. 
Driveway Consolidation: was based on Planning Policy as noted in the Future Planning Context Report, October 2016. 
 

Exhibit 3-13 Summary of Needs Assessment 
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4 Vision and Guiding Principles 
This section documents how the objectives of the study were carried out to develop a vision and a 
set of guiding principles which were used to develop the Problem and Opportunity Statement. 

The objectives of the Study were: 

• Develop a vision 
• Recognize the different character areas 
• Support all ways of travelling 
• Connect people to places and move goods to market 
• Support existing and future land uses 
• Establish a plan to make the vision a reality 

A vision for the Study Corridor was developed early on in the Study process. Public input helped 
shape the vision for the Study Corridor and resulted in a set of guiding principles which the Project 
Team referred to in the assessment of transportation and corridor design alternatives. 

 Guiding Principles 
The following guiding principles for the Lakeshore Connecting Communities Study were identified to 
reflect best practice in multi-modal complete streets design and public input: 

• Enhance connections to the waterfront 
• Create vibrant public spaces 
• Design for all ages and abilities 
• Promote prosperity for local businesses 
• Integrate transportation and land use 
• Move people safely and efficiently 
• Preserve the natural environment 
• Enhance main street features 
• Improve quality of life 

 
Exhibit 4-1: Public Open House 2 (Clarkson Village Location) 

 Problem/Opportunity Statement 
Lakeshore Road intersects a mix of established and developing communities. Preserving and 
enhancing the community’s character and sense of place is important. By 2041, the Lakeshore 
Communities will grow by approximately 56,000 people and 16,500 jobs. Without any 
improvements to the transportation network in the Lakeshore Communities congestion will worsen 
for all road users. The existing pedestrian and cycling network are discontinuous and can be better 
integrated into the overall network. The existing transit service will require additional capacity in the 
future and a greater degree of transit priority. With limited road capacity, greater reliance on transit, 
walking, and cycling is required. This requires making these methods of travelling more attractive. 

 Public and Stakeholder Input 
Public input helped shape the vision for the Study Corridor and resulted in a set of guiding 
principles. Through the online survey and pop-up workshops the public was asked to provide input 
on what they liked about the Lakeshore Communities, what their concerns were, and what would 
most likely improve their travelling experience. Using the input received, the Project Team 
developed the guiding principles and presented them at POH1.  

Through POH1, the public then had the opportunity to comment on the guiding principles as well as 
provide input on the vision for the Study Corridor specific to each mode of transportation through a 
visual preference exercise. The Project Team used the input from POH1 to inform the alternative 
solutions that were developed following POH1. 

The public also provided input on the problem/opportunity statement at POH1. The 
problem/opportunity statement was confirmed following POH1 and summarized and presented 
again at POH2. At POH2 another vision activity was used to gather input after which the Vision was 
confirmed. An image of the public providing input on the vision is shown in Exhibit 4-1. 

Frequently noted general themes were compiled and are listed below in Table 4-1: Additional 
comments received are documented in Appendix A.4. 
Table 4-1 General Themes and Key Messages Heard (Vision/Guiding Principles and 
Problem/Opportunity) 

General Themes Frequently 
Noted  

Key Messages Heard 

Treat Lakeshore as a local 
mainstreet and not as a thru 
way.   

The land use and urban design desired is that of a walkable 
village like commercial atmosphere. It is important to 
residents that the communities maintain their heritage, 
character, and “unhurried” atmosphere. 

Address safety for all road 
users. 

Safety is of concern to residents with many ideas being 
suggested for improving safety for pedestrians, cyclists, 
transit users, and autos and trucks. Some of the ideas 
which are further elaborated in other key messages 
include: lowering speed limits, providing safe crossings, 
separating pedestrians, cyclists, and autos/trucks. 
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General Themes Frequently 
Noted  

Key Messages Heard 

Create a more welcoming 
pedestrian environment 

Wider sidewalks, places to sit, green infrastructure, street 
trees, public art, place making and more attention to 
walkability are noted as key ways to improve the pedestrian 
environment.  More focus is needed on pedestrian comfort 
including no bike lock-up at benches, better placement of 
garbage receptacles and improved sidewalk conditions. 

Improve pedestrian connections 
and priority 

Ideas include better pedestrian connectivity across 
Lakeshore Road, across the Credit River, and increased 
time to cross the road.  Review of policies for placement of 
patios is suggested to avoid obstruction of pedestrian 
movement in areas where the patio extends to the street 
edge.  Some residents suggest reviewing the removal of 
on-street parking from Lakeshore Road if it could be 
provided on side streets and behind commercial buildings 
so that this space could be used for cycling facilities or 
wider sidewalks and patios. 

Dedicate and separate bike lanes 
along Lakeshore and create a 
continuous network along 
Lakeshore from Oakville to 
Toronto. 

Dedicated, separated and protected bike lanes along 
Lakeshore are noted as a preferred approach for 
developing a safe continuous network of cycling facilities. 
There is interest in considering on-road protected cycle 
tracks to improve the cycling facilities along Lakeshore 
Road. There is some support for multi-use paths and raised 
cycle tracks. There was little to no support noted for on-
road buffered bike lanes or shared use lanes (i.e. 
“sharrows”). The area along Lakeshore from Dixie Road to 
Long Branch GO Station was noted to be a critical missing 
link in the Lakeshore Road cycling route. 

Improve conditions for walking 
and cycling along the Waterfront 
Trail. 

The Waterfront Trail is valued as an important recreational 
active transportation destination.  There is concern that in 
the absence of better cycling facilities in the Lakeshore, 
that The Waterfront Trail is being used by commuting and 
fast riding cyclists which are a safety concern to 
pedestrians sharing the trail. P-gates on the Waterfront 
Trail are consistently noted as a barrier to travel for cyclists 
and pedestrians and should be removed. 

Develop some form of higher 
order rapid transit along 
Lakeshore Road. 

There is interest in and support for developing rapid transit 
along Lakeshore Road between Port Credit and Toronto 
and improved transit service west of Port Credit extending 
to Oakville. The appears to be strong interest in BRT 
‘Light’, LRT in an exclusive ROW, and streetcar in mixed 
traffic.  There appears to be less support for bus/HOV lanes 
or bus only lanes.  Some residents have concerns about 
the impact of removing general purpose travel lanes from 
Lakeshore Road for transit. 

General Themes Frequently 
Noted  

Key Messages Heard 

Address concerns about 
speeding on Lakeshore Road 
and through neighbourhoods 
particularly those areas adjacent 
to GO Stations 

Residents are concerned with speeding along Lakeshore 
Road noting that the speed limit could be lowered to be 
made consistent throughout the corridor. Concerns are also 
noted about speeding which is occurring through 
neighbourhoods by drivers. These concerns are most 
frequently noted near GO Stations and around congested 
segments and intersections along Lakeshore Road trying to 
avoid traffic on Lakeshore Road. 

Coordinate or sync signal timing 
during peak hours to improve 
operations 

Residents would like to see better signal timing and timing 
being coordinated according to time of day and day of week 
to accommodate pedestrians in a timely manner during off-
peak hours. Residents are generally not satisfied with the 
current timing of traffic signals at various intersections 
along the corridor. 

Improve intersection 
configurations and restrict 
turning movements during peak 
hours 

Residents identified that left hand turns along Lakeshore 
are causing congestion and delays at intersections. There 
are mixed views as to how to address this including 
restricting left hand turn lanes, adding turning lanes, and 
realigning skewed and jogged intersections. Stavebank 
Road and Clarkson Road were noted as key problem 
intersections.  Turning restrictions are noted as a 
suggestion for alleviating congestion especially through 
Port Credit. 

Explore feasibility of additional 
crossing of the Credit River 

There appears to be interest in considering an additional 
crossing of the Credit River. There are mixed views for the 
location and type of crossing (i.e. for all modes or just 
walking and cycling). Potential locations noted include: 
Queensway extension, Mineola Road – Indian Road 
connection, adjacent the railway corridor, or just north of 
the existing Lakeshore Road bridge. 
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5 Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing 
Alternatives 
To address the problem/opportunity statement in Section 4.2, alternative solutions were identified, 
assessed, and evaluated against project specific criteria resulting in a preferred solution. 

There were three components to the alternative solutions as follows: 

• Transit network alternatives (i.e. alternative transit network configurations to provide rapid 
transit between the Etobicoke Creek and 70 Mississauga Road as identified in the Transit 
Needs Assessment) 

• Right-of-way alternatives (i.e. alternative right-of-ways or street cross-sections to address 
the multi-modal needs) 

• Credit River Crossing alternatives (i.e. alternative locations for a new crossing of the Credit 
River) 

The following sections document Phase 2 of the Study which aimed to identify all reasonable and 
feasible solutions to the problem/opportunity statement for each of the three components listed 
above. 

 Transit Alternatives 
This section describes the transit alternatives identified, assessed and evaluated for the Study 
Corridor. Bus rapid transit (BRT), streetcar, and light rail transit (LRT) are all viable rapid transit 
technology options for the Lakeshore Road Corridor. In addition to the selection of the appropriate 
transit technology, different options of the line configurations need to be considered, including 
whether there is the need to have continuity with transit technologies in Toronto (i.e. extension of 
the existing streetcar), and the need to merge the transit service with other planned transit services 
near the corridor (e.g., Hurontario LRT). Furthermore, one cannot choose the appropriate transit 
network solution without considering its configuration and how it fits within a limited right-of-way. 
Based on these factors and understanding that rapid transit is only required east of Mississauga 
Road by 2041, a wide range of transit alternatives were considered. Three transit technology 
alternatives that were considered are: BRT, Streetcar, and LRT. These alternatives were 
summarized into “families” of network scenarios as shown in Exhibit 5-1. In total five transit 
network scenarios were considered including the base scenario 1, Business As Usual (BAU) which 
are described in the subsequent sections. 

The following scenarios are options that have been recommended by the Lakeshore Connecting 
Communities Master Plan project. These scenarios will be considered in the future when reviewing 
service opportunities along the Lakeshore corridor. Once viable options are narrowed down upon, 
further review and refinement will need to be conducted with the transit agencies whose service is 
being proposed: MiWay, TTC, and Metrolinx. At such a time fare structures, service levels and 
ridership will be confirmed. These scenarios are subject to change and shall have regard for 
changes in ridership demand, resources and operational conditions. As such, these scenarios will 
be considered and further refined in subsequent project phases. 

 
Exhibit 5-1 "Families" of network scenarios 
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5.1.1 Scenario 1: Business as Usual 
The BAU scenario includes all committed transit improvements, such as the Mississauga 
Transitway, Hurontario LRT (HuLRT), and GO Regional Express Rail (RER). In this scenario 
Lakeshore Road from Clarkson GO to Long Branch GO is serviced by MiWay Route 23MiWay 
Route 23 as per existing levels of service. This assumes a conventional bus. At Hurontario Street, 
MiWay Route 23 would connect to Port Credit GO Station where passengers can transfer to the 
HuLRT and GO RER services.  At the Long Branch GO station passengers could transfer from the 
MiWay Route 23 to the #501 Queen Streetcar. Scenario 1 (BAU) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-2. 

 

 

Exhibit 5-2 Diagram of Scenario 1 

5.1.2 Scenario 2A: Standalone Lakeshore LRT 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and implementing a stand-alone LRT service along Lakeshore Rd between 
Long Branch and Mississauga Rd with limited stops at Dixie Rd, Ogden Ave, Cawthra Rd, 
Wenonah Dr, Hurontario St and Mississauga Rd. This scenario requires a transfer at Long Branch 
(and extra fare payment) between the WLRT and the Lakeshore service for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and Toronto (similar to the existing situation). The LRT along Lakeshore Rd 
is considered a MiWay route in this scenario, meaning that it is part of the Mississauga fare system, 
with extra fares required for transfers to TTC routes, but none to other MiWay routes. 

Lakeshore Rd was also reduced to 2 traffic lanes (1 per direction) between Mississauga Rd and 
East Ave in order to provide a dedicated right-of-way (ROW) for the LRT (i.e. not in mixed traffic but 
rather in a partially exclusive ROW). As per the City of Mississauga Official Plan (OP) a 44.5 m 
ROW is designated for Lakeshore Rd between East Ave and Long Branch and can accommodate 
an LRT in a dedicated ROW without the need for lane reductions. The BAU configuration of the 
MiWay Route 23 was also maintained to serve short-haul trips and intermediate stops. Scenario 2A 
(Lakeshore LRT) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-3. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-3 Diagram of Scenario 2A 
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5.1.3 Scenario 2B: Standalone Lakeshore BRT 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and implementing a stand-alone BRT service along Lakeshore Rd between 
Long Branch and Mississauga Rd (in mixed traffic between East Avenue and Mississauga Road). 
This scenario requires a transfer (and extra fare) at Long Branch between the WLRT and the 
Lakeshore service for passengers travelling between Mississauga and Toronto. The BRT along 
Lakeshore Rd is considered a MiWay route in this scenario. 

No lane reductions were applied along Lakeshore Rd since the BRT would run in mixed traffic 
between Mississauga Rd and East Avenue (and in a dedicated ROW east of East Avenue). The 
MiWay Route 23 was also truncated to run only between Port Credit and Clarkson stations, as the 
BRT can serve short-haul trips between Port Credit and Long Branch. Scenario 2B (Lakeshore 
BRT) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-4. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-4 Diagram of Scenario 2B 

5.1.4 Scenario 2C: Standalone Lakeshore Streetcar 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and implementing a stand-alone streetcar service in mixed traffic along 
Lakeshore Rd between Long Branch and Mississauga Rd. This scenario requires a transfer (and 
extra fare) at Long Branch between the WLRT and the Lakeshore service for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and Toronto. The streetcar along Lakeshore Rd is considered a MiWay route 
in this scenario. 

No lane reductions were applied along Lakeshore Rd since the streetcar would run in mixed traffic 
between Mississauga Rd and East Avenue (and in a dedicated ROW east of East Avenue). The 
MiWay Route 23 was also truncated to run only between Port Credit and Clarkson stations, as the 
streetcar can serve short-haul trips between Port Credit and Long Branch. Scenario 2C (Lakeshore 
Streetcar) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-5. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-5 Diagram of Scenario 2C 
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5.1.5 Scenario 3A: WLRT Extension (LRT Configuration) 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and extending it along Lakeshore Rd from Long Branch station to Mississauga 
Rd. This scenario is similar to Scenario 2A except that it eliminates a transfer (and an extra fare) at 
Long Branch for passengers travelling between Mississauga and Toronto on the WLRT. The LRT 
along Lakeshore Rd is considered a TTC route in this scenario (meaning that it is part of the TTC 
fare system, with extra fares required for transfers to MiWay routes). Therefore, passengers 
transferring at Hurontario St or Mississauga Rd to travel further north (on the HuLRT) or west (on 
the Lakeshore bus) – respectively –  would need to pay an extra fare at these points in the model. 

As in Scenario 2A, Lakeshore Rd was reduced to 2 traffic lanes between Mississauga Rd and East 
Ave and the BAU configuration of the MiWay Route 23 was maintained.  Scenario 3A (WLRT 
Extension – LRT Configuration) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-6. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-6 Diagram of Scenario 3A 

5.1.6 Scenario 3B: WLRT Extension (Streetcar configuration) 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and implementing a stand-alone streetcar service in mixed traffic along 
Lakeshore Rd between Long Branch and Mississauga Rd. This scenario requires a transfer (and 
extra fare) at Long Branch between the WLRT and the Lakeshore service for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and Toronto. 

No lane reductions were applied along Lakeshore Rd since the streetcar would run in mixed traffic 
between Mississauga Rd and East Avenue (and in a dedicated ROW east of East Avenue). The 
MiWay Route 23 was also truncated to run only between Port Credit and Clarkson stations, as the 
streetcar can serve short-haul trips between Port Credit and Long Branch. Scenario 2C (Lakeshore 
Streetcar) is illustrated in Exhibit 5-7 

 

 
Exhibit 5-7 Diagram of Scenario 3B 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 60 of 157 
 

5.1.7 Scenario 4: Small L 
This scenario involves converting the #501 TTC Queen streetcar route to LRT level of service to 
simulate the WLRT and extending the HuLRT from Port Credit to Long Branch along Lakeshore 
Rd as a streetcar service in mixed traffic. This scenario is similar to Scenario 2C, except that it 
eliminates a transfer at Port Credit between the HuLRT and the Lakeshore service for passengers 
travelling between Hurontario St and Lakeshore Rd (but still requires a transfer and extra fare at 
Long Branch between the WLRT and Lakeshore service for passengers travelling between 
Mississauga and Toronto). This configuration also truncates/eliminates the enhanced Lakeshore 
service between Hurontario St and Mississauga Rd. As a result extending the HuLRT (which has 
higher vehicle capacity than the WLRT and the Lakeshore LRT/Streetcar scenarios tested) along 
Lakeshore Rd, transit service along Lakeshore Rd has higher capacity in this scenario (vehicle 
capacity is 500 on HuLRT vs. 250 on WLRT and Lakeshore LRT/Streetcar). 

As in Scenario 2C, no lane reductions were applied and the MiWay Route 23 provides service 
west of Port Credit GO station only. Scenario 4 (HuLRT Extension – “Small L”) is illustrated in 
Exhibit 5-8. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-8 Diagram of Scenario 4 

5.1.8 Scenario 5: Big L 
This scenario involves extending the HuLRT from Port Credit to Long Branch along Lakeshore Rd 
as a streetcar service in mixed traffic, and from Long Branch to Downtown Toronto as a LRT 
service (to simulate the WLRT). This scenario is similar to Scenario 4, but in addition to eliminating 
a transfer at Port Credit between the HuLRT and the Lakeshore service, it also eliminates the 
transfer (and extra fare) at Long Branch between the WLRT and Lakeshore service for passengers 
travelling between Mississauga and Toronto. This configuration also truncates/eliminates the 
enhanced Lakeshore service between Hurontario St and Mississauga Rd and has higher transit 
vehicle capacity on Lakeshore Rd. The full line between Square One in Mississauga (the northern 
terminal of HuLRT’s south section) and Downtown Toronto is considered a single route in this 
scenario. 

As in Scenario 4, no lane reductions were applied and the MiWay Route 23 provides service west 
of Port Credit GO station only. It should be noted as a reminder that for all scenarios, the streetcar 
or LRT runs in a dedicated ROW between East Ave and Long Branch. Scenario 5 (HuLRT 
Extension – “Big L”) is illustrated in Exhibit 4-9. 

 

 
Exhibit 5-9 Diagram of Scenario 5 
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5.1.9 Evaluation 
The evaluation of alternative rapid transit network solutions included the formulation of high level 
evaluation criteria. The evaluation criteria include transportation considerations as well as impacts 
to the natural, cultural, and social environments. Criteria to be used in the evaluation of the 
alternative solutions have been categorized into three groups: 

• Serving People 
• Strengthening Places 
• Supporting Prosperity 

The alternatives identified have been evaluated at a high-level using the established criteria 
on a scale of least to most preferred.  

•  
The alternative rapid transit network solutions identified were evaluated based on the criteria as 
shown in Table 5-1. Evaluation of the alternatives is presented in Table 5-2 and a summary is 
presented in Table 5-3. 

Evaluation of network scenarios were developed on the basis of existing on-road/transit conditions 
and therefore do not comprehensively factor in future system wide changes such as for example 
transit fare integration. As such, these scenarios are subject to change and shall have regard for 
changes in ridership demand, resources and operational conditions. Details and design of the 
proposed network scenarios will be refined through subsequent project phases. 

Table 5-1: Evaluation Criteria (Transit Alternatives) 

Category Criteria 
Serving People  

Choice • Integrate with other higher order transit services to ensure fast, 
efficient connections/transfers 

• Connect to transit terminals/stations 
• Connect to other transit routes 
• Availability of supporting transportation infrastructure (i.e. land for 

bus bays/laybys/terminals, taxi stands, passenger pick up/drop 
offs, bicycle racks, secure bike parking, and commuter parking, if 
applicable) 

• Promote a high quality pedestrian experience (i.e. improves 
pedestrian accessibility and connectivity) 

• Promote a high quality cycling experience (i.e. improves cycling 
accessibility and connectivity) 

• Potential to provide an opportunity for pick up and drop off areas 
for those completing their first or last mile (i.e. ability to 
accommodate ride sharing services) 

Category Criteria 
Experience • Speed, reliability and comfort 

• Capacity to ease congestion on all modes (transit, autos, 
pedestrians, cyclists) 

• Line ridership and total transit ridership 
• Safety for all corridor users 
• Proximity of stop locations to key destinations/attractions 

Social Equity • Improve service to areas of social need identified by the City 
• Support equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and 

age class 

Strengthening Places  

Public Health and the 
Environment 

• Impact on air quality/ ability to reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Impact on Cultural Heritage/Archaeological Features, including 

noise and vibration from construction and operation 
• Impact on the natural environment 

Healthy 
Neighbourhoods 

• Impact on existing stable neighbourhoods and responds to local 
context 

• Noise and vibration impact to properties due to construction and 
operation 

• Compatibility with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improving access to community services and facilities 
• Temporary and permanent property impacts 

Shaping the City • Serve areas of existing and future population 
• Encourage transit oriented development (TOD) in the vicinity of 

stations 
• Create opportunities for place-making 
• Existing physical barriers (barriers to connectivity) 
• Compatibility with City Planning policies 

Supporting Prosperity  

Affordability • Engineering complexity 
• Capital costs 
• Operating and maintenance costs 
• Ease of providing connection to storage facility and cost 
• Ease of construction 
• Feasibility of implementation 

Support Growth • Integrate with existing land uses 
• Serve areas of existing and future employment and development 
• Efficient goods movement 
• Support local businesses 
• Mitigate impact to businesses due to construction and operation of 

the project 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 62 of 157 
 

Category Criteria 
Resiliency • Design and construct to manage associated risks with climate 

change 
• Corridor resilience and flexibility (ability to accommodate 

unexpected disruption) 
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Table 5-2 Evaluation of 2041 Network Scenarios 

Criteria 
1 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 5 

BAU - Do 
Nothing Lakeshore LRT Lakeshore Express 

Bus/BRT Lakeshore Streetcar WLRT Extension 
 

WLRT Extension 
(Streetcar 

configuration) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension (“Small 

L”) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension into 

Toronto (“Big L”) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Requires a 100m 
walk to transfer to 
HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra 
fare required at Long 
Branch for 
passengers travelling 
between Mississauga 
and Toronto to the 
#501 Queen 
Streetcar 

• Number of lanes 
remains the same 

• Lowest transit vehicle 
capacity  
 

• Requires a 250m walk to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
required at Long Branch 
and transfer required at 
Mississauga Rd for 
passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto 

• Requires lane reduction (2 
traffic lanes) between 
Mississauga Rd. and East 
Ave. to accommodate 
dedicated ROW for LRT 

• Average transit vehicle 
capacity 

• Requires a 250m walk to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
required at Long Branch 
and transfer required at 
Mississauga Rd for 
passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto 

• No lane reduction required 
• Low transit vehicle capacity 

 

• Requires a 250m walk to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
required at Long Branch 
and transfer required at 
Mississauga Rd for 
passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto 

• No lane reduction required 
• Average transit vehicle 

capacity 
 

• Requires a 250m walk to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
eliminated at Long Branch 
for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto; however, 
passengers transferring to 
the HuLRT or MiWay routes 
require extra fare 

• Requires lane reduction (2 
traffic lanes) between 
Mississauga Rd. and East 
Ave. to accommodate 
dedicated ROW for LRT 

• Average transit vehicle 
capacity 

• Requires a 250m walk to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
eliminated at Long Branch 
for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto; however, 
passengers transferring to 
the HuLRT or MiWay routes 
require extra fare 

• No lane reduction required 
• Average transit vehicle 

capacity 
 

• No walk required to transfer 
to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
required at Long Branch for 
passengers travelling 
between Mississauga and 
Toronto. Transfer and extra 
fare eliminated at Port 
Credit 

• No lane reduction required 
• High transit vehicle capacity 

 

• No walk required to 
transfer to HuLRT 

• Transfer and extra fare 
eliminated at Long Branch 
for passengers travelling 
between Mississauga. 
Transfer and extra fare 
eliminated at Port Credit 

• No lane reduction required 
• Highest transit vehicle 

capacity 
 

Experience 

• Total ridership will 
continue to be low 
(~200 passengers 
during the PM peak 
period) 

• Existing bus will 
experience capacity 
constraints 

• No change in auto 
demand 
 

• Total ridership forecasted 
to be 1,840 passengers 
during the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 1% 

• 50% increase in congestion 
due to lane reduction 

• Does not have sufficient 
demand as expected 
ridership is below threshold 
for LRT 

• Total ridership forecasted to 
be 2,625 passengers during 
the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 0.4% 

• Sufficient demand for BRT 
based on expected 
ridership 

• Total ridership forecasted 
to be 2,800 passengers 
during the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 0.4% 

• Does not have sufficient 
demand as expected 
ridership is below threshold 
for partially exclusive right-
of-way streetcar 

• Total ridership forecasted 
to be 5,815 passengers 
during the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 1% 

• 50% increase in congestion 
due to lane reduction 

• Expected ridership would 
only be sufficient once 
WLRT is implemented  

• Total ridership forecasted to 
be 6,390 passengers during 
the PM peak period  

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 1% 

• Expected ridership would 
only be sufficient once 
WLRT is implemented 

• Total ridership forecasted to 
be 4,755 passengers during 
the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 1% 

• High expected ridership due 
to elimination of transfer at 
Long Branch 

• Total ridership forecasted 
to be 12,835 passengers 
during the PM peak period 

• Auto demand projected to 
decrease by 3% 

• Highest expected ridership 
due to elimination of 
additional transfer  

Social Equity 

• Equity in mobility 
remains the same 

• Extra fare required at 
Long Branch for 
passengers travelling 
between Lakeshore 
Bus 23 and #501 
Queen Streetcar 

  

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fare required at Long 
Branch for passengers 
travelling between 
Lakeshore bus 23/ 
Lakeshore LRT and WLRT 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fare required at Long 
Branch for passengers 
travelling between express 
bus/BRT and WLRT 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fare required at Long 
Branch for passengers 
travelling between 
Lakeshore Streetcar and 
WLRT 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fares required at 
Hurontario for passengers 
travelling between 
Lakeshore Bus 23 and 
HuLRT, and at Mississauga 
Rd for passengers 
travelling between 
Lakeshore Bus 23 and 
WLRT 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fares required at 
same locations as in 3A 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fare required at Long 
Branch for passengers 
travelling between HuLRT 
and WLRT 

• Equity in mobility remains 
the same amongst all 
alternatives 

• Extra fare eliminated  

Evaluation 
        

ST
R

EN
G

TH
EN

IN
G

 P
LA

C
ES

 

Public Health and 
the Environment 

• Potential for poor air 
quality due to 
increased congestion 

• No change to cultural 
heritage/ 
archaeological 
features 

• No additional impacts 
on the environment  

• Potential for reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions 

• No change to cultural 
heritage/ archaeological 
features 

•  Potential for some noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• No additional impacts on 
the environment 

• Same as 2A • Same as 2A • Same as 2A • Same as 2A • Same as 2A • Same as 2A 
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Criteria 
1 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 5 

BAU - Do 
Nothing Lakeshore LRT Lakeshore Express 

Bus/BRT Lakeshore Streetcar WLRT Extension 
 

WLRT Extension 
(Streetcar 

configuration) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension (“Small 

L”) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension into 

Toronto (“Big L”) 

Healthy 
Neighbourhoods 

• No impact on existing 
stable 
neighbourhoods 

• No changes to levels 
of noise and vibration 

• No change in 
compatibility with 
parks, public spaces, 
and natural areas 

• No change in access 
to community 
services or facilities  

• No temporary or 
permanent property 
impacts 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Moderate change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• Potential temporary or 
permanent property impacts 

 

• Minor impact on existing 
stable neighbourhoods  

• Minor change in noise and 
vibration 

• Compatible with parks, 
public spaces, and natural 
areas 

• Compatible with community 
services and facilities  

• No temporary or permanent 
property impacts 

 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Moderate change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• No temporary or permanent 
property impacts 

 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Moderate change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• Potential temporary or 
permanent property impacts 

 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Moderate change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• No temporary or permanent 
property impacts 

 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Significant change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• Potential temporary or 
permanent property 
impacts 

 

• Impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction 

• Significant change in noise 
and vibration due to 
construction and operation 

• Highly compatible with 
parks, public spaces, and 
natural areas 

• Highly compatible with 
community services and 
facilities  

• Potential temporary or 
permanent property 
impacts 

 

Shaping the City 

• Not sustainable to 
support future 
population and 
demand 

• No change in 
opportunities for 
transit oriented 
development (TOD) 
in the vicinity of 
stations 

• No change in 
opportunities for 
place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to 
connectivity 

• Incompatible with 
planning policies 

• Future population and 
demand will not sustain this 
alternative 

• Highly supportive of TOD in 
the vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Supportive of TOD in the 
vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical barriers 
to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Supportive of TOD in the 
vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical barriers 
to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

  

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Highly supportive of TOD in 
the vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

  

 

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Supportive of TOD in the 
vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

  

 

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Highly supportive of TOD in 
the vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 

  

 

• Sustainable to support 
future population and 
demand 

• Highly supportive of TOD in 
the vicinity of stations 

• No change in opportunities 
for place-making 

• No existing physical 
barriers to connectivity 

• Compatible with planning 
policies 
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Affordability 
 

• Maintenance costs 
associated with 
existing fleet of 
busses.  

• Significant amount of 
infrastructure required to 
support LRT (construction 
of light-rail tracks, new fleet 
of light rail, terminal 
stations) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

•  

• Minimal amount of  
infrastructure required to 
support express bus/BRT 
(existing fleet of busses, 
bus pads) 

• Low cost and easy to 
implement 

• Moderate amount of  
infrastructure required to 
support streetcar 
(construction of streetcar 
tracks, new fleet of 
streetcars, bus pads) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

•  

• Significant amount of 
infrastructure required to 
support LRT (construction 
of light-rail tracks, new fleet 
of light rail, terminal 
stations) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

  

• Moderate amount of  
infrastructure required to 
support streetcar 
(construction of streetcar 
tracks, new fleet of 
streetcars, bus pads) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

  

• Significant amount of 
infrastructure required to 
support  (construction of 
light-rail tracks, new fleet of 
light rail, terminal stations) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

•  

• Significant amount of 
infrastructure required to 
support LRT (construction 
of light-rail tracks, new fleet 
of light rail, terminal 
stations) 

• High cost and difficult to 
implement 

• Not feasible to implement – 
line length is not practical. 
Operating agreement and 
vehicle compatibility issues 
exist 
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Criteria 
1 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 5 

BAU - Do 
Nothing Lakeshore LRT Lakeshore Express 

Bus/BRT Lakeshore Streetcar WLRT Extension 
 

WLRT Extension 
(Streetcar 

configuration) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension (“Small 

L”) 

Hurontario LRT 
Extension into 

Toronto (“Big L”) 

Support Growth 

• No change to existing 
land uses 

• No change in service 
to areas of existing 
and future 
employment and 
development 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• No impacts to 
businesses during 
construction 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• High capacity and 
dedicated service strongly 
supports areas of existing 
and future employment and 
development by moving 
more people to and within 
the corridor 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• Improves service to areas 
of existing and future 
employment and 
development 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• No impacts to businesses 
during construction 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• Improves service to areas 
of existing and future 
employment and 
development 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• High capacity and 
dedicated service strongly 
supports areas of existing 
and future employment and 
development by moving 
more people to and within 
the corridor. 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• Improves service to areas 
of existing and future 
employment and 
development 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• High capacity and 
dedicated service strongly 
supports areas of existing 
and future employment and 
development by moving 
more people to and within 
the corridor 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

 

• No change to existing land 
uses 

• High capacity, dedicated 
service, and no additional 
fare strongly supports 
areas of existing and future 
employment and 
development by moving 
more people to and within 
the corridor 

• No change in goods 
movement 

• Construction of tracks may 
impact local businesses 

 

Resiliency 

• No assigned climate 
change risk mitigation 
strategy 

• No change in ability 
to accommodate 
unexpected disruption 

• Light-Rail technology 
designed to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions 
to mitigate climate change 
risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

• Express bus/BRT is a more 
reliable transit service with 
greater efficiencies, 
therefore it encourages 
more users effectively 
helping to reduce climate 
change risks.  

• Flexible routes which don’t 
require tracks, therefore 
buses can be rerouted to 
accommodate disruption. 

• Streetcar designed to 
reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to mitigate 
climate change risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

• Light-Rail technology 
designed to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions 
to mitigate climate change 
risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

• Streetcar designed to 
reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions to mitigate 
climate change risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

• Light-Rail technology 
designed to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions 
to mitigate climate change 
risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

• Light-Rail technology 
designed to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions 
to mitigate climate change 
risks 

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption 

Evaluation 
        

Overall Evaluation 
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Table 5-3 Summary of Evaluation 

Criteria 
1 2A 2B 2C 3A 3B 4 5 

BAU - Do Nothing Lakeshore LRT Lakeshore Express 
Bus/BRT Lakeshore Streetcar WLRT Extension 

WLRT Extension 
(Streetcar 

configuration) 
Hurontario LRT 

Extension (“Small L”) 
Hurontario LRT 
Extension into 

Toronto (“Big L”) 

SERVING PEOPLE 
        

STRENGTHENING PLACES 
        

SUPPORTING PROSPERITY 
        

OVERALL EVALUATION 
        

RECOMMENDATIONS 

NOT RECOMMENDED 
This alternative is not 
sustainable to support 
future population. The 
existing bus will 
experience capacity 
constraints. 

NOT RECOMDMENDED 
Expected ridership does not 
meet the threshold for LRT. 

RECOMMENDED 
INTERIM SOLUTION 
This alternative has a 
relatively low construction 
complexity since there is no 
need to build tracks to 
accommodate LRT or 
streetcar. As such, there is no 
impact on existing stable 
neighbourhoods during 
construction. This is a flexible 
interim solution as it allows 
protection for conversion to 
future LRT. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 
Expected ridership does not 
meet the threshold for partially 
exclusive right-of-way 
streetcar. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 
This alternative would cause a 
50% increase in congestion 
due to the required lane 
reduction between the 
Etobicoke Creek and 
Mississauga Road to provide 
exclusive dedicated transit 
operations.  

RECOMMENDED 
ULTIMATE SOLUTION 
This alternerative has high 
projected ridership and a 
seamless connection (i.e. no 
transfer) with TTC, while also 
having only moderate impacts 
on noise and vibration due to 
construction and operation.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 
This alternative has significant 
engineering and construction 
complexities with respect to 
extending the HuLRT south 
and east given the current 
terminus of the HuLRT.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 
This alternative has 
significant engineering and 
feasibility complexities with 
respect to the length of the 
proposed line, operations and 
maintenance considerations, 
and the need to convert the 
entire line to one compatible 
rail gauge. 
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5.1.10 Identification of Preferred Transit Alternative 
Alternative 2B – Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT and Alternative 3B – WLRT Extension (streetcar 
configuration) were selected as the preferred alternatives. It was determined that Alternative 2B – 
Lakeshore BRT would serve as an interim solution and Alternative 3B – WLRT Extension (streetcar 
configuration) as the ultimate preferred solution. Alternative 2B – Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT has 
relatively low construction complexity as it is a bus option with no need for construction of rail 
tracks. This is a flexible interim solution with very minor impacts to existing stable neighbourhoods 
due to construction. This alternative has the ability to build ridership before a streetcar/LRT service 
is needed for the corridor. The recommended ultimate solution, Alternative 3B – WLRT Extension 
(streetcar configuration), has high projected ridership making it highly compatible with community 
services and provides a seamless (i.e. no transfer) connection with TTC, while also having only 
moderate impacts on noise and vibration due to construction and operation. However, through 
discussion with the City of Toronto and Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), it was confirmed that 
the Waterfront LRT (WLRT) is not planned to be implemented by 2041 between Legion Road and 
Long Branch. Based on the operating assumptions provided by TTC, the resulting ridership along 
Lakeshore Road, should the enhanced streetcar (i.e. Scenario 3B) be extended to Mississauga 
Road, would be approximately 1700 peak direction passengers per hour at the Etobicoke Creek, 
representing an approximate 30% decrease in peak hour direction ridership. Therefore, Alternative 
2B – Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT is the preferred transit solution for the 2041 horizon year. 
Extension of the Streetcar can be considered beyond 2041.  

5.1.11 Public and Stakeholder Input 
Public input helped shape the transit strategy for the Study Corridor. The alternative transit 
networks considered by the Project Team were presented at Pubic Open House (POH) 2 in addition 
to draft transit stop locations and the preferred transit strategy and phasing plan. At POH2, the 
public had the opportunity to comment on all aspects of the preferred transit strategy. Following 
POH2, the Project Team evaluated the alternative transit networks and selected a preferred interim 
and ultimate solution. Input received through POH2 confirmed this recommendation which was 
finalized and presented to the public at POH3. The public had a final chance to comment on the 
phased approach to transit and feedback received through POH3 confirmed the final 
recommendations as well. 

With respect to the consideration of streetcars vs. express buses, the public generally showed a 
preference for express buses over streetcars. The public identified a number of benefits of having 
express buses which are seen to have more flexibility, to not necessitate overhead wires or 
streetcar tracks which are viewed by many as being an impediment for pedestrians and cyclists, 
and are considered less costly to maintain. It was noted that dedicated exclusive lanes for Express 
Buses will be needed particularly at peak times so that buses are not stuck in mixed traffic.  

These comments were considered by the Project Team and confirmed that the draft preferred 
transit strategy: “A Standalone BRT/Express Bus System with limited stops in the interim” was 
preferred by the public.  

Frequently noted general themes were compiled and are listed below in Table 5-4. Additional 
comments received are documented in Appendix A.4. 

Table 5-4: General Themes and Key Messages Heard (Transit Alternatives) 

General Themes Frequently 
Noted  

Key Messages Heard 

Support heard for the draft 
preferred transit strategy:  
“A Standalone BRT/Express 
Bus System with limited 
stops in the interim” 

• Support for implementing convenient and efficient 
rapid transit along the Lakeshore. 

• Differing views on Express Buses or LRT/Streetcar. 
Express buses are generally preferred over 
streetcars. 

• Support for dedicated exclusive lanes for Express 
Buses particularly at peak travel times. 

• Streetcars are seen by some as too slow and 
inflexible noting that slowdowns occur with streetcar 
breakdowns compared to more flexibility replacing 
express buses. 

• There is a negative perception of putting tracks on 
the Lakeshore with concerns expressed about 
impact to pedestrians and cyclists and higher costs 
to maintain. 

Minimize the number of 
transit stops and provide 
rest stops in-between to 
facilitate walking to transit 

• Support for ensuring expedient transit service by 
having fewer stops along the route – the fewer the 
better.  

• It was further noted that the transit service should 
provide good connections and stops should be 
planned to integrate with north-south buses, 
connectivity to the GO Stations and transfer points. 
Support was noted for a frequent and direct 
connection with the TTC and the upcoming planned 
LRT. 

• Additional transit connections down to the 
Lakeshore from areas in the study area but outside 
of the 800 metre walking distance were noted to be 
needed. 

• Desire for rest areas between transit stops with 
benches and weather protection (shade and 
rain/snow). 

• Improved pedestrian environment is seen as being 
important for increasing transit usage. 

• In the Lakeview community, a stop at Ogden 
Avenue should be considered to facilitate transit for 
Inspiration Lakeview. 
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 Right of Way Alternatives 
Through Phase 1 of the Study, it was determined that improvements to the right-of-way are required 
to address the multi-modal needs identified along the Study Corridor. Therefore, to address the 
needs identified in the problem/opportunity statement, in Phase 2 of the Study right-of-way 
alternatives were identified, assessed and evaluated for the Study Corridor.  

This section documents the corridor segmentation, typical cross section element dimensions used 
to develop the alternatives, identification of alternative right-of-way cross sections, evaluation of the 
alternatives, and identification of the preferred alternative. The “Do Nothing” alternative was carried 
forward as an option for all segments as a basis for comparison  

5.2.1 Corridor Segmentation 
The corridor was divided into seven (7) segments based on differing characteristics, including: 
designated Official Plan (OP) right-of-way width, existing character, critical constraints, and future 
transportation needs. A visual representation of the division of the corridor is shown in Exhibit 5-10. 

Taking into consideration the different character areas along the corridor and the need for a context 
sensitive solution, a number of initial cross-section alternatives were developed for each segment. 
These cross-section alternatives provided a different emphasis and mix of transportation modes 
that could potentially fit into the available ROW. Trade-offs from different modes were considered 
between the various alternatives in order to satisfy the needs for each segment. It should be noted 
that all options which provide separated cycling lanes show bollards for illustrative purposes; 
however, physical separation can take several forms and if recommended will be determined at a 
later stage of the study (for example during detailed design). 
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Note: Not to Scale 
Utilitarian: Facility as a means of transport rather than recreation. Users are typically concentrated at the same peak travel times as motorists and transit users. 
Enhanced: Facility use serving both utilitarian users as well as recreational users both during and outside of peak travel times. 
Driveway Consolidation: was based on Planning Policy as noted in the Future Planning Context Report, October 2016. 
 
Exhibit 5-10 Corridor Segmentation
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5.2.2 Typical Cross-Section Elements 
Typical cross-section alternatives were developed for each respective corridor segment with 
consideration given to which ROW elements address the needs of each area. The desired and 
minimum widths were developed with the City of Mississauga and followed the City of Mississauga 
Design Standards for roads and OTM Book 18 for Cycling Facilities. The typical cross-section 
elements considered are shown in Table 5-5. 

Table 5-5: Desired and Minimum ROW Element Widths 
ROW Element Desired Width (m) Minimum Width (m) 
General purpose travel lane (through) 3.5 3.0 
General purpose travel lane (curb) - 3.5 
Two-way centre left turn lane 3.5 3.25 
Curb (each side of the road) 0.75 0.5 
On-street parking (layby) - 2.6 (2.11) 
Sidewalk (clear zone) 2.0 1.5 
Conventional bike lane 1.8 1.5 
Separated bike lane: marked buffer 1.8 lane + 1.2 buffer 1.5 lane + 0.5 buffer 
Separated bike lane: flexible bollard  2.0 lane + 1.2 buffer 1.5 lane + 0.5 buffer 
Separated bike lane: physical barrier  2.0 lane + 1.2 buffer 1.8 lane + 0.5 buffer 
Separated bike lane: on-street parking  1.8 lane + 1.2 buffer 1.5 lane + 0.8 buffer 
One-way raised cycle track 2.0 1.5 
Two-way raised cycle track 4.0 3.0 
One-way in-boulevard facility 2.0 1.8 
Two-way in-boulevard facility 4.0 3.0 
One-way in-boulevard shared facility 4.0 3.0 
Transit only lane 3.6 3.5 
Bus platform (no shelter) 2.0 2.0 
Bus platform (with shelter) 5.5 4.0 
Transit station - 3.0 

1Absolute minimum depending on context; however, minimum 2.6 should be used 
Maintenance vehicles typically require 2.0m of unobstructed running width for cycle lanes 

City of Mississauga indicated that the preferred width for the lane portion of a separated bike lane 
should be 2.0 m to accommodate existing maintenance vehicles. The City of Mississauga also 
noted that the preferred width for a tree planting zone is 2.0 m and trees should not be planted 
under hydro lines if possible. For all typical sections depicted in this TMP, north is to the left and 
south is to the right.   

5.2.3 Segment 1: South Employment Area 
Segment 1 is approximately 2.0 km from Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road along 
Royal Windsor Drive within the Southdown Employment Area. This segment has a utilitarian 
pedestrian and cycling function and would be adequately served by conventional bus. There is a 
need to maintain the existing number of lanes in this segment for adequate movement of vehicles 
and goods to employment destinations abutting the corridor. 

Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do Nothing 
2. Separated Cycling 
3. Multi-use Trail (One Side) 

The cross-sections for the three options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-11, 
Exhibit 5-12, and Exhibit 5-13. A description of the cross-sections can be found below in Table 
5-6. 

 
Exhibit 5-11 Right of way segment 1 option 1 
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Exhibit 5-12 Right of way segment 1 option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-13 Right of way segment 1 option 3 

Table 5-6 Summary of Segment 1 Options 

   Option 1: Do 
Nothing 

 Option 2: 
Separated 
Cycling 

 Option 3: Multi-
use Trail (One 
Side) 

 Transit  Conventional bus  
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional 
bus  in mixed 
traffic  

 Conventional bus  
in mixed traffic  

 Walking  Sidewalk only on 
the south side 

 Sidewalk on 
both sides  

 Sidewalk on the 
north side, multi-
use path on the 
south side 

 Cycling  No dedicated 
cycling facilities 

 Separated bike 
lanes on both 
sides 

 Shared multi-use 
trail on south side 

 Driving  Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction and a 
centre left turn 
lane 

 Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction and a 
centre left turn 
lane 

 Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction and a 
centre left turn 
lane 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 No lay-by parking 
lane 

 No lay-by 
parking lane 

 No lay-by parking 
lane 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 
6,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 9,800 people 
per hour per 
direction 

 6,800 - 9,400 
people per hour 
per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people is 35%, 
compared to the 
65% of space 
dedicated to 
vehicles. There is 
an approximate 
11m collective 
streetscaping area. 

 The percentage 
of total space 
dedicated to 
people is 40% 
compared to the 
60% of space 
dedicated to 
vehicles. There 
is an 
approximate 6m 
collective 
streetscaping 
area. 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people is 40% 
compared to the 
60% of space 
dedicated to 
vehicles. There is 
an approximate 
9m collective 
streetscaping 
area. 
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5.2.4 Segment 2: Clarkson Village Community Node 
Segment 2 is approximately 1.6 km from Southdown Road to Johnson’s Lane along Lakeshore 
Road within the Clarkson Community Node. This segment has an enhanced pedestrian and cycling 
function and would be adequately served by conventional bus. Currently, shared-lane markings or 
sharrows are present through parts of the Clarkson Village Community Node. The options 
considered for this segment offer pedestrian and cycling facilities that are separated from vehicular 
lanes. There is a need to maintain the existing number of lanes in this segment for adequate 
movement of vehicles and goods to employment destinations abutting the corridor. This segment is 
sub-divided into four (4) segments as per the segmentation identified in the Clarkson Village 
Study (2010): 

• 2A. West Village Gateway Area: Southdown Road to CN Railway Crossing 
• 2B. Outer Village Core Area: CN Railway Crossing to Clarkson Road South 
• 2C. Village Core Area: Clarkson Road South to Meadow Wood Road 
• 2D. East Village Gateway Area: Meadow Wood Road to Johnson’s Lane 

5.2.4.1 SEGMENT 2A: WEST VILLAGE GATEWAY AREA 
Options considered for segment 2A: 

1. Do nothing 
2. Separated Cycling + Parking (One Side) 

The cross-sections for the two options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-14 
and Exhibit 5-15. Descriptions of the two options, elaborating on key measurements, are detailed 
in Table 5-7. 

. 

 
Exhibit 5-14 Right of way segment 2A option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-15 Right of way segment 2A option 2 
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Table 5-7 Summary of segment 2A options 

   Option 1: Do Nothing  Option 2: Separated Cycling + 
Parking 

 Transit  Conventional bus in mixed traffic   Conventional bus in mixed traffic.  

 Walking  Sidewalk on both sides   Sidewalk on both sides 

 Cycling  No dedicated cycling facilities  Separated bike lanes on both 
sides 

 Driving  Two general purpose lanes in 
each direction 

 Two general purpose lanes in 
each direction  

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 No lay-by parking lane  Layby parking on the south side  

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 6,400 people 
per hour per direction 

 9,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 60%, 
compared to the 40% of space 
dedicated to vehicles. The 
streetscaping area varies along 
this segment, but exceeds 9m.  

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people versus 
vehicles is balanced at 50%. The 
streetscaping area varies along 
this segment, but exceeds 8m.   

5.2.4.2 SEGMENT 2B: OUTER VILLAGE CORE AREA 
Options considered for this segment are: 

1. Do Nothing 
2. Separated Cycling + Parking (Both Sides) 
3. Separated Cycling + Parking (One Side) 

The cross-sections for the three options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-16, 
Exhibit 5-17, and Exhibit 5-18. A description of the cross-sections can be found below in Table 
5-8. 

 

Exhibit 5-16 Right of way segment 2B option 1 
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Exhibit 5-17 Right of way segment 2B option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-18 Right of way segment 2B option 3 

Table 5-8 Summary of segment 2B options 

   Option 1: Do 
Nothing 

 Option 2: 
Separated 
Cycling + 
Parking 

 Option 3: 
Separated 
Cycling + Parking 
(One Side) 

 Transit  Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Walking  Sidewalk on both 
sides 

 Wide sidewalk on 
both sides   

 Wide sidewalk on 
both sides   

 Cycling  No dedicated 
cycling facilities 

 Separated bike 
lanes on both 
sides 

 Separated bike 
lanes on both sides 

 Driving  Two general 
purpose lanes in 
each direction and 
a centre left turn 
lane. 

  Two general 
purpose lanes in 
each direction. No 
centre left turn 
lane. 

 Two general 
purpose lanes in 
each direction. No 
centre left turn 
lane. 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 No lay-by parking 
lane 

 Layby parking on 
both sides. 

 Layby parking on 
the south side. 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 
6,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 11,000 people per 
hour per direction 

 9,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people versus 
vehicles is 50%. 
There is an 
approximate 15m 
collective 
streetscaping area  

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people versus 
vehicles is 50%. 
There is an 
approximate 5m 
collective 
streetscaping 
area 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people is 55% 
compared to the 
45% of space 
dedicated to 
vehicles. There is 
an approximate 
10.7m collective 
streetscaping area 

5.2.4.3 SEGMENT 2C: VILLAGE CORE AREA 
Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do Nothing 
2. Separated Cycling + Parking (One Side) 

The cross-sections for the two options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-15 
and Exhibit 5-16. Descriptions of the two options, elaborating on key measurements, are detailed 
in Table 5-9. 
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Exhibit 5-19 Right of way segment 2C option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-20 Right of way segment 2C option 2 

Table 5-9 Summary of segment 2C options 

     Option 1: Do Nothing  Option 2: Separated Cycling  

 Transit    Conventional bus in mixed 
traffic  

 Conventional bus in mixed traffic  

 Walking    Sidewalk on both sides  Sidewalk on both sides 

 Cycling    No dedicated cycling facilities  Separated bike lanes on both 
sides 

 Driving    Two general purpose travel 
lanes in each direction and a 
centre left turn lane. 

 Two general purpose travel lanes 
in each direction. No centre left 
turn lane. 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

   Layby parking on the north side  Layby parking on the north side 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

   Existing capacity: 6,800 people 
per hour per direction 

 9,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 Public 
Realm 

   The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 30%, 
compared to the 70% of space 
dedicated to vehicles. There is 
an approximate 6m collective 
streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people 40% in this 
option, compared to 60% of space 
dedicated to vehicles. There is an 
approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area 

5.2.4.4 SEGMENT 2D: EAST VILLAGE GATEWAY AREA 
Options considered for this segment are: 

1. Do Nothing 
2. Separated Cycling 
3. Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the three options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-21, 
Exhibit 5-22, and Exhibit 5-23. A description of the cross-sections can be found below in Table 
5-10. 
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Exhibit 5-21 Right of way segment 2D option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-22 Right of way segment 2D option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-23 Right of way segment 2D option 3 
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Table 5-10 Summary of segment 2D options 

   Option 1: Do 
Nothing 

 Option 2: 
Separated 
Cycling  

 Option 3: Multi-use 
Trail (Both Sides) 

 Transit  Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus  in 
mixed traffic  

 Walking  Sidewalk on the 
north side and 
multi-use trail on 
the south side 

 Sidewalk on both 
sides  

 Multi-use trail on 
both sides    

 Cycling  Shared multi-use 
trail on the south 
side 

 Separated bike 
lanes on both 
sides  

 Shared multi-use 
trail both sides 

 Driving  Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general 
purpose travel lanes 
in each direction 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 No lay-by parking  No lay-by parking  No lay-by parking 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 
6,400-7,400 people 
per hour per 
direction 

 9,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 7,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people versus 
vehicles is 50%. 
The streetscaping 
area varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 6.5m 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people is 60%, 
compared to 40% 
for vehicles. The 
streetscaping area 
varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 4.6m 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to people 
is 60%, compared 
to 40% for vehicles. 
The streetscaping 
area varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 6.2m 

5.2.5 Segment 3: Lorne Park Neighbourhood  
Segment 3 is approximately 2.7km from Johnson’s Lane to Godfrey’s Lane along Lakeshore Road 
in the Clarkson-Lorne Park Neighbourhood. This segment has a utilitarian pedestrian and cycling 
function and would be adequately served by conventional bus. 

Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do nothing 
2. Separated Cycling 
3. Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the three options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-24, 
Exhibit 5-25, and Exhibit 5-26. A description of the cross-sections can be found below in Table 
5-11.

. 

 
Exhibit 5-24 Right of way segment 3 option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-25 Right of way segment 3 option 2 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 78 of 157 
 

 
Exhibit 5-26 Right of way segment 3 option 3 

Table 5-11 Summary of segment 3 options 

   Option 1: Do 
Nothing 

 Option 2: 
Separated 
Cycling  

 Option 3: Off 
Street Shared 
(Both Sides) 

 Transit  Conventional bus 
runs mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus 
in mixed traffic  

 Conventional bus in 
mixed traffic  

 Walking  Sidewalk on the 
north side and 
multi-use trail on 
the south side 

 Sidewalk on both 
sides 

 Multi-use trail on 
both sides    

 Cycling  3.0m shared multi-
use trail on the 
south side  

 Separated bike 
lane on both sides 

 Shared multi-use 
trail on both sides 

 Driving  Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general 
purpose travel 
lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general 
purpose travel lanes 
in each direction 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 No lay-by parking   No lay-by parking   No lay-by parking  

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 
6,400-7,400 people 
per hour per 
direction 

 9,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 7,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people versus 
vehicles is 50%. 
The streetscaping 
area varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 4.7m  

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to 
people is 60%, 
compared to 40% 
for vehicles. The 
streetscaping area 
varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 2.8m 

 The percentage of 
total space 
dedicated to people 
is 60%, compared 
to 40% for vehicles. 
The streetscaping 
area varies at this 
segment but 
exceeds 8.4m 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 79 of 157 
 

5.2.6 Segment 4: Port Credit West Neighbourhood 
Segment 4 is approximately 0.9 km from Godfrey’s Lane to Mississauga Road along Lakeshore 
Road in the Port Credit West Neighbourhood. This segment has an enhanced pedestrian and 
cycling function and would be adequately served by conventional bus. If higher order transit is 
brought into the Imperial Oil Lands (OIL) Site (70 Mississauga Road South), than the 
recommendations from Segment 5, described in the next section, would be adopted for this 
segment for the length of road required to accommodate the higher order transit. Layby parking is 
currently provided in this segment along Lakeshore Road and an optimal cross-section would 
maintain some on-street parking. 
Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do nothing 
2. Separated Cycling 
3. Separated Cycling + Parking (Either side - alternating with planting zones) 
4. Multi-use Trail (One Side) 
5. Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the five options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-27 to 
Exhibit 5-31. A description of the cross-sections can be found below in Table 5-12 

 
Exhibit 5-27 Right of way segment 4 option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-28 Right of way segment 4 option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-29 Right of way segment 4 option 3 
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Exhibit 5-30 Right of way segment 4 option 4 

 
Exhibit 5-31 Right of way segment 4 option 5 
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Table 5-12 Summary of segment 4 options 

   Option 1: Do Nothing  Option 2: Separated 
Cycling  

 Option 3: Separated Cycling 
+ Parking (Either side - 
alternating with planting 
zones)  

 Option 4: Multi-use Trail (One 
Side) 

 Option 5: Multi-use Trail (Both 
Sides) 

 Transit  Conventional bus in 
mixed traffic 

  

 West of 70 Mississauga 
Road: Conventional bus in 
mixed traffic 

 East of Mississauga Road: 
Higher order transit 

 West of 70 Mississauga Road: 
Conventional bus in mixed 
traffic 

 East of Mississauga Road: 
Higher order transit 

 West of 70 Mississauga Road: 
Conventional bus in mixed traffic 

 East of Mississauga Road: 
Higher order transit 

 West of 70 Mississauga Road: 
Conventional bus in mixed traffic 

 East of Mississauga Road: Higher 
order transit 

 Walking  Sidewalk on both sides  Sidewalk on both sides   Sidewalk on both sides  Sidewalk on the north side, multi-
use trail on the south side  

 Multi-use trail on both sides 

 Cycling  No dedicated cycling 
facilities 

 Separated bike lanes on 
both sides  

 Separated bike lanes on both 
sides 

 Shared multi-use trail on the 
south side  

 Shared multi-use trail on both 
sides  

 Driving  Two general purpose 
travel lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general purpose travel 
lanes in each direction 

 Two general purpose travel 
lanes in each direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes 
in each direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes 
in each direction 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

 North side: 28-32 parking 
spaces 

 South side: 16 parking 
spaces  

 No lay-by parking (44-48 
spaces to be removed) 

 Some parking spaces to be 
maintained and alternated with 
planting zones(exact number 
to be determined through 
design) 

 No lay-by parking lane (44-48 
spaces to be removed) 

 No lay-by parking lane (44-48 
spaces to be removed) 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

 Existing capacity: 6,400 
people per hour per 
direction 

 9,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 9,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 6,400- 7,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 7,400 people per hour per 
direction 

 Public 
Realm 

 The percentage of total 
space dedicated to people 
is 40%, compared to 60% 
for vehicles. There is an 
approximate 1m collective 
streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total 
space dedicated to people 
versus vehicles is 50% with 
this option. There is an 
approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people versus 
vehicles is 50% with this 
option. There is limited 
opportunity for streetscaping 
in this option (i.e. alternating 
with layby parking) 

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people versus 
vehicles is 50% with this option. 
There is an approximate 3.4m 
collective streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people versus 
vehicles is 50% with this option. 
There is an approximate 4.0m 
collective streetscaping area 
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5.2.7 Segment 5: Port Credit Community Node & Port Credit East Neighbourhood  
Segment 5 is approximately 2.1 km from Mississauga Road to Seneca Avenue along Lakeshore 
Road in the Port Credit Community Node and Port Credit neighbourhood. This segment has the 
most constrained ROW along the corridor (26 metres) and several needs competing for limited 
space. This segment should also accommodate higher order transit. Pedestrian space is especially 
critical in this segment and maintaining some on-street parking is also optimal. 

This segment was sub-divided into three (3) segments: 

• 5A. Mississauga Road to Stavebank Road 
• 5B. Stavebank Road to Hurontario Street 
• 5C. Hurontario Street to Seneca Avenue 

Options considered for all three segments (i.e. 5A, 5B, 5C) are as follows: 

6. Do nothing 
7. 4 Lanes (No Parking) 
8. 4 Lanes + Parking (Either side - alternating with planting zones) 
9. 2 Lanes + Parking (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the four options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-32 to 
Exhibit 5-35. Descriptions of the four options, elaborating on key measurements, are detailed in 
Table 5-13. 

 
Exhibit 5-32 Right of way segment 5 option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-33 Right of way segment 5 option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-34 Right of way segment 5 option 3 
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Exhibit 5-35 Right of way segment 5 option 4 
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Table 5-13 Summary of Segment 5 Options 

     Option 1: Do Nothing (4 Lanes)  Option 2: 4 Lanes ( No Parking)   Option 3: 4 Lanes + Parking (Either 
side - alternating with planting zones) 

 Option 4: 2 Lanes + Parking (Both 
Sides) 

 Transit    Conventional bus in mixed traffic   Higher order transit in mixed traffic  Higher order transit in mixed traffic  Higher order transit in mixed traffic 

 Walking    Narrow sidewalks on both sides  Wide sidewalks on both sides    Wide sidewalks on both sides    Wide sidewalks on both sides   

 Cycling    No dedicated cycling facilities  Separated bike lanes on both sides   Separated bike lanes on both sides   Separated bike lanes on both sides  

 Driving    Two general purpose travel lanes 
in each direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes in each 
direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes in each 
direction 

 One general purpose travel lane in each 
direction 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

   5A: North side – 16 spaces 
        South side – 6 spaces 
 5B: North side – 30 spaces 
        South side – 23 spaces 
 5C: North side – 46 spaces 
        South side – 93 spaces 

 5A: 22 spaces removed 
 5B: 53 spaces removed 
 5C: 139 spaces removed 

 Some parking spaces to be maintained 
and alternated with planting zones(exact 
number to be determined through design) 

 No change to parking supply from existing 
condition 

  

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

   Existing capacity: 6,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 11,800 people per hour per direction  11,800 people per hour per direction  10,700 people per hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

   The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 20%, 
compared to 80% for vehicles. 
There is an approximate 2.7m 
collective streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space dedicated to 
people versus vehicles is 50% for this 
option. There is an approximate 3.4m 
collective streetscaping 

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to people is 40%, compared to 60% for 
vehicles.  There is limited opportunity for 
streetscaping in this option (i.e. alternating 
with parking laybys)  

 The percentage of total space dedicated to 
people versus vehicles is 50% for this option. 
There is an approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area 
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5.2.8 Segment 6: Lakeview West Neighbourhood 
Segment 6 is approximately 1.35 km from Seneca Avenue to East Avenue along Lakeshore Road 
in the Lakeview neighbourhood. This segment has a designated OP ROW width of 30 m and should 
accommodate higher order transit along with utilitarian pedestrian and cycling facilities. This 
segment is dependent on the outcomes of Segment 5, meaning the preferred option for Segment 5 
would be continued into this segment and the additional ROW space would be distributed amongst 
the various cross-sectional elements. 

Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do nothing (4 Lanes) 
2. 4 Lanes (No Parking) 
3. 4 Lanes + Parking (One Side) 
4. 2 Lanes + Parking (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the four options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-36 to 
Exhibit 5-39. Descriptions of these options, elaborating on key measurements, are detailed in 
Table 5-14 . 

 
Exhibit 5-36 Right of way of segment 6 option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-37 Right of way of segment 6 option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-38 Right of way of segment 6 option 3 
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Exhibit 5-39 Right of way segment 6 option 4 
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Table 5-14 Summary of Segment 6 Options 

     Option 1: Do Nothing (4 Lanes)  Option 2: 4 Lanes ( No Parking)   Option 3: 4 Lanes + Parking (One 
Side) 

 Option 4: 2 Lanes + Parking (Both 
Sides) 

 Transit    Conventional bus in mixed traffic   Higher order transit in mixed traffic    Higher order transit in mixed traffic   Higher order transit in mixed traffic 

 Walking    Sidewalks on both sides  Wide sidewalks on both sides    Wide sidewalks on both sides    Wide sidewalks on both sides   

 Cycling    No dedicated cycling facilities  Separated bike lanes on both sides   Separated bike lanes on both sides  Separated bike lanes on both sides 

 Driving    Two general purpose travel lanes in 
each direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes in 
each direction 

 Two general purpose travel lanes in each 
direction 

 One general purpose travel lane in each 
direction 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

   No layby parking lane  No layby parking lane  Layby parking on the south side   Layby parking on both sides  

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

   Existing capacity: 6,400 people per 
hour per direction 

 11,800 people per hour per direction  11,800 people per hour per direction  10,700 people per hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

   The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 30%, 
compared to 70% for vehicles. The 
streetscaping area varies at this 
segment, but exceeds 7.2m  

 The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 55%, compared 
to 45% for vehicles. The streetscaping 
area varies at this segment, but 
exceeds 3.4m  

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to people is 45%, compared to 55% for 
vehicles. There is an approximate 3.4m 
collective streetscaping area  

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to people versus vehicles is 50% for this 
option. There is an approximate 3.4m 
collective streetscaping area 
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5.2.9 Segment 7: Lakeview Employment Area 
Segment 7 is approximately 2.3 km from East Avenue to Etobicoke Creek along Lakeshore Road 
and part of the segment abuts the Inspiration Lakeview development lands. This segment has a 
utility pedestrian and cycling function; however, requires higher order transit. As the segment has a 
44.5 m right-of-way, only dedicated transit options were considered and similar to Segment 6, the 
preferred option for Segment 5 would be continued into this segment and the additional ROW 
space would be distributed amongst the various cross-sectional elements. 

Options considered for this segment: 

1. Do nothing (4 Lanes) 
2. Exclusive Transit (One Side) + Separated Cycling 
3. Exclusive Transit (Median) + Separated Cycling 
4. Exclusive Transit (Median) + Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

The cross-sections for the four options considered for this segment are illustrated in Exhibit 5-40 to 
Exhibit 5-43. Descriptions of these options, elaborating on key measurements, are detailed in 
Table 5-15. 

 
Exhibit 5-40 Right of way of segment 7 option 1 

 
Exhibit 5-41 Right of way of segment 7 option 2 

 
Exhibit 5-42 Right of way segment 7 option 3 
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Exhibit 5-43 Right of way of segment 7 option 4 
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Table 5-15 Summary of Segment 7 Options 

     Option 1: Do Nothing   Option 2: Exclusive Transit (One Side) 
+ Separated Cycling  

 Option 3: Exclusive Transit (Median) 
+ Separated Cycling 

 Option 4: Exclusive Transit (Median) + 
Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

 Transit    Conventional bus in mixed traffic   Higher order transit in exclusive lanes on 
the south side 

 Higher order transit runs an exclusive 
median lane 

 Higher order transit in an exclusive 
median lane 

 Walking    Sidewalk on the north side. Multi-use 
trail on the south side 

 Sidewalk on both sides. No multi-use 
trail.   

 Sidewalk on both sides. No multi-use 
trail. 

 Shared multi-use trail on both sides.   

 Cycling    Shared multi-use trail on the south 
side  

  Separated bike lanes on both sides  Separated bike lanes on both sides  Shared multi-use trail on both sides  

 Driving    Two general purpose travel lanes 
and a centre left turn lane 

 Two general purpose travel lanes and a 
centre left turn lane 

 Two general purpose travel lanes. No 
centre left turn lane. 

 Two general purpose travel lanes. No 
centre left turn lane 

 Lay-by 
Parking 

   No layby parking lane  No layby parking lane  No layby parking lane  No layby parking lane 

 People 
Moving 
Capacity 

   Existing capacity: 6,400-7,900 
people per hour per direction 

 11,800 people per hour per direction  11,800 people per hour per direction  10,300 people per hour per direction 

 Public 
Realm 

   The percentage of total space 
dedicated to people is 60%, 
compared to 40% for vehicles. The 
streetscaping area varies at this 
segment, but exceeds 4.1m  

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to AT users versus vehicles is balanced 
at 50%.There is an approximate 6.0m 
collective streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to AT users versus vehicles is balanced 
at 50%.There is an approximate 12.8m 
collective streetscaping area 

 The percentage of total space dedicated 
to AT users is decreased to 55%, 
meaning total space dedicated to vehicles 
is 45%. There is an approximate 16m 
streetscaping area 
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5.2.10 Evaluation 
The evaluation of right-of-way alternatives included the formulation of high level evaluation criteria. 
The evaluation criteria include transportation considerations as well as impacts to the natural, 
cultural, and social environments. Criteria to be used in the evaluation of the alternative solutions 
have been categorized into three groups: 

1. Serving People 
2. Strengthening Places 
3. Supporting Prosperity 

The right of way alternatives identified were evaluated based on the following criteria as shown in 
Table 5-16. 

Table 5-16: Evaluation Criteria (Right of way Alternatives) 

Category Criteria 
Serving People  

Choice • Integrate with other higher order transit services to ensure fast, 
efficient connections/transfers  

• Connect to transit terminals/stations  
• Connect to other transit routes 
• Availability of supporting transportation infrastructure (i.e. land for 

bus bays/lay-bys/terminals, taxi stands, passenger pick up/drop 
offs, bicycle racks, secure bike parking, and commuter parking, if 
applicable) 

• Promote a high quality pedestrian experience (i.e. improves 
pedestrian accessibility and connectivity) 

• Promote a high quality cycling experience (i.e. improves cycling 
accessibility and connectivity) 

• Potential to provide an opportunity for pick up and drop off areas 
for those completing their first or last mile (i.e. ability to 
accommodate ride sharing services) 

Experience • Speed, reliability and comfort 
• Capacity to ease congestion on all modes (transit, autos, 

pedestrians, cyclists).  
• Line ridership and total transit ridership 
• Safety for all corridor users (pedestrian, transit passenger, 

cyclist, auto)  
• Proximity of stop locations to key destinations/attractions 

Social Equity • Improve service to areas of social need identified by the City 
• Support equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and 

age class 

Category Criteria 
Strengthening 
Places 

 

Public Health and 
the Environment 

• Impact on air quality/microclimate/heat island effect/ ability to reduce 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact on Cultural Heritage/Archaeological Features, including noise 
and vibration from construction and operation 

• Impact on the natural environment 

Healthy 
Neighbourhoods 

• Impact on existing stable neighbourhoods and responds to local 
context 

• Noise and vibration impact to properties due to construction and 
operation 

• Compatibility with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improving access to community services and facilities 
• Temporary and permanent property impacts 

Shaping the City • Serve areas of existing and future population  
• Encourage transit oriented development (TOD) in the vicinity of 

stations  
• Create opportunities for place-making (considering the percentage of 

the right-of-way dedicated to public realm versus movement of cars – 
the target split is 40/60% respectively) 

• Existing physical barriers (barriers to connectivity) 
• Compatibility with City Planning policies (with respect to policy 

identifying need for another crossing, and compatibility of a bridge 
and its impacts) 

Supporting 
Prosperity 

 

Affordability • Engineering complexity 
• Capital costs 
• Operating and maintenance costs 
• Ease of providing connection to storage facility and cost 
• Ease of construction 
• Feasibility of implementation 

Support Growth • Integrate with existing land uses 
• Serve areas of existing and future employment and development 
• Efficient goods movement 
• Support local businesses 
• Mitigate impact to businesses due to construction and operation of 

the project 

Resiliency • Design and construct to manage associated risks with climate 
change 

• Corridor resilience and flexibility (ability to accommodate unexpected 
disruption) 
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The cross-section alternatives for each segment were evaluated against the aforementioned criteria 
to determine the most preferred option. The high-level evaluation used a scale of least preferred to 
most preferred. 

 
The evaluations by segment are presented in Table 5-17 to Table 5-27. 
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Table 5-17: Segment 1 Evaluation 
Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling Option 3 – Multi-use Trail (One Side) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations 

for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains five general purpose travel lanes 
(experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion) and centre left turn lane  

• No improvements to multi-modal network 
connectivity 

• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack 
of separated cycling facilities 

• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• Capacity: 6,400 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains five general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion)  and centre left turn 
lane 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and 

boulevard and separation from cyclists 
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated 

and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h  
• No increase in transit ridership 
• Capacity: 9,800 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains five general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak 
hour peak direction congestion)  and centre left turn lane 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and 

boulevard  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to multi-use trail 
• Potential for conflict between pedestrian and cyclists due to 

shared facility in one boulevard on one side 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h  
• No increase in transit ridership 
• Capacity: 6,800 - 9,400 people per hour per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of 
children and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, 
and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, 
and age class  

Evaluation 
   

ST
R

EN
G

TH
EN

IN
G

 P
LA

C
ES

 

Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased 
congestion and poor modal share distribution 
between autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features. 

• No impacts on the natural environment. 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features. 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to reduce 
GHG emissions as a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features. 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public 

spaces, and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services 

and facilities 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrian 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented 

Development (TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian 

and cycling facilities is not compatible with City 
planning policies  

• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT 
users is 35%, compared to the 65% of space 
dedicated to vehicles. There is an approximate 
11m collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 40% compared to the 60% of space dedicated 
to vehicles. There is an approximate 6m collective 
streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 40% compared to the 60% of space dedicated to 
vehicles. There is an approximate 9m collective streetscaping 
area 
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Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs  
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes would be 
constructed. 

• Feasible to implement as the separated active transportation 
facilities could be accommodated within the existing right-of-
way. 

• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 
infrastructure (i.e., repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes would be 
constructed. 

• Feasible to implement as the shared active transportation 
facility could be accommodated within the existing right-of-
way. 

• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 
infrastructure (i.e., repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian 

and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian 

and cycling facilities  

Resiliency 

• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits 

ability of transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the 
future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides redundancy 

in transportation network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation    

OVERALL EVALUATION •    
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

This option does not achieve the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No improvements are 
made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians.  

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, 
and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. However, 
people moving capacity is less than Option 2 and there are 
potential conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians. A shared 
AT facility on one side does not provide connectivity along the 
corridor. 
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Table 5-18: Segment 2A (West Village Gateway Area) Evaluation 
Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling + Parking 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Addition of lay-by parking on one side of the street 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,400 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and boulevard  and separation from 

cyclists 
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h  
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to accommodate 9,400 people per hour 

per direction 
Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of children and seniors to cycle • Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation 
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R
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G
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C
ES

 

Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased congestion and poor modal share 
distribution between autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a result of 
improved active transportation facilities and associated mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor impacts associated with increased hard surface area (due to addition of vehicular lane 

and increased width of Active Transportation (AT) facilities), stormwater quantity will increase 
and quality mitigation may be required 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and facilities 

 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease parking demand on neighboring roads  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians  

 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian and cycling facilities is not 

compatible with City planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 60%, compared to the 40% of 

space dedicated to vehicles. The streetscaping area varies along this segment, but 
exceeds 9m 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD  
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users versus vehicles is balanced at 50%. The 

streetscaping area varies along this segment, but exceeds 8m. 

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 
 

• High capital cost due to addition of lay-by parking lane  
• Feasible to implement as all improvements could be accommodated within the existing right-

of-way 
• Cost associated with maintenance of added cycling infrastructure and lay-by parking (i.e., 

repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

Support Growth 

• No change in ability to serve future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the neighborhood  
• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian and cycling facilities, and adding 

parking on one side of the street 

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability of transportation network to 

respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides redundancy in transportation network to 

respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation                                                

OVERALL EVALUATION •   
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

This option does not achieve the serving people, strengthening places, and 
supporting prosperity objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. By providing separated AT facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased safety for cyclists and pedestrians. The addition of lay-
by parking also improves access to community services and facilities on one side. 
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Table 5-19: Segment 2B (Outer Village Core Area) Evaluation 
Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling + Parking (both Sides) Option 3 – Separated Cycling + Parking (One Side) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing 

services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing 

services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of 

separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership  
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,400 

people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes 
(experiences peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Removes the centre left turn lane 
• includes two parking lanes  
• Improved multi-modal network connectivity  
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wide sidewalks 

and boulevard and separation from cyclists 
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of 

separated and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to 

accommodate 11,000 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Removes the centre left turn lane  
• Includes one parking lane 
• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and 

boulevard and separation from cyclists 
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated 

and dedicated cycling facilities 
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated 

and dedicated cycling facilities 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to 

accommodate 9,400 people per hour per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of children 
and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

Evaluation 
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Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased 
congestion and poor modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Moderate impact associated with increased hard 

surface area (due to addition of two vehicular lanes and 
increased width of AT facilities), stormwater quantity will 
increase and quality mitigation may be required 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor impact associated with increased hard surface area 

(due to an increased width of AT facilities), stormwater 
quantity will increase and quality mitigation may be required 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties   
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, and 

natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and 

facilities 
 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease parking demand on 

neighbouring roads  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties 

from construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities 

for cyclists and pedestrians 
• Improved access to community services and facilities 

for vehicles 
 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease parking demand on 

neighbouring roads  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• improved access to community services and facilities for 

vehicles 
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Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development 

(TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian and 

cycling facilities is not compatible with City planning 
policies 

• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users 
versus vehicles is balanced at 50%. There is an 
approximate 15m collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to people 

versus vehicles remains balanced at 50%. There is an 
approximate 5m collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to people is 

increased to 55% compared to the 45% of space dedicated 
to vehicles. There is an approximate 10.7m collective 
streetscaping area 

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same  

• High capital costs due to the addition of one lane for 
lay-by parking 

• Feasible to implement as all improvements can be 
accommodated within the existing right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 
infrastructure and lay-by parking lanes (i.e. repairs, 
winter maintenance, etc.) 

 

• Low capital costs as an additional lane would not need to 
be implemented to accommodate lay-by parking (centre left 
turn lane would be removed to accommodate this lane) 

•  Feasible to implement as all improvements can be 
implemented within the existing right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 
infrastructure and lay-by parking lanes (i.e. repairs, winter 
maintenance, etc.) 

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in 
the neighborhood  

• Potential impact to goods movement from removal of 
centre left turn lane 

• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities, and adding parking on 
both sides of the street  

• Somewhat able to serve future employment and 
development in the neighborhood  

• Potential impact to  goods movement from removal of 
centre left turn lane 

• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities,  and adding parking on one 
side of the street 

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability 

of transportation network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation 
   

OVERALL EVALUATION    
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

This option does not achieve the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. By providing separated AT 
facilities, people moving capacity increases as a 
result of increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians. The addition of lay-by parking also 
improves access to community services and 
facilities on both sides. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the 
study. However, people moving capacity is less than 
Option 2. Lay-by parking is only provided on one side.   
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Table 5-20: Segment 2C (Village Core Area) Evaluation  

Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling + Parking (one side) 
SE

R
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Choice 
• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• Accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,800 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and boulevard and separation from 

cyclists  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to accommodate 9,400 people per hour 

per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of children and seniors to cycle • Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation 
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Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased congestion and poor modal share 
distribution between autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a result of 
improved active transportation facilities and associated mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to decreased hard surface area (reduction of 

one vehicular lane). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties   
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and facilities 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• Improved access to community services and facilities for vehicles 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian and cycling facilities is not compatible 

with City planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 30%, compared to the 70% of 

space dedicated to vehicles. There is an approximate 6m collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD  
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users increased to 40% in this option, 

meaning 60% of the total space is dedicated to vehicles. There is an approximate 3.4m 
collective streetscaping area 

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 
 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes are being introduced (removing centre left 
turn lane) 

• Feasible to implement by removing one lane to accommodate bike lanes 
• Maintenance costs associated with added cycling infrastructure and lay-by parking (i.e. 

repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 
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Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and development to the east and west  
• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the neighborhood  
• Potential impact to goods movement due to removal of centre left turning lane  
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian and cycling facilities, and adding 

parking on one side of the street 

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability of transportation network to 

respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides redundancy in transportation network to 

respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation 
  

OVERALL EVALUATION   
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the serving people, strengthening places, and 
supporting prosperity objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. By providing separated AT facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased safety for cyclists and pedestrians.  
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Table 5-21: Segment 2D (East Village Gateway) Evaluation  
Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling Option 3 – Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

SE
R
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N
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E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of 

separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,400-

7,400 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks 

and boulevard and separation from cyclists  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated 

and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to 

accommodate 9,400 people per hour per direction 
 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks 

and boulevard  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to multi-use trail  
• Potential for conflict between pedestrian and cyclists due 

to shared facility in one boulevard on both sides 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would accommodate 

7,400 people per hour per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of children 
and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

Evaluation 
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Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased 
congestion and poor modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to 

decreased hard surface area (reduction of one vehicular 
lane).Stormwater quantity will decrease 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to 

decreased hard surface area (reduction of one vehicular 
lane). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, and 

natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and 

facilities 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• Limited access to community services and facilities for 

vehicles 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• Limited access to community services and facilities for 

vehicles 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development 

(TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian and 

cycling facilities is not compatible with City planning 
policies 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 60%, meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 40%. The streetscaping area varies at this 
segment but exceeds 4.6m   

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 60%, meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 40%. The streetscaping area varies at this 
segment but exceeds 6.2m 
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• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users 
versus vehicles is balanced at 50%. The streetscaping 
area varies at this segment but exceeds 6.5m 

Evaluation 
   

SU
PP

O
R

TI
N

G
 P

RO
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ER
IT

Y 

Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

• Low capital cost as no additional lanes are being added 
• Feasible to implement as roadway width will be reduced 

allowing bike lanes to be accommodates 
• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 

infrastructure (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

• Low capital cost as no additional lanes are being added 
• Feasible to implement as roadway width will be reduced 

allowing bike lanes to be accommodates 
• Lower costs associated with maintenance of added 

cycling infrastructure as there will be only one shared 
facility on both sides (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, 
etc.) 

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and 
development to the east and west  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities  

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability 

of transportation network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation 
   

OVERALL EVALUATION •    
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. 
However, people moving capacity is less than Option 2 and 
there are potential conflicts between cyclists and 
pedestrians. 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 103 of 157 
 

Table 5-22: Segment 3 Evaluation 
Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling Option 3 – Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of 

separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Potential for conflict between pedestrian and cyclists due 

to shared sidewalk space 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,400-

7,400 people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks 

and boulevard  and separation from cyclists  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of 

separated and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to 

accommodate 9,400 people per hour per direction 
 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and 

boulevard   
• Improved safety for cyclists due to multi-use trail 
• Potential for conflict between pedestrian and cyclists due to 

shared facility in one boulevard on both sides 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would accommodate 

7,400 people per hour per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of 
children and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

Evaluation    

ST
R

EN
G

TH
EN

IN
G

 P
LA

C
ES

 

Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential decrease in air quality due to increased 
congestion and poor modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to 

decreased hard surface area (reduction of vehicular lane 
widths). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to 

decreased hard surface area (reduction of vehicular lane 
widths). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, 

and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and 

facilities 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties 

from construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• No change in access to community services and 

facilities for vehicles 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• No change in access to community services and facilities 

for vehicles 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development 

(TOD)Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian 
and cycling facilities is not compatible with City planning 
policies 

• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users 
versus vehicles is balanced at 50%. The streetscaping 
area varies at this segment but exceeds 4.7m 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 60%, meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 40%. The streetscaping area varies at this 
segment but exceeds 2.8m 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 

increased to 60%, meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 40%. The streetscaping area varies at this 
segment but exceeds 8.4m 
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Evaluation 
   

SU
PP
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R

TI
N

G
 P
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Y 

Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes will be 
added 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Costs associated with maintenance of upgraded facility 

on both sides (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes will be 
added 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Costs associated with maintenance of upgraded shared 

facility on the north side (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, 
etc.)  

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and 
development to the east and west  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in 
the neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities  

Resiliency 

• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability 

of transportation network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation 
   

OVERALL EVALUATION •    
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, 
and supporting prosperity objectives of the study. However, 
people moving capacity is less than Option 2 and there are 
potential conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians. 
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Table 5-23: Segment 4 Evaluation (Table continued on next page) 

Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing Option 2 - Separated Cycling Option 3 - Separated Cycling + Parking (Both sides - 
Alternating with Planting Zones) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Poor 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing 

services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for 

ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   
 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Opportunity for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing 

services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes 
(experiences peak hour peak direction congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal network connectivity 
• No improvements to safety for cyclists due to lack of 

separated cycling facilities 
• No improvements to safety  for pedestrians 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership  
• The roadway capacity currently accommodates 6,400 

people per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Removes ~44-48 parking spaces 
• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks 

and boulevard and separation from cyclists  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to presence of separated 

and dedicated cycling facilities  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to 

accommodate 9,400 people per hour per direction 
 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences 
peak hour peak direction congestion) 

• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to separation from 

cyclists  
• Improved safety for cyclists due to separated and 

dedicated cycling facilities 
• Maintains some parking and alternates with planting 

zones 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would accommodate 

9,400 people per hour per direction 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits ability of 
children and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family 
status, and age class  

Evaluation 
   

ST
R

EN
G

TH
EN

IN
G

 P
LA

C
ES

 

Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential  decrease in air quality due to increased 
congestion and poor modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor improvement to natural environment due to 

decreased hard surface area (reduction of one vehicular 
lane and median). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to 
reduce GHG emissions as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• No impact to storm water quantity 
 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, public spaces, 

and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of community services and 

facilities 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods 
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• Limited access to community services and facilities for 

vehicles 
 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties 
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease parking demand on 

neighbouring roads   
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from 

construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for 

cyclists and pedestrians 
• Lay-by parking may cause delays in transit lanes while 

vehicles parallel park 
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Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented Development 

(TOD) 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved pedestrian and 

cycling facilities is not compatible with City planning 
policies 

• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT users is 
40%, meaning total space dedicated to vehicles is 60%. 
There is an approximate 1m collective streetscaping 
area 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to AT people 

versus vehicles is balanced at 50% with this option. There 
is an approximate 3.4m collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to people versus 

vehicles is balanced at 50% with this option. 
Opportunities for streetscaping area alternating with 
parking laybys. 

Evaluation 
   

SU
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R
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N
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular lanes are being 
added (median and lay-by are removed) 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 

infrastructure (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, etc.) 

• High capital cost associated with adding an additional 
lane for lay-by/parking 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Costs associated with maintenance of added cycling 

infrastructure and lay-by parking (i.e. repairs, winter 
maintenance, etc.)  

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• No impact to businesses during construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the 
neighborhood  

• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities, and adding parking on 
side of the street 

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change are not addressed 
• Relying on automobile as primary road user limits ability 

of transportation network to respond to technological 
and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides 

redundancy in transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation 
   

OVERALL EVALUATION    
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

NOT PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

This option does not achieve the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the 
study. By providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of increased 
safety for cyclists and pedestrians.  However, removing 
parking supply (where fewer alternative offsite lots 
exist) is less preferred. 

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity objectives of the 
study. By providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of increased 
safety for cyclists and pedestrians. Although, the 
addition of lay-by parking may cause delays to transit 
vehicles, maintaining parking supply in the vicinity of 
the Port Credit Community Node is preferred (where 
fewer alternative offsite lots exist). 
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Table 5-24: Segment 4 Evaluation (Continued) 
Criteria Option 4 - Multi-use Trail (One Side) Option 5 – Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 
• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off locations for ridesharing services 
• Local bus in mixed traffic   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion) 

• Removes ~44-48 parking spaces 
• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and boulevard Potential for 

conflict between pedestrian and cyclists due to shared sidewalk space 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would accommodate 6,400- 7,400 people per hour 

per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel lanes (experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion) 

• Removes ~44-48 parking spaces 
• Improved multi-modal network connectivity 
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to wider sidewalks and boulevard Potential for conflict 

between pedestrian and cyclists due to shared facility in one boulevard on both sides 
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would increase to accommodate 7,400 people per hour 

per direction 
Social Equity • Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and age class  • Supports equity in mobility by gender, income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation 
  

ST
R

EN
G

TH
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G
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Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a 
result of improved active transportation facilities and associated mode shift from single 
occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor impact associated with decreased hard surface area (due to reduction of one 

vehicular lane and median), stormwater quantity will decrease 

• Potential improvement in air quality and opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a result of 
improved active transportation facilities and associated mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to cultural/heritage/archaeological features 
• Minor impact associated with decreased hard surface area (due to reduction of one vehicular 

lane and median), stormwater quantity will decrease 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• No change to access to community services and facilities for vehicles  

• No impact on existing stable neighborhoods  
• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to properties from construction  
• Compatible with parks, public spaces, and natural areas 
• Improves access to community services and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• No change to access to community services and facilities for vehicles 

Shaping the City 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to people versus vehicles is balanced at 50% 

with this option. There is an approximate 3.4m collective streetscaping area   

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated to people versus vehicles is balanced at 50% with 

this option. There is an approximate 4.0m collective streetscaping area 

Evaluation   

 SU
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N
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Affordability 

• Low capital cost as no additional lanes are being added (median and lay-by are 
removed) 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Minimal additional maintenance costs 

• Low capital cost as no additional lanes are being added (median and lay-by are removed) 
• Feasible to implement within existing right-of-way 
• Costs associated with maintenance of upgraded shared facilities (i.e. repairs, winter 

maintenance, etc.) 

Support Growth 
• Able to serve  future employment and development in the neighborhood  
• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and development in the neighborhood  
• Maintain existing level of goods movement 
• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
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• Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian and cycling facilities • Potential to support local business with improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 

Resiliency 
• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides redundancy in transportation 

network to respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, provides redundancy in transportation network to 

respond to technological and environmental changes in the future 

Evaluation   

OVERALL EVALUATION 
•   

OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• LESS PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. However, people moving capacity is less than 
Option 2 and there are potential conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians. A 
shared AT facility on one side does not provide connectivity along the corridor.  

This option achieves the serving people, strengthening places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study.  A shared AT facility on both sides provide connectivity along the 
corridor. However, people moving capacity is less than Option 2 and there are potential 
conflicts between cyclists and pedestrians.  
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Table 5-25: Segment 5 Evaluation 

Criteria 
Option 1 - Do Nothing (4Lanes + 

Parking) Option 2 - 4 Lanes (No Parking) Option 3 - 4 Lanes + Parking (Both 
sides - Alternating with Planting Zones) 

Option 4 - 2 Lanes + Parking (Both 
Sides) 

 SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 
  

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• Maintains lay-by parking in current form 
• Opportunity for  pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services  
 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good  
• Maintains lay-by parking on one side of 

the street 
• Opportunity for  pick-up/drop-off locations 

for ridesharing services 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good  
• Maintains lay-by parking on both sides of 

the street 
• Opportunity for  pick-up/drop-off locations 

for ridesharing services 

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) No improvements 
to multi-modal network connectivity 

• No improvements to safety for cyclists 
due to lack of separated cycling 
facilities 

• No improvements to safety  for 
pedestrians 

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently 

accommodates 6,400 people per hour 
per direction 

• Experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion 

• 5A: 22 spaces removed 
• 5B: 53 spaces removed 
• 5C: 139 spaces removed  
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 

wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists  

• Boulevard space between pedestrians 
and cyclists reduces potential conflicts 
due to larger separation and presents 
streetscaping opportunities to create a 
more welcoming pedestrian environment 

•  Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would 

increase to accommodate 11,800 people 
per hour per direction 

• Experiences peak hour peak direction 
congestion 

• Some parking spaces to be maintained 
and alternated with planting zones(exact 
number to be determined through design) 

• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 
wider sidewalks and separation from 
cyclists  

• No boulevard space between pedestrian 
and cyclist facilities 

•  Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would 

increase to accommodate 11,800 people 
per hour per direction 

• Impact on transit operations due to 
potential conflicts with vehicles trying to 
park  

• Very congested peak hour peak direction 
traffic conditions with the reduction of two 
general purpose travel lanes 

• 5A: 22 spaces maintained 
• 5B: 53 spaces maintained 
• 5C: 139 spaces  maintained  
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 

wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists     

• Boulevard space between pedestrians and 
cyclists reduces potential conflicts due to 
larger separation and presents 
streetscaping opportunities to create a 
more welcoming pedestrian environment  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Improved multi-modal connectivity  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h Increase in 

transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would 

increase to accommodate 10,700 people 
per hour per direction 

• Impact on transit operations due to 
potential conflicts with vehicles trying to 
park 

Social Equity • Lack of separated cycling facilities limits 
ability of children and seniors to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation     
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Public Health and 
the Environment 

• Potential  decrease in air quality due to 
increased congestion and poor modal 
share distribution between autos and 
pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features 

• No impacts on the natural environment. 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as 
a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Not able to accommodate 
Transformative Parking Space Project; 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a 
result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features  

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as a 
result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Able to accommodate  Transformative 
Parking Space Project on both sides of 
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however, wider sidewalks provide 
potential for permanent patios 

• Moderate improvement to natural 
environment due to decreased hard 
surface area (reduction of two vehicular 
lanes). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

• Able to accommodate  Transformative 
Parking Space Project on one side of the 
street 

• Minor improvement to natural environment 
due to decreased hard surface area 
(reduction of one vehicular lane). 
Stormwater quantity will decrease 

 

the street and wider sidewalks provide 
potential for permanent patios 

• Moderate improvement to natural 
environment due to decreased hard 
surface area (reduction of two vehicular 
lanes). Stormwater quantity will decrease 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable 
neighborhoods 

• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, 

public spaces, and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of 

community services and facilities 
 

• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for increased parking on 

adjacent local roads as a result of 
removing lay-by parking on Lakeshore 
Road 

• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 
properties from construction  

• Improves access to community services 
and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 

• Limited access to community services 
and facilities for vehicles 

• Opportunity to support place making 
objectives 

 

• No impacts to existing properties 
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease 

parking demand on neighbouring roads  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 

properties from construction  
• Improves access to community services 

and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• Lay-by parking may cause delays in transit 

lanes while vehicles parallel park 
 

• No impacts to existing properties 
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease 

parking demand on neighbouring roads  
• Potential for increased traffic on adjacent 

local roads as a result of removing two 
general purpose lanes on Lakeshore Road  

• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 
properties from construction  

• Improves access to community services 
and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 

• Lay-by parking may cause delays in 
transit lanes while vehicles parallel park 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented 

Development (TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities is not 
compatible with City planning policies 

• The percentage of total space 
dedicated to AT users is 20%, meaning 
total space dedicated to vehicles is 
80%. There is an approximate 2.7m 
collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to AT users versus vehicles is balanced 
at 50% for this option. There is an 
approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Fewer  opportunities for place-making than 

Options 2 and 4 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to people is increased to 40%, meaning 
total space dedicated to vehicles is 60%.  
Opportunities for streetscaping area 
alternating with parking laybys. 

• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Reduction of general purpose travel lanes 

on Lakeshore Road not compatible with 
City planning policies 

• The percentage of total space dedicated to 
people versus vehicles is balanced at 50% 
for this option. There is an approximate 
3.4m collective streetscaping area   

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

• Low capital cost as no additional 
vehicular lanes are being added (two lay-
by parking lanes are removed) 

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of 
added cycling infrastructure (i.e. repairs, 
winter maintenance, etc.) 

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular 
lanes are being added (one lay-by parking 
lane is removed) 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-
of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of 
added cycling infrastructure and lay-by 
parking (i.e. repairs, winter maintenance, 
etc.)  

• Low capital cost as no additional vehicular 
lanes are being added two general travel 
lanes are removed) 

• Feasible to implement within existing right-
of-way 

• Maintenance costs are reduced since two 
vehicular lanes are removed 

Support Growth 
• Limited ability to serve future 

employment and development to the 
east and west 

•  

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west  

• Maintains existing level of goods 
movement 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintains existing level of goods 
movement 

• Limited ability to serve  future employment 
and development to the east and west  due 
to congested travel conditions 
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• Maintain existing level of goods 
movement 

• No impact to businesses during 
construction 

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 

• Potential negative impacts on business 
due to removal of lay-by parking 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with 

improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 
and maintaining parking on one side of the 
street 

• Potential impact to goods movement due 
to reduced number of general purpose 
lanes and lower travelling speeds 

• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
• Potential to support local business with 

improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 
and maintaining parking on both sides of 
the street 

Resiliency 

• Risks of climate change are not 
addressed 

• Relying on automobile as primary road 
user limits ability of transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Reducing road capacity limits ability to 
respond to traffic diversion from QEW 
during emergency situations 

Evaluation     

OVERALL EVALUATION •     
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED (Segment 5B) PREFERRED (Segment 5A, 5C) LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the 
serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No 
improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving 
people, strengthening places, and 
supporting prosperity objectives of 
the study. By providing separated AT 
facilities, people moving capacity 
increases as a result of increased 
safety for cyclists and pedestrians. 
Publicly shared off-street parking 
alternatives exist in the area, 
including: Municipal Lots, Port Credit 
GO Station, and private lots; 
therefore, on-street parking supply is 
not as critical in this segment. 

This option achieves the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of 
increased safety for cyclists and pedestrians.   
Although, the addition of lay-by parking may 
cause delays to transit vehicles, maintaining 
parking supply in the vicinity of the Port 
Credit Community Node is preferred (where 
fewer alternative offsite lots exist). 

This option does not achieve the serving 
people, strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of 
increased safety for cyclists and pedestrians. 
However, maintaining the existing lay-by 
parking results in the removal of 2 drive lanes, 
which does not support flow of traffic. 
Moreover, the lay-by parking may cause 
delays to transit vehicles. 
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Table 5-26: Segment 6 Evaluation 

Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing (4 Lanes) Option 2 - 4 Lanes (No Parking) Option 3 - 4 Lanes + Parking (One 
Side) 

Option 4 - 2 Lanes + Parking (Both 
Sides) 

 SE
R
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N

G
 P

EO
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E 
  

Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Poor 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-

off locations for ridesharing services  

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• Provides lay-by parking on one side of 

the street 
• Opportunity for  pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good  
• Provides lay-by parking on both sides 

of the street 
• Opportunity for  pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion)  

• No improvements to multi-modal 
network connectivity 

• No improvements to safety for 
cyclists due to lack of separated 
cycling facilities 

• No improvements to safety  for 
pedestrians 

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership  
• The roadway capacity currently 

accommodates 6,400 people per 
hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) 

• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 
wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists  

•  Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option 

would increase to accommodate 11,800 
people per hour per direction 

 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) 

• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 
wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists  

•  Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option 

would increase to accommodate 11,800 
people per hour per direction 

• Reduction from four lanes to two lanes 
(very congested peak hour peak 
direction traffic conditions) 

• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 
wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists 

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Improved multi-modal connectivity  
• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option 

would increase to accommodate 10,700 
people per hour per direction 

Social Equity 
• Lack of separated cycling facilities 

limits ability of children and seniors 
to cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation 
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Public Health and the 
Environment 

• Potential  decrease in air quality due 
to increased congestion and poor 
modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features 

• No impacts on the natural 
environment. 

 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as 
a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• No impact to stormwater quantity 
 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions 
as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated 
mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Minor impact associated with increased 
hard surface area (due to addition of 
vehicular lane and increased width of 
AT facility), stormwater quantity will 
increase and quality mitigation may be 
required 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions 
as a result of improved active 
transportation facilities and associated 
mode shift from single occupancy 
vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features 

• No impact to stormwater quantity 
 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable 
neighborhoods  

• No impacts to existing properties  

• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact 

to properties from construction  

• No impacts to existing properties 
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease 

parking demand on neighbouring roads  

• No impacts to existing properties 
• Addition of lay-by parking may ease 

parking demand on neighbouring roads 
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• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with 

parks, public spaces, and natural 
areas 

• No improvement to access of 
community services and facilities 
 

• Improves access to community services 
and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 

• Limited access to community services 
and facilities for vehicles 

• Opportunity to support place making 
objectives 
 

• Potential for noise and vibration impact 
to properties from construction  

• Improves access to community services 
and facilities for cyclists and 
pedestrians 

• Lay-by parking may cause delays in 
transit lanes while vehicles parallel 
park 

 

• Potential for increased traffic on 
adjacent local roads as a result of 
removing two general purpose lanes on 
Lakeshore Road  

• Potential for noise and vibration impact 
to properties from construction  

• Improves access to community services 
and facilities for cyclists and 
pedestrians 

• Lay-by parking may cause delays in 
transit lanes while vehicles parallel park 

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented 

Development (TOD) 
• No opportunity for place-making 
• Lack of accommodation for improved 

pedestrian and cycling facilities is not 
compatible with City planning 
policies 

• The percentage of total space 
dedicated to AT users 30%, meaning 
total space dedicated to vehicles is 
70%. The streetscaping area varies 
at this segment, but exceeds 7.2m 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making 
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to AT users is increased to 55%, 
meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 45%. The streetscaping area 
varies at this segment, but exceeds 3.4m 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
•  Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space 

dedicated to AT users is increased to 
45%, meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 55%. There is an 
approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area 

• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Reduction of general purpose travel 

lanes on Lakeshore Road not 
compatible with City planning policies 

• The percentage of total space 
dedicated to AT users versus vehicles 
is balanced at 50% for this option. 
There is an approximate 3.4m collective 
streetscaping area    

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same 

• Low capital cost as no additional 
vehicular lanes are added 

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of 
added cycling infrastructure (i.e. repairs, 
winter maintenance, etc.)  

 

• High capital cost as one additional lay-
by on-street parking lane is added 

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of 
added cycling infrastructure and lay-by 
parking (i.e. repairs, winter 
maintenance, etc.) 

• Low capital cost as no additional 
vehicular lanes are added 

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• Costs associated with maintenance of 
added cycling infrastructure and lay-by 
parking (i.e. repairs, winter 
maintenance, etc.) 

Support Growth 

• Limited ability to serve future 
employment and development to the 
east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods 
movement 

• No impact to businesses during 
construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods 
movement 

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 
Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods 
movement 

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling 
facilities and addition of parking on one 
side of the street 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Potential impact to goods movement 
due to reduced number of general 
purpose lanes and lower travelling 
speeds 

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling 
facilities and addition of parking on both 
sides of the street 
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Resiliency 

• Risks of climate change are not 
addressed 

• Relying on automobile as primary 
road user limits ability of 
transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental 
changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road 

users, provides redundancy in 
transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental 
changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road 

users, provides redundancy in 
transportation network to respond to 
technological and environmental 
changes in the future 

Evaluation     

OVERALL EVALUATION •     

OVERALL RECOMMENDATION • NOT PREFERRED PREFERRED  LESS PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the 
serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No 
improvements are made. 

This option achieves the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of 
increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians.  There is also great potential to 
support local business with improved 
pedestrian and cycling facilities. 

This option achieves the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of 
increased safety for cyclists and 
pedestrians. However, the addition of lay-
by parking may cause delays to transit 
vehicles.  

This option does not achieve the 
serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. The removal 
of 2 drive lanes to accommodate 2 
lay-by parking lanes does not 
support flow of traffic. The addition 
of lay-by parking may cause delays 
to transit vehicles and traffic flow. 
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Table 5-27: Segment 7 Evaluation 

Criteria Option 1 - Do Nothing (4 Lanes) Option 2 - Exclusive Transit (One Side) 
+ Separated Cycling 

Option 3 - Exclusive Transit (Median) 
+ Separated Cycling 

Option 4 - Exclusive Transit (Median) 
+ Multi-use Trail (Both Sides) 

 SE
R
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N

G
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Choice 

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for  pick-up/drop-

off locations for ridesharing services  
 

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good  
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 
• Introduces higher order transit   

• Pedestrian level of service: Good 
• Cycling level of service: Good 
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 
• Introduces higher order transit   

• Pedestrian level of service: Moderate 
• Cycling level of service: Moderate 
• No lay-by parking provided 
• No accommodation for pick-up/drop-off 

locations for ridesharing services 
• Introduces higher order transit   

Experience 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) and centre left 
turn lane 

• No improvements to safety for cyclists  
• No improvements to safety  for 

pedestrians 
• Potential tension between pedestrians 

and cyclists due to multi-use trail 
(shared facilities)  

• No improvements to multi-modal 
network connectivity 

• Transit line speed: 16-20km/h 
• No increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity currently 

accommodates 6,400-7,900 people 
per hour per direction 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) and centre left turn 
lane 

• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 
wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists  

•  Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Improved multi-modal connectivity  
• Transit line speed: 26m/hr  
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option would 

increase to accommodate 11,800 people 
per hour per direction 

• Dedicated right-turn phases required at 
intersections 

 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (experiences peak hour peak 
direction congestion) 

• Removes centre left turning lane  
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 

wider sidewalks and boulevard and 
separation from cyclists  

• Improved multi-modal network 
connectivity  

• Improved safety for cyclists due to 
presence of separated and dedicated 
cycling facilities  

• Improved multi-modal connectivity  
• Transit line speed: 26km/h  
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option 

would increase to accommodate 11,800 
people per hour per direction 

• Dedicated left-turn phases required at 
intersections 

• Shorter crossing distances for 
pedestrians 

• Fewer potential conflicts with general 
traffic at intersections  

 

• Maintains four general purpose travel 
lanes (very congested peak hour peak 
direction traffic conditions) 

• Removes centre left turning lane  
• Improved safety for pedestrians due to 

implementation of an additional multi-use 
trail 

• Potential tension between pedestrian and 
cyclists due to multi-use path (shared 
facilities) 

• Potential for conflict between pedestrian 
and cyclists due to shared facility in one 
boulevard on both sides 

• Improved multi-modal connectivity  
• Transit line speed: 26km/h  
• Increase in transit ridership 
• The roadway capacity in this option 

would increase to accommodate 10,300 
people per hour per direction 

Social Equity 
• Lack of separated cycling facilities 

limits ability of children and seniors to 
cycle 

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

• Supports equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and age class  

Evaluation     
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Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential  decrease in air quality due 
to increased congestion and poor 
modal share distribution between 
autos and pedestrians/cyclists 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features 

• No impacts on the natural 
environment. 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as 
a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Moderate impact associated with 
increased hard surface area (due to 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as 
a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Moderate impact associated with 
increased hard surface area (due to 

• Potential improvement in air quality and 
opportunity to reduce GHG emissions as 
a result of improved active transportation 
facilities and associated mode shift from 
single occupancy vehicles 

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological features 

• Moderate impact associated with 
increased hard surface area (due to 
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 addition of two lanes for transit vehicles), 
stormwater quantity will increase and 
quality mitigation may be required 

addition of one lane for transit vehicles), 
stormwater quantity will increase and 
quality mitigation may be required 

addition of one lane fortransit vehicles 
and increased width of AT facilities), 
stormwater quantity will increase and 
quality mitigation may be required 

Healthy 
Neighborhoods 

• No impact on existing stable 
neighborhoods  

• No impacts to existing properties  
• No noise and vibration impacts 
• No change to compatibility with parks, 

public spaces, and natural areas 
• No improvement to access of 

community services and facilities 

• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 

properties from construction  
• Improves access to community services 

and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians  
• No access to community services and 

facilities for vehicles on the south side 

• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 

properties from construction  
• Improves access to community services 

and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• Limited access to community services 

and facilities for vehicles  

• No impacts to existing properties  
• Potential for noise and vibration impact to 

properties from construction  
• Improves access to community services 

and facilities for cyclists and pedestrians 
• Limited access to community services 

and facilities for vehicles  

Shaping the City 

• Unable to serve future population 
• Does not encourage Transit Oriented 

Development (TOD)Compatible with 
City Planning policies 

• The percentage of total space 
dedicated to AT users is 60%, 
meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 40%. The streetscaping 
area varies at this segment, but 
exceeds 4.1m 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to AT users versus vehicles is balanced at 
50%.There is an approximate 6.0m 
collective streetscaping area 

• Able to serve future population 
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to AT users versus vehicles is balanced 
at 50%.There is an approximate 12.8m 
collective streetscaping area 

• Reinforces the identity and visibility of the 
rapid transit system 

• Able to serve future population  
• Encourages TOD 
• Creates opportunities for place-making  
• Compatible with City Planning policies 
• The percentage of total space dedicated 

to AT users is decreased to 55%, 
meaning total space dedicated to 
vehicles is 45%. There is an approximate 
16m streetscaping area   

Evaluation 
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Affordability 

• No engineering complexity 
• No capital costs 
• Maintenance costs remain the same  

• High capital cost due to addition of two 
vehicular lanes dedicated for transit lane 
(one additional lane added for a total of 
two dedicated transit lanes)  

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way  

• High maintenance and operation costs 
associated with dedicated transit lanes 

 

• High capital cost due to addition of one 
vehicular lane (centre left turn lane 
removed, one additional lane added for a 
total of two dedicated transit lanes)  

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• High maintenance and operation costs 
associated with dedicated transit lanes 

• High capital cost due to addition of one 
vehicular lane (centre left turn lane 
removed, one additional lane added for a 
total of two dedicated transit lanes)  

• Feasible to implement within existing 
right-of-way 

• High maintenance and operation costs 
associated with dedicated transit lanes 

Support Growth 

• No Change in ability to serve future 
employment and development to the 
east and west 

• Maintain existing level of goods 
movement 

• No impact to businesses during 
construction 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Potential to impact level of goods 
movement 

• Impacts to businesses due to construction 
and lack of vehicular access along the 
south side 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling facilities 

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west 

• Potential impact to goods movement due 
to removal of centre left turning lane  

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling facilities  

• Able to serve  future employment and 
development to the east and west  

• Potential impact to goods movement due 
to removal of centre left turning lane  

• Impacts to businesses due to 
construction 

• Potential to support local business with 
improved pedestrian and cycling facilities  

Resiliency 

• Risks of climate change are not 
addressed 

• Relying on automobile as primary road 
user limits ability of transportation 
network to respond to technological 
and environmental changes in the 
future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 

• Risks of climate change addressed 
• Accommodates a diversity of road users, 

provides redundancy in transportation 
network to respond to technological and 
environmental changes in the future 
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Evaluation     

OVERALL EVALUATION •     
OVERALL 
RECOMMENDATION 

• NOT PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED PREFERRED LESS PREFERRED 

RECOMMENDATION 
SUMMARY 

 This option does not achieve the 
serving people, strengthening 
places, and supporting prosperity 
objectives of the study. No 
improvements are made. 

This option does not achieve the serving 
people, strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities, people 
moving capacity increases as a result of 
increased safety for cyclists and pedestrians. 
However, exclusive transit lanes on one side 
results in no vehicular access to community 
services and facilities. 

This option achieves the serving people, 
strengthening places, and supporting 
prosperity objectives of the study. By 
providing separated AT facilities and 
exclusive transit lanes, people moving 
capacity increases as a result of increased 
safety for cyclists, pedestrians, and transit 
users. Separated cycling lanes also provides 
continuity along the Study Corridor. Rapid 
transit in the median improves transit and 
traffic operations. 

This option achieves the serving 
people, strengthening places, and 
supporting prosperity objectives of 
the study.  A shared AT facility on 
both sides provide connectivity along 
the corridor. However, there are 
potential conflicts between cyclists 
and pedestrians.  Exclusive centre 
lane transit lanes allows for limited 
vehicular access to community 
services and facilities. 
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5.2.11 Identification of the Preferred Right of Way Alternative 
This section summarizes the preferred cross-section for each segment of the Study Corridor. The 
preferred cross-sections were determined through discussions with the City of Mississauga internal 
departments and reflect input received following the evaluation of alternatives presented in previous 
sections. For all typical sections depicted in this TMP, north is to the left and south is to the right. A 
key map indicating the preferred cross section for each segment is provided in Exhibit 5-55. 

5.2.11.1 SEGMENT 1: SOUTHDOWN EMPLOYMENT AREA 
Based on the evaluation, Option 2 was the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-44. This 
option provides a five (5) lane cross-section including a centre turn lane with buses running in 
mixed traffic on both sides. This option also provides dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and 
sidewalks on both sides and a landscaped buffer between cycling and pedestrian facilities for 
added safety. 

 
Exhibit 5-44 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 1) 

5.2.11.2 SEGMENT 2A PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
Option 2 was selected as the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-45, as it provides 
continuous dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides and a landscaped 
buffer between cycling and pedestrian facilities for added safety. This segment provides four (4) 
lanes with buses running in mixed traffic. Following the evaluation of alternatives, it was determined 
that a centre left turn lane was required through most of this segment to provide access to 
properties on either side of Lakeshore Road; therefore, the space for the layby parking on one side 
was re-allocated to the centre left turn lane.  

 
Exhibit 5-45 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 2A: Southdown Road to CN Railway Crossing) 
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5.2.11.3 SEGMENT 2B PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
In order to maintain continuous dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both 
sides, as well as a landscaped buffer between cycling and pedestrian facilities, Option 2 was 
selected as the preferred alternative for segment 2B as shown in Exhibit 5-46. This segment 
provides four (4) lanes with buses running in mixed traffic as well as lay-by parking on the both 
sides. A combined 2.0 m utility and tree zone on the north side of Lakeshore Road has been 
provided. The City of Mississauga Forestry Department recommends that smaller tree species such 
as Japanese Tree Lilac, Serviceberry, Amur Maple, Crab Apple be planted under the overhead 
hydro wires. The size of trees in the cross section are not to scale. 

 
Exhibit 5-46 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 2B: CN Railway Crossing to Clarkson Road South) 

5.2.11.4 SEGMENT 2C PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
Option 2 was selected as the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-47. This option provides 
continuous, dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides and a 
landscaped buffer between cycling and pedestrian facilities for added safety, four (4) lanes with 
buses running in mixed traffic, as well as lay-by parking on the north side. Although the OP 
designated ROW is 35 m in this segment, a 30 m preferred section has been provided as the full 
OP ROW may not be achieved by the time of implementation. To accommodate all the elements 
within the 30 m, 1.9 m sidewalks are provided on both sides and a combined 2.0 m utility and tree 
zone on the north side of Lakeshore Road has been provided. The City of Mississauga Forestry 
Department recommends that smaller tree species such as Japanese Tree Lilac, Serviceberry, 
Amur Maple, Crab Apple be planted under the overhead hydro wires. The size of trees in the cross 
section are not to scale. 

 
Exhibit 5-47 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 2C: Clarkson Road South to Meadow Wood Road) 
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5.2.11.5 SEGMENT 2D PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
Option 2 was selected as the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-48 to provide continuity of 
the dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides of the street. This option 
provides four (4) lanes with buses running in mixed traffic. Due to physical constraints in this section 
a landscaped buffer cannot be accommodated between the active transportation facilities on the 
south side, and a 1 m utility zone is provided on the north side. 

 
Exhibit 5-48 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 2D: Meadow Wood Road to Johnson’s Lane) 

5.2.11.6 SEGMENT 3: LORNE PARK NEIGHBOURHOOD  
Option 2 was selected as the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-49. This option was 
selected as it provides a continuous connection from Segment 2D. This option maintains dedicated, 
unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides, with four (4) lanes and buses running in 
mixed traffic. 

 
Exhibit 5-49 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 3) 
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5.2.11.7 SEGMENT 4: PORT CREDIT WEST NEIGHBOURHOOD  
This segment was dependent on the outcome of Segment 5 as shown in Exhibit 5-50. Option 3 
was selected as the preferred alternative. Similar to the rest of the Corridor, this option will provide 
four (4) lanes with buses running in mixed traffic, as well as dedicated, unidirectional cycling 
facilities and sidewalks on both sides. Lay-by parking, alternating with planting zones is also 
provided along this segment. Utilities are buried through this segment. Future studies should review 
the opportunity to increase buffer area between parking, cycling lanes and sidewalk. Some laybys 
may be used for patios under the existing Cultural Node project. 

 
Exhibit 5-50 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 4) 

5.2.11.8 SEGMENTS 5A AND 5C PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
Segment 5 has the most constrained ROW along the corridor (26 metres) and several needs 
competing for limited space. Option 3 was selected as the preferred solution for Segments 5A and 
5C as shown in Exhibit 5-51. Four (4) lanes with buses running in mixed traffic is provided in this 
segment, as well as dedicated, unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides. Lay-by 
parking, alternating with planting zones is also provided along these segments. Utilities are buried 
through this segment. Future studies should review the opportunity to increase buffer area between 
parking, cycling lanes and sidewalk. Some laybys may be used for patios under the existing 
Cultural Node project. 

 
Exhibit 5-51 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 5A: Mississauga Road to Stavebank Road, and 5C: 
Hurontario Street to Seneca Avenue) 
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5.2.11.9 SEGMENT 5B PREFERRED CROSS-SECTION 
Option 2 was selected as the preferred solution for Segment 5B as shown in Exhibit 5-52. Four (4) 
lanes with buses running in mixed traffic is provided in this segment, as well as dedicated, 
unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides. Lay-by parking is removed from this 
segment to support place making opportunities and cultural programming in the boulevard area. 
Utilities are buried in this segment. 

 
Exhibit 5-52 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 5B: Stavebank Road to Hurontario Street) 

5.2.11.10 SEGMENT 6: LAKEVIEW WEST NEIGHBOURHOOD  
The preferred alternative for this segment was dependent on Segment 5. Option 2 was selected as 
the preferred alternative with four (4) lanes and buses running in mixed traffic, as well as dedicated, 
unidirectional cycling facilities and sidewalks on both sides as shown in Exhibit 5-53. A buffer 
between cycling and pedestrian facilities on both sides is provided along this segment. Due to the 
number of closely spaced intersections and private driveway accesses, a 3.5 m centre left turn lane 
is provided throughout to provide access to properties on both sides of Lakeshore Road. A 0.3 m 
buffer is provided between the sidewalk and the property line for constructability; however, should it 
not be required, the buffer can be reallocated to the boulevard for tree planting. 

 
Exhibit 5-53 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 6) 
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5.2.11.11 SEGMENT 7: LAKEVIEW EMPLOYMENT AREA 
Segment 7 has a 44.5 m right-of-way; therefore, dedicated transit options were considered. Option 
3 was selected as the preferred alternative as shown in Exhibit 5-54. This option has six (6) lanes 
including two (2) exclusive transit lanes with separated cycling facilities on both sides. This option 
provides exclusive transit lanes in the median.  

 
Exhibit 5-54 Preferred ROW Alternative (Segment 7) 

5.2.12 Summary of Preferred Right of Way Alternatives 
Exhibit 5-55 illustrates a summary of the preferred solution for the entire corridor. Continuous 
separated bike lanes are provided throughout as well as sidewalks on both sides of the street. Lay-
by parking is to be provided on the north side along segments 2B and 2C, as well as on the south 
side along segment 2C. Segments 4, 5A, and 5C will have lay-by parking on one or both sides, 
alternating with planting zones. Segments 1, 2A, and 6 will provide a centre left turn lane. Finally, 
Segment 7 will have exclusive two-way transit lanes in the median. It should be noted that the 
median transit only lanes do not extend the entirety of Segment 7; the transitway is from East 
Avenue to just west of the Etobicoke Creek to minimize impacts to the Etobicoke Creek and so that 
the express bus can merge back into general purpose lanes prior to crossing into the City of 
Toronto. However, future studies should review the feasibility of extending the dedicated transit 
lanes into Toronto / Long Branch GO. 
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Exhibit 5-55: Summary of the Preferred Alternative Solution 
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5.2.13 Public and Stakeholder Input 
Using the public’s input on the vision for the Study Corridor from POH1, the Project Team 
developed all reasonable and feasible alternative right-of-way configurations as presented in the 
previous sections. At POH2, the right-of-way alternatives for each segment of the Study Corridor 
were presented to the public and they had the opportunity to give feedback and express their 
preference for an option. No recommendation for a preferred alternative was presented at POH2.  

From the input received about the right-of-way alternatives at POH2 and following internal 
stakeholder meetings with the City of Mississauga staff the Project Team noted that layby parking in 
the Port Credit Neighbourhood was important; therefore, the right-of-way alternatives for Segment 5 
were refined to include an option with 4 travel lanes and layby parking which alternates with 
streetscaping opportunities. The alternatives were then evaluated and a preferred alternative was 
selected. The preferred alternative for each segment was presented to the public at POH3. 
Feedback from POH3 confirmed the preferred alternative for each segment. 

Frequently noted general themes were compiled and are listed below in Table 5-28. Additional 
comments received are documented in Appendix A.4. 

Table 5-28 General Themes and Key Messages Heard (Right of Way Alternatives) 

General Themes Frequently Noted  Key Messages Heard 

Create a more welcoming and 
connected pedestrian environment 

• Strong support for implementing sidewalks 
throughout Lakeshore Road on all 
segments. 

• Strong support for implementing street 
designs which create a more pedestrian 
friendly environment along Lakeshore. 

• Support for keeping cyclists and 
pedestrians separate with many concerns 
noted about safety concerns with cyclists 
riding on the sidewalks. 

• Create more shade respites for better 
walking along Lakeshore Road.  Wider 
sidewalks, benches and weather protection 
are seen as important for creating a safer 
and more appealing environment for 
walking. 

• Improved wayfinding recommended. 
• Desire for improved pedestrian connection 

to and along the Waterfront and across the 
Credit River. 

Significant support for and on-street 
separated bike lanes along 
Lakeshore 

• There is significant support for 
implementing on-street separated bike 
lanes along Lakeshore.   

• Dedicated and protected bike lanes along 
Lakeshore Road were favoured in all 
segments (1 – 7).  At Station 4, over 90% 
indicated that separated on-street bike 

General Themes Frequently Noted  Key Messages Heard 

lanes were preferred over off-street bike 
lanes. 

• There is a strong preference for a raised 
physical buffer on-street between the 
vehicles and bike lanes. 

• Creating protected cycling lanes is seen as 
having further advantages of moving bikes 
off sidewalks and making it safer for 
pedestrians as well.  

• More bike parking is needed along 
Lakeshore and at GO Stations. 

• Would like to see new north-south bike 
routes. 

Address existing congestion 
problems and enhance and support 
Lakeshore as a local main street 

• There is concern that congestion is 
worsening, that there are safety issues at 
crossings, and conflicts between users (i.e. 
cyclists and pedestrians on sidewalks) that 
need to be addressed in the near term. 

• Turning movements from Lakeshore were 
noted to be problematic particularly at 
Stavebank Road and Hurontario Street. 

• There are mixed views on on-street parking 
with some support for restricting peak hour 
parking through Port Credit to improve 
traffic flow. 

There are mixed views on whether a 
multi-modal crossing or non-
vehicular crossing would be feasible 
and address transportation needs. 
Desire noted for increasing safe 
opportunities for crossing the Credit 
River for pedestrians and cyclists 

• There are mixed views on whether a multi-
modal crossing or non-vehicular crossing 
would be feasible and address 
transportation needs. Many comments 
noted about benefits and impacts. 

• There is a desire for increasing safe 
opportunities for crossing the Credit River 
for pedestrians and cyclists. 

• Concerns were noted about the impact of 
slowdowns on the QEW and diversion of 
traffic onto Mississauga Road to Lakeshore 
for continued trips east and west. 
Suggestion also included service roads 
abutting the QEW. 

• If a crossing is considered, preferences are: 
• Multi-modal : preference for Mineola Road 

Extension (50%) or Queen Street Queen 
Street Extension crossings 

• Non-vehicular: Preference for Queen Street 
Extension (39%), Mineola Road (25%), or 
Inspiration Port Credit Bridge (23%) 
crossings. 
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General Themes Frequently Noted  Key Messages Heard 

Desire for street design solutions 
that support rapid transit, separated 
on-street bike lanes and wider 
sidewalks for pedestrians while 
enhancing the village like qualify of 
Lakeshore communities 

• Street design solutions that support rapid 
transit were favoured in all segments. 

• Supported street design elements included 
measures that would improve the 
pedestrian environment and separate 
cycling from pedestrian and vehicles in all 
Segments. 

• Mixed views were expressed on layby 
parking with restricted parking being 
favoured in some segments in Port Credit 
Segment.  

• The specific preference for each segment 
are as follows: 

Segment  Preference Noted 
 1 Clear preference for Option 2 

(separated cycling) 

2A Clear preference for Option 2 
(separated cycling and parking) 

2B Preference for Option 2 (separated 
cycling and parking) 

2C Clear preference for Option 2 
(separated cycling) 

2D Clear preference for Option 2 
(separated cycling 

3 Clear preference for Option 2 
(separated cycling) 

4 Preference split between Option 2 
(38%) and 5 (36%) 

5 Preference for Option 2 (4 lanes no 
parking) (52%) 

6 Preference for Option 2 (4 lanes no 
parking) (50%) 

7 Preference for Option 2 (exclusive 
transit one side and separated 
cycling – Inspiration Lakeview 
preferred section) 

 

 Credit River Crossing Alternatives 
Through Phase 1 of the Study, it was determined that the existing Lakeshore Road crossing of the 
Credit River will become congested by 2041 and to accommodate future projected travel demand in 
the Study Area, a new crossing of the Credit River may improve traffic operations and provide a 
new connection between the QEW and Lakeshore Road to fill a 3 km gap in the east-west road 
network. Therefore, to address the needs identified in the problem/opportunity statement, in Phase 
2 of the Study Credit River Crossing alternatives were identified, assessed and evaluated for the 
Study Corridor.  

This section documents the types of crossings identified, the evaluation of alternatives, and the 
identification of the preferred solution. The “Do Nothing” alternative was carried forward as an 
option for all segments as a basis for comparison 

5.3.1  Identification of Alternative Crossing Locations 
Alternative crossing locations of the Credit River were identified for two types of crossings: 

1. Multi-modal crossing – a crossing which accommodates pedestrians, cyclists, transit, 
and automobiles 

2. Active Transportation only crossing – a crossing which only accommodates 
pedestrians and cyclists 

5.3.1.1 MULTI-MODAL CROSSING ALTERNATIVES 
Five multi-modal crossing alternatives were identified in addition to the Do Nothing alternative as 
listed below and shown in Exhibit 5-56: 

• Do Nothing (N): No additional capacity over the Credit River for pedestrians, cyclists, transit 
users, or automobiles. 

• Streetcar/Express Bus on Existing Bridge (S): Additional transit capacity over the Credit 
River by accommodating rapid transit (interim express bus and ultimate streetcar) on 
existing bridge in mixed traffic. This alternative was included to provide an option with no 
new crossing but increased people moving capacity. 

• Mineola Road (1): Extend Mineola Road from west of Stavebank Road to Indian Road. 
Length: approximately 280 m. 

• Queen Street (2): Connect Queen Street at Elizabeth Street to Front Street adjacent to the 
Lakeshore West GO Rail tracks. This would involve constructing a new road through the 
existing GO Station parking lot and potentially converting Queen Street to a two-way street. 
Length: approximately 600 m. 

• Park Street (3): Extend Park Street from Stavebank to Front Street. 
• High Street (4): Extend High Street from west of Stavebank Road to Front Street. 

All multi-modal crossings were assumed to be one lane in each direction with a vehicular capacity 
ranging between 600 and 800 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) depending on the road classification 
(i.e. a local road versus a collector road). The capacity of the existing Lakeshore Road crossing is 
900 vphpl (for an arterial road) with two lanes in each direction. 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 127 of 157 
 

 
Exhibit 5-56 Location of Multi Modal Crossing Alternatives 

5.3.1.2 ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION CROSSING ALTERNATIVES 
Six active transportation (AT) only crossings were identified in addition to the Do Nothing alternative 
as listed below and shown in Exhibit 5-57: 

• Do Nothing (N): No additional capacity over the Credit River for pedestrians or cyclists. 
• Mineola Road (1): Connect Mineola Road from west of Stavebank Road to Indian Road. 
• Queen Street (2): Create a connection between Stavebank Road and Front Street adjacent 

to the Lakeshore West GO Rail tracks in line with Queen Street to facilitate a direct 
connection to the GO Station. AT bridge to be incorporated into existing trail and 
transportation network and minimize impacts to natural areas by utilizing already disturbed 
areas as much as possible. 

• Park Street (3): Create a connection between Stavebank Road and Front Street. Bridge to 
be incorporated into existing trail and transportation network and minimize impacts to natural 
areas by utilizing already disturbed areas as much as possible. 

• High Street (4): Extend High Street from west of Stavebank Road to Front Street. Bridge to 
be incorporated into existing trail and transportation network and minimize impacts to natural 
areas by utilizing already disturbed areas as much as possible. 

• North of Existing Lakeshore Bridge (5): Construct a new multi-use pathway bridge on the 
north side of the existing Lakeshore bridge to mirror the existing active transportation 
crossing on the south side of the bridge. 

• Inspiration Port Credit Bridge (6): Identified by Inspiration Port Credit as a place-making 
exercise, place a new active-transportation bridge at an undefined location south of 
Lakeshore Road. This alternative was included in the analysis for completeness; however, it 
would not fully address the needs identified previously (i.e. providing an additional crossing 
north of the existing Lakeshore Road bridge and facilitating more direct access to the GO 
Station for commuters). 
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Exhibit 5-57 Location of Active Transportation Crossing Alternatives 

5.3.2 Evaluation 
The evaluation of alternative crossing locations included the formulation of high level evaluation 
criteria. The evaluation criteria include transportation considerations as well as impacts to the 
natural, cultural, and social environments. Criteria to be used in the evaluation of the alternative 
solutions have been categorized into three groups: 

• Serving People 
• Strengthening Places 
• Supporting Prosperity 

The alternative crossing locations identified were evaluated based on the criteria as shown in Table 
5-1 (same as transit network solutions) as presented in Section 5.1.9. 

The alternative crossing locations identified have been evaluated at a high-level using the established 
criteria on a scale of least to most preferred. Multi-modal alternative crossing locations are presented 
in Table 5-29 and active-transportation only alternative crossing locations are presented in Table 
5-30. 
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Table 5-29 High-level Evaluation of Alternative Multi-Modal Crossing Locations 

Criteria N.    BAU – Do Nothing S.    Streetcar/Express Bus 
on Existing Bridge 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Multi-modal network 
connectivity remains 
the same. Supports 
existing transit 
connections only.  

• No change in 
pedestrian accessibility 
and connectivity.   

• Limited existing cycling 
accessibility and 
connectivity along 
existing Lakeshore 
crossing; existing 
cycling facility on 
parallel structure 
(Waterfront Trail). 

•  

• Improves multi-modal 
network connectivity. 

• Supports improved 
cycling and pedestrian 
accessibility and 
connectivity.  

• No opportunity for 
additional east-west 
connectivity beyond 
Lakeshore Road 

 

• Minimal improvements 
to multi-modal network 
connectivity. 

• Supports cycling and 
pedestrian accessibility 
and connectivity.  

• Opportunity to provide 
additional east-west 
connectivity between 
railway and QEW. 

• Improves multi-modal 
network connectivity. 

• Promotes a more direct 
access to Port Credit 
GO Station for 
pedestrians and 
cyclists  

• Limited opportunity for 
improved connectivity 
south of railway.  

• Opportunity to improve 
multi-modal network 
connectivity. 

• Supports cycling and 
pedestrian accessibility 
and connectivity. 

• Limited opportunity for 
improved connectivity 
south of railway. 

• Opportunity to improve 
multi-modal network 
connectivity. 

• Supports pedestrian 
and cycling 
accessibility and 
connectivity.  

• Opportunity for High 
Street to be continuous 
between Hurontario 
Street and Pine 
Avenue with future 
redevelopment. 

Experience 

• No change to multi-
modal level of service. 

• Continue to experience 
peak hour congestion.  

• Safety operations 
remain the same for all 
corridor users. 

• Maintains BAU level of 
service 

• Increases number of 
people moved per hour 
across bridge (i.e. 
higher capacity with 
streetcar) compared to 
Do Nothing alternative. 

• Increased safety for all 
corridor users due to 
reduced potential 
conflicts between 
modes. 

•  

• Limited capacity to 
ease congestion.  

• Increased safety for all 
corridor users due to 
reduced potential 
conflicts between 
modes. 

• 14% reduction in PM 
peak hour congestion 
on existing Lakeshore 
Bridge. 

• Reduced traffic on 
Mississauga Rd, 
Hurontario St, and local 
roads west of the 
Credit River. 

• Increased traffic on 
Stavebank Rd., 
Mineola Rd., Atwater 
Av., and Cawthra Rd.  

 

• Limited capacity to 
ease congestion. 

• Increased safety for all 
corridor users due to 
reduced potential 
conflicts between 
modes.  

• 17% reduction in PM 
peak hour congestion 
on existing Lakeshore 
Bridge. 

• Maintains existing auto 
level of service 
(although not 
satisfactory) 

• Increased traffic on 
Mississauga Rd., 
Hurontario St., and 
Queen St.  

• All left turn movements 
are expected to 
experience delays over 
one (1) minute at the 
intersection of 
Mississauga Road and 
Lakeshore Road as 
compared to BAU as a 
result of the new 
crossing. 

• Reduced traffic on local 
roads west of the Credit 
River. 

• Limited capacity to 
ease congestion. 

• Increased safety for all 
corridor users due to 
reduced potential 
conflicts between 
modes. 

• 17% reduction in PM 
peak hour congestion 
on existing Lakeshore 
Bridge. 

• Maintains existing auto 
level of service 
(although not 
satisfactory) 

• Increased traffic on 
Mississauga Rd., 
Hurontario St., and 
Park St.  

• All left turn movements 
are expected to 
experience delays over 
one (1) minute at the 
intersection of 
Mississauga Road and 
Lakeshore Road as 
compared to BAU as a 
result of the new 
crossing. 

• Reduced traffic on local 
roads west of the Credit 
River. 

• Limited capacity to 
ease congestion. 

• Increased safety for all 
corridor users due to 
reduced potential 
conflicts between 
modes. 

• 17% reduction in PM 
peak hour congestion 
on existing Lakeshore 
Bridge. 

• Maintains existing auto 
level of service 
(although not 
satisfactory) 

• Increased traffic on 
Mississauga Rd., 
Hurontario St., and 
High St.  

• All left turn movements 
are expected to 
experience delays over 
one (1) minute at the 
intersection of 
Mississauga Road and 
Lakeshore Road as 
compared to BAU as a 
result of the new 
crossing. 

• Reduced traffic on local 
roads west of the Credit 
River. 

Social Equity 

• Service to areas of 
social need remains the 
same.  

• Equity in mobility by 
gender, income, family 
status, and age class 
remains the same  

• No difference among 
alternatives 

• No difference among 
alternatives 

• No difference among 
alternatives 

• No difference among alternatives • No difference among 
alternatives 
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Criteria N.    BAU – Do Nothing S.    Streetcar/Express Bus 
on Existing Bridge 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 

Evaluation 
      

ST
R

EN
G

TH
EN

IN
G

 P
LA

C
ES

 

Public Health 
and the 
Environment 

• Potential for poor air 
quality due to increased 
congestion.  

• No impact to cultural 
heritage/archaeological 
features 

• No impacts on the 
natural environment 

• No change in ability for 
Emergency vehicles to 
cross Credit River 

• Greatest opportunity to 
minimize/ reduce 
negative air quality 
impacts due to potential 
increase of transit use 
as the preferred mode 
of travel along 
Lakeshore Rd instead 
of single-occupant 
vehicles  

• Limited potential 
disturbance to cultural 
heritage/archaeological 
features  

• Limited potential 
impacts on the natural 
environment as the 
streetcar would be 
added to the existing 
bridge; structural 
modifications may be 
required along the 
existing crossing 
location  

• Streetcars may create 
potential delays for 
Emergency vehicles  

 

• Opportunities to 
minimize/ reduce 
negative impacts of 
congestion on air quality 
by adding an additional 
crossing accessible for 
all modes 

• Impacts to Credit River 
Marshes Wetland 
Complex, ANSI (Life 
Science), and Credit 
River CVC Regulated 
lands. 

• Impacts to Credit River 
Cultural Heritage 
Landscape. 

• Potential impact to two 
archeological sites. 

• Greater potential 
impacts to watercourse 
and aquatic habitat with 
new crossing of the 
Credit River 

• Provides additional 
route for Emergency 
vehicles to cross Credit 
River 

• Opportunities to 
minimize/ reduce 
negative impacts of 
congestion on air quality 
by adding an additional 
crossing accessible for 
all modes 

• Impacts to Credit River 
(CVC Regulated) lands. 

• Impacts to Credit River 
Cultural Heritage 
Landscape. 

• Low to no archeological 
impact. 

• Greater potential 
impacts to watercourse 
and aquatic habitat with 
new crossing of the 
Credit River 

• Provides additional 
route for Emergency 
vehicles to cross Credit 
River 

• Opportunities to 
minimize/ reduce 
negative impacts of 
congestion on air quality 
by adding an additional 
crossing accessible for 
all modes 

• Impacts to Credit River 
(CVC Regulated) lands. 

• Impacts to Credit River 
Cultural Heritage 
Landscape, Port Credit 
Arena, Port Credit 
Memorial Park, and 
Canoe Club. 

• Low to no archeological 
impact. 

• Greater potential 
impacts to watercourse 
and aquatic habitat with 
new crossing of the 
Credit River 

• Provides additional 
route for Emergency 
vehicles to cross Credit 
River 

 

• Opportunities to 
minimize/ reduce 
negative impacts of 
congestion on air 
quality by adding an 
additional crossing 
accessible for all modes 

• Impacts to Credit River 
(CVC Regulated) lands 

• Impacts to Credit River 
Cultural Heritage 
Landscape, and Port 
Credit Memorial Park 

• Low to no archeological 
impact 

• Greater potential 
impacts to watercourse 
and aquatic habitat with 
new crossing of the 
Credit River 

• Provides additional 
route for Emergency 
vehicles to cross Credit 
River. 

Healthy 
Neighbourhoods 

• No impacts on existing 
stable neighbourhoods.  

• No changes to levels of 
noise and vibration. 

• No change in access to 
community services and 
facilities.  

• No temporary or 
permanent property 
impacts. 

• No impact to existing 
stable neighbourhoods 

• Increased noise levels 
due to added transit 
service  

• Provides transit access 
to public spaces and 
schools including Port 
Credit Library, Riverside 
Public School, and Port 
Credit Memorial Park. 

• No temporary or 
permanent property 
impacts 

•  

• Impact to existing stable 
neighbourhoods 
(Mineola Road and 
Indian Road) 

• Noise and vibration 
impacts due to 
construction of new 
crossing. Increased 
traffic on local roads 
may result in increased 
noise. 

• Incompatible with 
natural areas. 

• Improves access to 
schools along Indian 
Road and Mineola 
Road. 

• Potential impact to 
pumping station on 
Indian Road. 

• Results in permanent 
property impacts 

• Impact to existing 
stable neighbourhoods,  

• Noise and vibration 
impacts due to 
construction of new 
crossing. 

• Impacts to Port Credit 
Arena parking lot (City 
owned) and Royal 
Canadian Legion 
Branch 82 parking lot 
and potentially building. 

• Some impact to natural 
areas. 

• Lands potentially 
protected for road 
allowance. Potential for 
property requirements. 

• Impact to existing stable 
neighbourhoods.  

• Noise and vibration 
impacts due to 
construction of new 
crossing. 

• Impact to Port Credit 
Memorial Park (City 
owned), by splitting the 
Park in two. 

• Impact to community 
programming in Port 
Credit Memorial Park, 
tourist destinations, 
Mississauga Canoe 
Club, and Don Rowing 
Club of Mississauga. 

• Results in permanent 
property impacts. 

• Minimal impact to 
existing stable 
neighbourhoods. 

• Noise and vibration 
impacts due to 
construction of new 
crossing. 

• Impact to Port Credit 
Memorial Park (City 
owned), by splitting the 
Park in two. 

• Impact to community 
programming in Port 
Credit Memorial Park, 
tourist destination, and 
gathering spaces. 

• Disrupts existing spaces 
for place-making. 

• Results in permanent 
property impacts. 
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Criteria N.    BAU – Do Nothing S.    Streetcar/Express Bus 
on Existing Bridge 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 

Shaping the City 

• Not sustainable to 
support future 
population. 

• No change in 
opportunities for place-
making.  

• No existing barriers to 
connectivity (the bridge 
is already established) 

• Incompatible with City 
Planning Policy.  

• Existing bridge over 
capacity by 2041 – not 
sustainable to support 
future population. 

• Encourages TOD in 
surrounding area. 

• No change in 
opportunities for place-
making  

• No existing barriers to 
connectivity (the bridge 
is already established) 

• Compatible with City 
Planning Policy.  

• New bridge at capacity 
by 2041 – not 
sustainable to support 
future population. 

• Not an ideal location for 
place-making. 

• Existing residential 
homes pose a physical 
barrier to connectivity. 

• Compatible with City 
Planning Policy. 

• New bridge at capacity 
by 2041 – not 
sustainable to support 
future population. 

• Opportunity to create 
spaces for place-
making. 

• Canadian Legion 
Branch 82 Building may 
pose a physical barrier 
to connectivity. 

• Compatible with City 
Planning Policy. 

• New bridge at capacity 
by 2041 – not 
sustainable to support 
future population. 

• Disrupts existing 
spaces for place-
making. 

• Mississauga Canoe 
Club and The Don 
Rowing Club of 
Mississauga poses a 
physical barrier to 
connectivity. 

• Incompatible with City 
Planning Policy. 

• New bridge at capacity 
in 2041 – not 
sustainable to support 
future population. 

• Disrupts existing 
spaces for place-
making. 

• Minimal physical 
barriers to connectivity. 

• Incompatible with City 
Planning Policy. 

Evaluation 
      

SU
PP

O
R

TI
N

G
 P

RO
SP

ER
IT

Y 

 
 
 
Affordability 

• No construction costs  
• Maintenance costs 

associated with 
existing Lakeshore Rd 
Bridge, especially since 
there are no additional 
crossings to distribute 
east-west trips.  

• Low engineering 
complexity and low 
potential construction 
cost due to structural 
modifications to the 
existing bridge if 
required (will be 
implemented on 
existing Lakeshore Rd 
bridge) 

• High initial cost for 
construction of 
streetcar tracks 

• Feasible to implement 
– line length, 
maintenance and 
storage requirements, 
vehicle compatibility, 
operating agreements 

• High engineering 
complexity and high 
capital cost due to 
large bridge span 
required to cross Credit 
River 

• High maintenance cost 
due to larger bridge 
span.  

• Potential grade separation may 
be required for this option. 

• Moderate capital cost 
due to short span bridge 

•  

• Low engineering 
complexity and 
moderate capital cost 
due to shorter bridge 
span required to cross 
Credit River.  

• Low maintenance cost 
due to shorter bridge 
span.  

• Low engineering 
complexity and 
moderate capital cost 
due to shorter bridge 
span required to cross 
Credit River.  

• Low maintenance cost 
due to shorter bridge 
span. 

Support Growth 

• No change to existing 
land uses.  

• No change in service to 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development.  

• No change in goods 
movement.  

• No impacts to 
businesses due to 
construction. 

• Low/minimal impact to 
existing land uses.  

• Opportunity to serve 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development. 

• No change in 
movement of goods.  

• Minimal impacts to 
businesses due to 
construction and 
operation of the 
project. 

• Supports local 
businesses by 
providing more 
opportunities for transit 
users.  
•  

• Impacts existing land 
uses. 

• Limited ability to serve 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development. 

• Inefficient movement of 
goods due to distance 
from main roads and 
nature of bridge through 
residential areas.   

• Construction not 
anticipated to 
significantly impact local 
businesses. 

• Takes vehicular, 
pedestrian, and cyclist 
traffic away from local 
businesses.   

• Impacts existing land 
uses; however, provides 
greater connectivity to 
other land uses. 

• Opportunity to serve 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development. 

• Opportunity for efficient 
movement of goods. 

• Construction will impact 
local businesses. 

• Will bring higher 
vehicular, pedestrian, 
and cyclist traffic to 
locals businesses. 

• Impacts existing land 
uses. 

• Opportunity to serves 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development. 

• Inefficient movement of 
goods due to nature of 
bridge connecting to 
local roads. 

• Construction will impact 
local businesses. 

• Will bring higher 
vehicular, pedestrian, 
and cyclist traffic to 
locals businesses. 

• Impacts to existing and 
future park lands 

• Opportunity to serve 
areas of existing and 
future employment and 
development. 

• Opportunity for efficient 
movement of goods. 

• Construction not 
anticipated to 
significantly impact local 
businesses  

• Will bring higher 
vehicular, pedestrian, 
and cyclist traffic to 
locals businesses. 
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Criteria N.    BAU – Do Nothing S.    Streetcar/Express Bus 
on Existing Bridge 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 

Resiliency 

• No assigned climate 
change risk mitigation 
strategy.  

• No change in ability to 
accommodate 
unexpected disruption.  

• Additional transit 
connections have the 
potential to help 
manage climate change 
risks.  

• Does not provide an 
alternative to 
accommodate 
unexpected disruptions. 

• Additional active 
transportation facilities 
and transit connections 
have the potential to 
manage climate change 
risks.  

• Additional road capacity 
(and pavement area) 
increases potential 
associated risks with 
climate change. 

• Creates redundancy in 
the road network (i.e. 
provides alternative to 
Lakeshore Road bridge) 

• Additional active 
transportation facilities 
and transit connections 
have the potential to 
manage climate change 
risks.  

• Additional road capacity 
(and pavement area) 
increases potential 
associated risks with 
climate change. 

• Creates redundancy in 
the road network (i.e. 
provides alternative to 
Lakeshore Road bridge) 

• Additional active 
transportation facilities 
and transit connections 
have the potential to 
manage climate change 
risks.  

• Additional road capacity 
(and pavement area) 
increases potential 
associated risks with 
climate change. 

• Creates redundancy in 
the road network (i.e. 
provides alternative to 
Lakeshore Road bridge) 

• Additional active 
transportation facilities 
and transit connections 
have the potential to 
manage climate change 
risks.  

• Additional road capacity 
(and pavement area) 
increases potential 
associated risks with 
climate change. 

• Creates redundancy in 
the road network (i.e. 
provides alternative to 
Lakeshore Road bridge) 

Evaluation 
      

OVERALL 
EVALUATION       

RECOMMENDATIONS 

• NOT RECOMMENDED 
This alternative is not 
sustainable to support 
future population.  Peak 
hour congestion issues 
are not addressed, and 
increasec congestion 
poses a threat to air 
quality. 

RECOMMENDED 
Based on the high level 
evaluation, introduction of a 
streetcar/express bus on 
the existing Lakeshore Rd 
bridge is the most preferred 
alternative due to the 
limited impacts on cultural 
heritage, archaeology, and 
the natural environment. 
Introducing higher order 
transit on the existing 
bridge eliminates the cost of 
constructing a new 
crossing, while also 
promoting network 
connectivity for all modes 
and transit use.   

• NOT RECOMMENDED 
• This alternative presents 

minimal improvement to 
multi-modal network 
connectivity. Permanent 
property impacts to 
residential areas would 
also result from the 
implementation of this 
alternative.  

• Carry Forward to be 
considered at a later 
time as part of a 
separate feasibility 
study. 

• This alternative would 
impact properties 
including the Port Credit 
Arena parking lot and 
Royal Canadian Legion 
Branch 82 building. 

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative is 
incompatible with City 
Planning Policy and 
potentially impacts 
community programming in 
Port Credit Memorial Park, 
tourist destinations, 
Mississauga Canoe Club, 
and Don Rowing Club of 
Mississauga.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative is not 
compatible with City 
Planning Policy and 
disrupts existing spaces for 
place making.  
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Table 5-30 High-Level Evaluation of Alternative Active Transportation Only Crossing Locations 

Criteria N.   BAU – Do Nothing 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 5. North of Existing 
Lakeshore Bridge 

6. Inspiration Port 
Credit Bridge 

SE
R

VI
N

G
 P

EO
PL

E 

Choice 

• Pedestrian and cyclist 
network connectivity remains 
the same.  

• Limited 
pedestrian and 
cyclist 
connections to 
points of 
interest. 
Additional 
connections to 
residential 
areas. 

• Identified in 
the Cycling 
Master Plan 
2010 as a 
potential 
crossing 
location.  

 

• Promotes a 
more direct 
access to Port 
Credit GO 
Station for 
pedestrians 
and cyclists 

• Improves 
east-west 
pedestrian 
and cyclist 
connectivity.  

 

• Promotes 
more direct 
access for 
pedestrians 
and cyclists to 
community 
facilities 
including the 
Port Credit 
Arena, Don 
Rowing Club, 
and 
Mississauga 
Canoe Club.  

 

• Promotes more 
direct access 
for pedestrians 
and cyclists to 
community 
facilities 
including Port 
Credit 
Memorial Park 
and Port Credit 
Library.  

• Opportunity for 
High Street to 
be continuous 
between 
Hurontario 
Street and Pine 
Avenue with 
future 
redevelopment. 

• Limited 
improvement to 
walking and cycling 
connections as the 
existing bridge 
already supports 
active 
transportation.  

• Provides more 
direct access 
for 
pedestrians 
and cyclists to 
community 
facilities 
including JJ 
Plaus Park, 
JC Saddington 
Park, and St. 
Lawrence 
Park. 

• Limited 
opportunity for 
improved 
connectivity 
north of 
Lakeshore 
Road. 

 

Experience 

• Vehicles continue to 
experience peak hour 
congestion.  

• No change to pedestrian and 
cyclist level of service.  

• Safety remains the same for 
pedestrians and cyclists.  

• Vehicles 
continue to 
experience 
peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements. 

• Improved 
facilities for 
active 
transportation 
and potential 
for increased 
safety with 
separation 
from vehicles 

• Vehicles 
continue to 
experience 
peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements. 

• Improved 
facilities for 
active 
transportation 
and potential 
for increased 
safety with 
separation 
from vehicles 

• Vehicles 
continue to 
experience 
peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements. 

• Improved 
facilities for 
active 
transportation 
and potential 
for increased 
safety with 
separation 
from vehicles 

• Vehicles 
continue to 
experience 
peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements. 

• Improved 
facilities for 
active 
transportation 
and potential 
for increased 
safety with 
separation from 
vehicles 

• Vehicles continue to 
experience peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements. 

• Improved facilities 
for active 
transportation and 
potential for 
increased safety 
with separation from 
vehicles 

• Vehicles 
continue to 
experience 
peak hour 
congestion. 

• No transit 
improvements.  

• Improved 
facilities for 
active 
transportation 
and potential 
for increased 
safety with 
separation 
from vehicles 

Social Equity 

• Service to areas of social 
need remains the same.  

• Equity in mobility by gender, 
income, family status, and 
age class remains the same 

• No difference 
among 
alternatives 

• No difference 
among 
alternatives 

• No difference among 
alternatives 

• No difference 
among 
alternatives 

• No difference 
among alternatives 

• No difference among 
alternatives 

Evaluation 
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Criteria N.   BAU – Do Nothing 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 5. North of Existing 
Lakeshore Bridge 

6. Inspiration Port 
Credit Bridge 

ST
R
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G

TH
EN
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ES

 

Public Health and 
the Environment 

• Potential for poor air quality 
due to increased congestion.  

• No impact to 
cultural/heritage/archaeological 
features. 

• No impacts on the natural 
environment 
 

• Opportunity for 
slight 
improvement to 
air quality due 
to potential 
increase in 
walking and 
cycling. No 
significant 
change to 
traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Marshes 
Wetland 
Complex, ANSI 
(Life Science), 
and Credit 
River CVC 
Regulated 
lands. 

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscape. 

• Potential 
impact on two 
archeological 
sites. 

• Potential 
impacts to 
aquatic habitat 
due to 
construction of 
the crossing 

 

• Opportunity for 
slight 
improvement to 
air quality due 
to potential 
increase in 
walking and 
cycling. No 
significant 
change to 
traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
(CVC 
Regulated) 
lands. 

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscape. 

• Low to no 
archeological 
impact. 

• Potential 
impacts to 
aquatic habitat 
due to 
construction of 
the crossing 

 

 

• Opportunity for 
slight 
improvement to 
air quality due 
to potential 
increase in 
walking and 
cycling. No 
significant 
change to 
traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
(CVC 
Regulated) 
lands. 

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscape, 
Port Credit 
Arena, Port 
Credit 
Memorial Park, 
and Canoe 
Club. 

• Low to no 
archeological 
impact. 

• Potential 
impacts to 
aquatic habitat 
due to 
construction of 
the crossing 
 

• Opportunity for 
slight 
improvement to 
air quality due 
to potential 
increase in 
walking and 
cycling. No 
significant 
change to traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
(CVC 
Regulated) 
lands 

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscape, and 
Port Credit 
Memorial Park 

• Low to no 
archeological 
impact 

• Potential 
impacts to 
aquatic habitat 
due to 
construction of 
the crossing 

• Opportunity for slight 
improvement to air 
quality due to 
potential increase in 
walking and cycling. 
No significant 
change to traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to Credit 
River (CVC 
Regulated) lands. 

• Impacts to Credit 
River Cultural 
Heritage Landscape, 
and Port Credit 
Lighthouse. 
However, pump 
house at the base of 
the lighthouse is 
planned to be 
decommissioned 
which may open up 
an opportunity for 
mitigating/minimizing 
impacts at this 
location. 

• Potential impact on 
one archeological 
site 

• Potential impacts to 
aquatic habitat due 
to construction of the 
crossing 

• Opportunity for 
slight 
improvement to 
air quality due 
to potential 
increase in 
walking and 
cycling. No 
significant 
change to 
traffic 
congestion  

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
(CVC 
Regulated) 
lands. 

• Impacts to 
Credit River 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Landscape. 

• Potential 
impact on one 
archeological 
site 

•  Potential 
impacts to 
aquatic habitat 
due to 
construction of 
the crossing 
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Criteria N.   BAU – Do Nothing 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 5. North of Existing 
Lakeshore Bridge 

6. Inspiration Port 
Credit Bridge 

Healthy 
Neighbourhoods 

• No impacts on existing stable 
neighbourhoods.  

• No temporary or permanent 
property impacts. 

• No change in access to 
community services and 
facilities. 

• Improves 
access to 
schools along 
Indian Road 
and Mineola 
Road. 

• Minimal 
impacts to 
surrounding 
properties.  
 

• Improves 
access to 
community 
facilities such 
as Port Credit 
Arena and 
Royal 
Canadian 
Legion Branch 
82 Building. 

• Minimal 
impact to 
parks and 
public spaces 
with some 
impact to 
natural areas. 

• Improves 
access to Port 
Credit GO 
Station for all 
users. 

 

• Improves 
access to 
community 
facilities such 
as Mississauga 
Canoe Club, 
and The Don 
Rowing Club of 
Mississauga. 

• Minimal impact 
to Port Credit 
Memorial Park 
(City owned) 
but overall 
improvement 
of access to 
parks and 
public spaces. 

• Minimal impact 
to surrounding 
properties.  

• Minimal impact 
to surrounding 
properties. 

• Impact to Port 
Credit Memorial 
Park (City 
owned) 

• Improves 
access to 
community 
facilities such as 
Port Credit 
Memorial Park, 
tourist 
destinations, 
and gathering 
spaces. 

• Minimal impact 
to surrounding 
properties.  
 

• Minimal impact to 
private property on 
north and south side 
of Lakeshore Road 
between Stavebank 
Road and 
Mississauga Road. 
 

• Minimal impact 
to surrounding 
properties. 
 

Shaping the City 

• No change in service to areas 
of existing and future 
population. 

• No strides towards TOD. 
• No change in service to areas 

of existing and future 
population. 

• No change in opportunities for 
place-making.  

• Incompatible with City 
Planning Policy. 

• Increased 
pedestrian and 
cyclist service 
to areas of 
existing and 
future 
population. 

• Encourages 
TOD in 
surrounding 
area. 

• Not an ideal 
location for 
place-making. 

• Existing 
residential 
homes pose a 
physical barrier 
to connectivity. 

• Compatible 
with City 
Planning 
Policy. 

• Increased 
pedestrian and 
cyclist service 
to areas of 
existing and 
future 
population. 

• Encourages 
TOD in 
surrounding 
area. 

• Opportunity to 
create spaces 
for place-
making. 

• Canadian 
Legion Branch 
82 Building 
may pose a 
physical barrier 
to connectivity. 

• Compatible 
with City 
Planning 
Policy. 

• Increased 
pedestrian and 
cyclist service 
to areas of 
existing and 
future 
population. 

• Encourages 
TOD in 
surrounding 
area. 

• Opportunity to 
create 
improved 
place-making 
spaces. 

• Compatible 
with City 
Planning 
Policy.  

• Increased 
pedestrian and 
cyclist service 
to areas of 
existing and 
future 
population. 

• Encourages 
TOD in 
surrounding 
area. 

• Opportunity to 
create 
improved place-
making spaces. 

• Compatible with 
City Planning 
Policy.  

• Increased 
pedestrian and 
cyclist service to 
areas of existing and 
future population, 
however currently 
serviced with 
Waterfront Trail 
connection 

• Encourages TOD in 
surrounding area. 

• Opportunity to 
improve place-
making spaces. 

• Compatible with City 
Planning Policy.  
 

• Increased 
pedestrian 
and cyclist 
service to 
areas of 
existing and 
future 
population. 

• Encourages 
TOD in 
surounding 
area. 

• Opportunity to 
improve place-
making 
spaces. 

• Compatible 
with City 
Planning 
Policy. 

 Evaluation 
       

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Transit, Right of Way and Credit River Crossing Alternatives 

 

Page 136 of 157 
 

Criteria N.   BAU – Do Nothing 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 5. North of Existing 
Lakeshore Bridge 

6. Inspiration Port 
Credit Bridge 

SU
PP

O
R

TI
N

G
 P

R
O

SP
ER

IT
Y 

Affordability 

• No construction costs  
 

• High 
engineering 
complexity 
and capital 
cost due to 
large bridge 
span required 
to cross Credit 
River.  

• High 
maintenance 
cost due to 
larger bridge 
span.  

• Potential for 
grade 
separation at 
Stavebank 
may impact 
feasibility of 
Queen St. 
Bridge due to 
grade 
difference 
between new 
crossing and 
proposed 
Stavebank 
Road grade 
separation. 

• Potential for 
lower capital 
cost due to 
shorter span 
of bridge 
required to 
cross Credit 
River 

• Low 
engineering 
complexity 
and capital 
cost due to 
shorter bridge 
span required 
to cross Credit 
River.  

• Lower 
maintenance 
cost due to 
shorter bridge 
span.  

• Low 
engineering 
complexity and 
capital cost 
due to shorter 
bridge span 
required to 
cross Credit 
River.  

• Lower 
maintenance 
cost due to 
shorter bridge 
span. 

• Low engineering 
complexity and 
capital cost due to 
shorter bridge span 
required to cross 
Credit River.  

• Lower maintenance 
cost due to shorter 
bridge span. 

• High 
engineering 
complexity 
and capital 
cost due to 
large bridge 
span required 
to cross Credit 
River.  

• High 
maintenance 
cost due to 
larger bridge 
span. 

Support Growth 

• No change to existing land 
uses.  

• No change in service to areas 
of existing and future 
employment and development.  

• No impacts to businesses due 
to construction. 

• Impacts 
existing land 
uses. 

• Does not serve 
areas of 
existing and 
future 
employment 
and 
development. 

 

• Impacts 
existing land 
uses; however, 
provides 
greater 
connectivity to 
other land 
uses. 

• Opportunity to 
serves areas of 
existing and 
future 
employment 
and 
development. 

• Construction 
will impact local 
businesses. 

• Opportunity to 
bring higher 
pedestrian and 
cyclist traffic to 
locals 
businesses. 

• Impacts 
existing land 
uses. 

• Opportunity to 
serve areas of 
existing and 
future 
employment 
and 
development. 

• Construction 
will impact 
local 
businesses. 

• Opportunity to 
bring higher 
pedestrian and 
cyclist traffic to 
locals 
businesses. 

• Opportunity for 
minimal impacts 
to existing land 
uses. 

• Opportunity to 
serve areas of 
existing and 
future 
employment 
and 
development. 

• Opportunity to 
bring higher 
pedestrian and 
cyclist traffic to 
locals 
businesses. 

 

 

• Opportunity for 
minimal impacts to 
existing land uses. 

• Opportunity to serve 
areas of existing 
and future 
employment and 
development. 

• Construction will 
impact local 
businesses. 

• Opportunity to bring 
higher pedestrian 
and cyclist traffic to 
local businesses. 

• Opportunity for 
minimal 
impacts to 
existing land 
uses. 

• Opportunity to 
serve areas of 
existing and 
future 
employment 
and 
development. 

• Opportunity for 
minimal 
construction 
impact on local 
businesses. 

 

Resiliency 

• No assigned climate change 
risk mitigation strategy.  

• No change in ability to 
accommodate unexpected 
disruption. 

• Additional 
active 
transportation 
facilities have 
the potential to 
manage 
climate 
change risks.  

• Additional 
active 
transportation 
facilities have 
the potential to 
manage climate 
change risks.  

• Additional 
active 
transportation 
facilities have 
the potential to 
manage 
climate 
change risks.  

• Additional 
active 
transportation 
facilities have 
the potential to 
manage 
climate change 
risks.  

• Additional active 
transportation 
facilities have the 
potential to manage 
climate change 
risks. 

• Additional 
active 
transportation 
facilities have 
the potential to 
manage 
climate 
change risks. 
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Criteria N.   BAU – Do Nothing 1. Mineola Road 2. Queen Street 3. Park Street 4. High Street 5. North of Existing 
Lakeshore Bridge 

6. Inspiration Port 
Credit Bridge 

Evaluation 
       

 
OVERALL 
EVALUATION 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative presents no improvement to 
the pedestrian and cyclist level of service.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

There are limited 
connections to places of 
interest at this location. 
Additionally, this is not an 
ideal location for place 
making. 

RECOMMENDED 

Based on the high level 
evaluation, the 
implementation of a non-
vehicular crossing extending 
from Queen St is the most 
preferred alternative due to 
the opportunities for 
connectivity, including 
access to Port Credit GO 
Station.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative poses 
impacts to existing land 
uses.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative potentially 
impacts Port Credit Memorial 
Park.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative results in limited 
improvement to pedestrian and 
cyclist connections.  

NOT RECOMMENDED 

This alternative provides 
limited opportunity for 
connections south of 
Lakeshore Road.  
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5.3.3 Identification of Preferred Crossing Locations 
Five multi-modal crossing alternatives were identified in addition to the Do Nothing alternative. A high 
level evaluation of the crossing locations was carried out and opportunities to improve network 
connectivity and impacts on property, the natural environment, cultural heritage, archaeology, and 
the social environment were considered. From the high level assessment, introducing a streetcar on 
the existing Lakeshore Road bridge (Alternative S) was deemed to be the most preferred multi-modal 
alternative as it had the fewest impacts overall while addressing many of the needs for the corridor. 
Although not recommended as the preferred alternative in this report, the Queen Street Extension 
(Option 2) could be carried forward for future study at a later time as development occurs east and 
west of the Credit River. The high level assessment of AT only crossings resulted in the identification 
of a new crossing at Queen Street as the most preferred as this option is the most suited to meet the 
transportation objectives identified for this assignment. Summaries of the evaluations for the 
alternative multi-modal and active transportation crossing locations are provided in Table 5-31 and 
Table 5-32. 

Table 5-31 Summary Evaluation of Alternative Multi-Modal Crossing Locations 

Criteria 
N S 1 2 3 4 

BAU - Do 
Nothing 

Streetcar on 
Existing Bridge 

Mineola Road 
Extension 

Queen Street 
Extension 

Park Street 
Extension 

High Street 
Extension 

SERVING PEOPLE 
      

STRENGTHENING 
PLACES       
SUPPORTING 
PROSPERITY 

      
OVERALL 
EVALUATION 

      
 
Table 5-32 Summary of Evaluation of Alternative Active Transportation Crossing Locations 

Criteria 
N 1 2 3 4 5 6 

BAU - Do 
Nothing 

Mineola Road 
Extension 

Queen Street 
Extension 

Park Street 
Extension 

High Street 
Extension 

New Bridge on 
north side of 

Existing 
Lakeshore Rd 

Bridge 

 
Inspiration 
Port Credit 

Bridge 

SERVING PEOPLE 
       

STRENGTHENING 
PLACES        
SUPPORTING 
PROSPERITY 

       
OVERALL 
EVALUATION 

       

5.3.4 Public and Stakeholder Input  
There was strong public interest surrounding the Credit River crossing. Public input was sought 
throughout the Study and helped confirm the recommendations. 
At Public Open House (POH) 1, the public provided input on the need for a new Credit River 
crossing in the Port Credit area. Feedback indicated that there was interest in considering an 
additional crossing; however, the type and location were varied. 
At POH2, the Project Team presented the two types of crossings (multi-modal and active 
transportation only) as well as the locations for each. Draft evaluation criteria were presented and 
an assessment of the benefits and impacts for each option were given. The public was able to 
comment on the criteria and give their preference for a crossing type and location.  
The following evaluation categories were presented to the public at POH2: 

• Transportation service; 
• Property requirements; 
• Cultural heritage and archaeology; 
• Socio-economic environment; and, 
• Natural environment. 

Following POH2, the Project Team revised the categorization of the draft evaluation criteria 
presented to the public in order to align them with the categories of draft evaluation criteria being 
used to evaluate the transit and right-of-way alternatives (i.e. serving people, and strengthening 
places, supporting prosperity). It should be noted that while the categorization is different the criteria 
remained unchanged 
At POH3, the evaluation of the alternative crossings and the recommended preferred alternatives 
were presented to the public. The public was able to comment on the recommendations and 
following POH3, the recommendations were confirmed. 
Frequently noted general themes were compiled and are listed below in Table 5-33. Additional 
comments received are documented in Appendix A.4.  
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Table 5-33 General Themes and Key Messages Heard (Credit River Crossing Alternatives) 

General Themes Frequently Noted  Key Messages Heard 

Traffic congestion is worsening and 
operational improvements and new 
connections are needed. For 
example, ban left turns at Stavebank 
Road, eliminate jog at Clarkson 
Road, additional crossing(s) of the 
Credit River, and signal timing 
coordination 
 

• There should be no left turns on Lakeshore 
unless the left turn lane is available at all 
times. 

• Ban left hand turns at Stavebank. 
• Eliminate the jog at Clarkson Road. 
• Layby parking for buses is essential as it 

slows other traffic and backs it up.  
• Coordinate traffic lights for smoother 

movement. 
• Develop a plan for an additional crossing of 

the Credit River to relieve congestion. 
• Implement operational improvement 

including signal timing. 
• Along some parts of the corridor, drivers 

speed up between congested areas.  Plan 
for traffic calming measures in areas along 
the Lakeshore Corridor where speeding is 
dangerous e.g. reducing speed limit, 
adding more speed information devices 
and zero tolerance enforcement. 

Network approach is needed to 
address traffic congestion along the 
Corridor. New connections across 
the Credit River north of the study 
area should be considered as well as 
improvements to the QEW 

• Any improvements to QEW crossing of 
Credit River will have major improvement 
in reducing overflow traffic southbound at 
Mississauga Road and Lakeshore, when 
QEW east is blocked.  Currently traffic 
issues require motorists to drop down to 
Lakeshore to cross the Credit River.  Keep 
this traffic out of Port Credit and provide a 
better crossing.   

• Desire for improved pedestrian connection 
to and along the Waterfront and across the 
Credit River. 

• Replace the Lakeshore Bridge with a 
single, pedestrian and cycling and transit 
bridge, plus the rail and river mouth 
pedestrian crossings. 
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6 Corridor Design 
This section documents the preferred conceptual design for the Study Corridor. 

 Project Description 
The preferred transit alternative includes an interim solution Alternative 2B – Lakeshore Express 
Bus/BRT which plans to build ridership for the ultimate preferred solution Alternative 3B – 
Waterfront LRT Extension (streetcar configuration). The interim solution has a relatively lower 
construction complexity and is planned to service the corridor’s transportation needs to 2041. The 
ultimate solution is required to address transportation needs beyond the 2041 horizon year. 

The conceptual corridor design was prepared to address the interim solution Alternative 2B – 
Lakeshore Express Bus/BRT for the Study Corridor. It addresses the multi-modal vision while 
accommodating long term transportation needs.  

The key components that informed the conceptual corridor design are: 

• Reconfiguration / re-allocation of existing vehicular travel way to promote and prioritize multi-
modal travel including goods movement; 

• Provision of continuous, dedicated and separated facilities to support pedestrians and 
cyclists in the form of sidewalks and one-directional cycling facilities in each boulevard; 

• Additional amenities and facilities to support local curbside transit and express transit 
service;  

• Dedicated median transitway and stations to support future higher order transit in Segment 
7 (Lakeview Employment Area); and 

• Lay-by parking (Segments 2A, 2B, 4, 5A and 5C) 
• Streetscaping and landscaping opportunities. 

The conceptual design roll plan drawings are provided in Appendix G. The following sections detail 
the conceptual corridor design. 

 Design Criteria 
The design criteria for the Royal Windsor Drive / Lakeshore Road study corridor is provided in 
Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1: Design Criteria 

Design 
Parameter 

Design Standards Proposed Standards Source (TAC, 
MTO GDSM) 

Design Speed  60km/h  
Posted Speed  50km/h  
Designated 
Official Plan 
R.O.W width 

35m (Segments 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 
2D, 3) 
26m (Segments 4, 5A, 5B, 5C) 
30m (Segment 6) 
44.5m (Segment 7) 

35m (Segments 1, 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 3) 
26m (Segments 4, 5A, 5B, 5C) 
30m (Segment 6) 
44.5m (Segment 7) 

City of Mississauga 
Official Plan 2018 

Design Vehicle WB-20 WB-20 
MSU 

TAC Chapter 2. 
Section 2.4.5 

Min. Stopping 
Sight Distance 
(m)  

85m  
 

85m TAC Chapter 2. 
Table 2.5.2 

Minimum Radius 
(m)  

1290m (normal crown) 
220m (reverse crown) 
130m (4% Super Elevation) 

The alignment accommodates a radius larger 
than 1700m (normal crown). Only exception is 
the transition between Segments 6 and 7, with a 
minimum radius of 600m (reverse crown)  

TAC Chapter 3. 
Table 3.2.4 

Median Width  1.5m (min) 1.5m (min) TAC Chapter 9. 
Section 9.15.9.10 

Lane Widths (m) Curb Lane:  3 -3.7m 
Through Lane:  3-3.7m 
Continuous Centre Turn 
Lane:3.5m (min) 
Auxiliary Turn Lane: 3.25m min 
Rapidway Lane: 3.5 - 3.6m 
 

Curb Lane:  3.50m  
Through Lane: 
• 3.00m (Segments 4 and 5) 
• 3.35m (Segments 1,2,3,6,7) 
Continuous Centre Turn Lane: 3.5m 
Auxiliary Turn Lane: 3.3m 
Rapidway Lane: 3.50m 

TAC Chapter 4. 
Table 4.2.3 
TAC Chapter 4. 
Section 4.3.3.5 
TAC Chapter 8. 
Section 8.6.2 

Parking Lane 
Width (m) 

2.4m 2.4m (Segments 4, 5A and 5C) 
2.6m (Segments 2B,2C) 

TAC Chapter 4. 
Section 4.3.2.4 

Cycling Facility 
Off-Street (m) 

2.0m (1.8m min) 1.5m  (Segments 4, 5A and 5C) 
2.0m (Segments 1,2,3,5B, 6,7) 
 

OTM Book 18. Table 
4.7 

Minimum 
Boulevard Width 
(m) 

2 -3 m (1.5m min) Varies TAC Chapter 4. 
Figure 4.6.1 

Min. Tangent 
Length (m) 

45m from centreline for 
Intersection Approaches 

Varies Mississauga 
Standard No. 
2211.010 

Auxiliary Lane 
Length (m) 

80m minimum (right/left turn 
taper) 
80m minimum (right/left turn 
parallel)  
 
 
15:1 – 36:1 taper ratio  
 
 
Parallel length based on 
number of vehicles 
approaching the intersection 
(15m min) 
 

45m minimum (right/left turn) measured from 
stop bar 
15:1 Minimum Taper Rate 
15m minimum storage 
30m deceleration length 
 

Mississauga 
Standard 2211.210 
 
TAC Chapter 9. 
Table 9.17.1 
 
TAC Chapter 9. 
Section 9.17.4.3  
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Design 
Parameter 

Design Standards Proposed Standards Source (TAC, 
MTO GDSM) 

Curb radii 8m for residential-residential 
intersections 
12 m for residential/collector 
intersections 
15m for arterial/arterial 
intersections 
 

Use vehicle turning path according to 
intersection type. 

 

Intersection Type Design Vehicle  
Trucks Allowed          WB-20 
No trucks allowed     MSU 
Bus Route                   I-BUS 
 
5.5m (min) 

Mississauga 
Standard No. 
2211.160, 2211.170, 
2211.200 

Intersection 
Approach Angle 

70-90 degrees 
 
 
 
70-110 degrees 

As per existing Mississauga 
Standard 2211.010 
 
TAC Chapter 9. 
Section 9.7.2 

Design Standard References: 
• City of Mississauga Standards (http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/business/roadways 

accessed 2018) 
• TAC Geometric Design Guidelines (June 2017) 

 Road Geometry 
The horizontal alignment for the conceptual design is generally consistent with the existing 
centreline of Royal Windsor Drive / Lakeshore Road, with the exception: 

• Southerly alignment shift at the intersection of Southdown Rd to minimize impact to bridge 
over Sheridan Creek 

• Southerly alignment along segment 2C, from Clarkson Rd South to Meadow Wood Rd, to 
accommodate parking lane on north side. 

• Southerly alignment shift at the intersection of Lorne Park Rd to minimize property impacts 
on north east corner. 

• Northerly alignment shift at the intersection of Mississauga Rd (Existing westbound right turn 
lane at Mississauga Rd to be removed. Proposed road alignment can be shifted to the 
north) 

• Northerly alignment shift along segment 6 , from Seneca Ave to West Ave, to center the 
road within the ROW 

• Southerly alignment shift along Segment 7, from East Ave to Deta Rd, to accommodate 
rapid way and stations. Impact to north side of Lakeshore Rd minimized. 

The horizontal alignment accommodates the required minimum roadway curvature radius of 1700 
m based on a 60 km/h design speed expecting the transition between Segments 6 and 7 where the 
radius is 600 m as a reverse crown was required in that area. 

Improvements to the vertical alignment were not reviewed as part of this study. As such the 
proposed vertical alignment is assumed to follow the existing road profile. 

 Typical Cross-Sections 
The typical cross-sections for Royal Windsor Drive / Lakeshore Road were identified by corridor 
segment and are presented in Section 5.2.12.  

For Segments 1 through 6, the typical cross-section generally consists of: 

• Four general purpose lanes, two in each direction (3.0m and 3.35m inner lane widths and 
3.5m outer lane width); 

• 2.4m to 2.6m lay-by parking areas (for Segments 2B, 2C, 4, 5A and 5C); 
• 1.5m minimum or 2.0m one-directional cycling facility, one in each direction ; 
• 1.8m minimum to 2.1m sidewalk, one in each boulevard; 
• Planting strips in one or both boulevards; and 
• Utility buffers. 

For Segment 7, the typical cross-section generally consists of the following to accommodate the 
median rapidway: 

• Four general purpose lanes, two in each direction (3.35m inner lane width and 3.5m outer 
lane width);  

• Two 3.5m dedicated rapidway lanes, one in each direction; 
• 4.0m width rapid way station platform; 
• 2.0m one-directional cycling facilities, one in each direction;  
• 2.1m sidewalk, one in each boulevard; 
• Planting strips in each boulevard; and 
• Utility buffers. 

Grading impacts will be reviewed in subsequent design stages. Grading will be contained within the 
proposed right-of-way where feasible. In areas where grading extends beyond the proposed right-
of-way, grading easements or property acquisition may be required. 

 Cycling and Pedestrian Facilities  
The conceptual corridor design incorporates sidewalks and one-directional off-road cycling facilities 
in each boulevard along the Study Corridor, from Winston Churchill Boulevard terminating east of 
Dixie Road. Both boulevards provide a continuous sidewalk that will be integrated with public space 
adjacent to commercial properties. The minimum sidewalk width varies amongst the segments, 
from 1.8m in Segments 4, 5A, 5C and 6, to 1.9m in Segment 2C, to 2.0m in Segment 2B, and finally 
to 2.1m in Segments 1, 2A, 2D, 3 and 7.  

The design of the cycling facility is based on Ontario Traffic Manual (2014) OTM Book 18 – Cycling 
Facilities, which provides guidance on the design of safe active transportation facilities and 
intersection treatments. The cycling facility will be a raised cycle track and have a 2.0m width along 
the corridor, with the exception of in Segments 4, 5A, and 5C where it will have a minimum 1.5m 
width. In Segments 2B, 2C, 4, 5A and 5C where lay-by parking is proposed, additional buffer of 
0.5m to 1.0m adjacent to the cycling facility is allocated to accommodate opening/closing of car 
doors. The selection of material type and treatment for the cycling facility will be reviewed and 
confirmed during subsequent design stages. 

Bike boxes are provided at select signalized intersections to accommodate left turning cyclists for 
eastbound-to-northbound and westbound-to-southbound movements. The bike boxes are to be 
designed in accordance with the OTM Book 18 Figure 4.66 – an example of a context specific two-
stage queue box within a boulevard (Pg. 97) and are proposed at the following intersections: 

• Winston Churchill Boulevard and Royal Windsor Drive; 
• Walden Circle and Lakeshore Road; 
• Silver Birch Trail and Lakeshore Road; 
• Lorne Park Road and Lakeshore Road; and  
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• Shawnmarr Road and Lakeshore Road. 
These context specific two-stage queue boxes within the boulevard do not require right turns on red 
from the cross street to be restricted. 

As requested by MiWay the need for mid-block pedestrian crossings at these locations are subject 
to future study:  

• East of Winston Churchill Boulevard; 
• Porcupine Avenue / Festavon Crescent; 
• Ibar Way; 
• Between Orchard Road and Fergus Avenue; and 
• East of Dixie Road at the eastern study limits. 

To provide a separated crossing of Lakeshore Road in the vicinity of the Lakeshore Road and Front 
Street area, the City of Mississauga has proposed a pedestrian crossing under the Lakeshore Road 
Bridge on the west side of the Credit River (currently included in the plans to redevelop Marina Park 
and the west side of Port Credit Memorial Park) and is subject to the approval of CVC. This 
connection will act as an alternative to implementing a signalized intersection at the intersection of 
Lakeshore Road and Front Street as the John Street intersection is less than 100 m to the west and 
a pedestrian crossing under the existing bridge would create a logical connection to the existing trail 
system. 

Public and stakeholder consultation indicated support for continuous, dedicated and separated 
active transportation facilities in the conceptual corridor design. 

6.5.1 Improved Pedestrian Connections 
To promote transit usage on the express bus and adjacent rapid transit lines, it is recommended 
that the pedestrian connections on the fine grain street networks in major development areas be 
designed to enhance the pedestrian experience to create safe, interesting, and direct walking links 
to express bus stops. The following specific recommendations are made for consideration in future 
phases of the project: 

• Widening of the sidewalk on Hurontario St (west side) between Lakeshore Road and Park 
St (i.e. future HuLRT station) to accommodate future pedestrian demand from transferring 
passengers from Lakeshore Road express bus to HuLRT. 

• Improved walking and cycling connections on Ann St and Helene St for pedestrians and 
cyclists on Lakeshore Road to access the Port Credit GO Station. 

 Transit Facilities and Amenities 
The conceptual design protects for local curbside transit facilities, express bus service and a 
median dedicated transitway to support the express bus service.  

Local curbside transit facilities are proposed throughout the corridor from Winston Church 
Boulevard to east of Dixie Road. The design of the transit facilities are to adhere to the City’s 
Standard Drawings Manual for the Transportation and Works Department, specifically Bus Stop 
Nearside Standard 2260.10, Bus Stop Farside 2260.020 and Accessible Bus Stop (Sidewalk in 
front of Bus Shelter) Standard 2250.040. As per MiWay’s requirements a 15m clearance with 
concrete passenger landing pad is also incorporated in the conceptual corridor design to 
accommodate safe access for passengers exiting the rear doors of 40ft and 60ft transit vehicles. 

This hard surface passenger landing pad is proposed to connect to the sidewalk and no street trees 
and/or street furniture are permitted within the15 metre clearance.  

The proposed express transit stops are identified as near side locations where feasible with the 
exception of the stops within the median transitway where stops are located on the far side of 
intersections. Far side stops at each express stop location are desired to accommodate potential 
future transit priority improvements, such as Transit Signal Priority, and should be protected for in 
future design phases.  

Express stops were identified using the following general principles: 

• Place stops at existing or planned signalized intersections 
• Place stops to support Transit Oriented Development (TOD) 
• Maximize transit service coverage with the goal of serving the corridor using a 400m (~5 

minute) walk to a transit stop 
• Minimize transit travel time 

The preferred stop locations were selected to strike the balance between good access and high transit 
route speed. Surrounding existing and future land use was also considered to determine appropriate 
stop locations (i.e. supporting mixed use developments, intensification areas, and transit supportive 
land uses).  

Future transit activity areas include the following locations: 

• 70 Mississauga Road (support major development and intensification area) 
• Mississauga Road (connection to Route 14) 
• Hurontario Street (connection to HuLRT and Port Credit GO Station, support intensification 

within the Port Credit Mobility Hub) 
• Shaw Drive (existing and planned retail) 
• Cawthra Avenue (connection to Route 8) 
• Lakefront Promenade and Haig Boulevard (support major development intensification area) 
• Dixie Road (connection to Route 5) 

Express bus stops are identified at the following intersections with Lakehsore Road: 

• 70 Mississauga Road (at the intersection with Credit Landing Plaza); 
• Mississauga Road; 
• Stavebank Road; 
• Hurontario Street /St Lawrence Drive; 
• Cumberland Drive; 
• Shaw Drive; 
• Cawthra Road; 
• Lakefront Promenade/Alexandra Ave (median express bus stop within dedicated 

transitway); 
• Haig Blvd  (median express bus stop within dedicated transitway); 
• Dixie Rd (median express bus stop within dedicated transitway); and, 
• Long Branch GO Station (outside the Study Corridor) 

Future express bus stops are illustrated in Exhibit 6-2. 
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A median transitway is proposed in Segment 7, initiating west of East Avenue and terminating east 
of Dixie Road. In addition to the curbside transit stops within this segment, median transitway stops 
are proposed as far side stops at the Lakeshore Road intersections with: 

• Lakefront Promenade/Alexandra Avenue;  
• Haig Boulevard; and 
• Dixie Road. 

The median transitway platform design is consistent with the design proposed for the Dundas 
Connects Study and protects for: 

• 4.0m stop width, which accommodates a 3.0m wide pedestrian platform with 0.5m parapet 
wall/railing and 0.5m painted buffer to adjacent traffic lane. The 4.0m stop width will mirror 
the opposing 3.5m left-turn lane and 0.5m buffer; and 

• 70m stop length, which accommodates a 5m pedestrian ramp, 45m stop to accommodate 
two articulated buses (21m each), and 20m mountable median for EMS and service 
vehicles. 

Although the locations of transit stops and shelters are identified on the conceptual corridor design, 
they are subject to change. Additional property may also be required to accommodate transit 
shelters which will be confirmed during detailed design. 

6.6.1 70 Mississauga Road Transit Hub 
A new transit hub is proposed for the development at 70 Mississauga Road (Exhibit 6-1) to anchor 
the express bus running between Long Branch GO station and the site. The new transit hub will 
help achieve the transit usage objectives for the site and facilitate the movement of people between 
the west side of the Credit River and the east side via transit. Until the completion of the transit hub 
on the 70 Mississauga Road development site, MiWay may choose to run the express bus between 
Clarkson and Long Branch GO Stations. 

 
Exhibit 6-1 Proposed transit hub at 70 Mississauga Road 
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Exhibit 6-2 Existing and Future Stop Locations and 400 m Walkshed (~5 min walk) 
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 Traffic Operations 
A multi-modal micro simulation model (i.e. VISSIM) was also used to analyze key segments of the 
Study Corridor regarding travel time and intersection delay as a result of the implementation of 
median transit lanes and projected population and employment growth. The results of the analysis 
are provided in Appendix H which documents the analysis of preferred alternative, benefits of the 
median transit lanes, and Transit Signal Priority (TSP) implementation. 

The key recommendations for the preferred alternative were as follows: 

• Median transit lanes and TSP will benefit the express bus; 
• Only green extension TSP should be applied at Mississauga Road; 
• The eastbound left (EBL) should not be truncated at Cawthra Road and Dixie Road; 
• Refinements to signal timing plans, such as adjusting pedestrian clearance times where 

intersections are widened for median transit lanes or changing the base signal timing plan to 
maximize the 10 s extend/early green TSP should be considered in future phases of the 
project. 

Through this micro simulation analysis of future traffic conditions to confirm the preferred alternative 
it was found that the implementation of the transitway has minimal impact on traffic. Priority 
measures proposed at the intersections of Lakeshore Road and Ogden Avenue and Lakeshore 
Road and Lagoon Street may have some undesirable impacts to the cross streets; however, these 
can be refined and assessed in future stages of design. 

 Intersection Design, Traffic Signals and Illumination 
Intersections have been designed in accordance with Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities 
(AODA) standards and to facilitate the movement of all road users, including pedestrians and 
cyclists. Pedestrians will cross signalized and unsignalized intersections via a crosswalk and east-
west cyclists via a crossride. In addition the following elements are incorporated into the conceptual 
corridor design: 

• Exclusive right turn lanes are not proposed along the corridor to minimize pedestrian 
crossing distances, with the exception of at the following locations: 

o Segment 1 
 Conversion of the existing channelized right-turn lane on the westbound approach at 

Winston Churchill Boulevard and Royal Windsor Drive intersection to an exclusive 
westbound right-turn lane.  

 Eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes at Clarkson Yard GO Access Road / Private 
Retail Access Road / Royal Windsor Drive. 

 Removal of the existing right-turn channelized lanes on all four approaches at the 
Southdown Road and Lakeshore Road intersection. The intersection is proposed to 
accommodate exclusive eastbound and west-bound right-turn lanes.  

o Segment 2   
 Westbound right-turn lane east of Southdown Road / Lakeshore Road intersection to 

access development. 
o Segment 3 
 Eastbound and westbound right-turn lanes at Tennyson Avenue / Lorne Park Road / 

Lakeshore Road intersection.  
• Dual left-turn lanes are not proposed to minimize pedestrian crossing distances. 
• One-side crosswalk for north-south crossings is proposed at the following locations to 

accommodate high volume of left turn vehicles: 

o Segment 1: 
 Avonhead Road and Royal Windsor Drive; 

o Segment 2D: 
 Johnson’s Lane and Lakeshore Road; 

o Segment 6:  
 Beechwood Avenue / Future Development Access Road and Lakeshore Road; and 
 Cawthra Road and Lakeshore Road. 

• Bike boxes provided at the following signalized intersections to assist with left-turning 
cyclists to facilitate eastbound-to-northbound and westbound-to-southbound movements:  

o Segment 1  
 Winston Churchill Boulevard and Royal Windsor Drive; 

o Segment 2  
 Walden Circle and Lakeshore Road; 

o Segment 3  
 Silver Birch Trail and Lakeshore Road; 
 Lorne Park Road and Lakeshore Road; and  
 Shawnmarr Road and Lakeshore Road. 

• Transition for transit vehicles into and out of the dedicated median rapidway west of East 
Avenue and east of Dixie Road. 

• The existing traffic signals within the study corridor are proposed to be maintained. No new 
signalized intersections have been identified beyond those in approved site plans as 
illustrated on the conceptual corridor design. 

• Recommend both eastbound and westbound left turn restrictions during the AM and PM 
peak periods at the intersection of Lakeshore Road and Stavebank Road, subject to 
analysis and engagement of the Ward Councillor, including the Stavebank community. 

• Illumination along the study corridor will consider the roadway profile, the urban cross-
section, and active transportation requirements. Details will be based on City’s illumination 
standards and will be reviewed during detailed design, at which time the type and location of 
poles and luminaires will be confirmed. 

• Intersection curb radii were design in a context sensitive way to minimize crossing distances 
for pedestrians; however, the following intersections had larger curb radii to accommodate 
bus turning movements and/or truck traffic: 

o Ann St (bus) 
o Avonhead Rd (truck) 
o Cawthra Rd (bus and truck) 
o Dixie Road (bus and truck) 
o Elizabeth St (bus) 
o Front St (bus) 
o Hurontario St (bus and truck) 
o Hydro Rd (truck) 
o Inverhouse Dr (bus) 
o Lakefront Prom (truck) 
o Mississauga Rd (bus) 
o Southdown Rd (bus and truck) 
o Winston Churchill Blvd (bus and truck) 

• Transit signal priority is proposed at all signalized intersections along the express bus route. 

 Access Management 
The following describes the access management resulting from the conceptual corridor design: 

• Vehicles are permitted to access adjacent developments through a centre left-turn lane 
(Segments 1, 2A and 6). 
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• Existing access is maintained into the condo development on the northeast side of 
Southdown Road and Lakeshore Road intersection through provision of an exclusive right-
turn lane (Segment 2A). 

• A raised median is proposed between Walden Circle and Clarkson Road South (Segments 
2A and 2B) and between Maple Avenue North/Maple Avenue South and Pine Avenue North 
(Segment 4). Where the raised median restricts full access to individual properties, only 
right-in-right-out access is accommodated.  

• As per the recommendations of the Clarkson Village Study, lay-by parking was identified for 
the north and south side of Lakeshore Road between approximately 100 m east of the CN 
rail overpass and Meadow Wood Road. To accommodate the lay-by parking, driveway 
consolidation was also recommended as development occurs. 

• For future developments along the Study Corridor, the proposed access locations are shown 
on the conceptual design drawings. Access is provided at the following proposed side roads: 

o 1575 Lakeshore Road West 
o 501 Lakeshore Road East 
o 70 Mississauga Road (accesses onto Lakeshore Road) 

• With the introduction of the median transitway (Segment 7), locations where there is existing 
full-moves access will be restricted to right-turn-in-right-turn-out access only. At the median 
transitway station platforms, a 20 m mountable median is provided for EMS and service 
vehicles.  

• U-turns are permitted at signalized intersections. 
Property owners will be notified of temporary impacts to driveway access prior to construction and 
in advance of work related to their access. 

 Goods Movement 
Four general purpose travel lanes have been provided throughout the Study Corridor to maintain 
existing capacity for vehicles, including trucks. Channelized right turn lanes at Southdown Road and 
Royal Windsor Drive have been eliminated to minimize pedestrian crossing distances. 

Intersection curb radii were design in a context sensitive way to minimize crossing distances for 
pedestrians; however, the following intersections had larger curb radii to accommodate bus turning 
movements and/or truck traffic: 

• Ann St (bus) 
• Avonhead Rd (truck) 
• Cawthra Rd (bus and truck) 
• Dixie Road (bus and truck) 
• Elizabeth St (bus) 
• Front St (bus) 
• Hurontario St (bus and truck) 
• Hydro Rd (truck) 
• Inverhouse Dr (bus) 
• Lakefront Prom (truck) 
• Mississauga Rd (bus) 
• Southdown Rd (bus and truck) 
• Winston Churchill Blvd (bus and truck) 

 Parking Strategy 
Lay-by parking bays are provided in Segments 2A, 2B, 4, 5A and 5C. Through discussions with the 
City of Mississauga the following parking recommendations were made: 

• A cross-section for Segment 5 between Stavebank Road and Hurontario Street with no 
layby parking was recommended. The rationale for removing layby parking in this section is 
to support place-making objectives, prioritize active transportation and because publicly 
shared off-street parking alternatives exist in the area, including: Municipal Lots, Port Credit 
GO Station, and private lots.  However, it is recognized that existing studies and modeling 
show that these parking facilities will be fully utilized in the study time horizon of 2041 due to 
the intensification coming on-stream in Port Credit and as a result, the need for additional 
public, shared parking facilities will be exacerbated. 

• A recommended cross-section for Segment 4 (Godfrey’s Lane to Mississauga Road) and 
Segment 5 between Hurontario Street and Seneca Avenue and between Mississauga Road 
and Front Street maintained some layby parking. The rationale for maintaining some layby 
parking in this section is to provide parking for businesses where fewer alternative offsite 
lots exist and since there are fewer demands in the cross-section from a place-making and 
cultural programming perspective. 

Based on the configuration from the conceptual corridor design the following summarizes the 
provision of layby parking along the Study Corridor: 

• 57 lay-by parking spaces in Segments 4 and 5 (loss of 201spaces from existing condition) 
• 32 lay-by parking spaces in Segment 2 (no loss in spaces from existing condition) 

In total 89 layby parking spaces are to be provided along the Study Corridor, this represents an 
overall net loss of 169 layby parking spaces, and a loss in revenue to the City of Mississauga.  

 Streetscaping 
A context sensitive and thoughtful streetscape is integral to promote high quality urban design, 
serve as community entrances and encourage the development of pedestrian-friendly and transit-
oriented neighbourhoods. Opportunities for streetscaping are identified on the conceptual corridor 
design and may include elements such as plantings in boulevards, street lighting, street furnishings, 
and public art.   

Lakeshore Road traverses a number of unique communities along its length, and the streetscape 
associated with the preferred sections will reflect each unique condition. 

The preferred cross-sections for Segments 1, 2 (A & D), 3 and 7 have a wider right-of-way and 
large setbacks to commercial and residential buildings.  In these segments, the streetscape is more 
transitional, characterized by little at-grade frontage adjacent to the right-of-way but with wide 
boulevards that can accommodate pedestrian and cycling amenities, site furnishings and generous 
street tree planting. 

6.12.1 Furnishing Zones, Pavements and Street furniture 
In order to provide continuous, unimpeded sidewalks and bike lanes, furnishing zones are proposed 
to accommodate street lighting, transit shelters, site furnishings, street trees and utilities. These 
furnishing zones also serve as buffers between cycling infrastructure and the pedestrian clearway 
to one side and the roadway to the other. 
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In the segments with more urban cross-sections, furnishing zones should be paved to better 
support higher pedestrian activity. These areas should have high-quality, durable paving materials 
such as stone or concrete unit pavers that provide an accessible walking surface, yet still provide a 
visual buffer between the sidewalk and bike lanes. 

Street furnishings, including benches, planters, waste receptacles and other amenities should be 
constructed of durable and high-quality materials, and placed along the length of the corridor, with 
increased concentrations in the segments with more urban cross-sections, where pedestrian 
volumes are greater, and people are more likely to congregate. 

Street lighting should be a unifying element along the entire length of the Lakeshore Road corridor.  
Light poles should be simple, clean-lined vertical tapered poles, at regular intervals along the road, 
with energy-efficient LED fixtures.  Pedestrian-scale lighting should be provided at a consistent 
height in the more urban segments including the Clarkson, Port Credit and Lakeview communities 
and where increased light levels are required for pedestrian safety.   

6.12.2 Street Trees 
Street trees are proposed on both sides of the corridor, and along the entire length of Lakeshore 
Road. Trees on Lakeshore Road should be large, high branching species that are suited for urban 
conditions, hardy, drought and salt-tolerant, selected from the City of Mississauga list of 
recommended street trees.  Trees should be planted in groupings of no more than 6 trees of a 
single species in a row to minimize the spread of disease and pests, planted a minimum of 8 metres 
apart to ensure long-term canopy development. 

In the urban cross-sections through Clarkson, Port Credit and Lakeview in particular, trees will be 
planted in paved furnishing zones, with the potential for below-grade soil cells to ensure the 
provision of adequate volumes of uncompacted soil. In the more transitional cross-sections, there is 
ample space to plant trees in in sodded boulevards and achieve the minimum recommended 30m3 
of soil volume per tree, or a minimum of 20m3 if planted in shared tree planting trenches. In 
situations where the proposed tree planting zone is less than 2 metres wide, soil cells may still be 
required to extend under the bike lane or sidewalk to provide an acceptable soil volume for the 
street trees. 

6.12.3  Safety and Accessibility 
The streetscape for Lakeshore Road should be designed according to current best practices for 
accessibility and in compliance with the city of Mississauga’s Facility Accessibility Design Standards 
and the accessibility for Ontarians with disabilities Act (AODA).  

The preferred cross sections for Lakshore Road ensure safe, separated and continuous facilities for 
pedestrians and cyclists along the entire length of the corridor.  The streetscape should also 
contribute to safety and accessibility of the street through lighting, sufficient seating and rest areas, 
intuitive wayfinding and barrier-free access in every segment along the corridor.  

The preferred cross-sections for Segments 2 (B &C), 4, 5 (A, B, C) and 6 have a narrower right-of-
way with little or no setbacks for commercial, retail and residential frontages. In these segments, the 
streetscape has a more urban character, with shorter distances between crossings, higher volumes 
of pedestrian activity and active ground-level commercial and retail frontages on Lakeshore road. 

6.12.4  Public Art 
The City’s Public Art Master Plan has identified the Study Corridor as a possible location for 
permanent or temporary public art. The inclusion of public art as part of the streetscape elements 
will enhance the community's character, create a memorable pedestrian experience and create a 
strong sense of place for residents and visitors alike. Considerations for public art should be made 
which specifically reference the historical aspects of the Study Corridor through contemporary 
contextualization and interpretation. Public art should be site specific, connecting to the location of 
the proposed artwork and drawing on natural and living heritage, culture and the local environment. 

 Property Requirements 
The proposed improvements attempt to minimize property requirements as the majority of the 
improvements are able to be accommodated within the existing municipally owned right-of-way 
(ROW). Where improvements cannot be accommodated within the municipally owned ROW, the 
City of Mississauga will seek to complete the Official Plan ROW through development applications, 
when applicable. Property acquisition has been identified at select locations along the corridor as 
shown on the corridor design plans as follows: 

• Segment 2:  
o East of Clarkson Road South (south side) 
o West of Walden Circle at Sheridan Creek (north side)  

• Segment 4: East of Benson Avenue (north side) 
• Segment 5A: Front Street to Stavebank Road North (north side) 
• Segment 5B: Ann Street and Hurontario Street (north side) 
• Segment 6:  

o West of Shaw Drive (north side) 
o Cawthra Road to east of West Avenue (north side) 

• Segment 7:  
o East of Fergus Avenue (south side) 
o Hydro Road to Haig Boulevard (south side) 

The location of transit stops and shelters as identified on the conceptual design are subject to 
change. Additional property may be required to accommodate transit shelters as well as future far 
side stops at express stop locations to accommodate transit priority improvements. 

Property requirements will be reviewed and confirmed during subsequent design stages. 

 Flood Mitigation 
A future EA study will be required to confirm and advance the preferred flood mitigation strategy, 
either as part of a future EA for transportation improvements on Royal Windsor Drive / Lakeshore 
Road, or as a separate EA study. The EA study will summarize existing technical evaluations of 
flooding locations, and provide additional evaluations of flood mitigation alternatives in terms of 
expected reductions in flood damages; opportunities for reclassification of hazard land; 
opportunities to provide naturalization enhancements to the stream corridor; and opportunities for 
other social, cultural, and environmental benefits. The EA study would include detailed cost 
estimates, identify the extent of any property acquisition if required, and provide sufficient functional 
design details to allow the preferred alternative to proceed to detailed design. 
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As part of future EA studies, any watercourse crossing impacted by proposed infrastructure or the 
transit solution is to be assessed to confirm and review regulatory flows, hydraulics and hydrology, 
and impacts. This is to be completed for relevant bridges, culverts and storm sewers. 

Within intensification areas, it will be imperative that the natural corridor widths and dimensions be 
established early in the planning process to ensure property requirements to establish the flood 
remediation measures needed for intensification are acquired and so that sizing of the crossings 
and integration with the plans for the public realm are clear and tangible alternatives in the final EA 
process. 

In support of the above, there should be provision for sufficient property to provide treatment for 
stormwater through incorporation of Low Impact Development (LID) measures and utilities. 
Coordination between EA’s for the watercourse crossings should ensure no increases to flood risk 
and that the crossings are consistent with recommendations developed through the flood mitigation 
study.  At the crossing locations NHS connectivity and pedestrian access should continue to be 
provided for as needed. 

 Structural Design 
Within the Royal Windsor Drive / Lakeshore Road corridor there are eight (8) structures that may be 
impacted by future planned improvements. Potential structural modifications required to meet the 
planned improvements along the study corridor are summarized in Table 6-2 which will need to be 
reviewed and confirmed during future EA and detailed design phases. Two (2) watercourses cross 
Lakeshore Road in trunk storm sewers, specifically, Lornewood Creek and Turtle Creek. Condition 
assessment reports were not available for these structures at the time of writing; therefore, should 
be reviewed again during future phases of the project.                 

Table 6-2: Structural Improvements 
Structure  Existing Structure 

Dimensions 
Structural 
Condition 

Structural 
Modification Required 

Segment 2A 
Lakeshore over Sheridan Creek  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 16.5 m  
W=32.3 m 
TW = 22.5 m 
Clearance = 2.8 m 

Good Rehabilitate 

Segment 2A 
CNR over Lakeshore  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 28.08 m 
Clearance = 4.3 m 
(substandard) 

Fair Lower roadway or raise 
bridge to meet 
clearance requirement. 
Rehabilitate structure 

Segment 3 
Lakeshore over Tecumseh Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 150 m  
Span =2.4 m 
TW = 15.7 m 
Clearance 1 m 

Excellent None 
 

Segment 5A 
Lakeshore over Credit River 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 56 m  
W= 19.3 m 
TW = 14.3 m 
Clearance = 4.5 m 

Fair Widen and rehabilitate 

Segment 6 
Lakeshore over Cooksville Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 27.3 m  
W=23.1 m 
TW = 17 m 
Clearance = 3 m 

Good Retain and widen 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Serson Creek  
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

1 Span = 10 m 
Length = 30.2 m 
TW = 24.1 m 
Clearance 1.1 m 

Excellent Retain and widen 

Structure  Existing Structure 
Dimensions 

Structural 
Condition 

Structural 
Modification Required 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Applewood Creek 

L=22 m 
Span = 3.05 m,      
H = 1.25 m 
TW = 15.0 m 
 

Excellent Retain and widen 

Segment 7 
Lakeshore over Etobicoke Creek 
(Not considered a heritage structure) 

L = 48.8m  
W=23 m 
TW = 18.58 m 
Clearance = 5 m 

Very good Widen 

To facilitate planned future improvements to the Study Corridor there are major infrastructure 
elements that will pose significant challenges during design and construction and require major 
expenditures. These are identified as follows: 

• CN Rail over Lakeshore Road – The Single Span Steel Through Plate Girder Bridge 
currently does not have adequate clearance and is posted with a height restriction of 4.3 m. 
To meet current standards there are three options available, raise the bridge, lower the road 
or do both. Rail service will have to be maintained at all times during construction. 
Consultation will be required with CN Rail. 

• Lakeshore Road over the Credit River – The three span continuous slab on steel I girder 
bridge built in 1960 will have to be rehabilitated and widened to accommodate the proposed 
improvements. In-water works will be required to extend the existing piers. Consultation will 
the Credit Valley Conservation and Transport Canada – NPP, MECP and other 
environmental agencies is required. 

 Utilities 
Coordination with the utilities stakeholders will be required during detailed design to confirm the 
existing utility location and alignment, which may result in design adjustments and/or 
changes/relocation due to the roadway improvement. Formal definition of impacts on utilities will be 
determined during detailed design, in consultation with individual utility companies. 

Hydro poles are located primarily on the north side of the study corridor while light standards line 
the both sides. Based on the conceptual corridor design, it is anticipated that several hydro pole 
relocations will be required and a common utility trench would be required to consolidate 
underground utilities between Mississauga Road and Seneca Avenue. 

6.16.1 Hydro One 
The affected transmission corridor may have provisions for future lines or already contain 
secondary land uses (i.e. pipelines, water mains, parking, etc). Therefore, appropriate lead-time in 
in future project schedules should be considered in the event that the proposed development 
impacts Hydro One infrastructure to the extent that it would require modifications to their 
infrastructure. 

The following were also requested to be included as considerations in future phases of design: 

• That developments should not reduce line clearances or limit access to facilities at any time 
in the Study Area. Any construction activities must maintain the electrical clearance from the 
transmission line conductors as specified in the Ontario Health and Safety Act for the 
respective line voltage.  
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• The integrity of the structure foundations must be maintained at all times, with no 
disturbance of the earth around the poles, guy wires and tower footings. There must not be 
any grading, excavating, filling or other civil work close to the structures. 

6.16.2 Rogers  

• Roger’s standard offset in Mississauga is: 1.75m P/L on Regional roads and 2.3m P/L on 
City roads. Clearances of 0.3 m vertically and 0.6m horizontally must be maintained. 

6.16.3 Enbridge 

• Enbridge Gas Distribution provided their “Third Party Requirements in the Vicinity of Natural 
Gas facilitates” document. The document should be reviewed during future phases of design 
to ensure that work is undertaken in accordance with Enbridge’s requirements. 
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7 Implementation and Future Commitments 
 Implementation and Phasing 

Implementation of improvements is dependent on administrative prioritization. Depending on 
available funding and municipal priorities, the timing for this project to proceed with environmental 
assessment approvals, detailed design and construction may vary.  

The implementation strategy of the interim recommendation and ultimate recommendation follows a 
phased approach. For all phases of implementation the existing local service (Route 23) will be 
maintained to complement express bus service between Clarkson GO Station and Long Branch GO 
Station, via Port Credit GO Station. Changes to transit service concepts are at the discretion of 
MiWay. 

7.1.1 Phase 1 Transit Service Improvements (Short to Medium Term) 
Phase 1 of the implementation strategy makes transit service improvements along the Study 
Corridor between 2019 and 2025 with minimal infrastructure requirements. Phase 1 will be realized 
in three sub-phases as follows: 

A. Increase local bus service by doubling the peak frequency of the local bus 
B. Upgrade local bus service from 40 ft to 60 ft buses to increase capacity 
C. Introduce express bus service layered on top of the local bus service  

Once Phase 1 is fully implemented, the express bus will operate in mixed traffic and provide an 
express route from 70 Mississauga Road to Long Branch GO Station while maintaining local transit 
service. As a quick win, the express bus will be a higher capacity limited stop service with higher 
service frequency than the current conventional bus service. New transit stop infrastructure (i.e. bus 
shelters) would be required to implement this phase; however, no new major transportation 
infrastructure would be required (i.e. road widening or re-construction). Transit implementation in 
Phase 1C is illustrated in Exhibit 7-1. 

 
Exhibit 7-1 Phase 1C Implementation 

7.1.2 Phase 2 Multi-Modal Road Work and Further Transit Improvements 
Phase 2 of the implementation strategy builds on Phase 1 and includes multi-modal road work 
improvements and further transit service improvements. Phase 2 will be realized in two sub-phases 
as follows: 

A. Multi-modal road work (Shawnmarr Road to the Etobicoke Creek) and more frequent 
express bus service (70 Mississauga Road to Long Branch GO Station) to be 
implemented between 2025 and 2030. This phase involves constructing exclusive 
median transit lanes between East Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek. This should be 
completed with the development of the Lakeview Village development site to support 
transit oriented development and facilitate direct, fast, and reliable transit trips to and 
from the site to the Long Branch GO station and future regional express rail (RER) 
service on the Lakeshore West GO Line. In addition to the exclusive transit lanes, 
multi-modal road work improvements (as shown in the preferred corridor design for 
Segments 4 to 7) between Shawnmarr Road and East Avenue are also implemented 
during this phase. Transit signal priority at intersections along the route can also be 
implemented to provide travel time reliability in the mixed traffic section. 

B. Multi-modal road work (Winston Churchill Boulevard to Shawnmarr Road) to be 
implemented following the completion of Phase 2A between 2031 and 2041. This 
phase includes multi-modal road work improvements (as shown in the preferred 
corridor design for Segments 1-3) between Winston Churchill Boulevard and 
Shawnmarr Road. 

Transit implementation in Phase 2B is illustrated in Exhibit 7-2. 

 
Exhibit 7-2 Phase 2B Implementation 

7.1.3 Phase 3 Long Term Protection for Extension of TTC Streetcar from Long Branch GO 
to 70 Mississauga Road 
Phase 3 (i.e. the final phase of implementation and ultimate transit configuration) involves the 
conversion of the express bus based transit service to an extension of the Toronto streetcar service 
operating in mixed traffic between Mississauga Road and East Avenue, and in exclusive lanes 
between East Avenue and the Etobicoke Creek to Long Branch GO Station. 
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In the fullness of time (i.e. beyond 2041), the Study Corridor has been designed such that the 
extension of the TTC streetcar into Mississauga from the Long Branch GO Station is protected for, 
subject to discussions with the City of Toronto. The extension of the TTC streetcar will allow for 
seamless transit travel between Toronto and Mississauga by eliminating a forced transfer and 
additional fare at the border. Transit implementation in Phase 3 is illustrated in Exhibit 7-3. 

 
Exhibit 7-3 Phase 3 Implementation 

 Preliminary Capital Cost Estimate 
The preliminary capital cost estimate was developed based on the Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 
parametric estimating guide and included costs for roadway construction (widening, rehabilitation, 
and reconstruction), transitway platforms, and major structure improvements including structural 
culverts (widening, rehabilitation, and reconstruction). Roadway construction costs included 
grading, drainage, urban sections, paving, granular materials, pavement markings, traffic control 
devices, roadside safety and minor utility relocation. Landscaping cost included enhanced 
landscaping features such as the soil cell system. The preliminary capital cost estimates did not 
include property costs or operating and maintenance costs. The preliminary capital cost estimate 
was prepared for the complete improvements to the Study Corridor as described in Section 6. The 
estimated capital cost of the improvements (full implementation of Phase 2) is approximately $154 – 
251 million.  

The proposed improvements are not expected to be completed at once and a phased 
implementation is proposed. The capital cost estimates for each phase are presented below. A 
capital cost for Phase 3 (i.e. extension of the Streetcar) has not been presented as it is beyond the 
study horizon and not within the scope of this Study. 

Phase Description Timeline 

Additional 
Person 

Capacity  
(Peak hour in 

peak direction) 

Approximate 
Capital Costs 

Additional 
Annual 

Operating 
Cost 

Phase 1 (Short to Medium Term 
Transit Service Improvement) 

2019 to 
2025 Transit Capacity     

A Increase Local Bus Service   100 $2.4M $1.6M 

B Improve Local Bus Service 
and upgrade to 60 ft buses   280 $3.6M $0 

C Introduction of Express Bus 
Service   300 $4.8M $3.5M 

  Total   680 $10.8M $5.1M 
Phase 2 (Medium to Long Term 
Multi-modal Road Work)   Multi-Modal 

Capacity     

A 

Multi-Modal Road Work and 
Frequent Express Bus 
Service (Shawnmarr Road to 
Etobicoke Creek) 

2025 to 
2030 3,200-4,700 $94M - $151M 

TBD 

B 
Multi-Modal Road Work  
(Winston Churchill Blvd to 
Shanmarr Rd) 

2031 to 
2041 2,000-3,000 $60M - $100M 

  Total     $154 - 251M   

Phase 3 Post 
2041 To be explored in future years / studies 

 

8.1



 City of Mississauga | DRAFT Lakeshore Connecting Communities Final Report 
Implementation and Future Commitments 

 

Page 152 of 157 
 

More details on the preliminary capital cost estimate are provided in Appendix I. These preliminary 
capital cost estimates are to be reviewed and confirmed during subsequent studies and design. 

 Agency and Stakeholder Feedback 
Key comments and requirements from agencies are outlined in the following sections. Details and 
correspondence is maintained in City of Mississauga’s project files. These comments are included 
as future commitments in Section 7.5.   

7.3.1 City of Toronto and Toronto Transit Commission (TTC) 
The City of Toronto and TTC participated throughout the Study and provided input and feedback as 
required. Early on in the Study, the City of Mississauga and City of Toronto worked together to have 
common assumptions (land use and network) for future transportation and traffic analysis and 
transit forecasting.  

The City of Toronto’s Waterfront Transit Reset Study (Phase 2) recommendations (i.e. Streetcars in 
mixed traffic from Park Lawn to Long Branch by 2041 with potential for dedicated lanes in the 
future) influenced the recommendations for the Lakeshore Road Corridor in Mississauga as an 
extension of the streetcar would not be feasible pre-2041 and therefore the interim express bus was 
recommended. 

The City of Toronto noted that they are agreeable to discussing an extension of the TTC streetcar 
into Mississauga in the future. 

The City of Toronto also noted that to accommodate their transit vehicles, a platform dimension of 
2.4 m by 30 m is required. The conceptual design for the Study Corridor is 4 m by 70 m. 

7.3.2 Conservation Authorities (CVC and TRCA) 
Credit Valley Conservation Authority (CVC) and Toronto and Region Conservation Authority 
(TRCA) were consulted. Any proposed works west of Cherriebell Road are within the jurisdiction of 
CVC and any proposed works east of Cherriebell Road are within the jurisdiction of TRCA.  

7.3.2.1 CVC COMMENTS 
Following the final TAC meeting, CVC staff had the following comments: 

• The proposed ROW sections will likely result in increases to impervious cover throughout 
the study corridor. As part of the study objective to preserve the natural environment, 
beyond any minimum requirements for stormwater management, during the redesign of the 
Lakeshore Road corridor CVC encourages the City to find concrete opportunities to 
implement LID technologies into any future proposed stormwater management solutions. 
CVC encourages the City to provide direction for future phases of the projects during the 
master plan process. 

• Restoration/enhancement – With the conceptual nature of the design at this stage it is not 
clear how much impacts will result around the watercourse crossings and natural areas 
adjacent to the Lakeshore Road corridor.  The future phases of this project will need to 
assess these features and properly evaluate any impacts.  CVC’s target will be to ensure 
any plan will result in an enhancement to the exiting features.  CVC will provide reference 
material during the future phases of this project. 

• A study of the need for crossing improvements and to address any natural hazard and 
natural heritage features will need to be undertaken during the future phases of this project 

for the following crossings. CVC noted that it is working on updating hydrology and hydraulic 
models along with the City of Mississauga to update floodplain maps of Lake Ontario 
Tributaries, which should be completed by the end of 2018. Approval from CVC in the form 
of a permit will be required for works at these locations: 

o Applewood Creek 
o Avonhead Creek  
o Birchwood Creek 
o Cooksville Creek 
o Credit River  
o Lornewood Creek 
o Moore Creek, 
o Serson Creek 
o Sheridan Creek  
o Tecumseh Creek  
o Turtle Creek  

7.3.2.2 TRCA COMMENTS 
Following the final TAC meeting, TRCA staff had the following comments: 

• For minor widening to accommodate bike lanes, the requirements in accordance with the 
TRCA Stormwater Management Criteria (August 2012) document may apply, which may 
include the implementation of Low Impact Development (LID) and green infrastructure 
measures. 

• Suggested that a “green streets” approach be adopted to not only enrich the experience of 
users through the integration of streetscaping elements such as street trees and 
landscaping, but to also integrate and extend the urban terrestrial ecosystem into the road 
network. Native street trees and plantings serve to augment the urban canopy which 
reduces the heat island effect, and provide habitat and linkages for terrestrial species, such 
as songbirds, into the Natural Heritage System (NHS). A “green streets” approach can also 
incorporate LID measures into road design to reduce surface run-off and improve water 
quality by increasing infiltration and evapotranspiration. 

• Noted that the proposed cycling network should include links to existing and proposed trails 
on TRCA property on the south side of Lakeshore Road East, as well as into adjoining 
municipalities (City of Toronto) to ensure a fully connected cycling network. Furthermore, the 
cycling network should include connections from Lakeshore Road East into the future Jim 
Tovey Lakeview Conservation Area. 

• Noted that plans for the Study are to be coordinated with the Lakeview Waterfront 
Connection Project.  

• Please ensure that TRCA staff are consulted during the future study to determine the need 
for a pedestrian crossing across Lakeshore Road East just north of TRCA property located 
at 1352 Lakeshore Road East. 

7.3.3 Infrastructure Ontario (IO) 
Infrastructure Ontario identified that their property parcel (i.e. the Hydro One Transmission Corridor) 
is adjacent to the Study Corridor. Property has not been identified through this Study; however, 
should the land be required, that the Ministry of Infrastructure (MOI) be consulted so that the 
process for land acquisition can be provided. 
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7.3.4 Metrolinx 
Metrolinx participated throughout the Study and provided input and feedback as required. Following 
the final TAC meeting, Metrolinx staff had the following comments: 

• Provide a straightforward connection between the Lakeshore Road cycling facility and the 
multi-use path on the east side of Southdown Road as identified in Metrolinx’ GO Rail 
Station Access Plan. It was also noted that intersection designs should provide cyclists the 
ability to connect to GO stations via cross rides, left turn boxes and adjoining facilities. 

• Consider the connection/transfer between bus riders on Lakeshore Road and the future 
Hurontario LRT as well as compatibility with the future multi-use path on Hurontario Street. 

7.3.5 Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry (MNRF) 
MNRF was consulted throughout the Study. MNRF noted that their involvement in this Study would 
be limited and should any species at risk be identified during the study, MNRF should be contacted. 

7.3.6 Ministry of the Environment, Parks and Conservation (MECP) 
MECP was consulted throughout the Study. MECP provided direction on the notification 
requirements for the study, specifically, it was noted that the Notice of Commencement should 
indicate what approach to the Master Planning process the Study will follow. Following this 
direction, the Project Team revised future Study notifications to indicate that the master plan will 
become the basis for future investigations for specific Schedule B and C projects and will follow 
Approach 1 of the Municipal Engineers Association’s Municipal Class Environmental Assessment 
(Class EA) process. 

7.3.7 Ministry of Transportation (MTO) 
MTO participated throughout the Study and provided input and feedback as required. Following the 
second TAC meeting, MTO noted that preferred ultimate transit strategy along Lakeshore Road 
was streetcars in mixed traffic. MTO noted that this may add to congestion on Lakeshore Road and 
result in more vehicles accessing the Queen Elizabeth Way (QEW). MTO requested a Traffic 
Impact Study to review diversion rates of traffic to the QEW, impacts to the existing QEW 
interchanges, and identify the improvements to the interchanges necessary to accommodate the 
increased traffic. The Project Team noted that a Transportation Impact Study (TIS) would not be 
completed as part of this Master Plan Study; however, can be completed during the next phases of 
the project.  

7.3.8 Town of Oakville and Oakville Transit 
The Town of Oakville and Oakville Transit participated throughout the Study and provided input and 
feedback as required, with special interest on the segment of Royal Windsor Drive from Winston 
Churchill Boulevard to Clarkson GO Station. Oakville Transit reviewed the proposed bus stops 
along this segment and are in agreement with the proposed locations. 

7.3.9 Region of Peel 
The Region of Peel participated throughout the Study and provided input and feedback as required 
through TAC meetings. Region of Peel had no major comments on the Study recommendations; 

however, further consultation and coordination will be required during future phases of design for 
connections to north-south Regional roads and utilities. 

 City of Mississauga Internal Stakeholder Feedback 
The following comments are included as future commitments in Section 7.5.   

7.4.1 Heritage Advisory Committee 
A representative from the Heritage Advisory Committee participated throughout the Study and 
provided input and feedback as required through TAC meetings. The following comments/requests 
were made throughout the Study: 

• The project should support the City’s stated goal of achieving “net zero carbon” footprint 
• Incorporate a design strategy with the goal of creating future heritage (i.e. not limiting 

heritage to older home, landscapes, roads, and natural areas) 
• Consider a street tree strategy which incorporates trees as an attraction (i.e. Cherry trees or 

Maple trees) 
• Designated areas should be available for street art 

7.4.2 Accessibility Advisory Committee 
A representative from the Accessibility Advisory Committee participated throughout the Study and 
provided input and feedback as required through TAC meetings. The following comments/requests 
were made throughout the Study for going beyond the minimum standards and guidelines set out 
by Mississauga Facility Accessibility Design Standards, the Ontario Building Code (OBC) and 
AODA: 

• During construction ensure accessibility and ease of access is upheld 
• Provide accessible seating options and shading from trees (where possible) with wide 

sidewalks 
• Keep the sidewalks clear for walking 
• Bike racks/storage should be ample to discourage people from obstructing walking paths or 

seating areas by locking their bikes onto trees/poles or seating 
• Adequate lighting is extremely important 
• Wayfinding is important for people with varying disabilities 
• Colour contrast even in outdoor spaces is vital 
• Include clearly marked street crossings, tactile ground indicators, good lighting, 

unobstructed access to crossing button, and adequate length of time for crossing of a street 
for people with disabilities and older adults 

• Provide dog relieving sites/stations for people with service animals many times have a hard 
time finding relieving sites and drinking sites for their service animals 

7.4.3 MiWay 
MiWay was a key stakeholder throughout the Study and provided input and feedback through TAC 
meetings and individual meetings. Key comments from MiWay were: 

• To encourage transit use, and ensure enhanced customer amenities, shelters shall be 
protected for at all MiWay local stops along Lakeshore Blvd. Exact location of stops and 
shelters are subject to change. Property may be required to accommodate transit shelters. 
To be confirmed during detailed design. 
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• Require 15m clearance with concrete passenger landing pad to provide safe access for 
passengers existing from the back doors of a 40ft, and 60ft, bus. The passenger landing pad 
is to connect with proposed sidewalk/pedestrian linkage and be clear of all proposed trees 
and/or any other street furniture.  

• All proposed curbside express stops (i.e. not within the transitway section) should be placed 
at the near side location.  To provide for future transit priority improvements, such as transit 
signal priority, MiWay requested that far side stops be protected for at each curbside 
express stop location as well.  

• The Master Plan recommends a future transit hub as part of the development at 70 
Mississauga Road. If express service is to be anchored at this site, the planned transit 
hub/bus loop would need to be designed to provide sufficient operational space to allow 
buses to layover and loop around without being impeded from entering/exiting the facility. 
The bus loop/turnaround can be either comprised of roads or a dedicated bus loop.  

• MiWay requires this transit facility/turnaround to include: a minimum of a single in-service 
articulated bus bay and shelter, an additional articulated layover area, and as well 24/7 
access to operator facilities.  Please be advised that the bus bay, layover area, and operator 
facility should be in close proximity to each other to improve operational efficiency.  

• The location of this facility is critical as it cannot hinder traffic flow nor block 
driveways/access roads. As well, every effort must be made to ensure minimal impacts to 
residents as well as future business/commercial uses for the area (e.g., concerns regarding 
noise, fumes, traffic infiltration, etc.) 

• MiWay confirmed the proposed locations for all local and express stops. 
7.4.4 Parking 

City of Mississauga Municipal Parking was concerned with the loss of parking supply along the 
Study Corridor as they have identified through their Parking Master Plan that additional parking 
supply is required within the Study Corridor to meet future demand. Through consultation with the 
Parking Department, it was determined that the parking supply along Lakeshore Road between 
Mississauga Road and Seneca Avenue could be reduced to achieve the goals and objectives of 
this Study; however, however, the net loss in supply and lost revenue should be clearly 
communicated. 

 Future Commitments 
This section documents specific items to be reviewed and confirmed during future phases of the 
project (EA/TPAP, Detailed Design). Some of these commitments address specific concerns raised 
by stakeholders and review agencies during the TMP process. 

7.5.1 Property Requirements 

• Review opportunities to minimize or reduce property acquisition requirements due to the 
proposed improvements. 

• Property may be required to accommodate transit shelters as illustrated in the conceptual 
design. Exact property requirements to be confirmed during the next phase of the project. 

• Consult with property owner regarding property acquisition between Hydro Road and Haig 
Boulevard on south side of Lakeshore Road. 

7.5.2 Access Modifications/Redevelopment 

• Access modifications should be reviewed during the next phase of the project to ensure 
each property along the corridor maintains existing access unless consolidation of accesses 
is possible through redevelopment. 

• Development applications should be reviewed and proposed accesses should be confirmed 
and accommodated in the proposed design during the next phases of the project. 

• It is recommended that an access management strategy for Lakeshore Road be developed 
during subsequent phases of the Study to define the City’s policies for consolidating 
accesses such as through the development application process. 

7.5.3 Cultural/Heritage Resources 

• Complete a Stage 1 archaeological assessment to determine whether the potential exists for 
as-yet unidentified archaeological sites within potential development areas and to assess 
potential development impacts to any of the registered sites listed in this Study. 

• Complete a Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (CHAR) to identify and determine the 
impacts to any known or potential cultural heritage resources through potential development 
as required by the PPS 2014, and the City of Mississauga Official Plan, and as described in 
the City of Mississauga Heritage Impact Assessment Terms of Reference (2015). 

• Incorporate a design strategy with the goal of creating future heritage (i.e. not limiting 
heritage to older home, landscapes, roads, and natural areas) 

• Subsequent archaeological assessments are to be filed with the Ministry of Tourism, Culture 
and Sport (MTCS). 

7.5.4 Natural Environment 

• Find opportunities to implement LID technologies into any future proposed stormwater 
management solutions to fulfill study objective to preserve the natural environment, beyond 
any minimum requirements for stormwater management, during the redesign of the 
Lakeshore Road corridor. 

• The project should support the City’s stated goal of achieving “net zero carbon” footprint. 
• Consider a street tree strategy which incorporates trees as an attraction (i.e. Cherry trees or 

Maple trees). 
• A study of the need for crossing improvements and to address any natural hazard and 

natural heritage features will need to be undertaken during the future phases of this project 
for crossings identified by CVC as noted in Section 7.3.2.1. 
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• Address need for improvements at watercourse crossings and impacts to any natural hazard 
and/or natural heritage features in separate Environmental Assessment (EA) Study in the 
next phases of the project. 

7.5.5 Drainage and Stormwater Management 

• Confirm and advance the preferred flood mitigation strategy through a separate 
Environmental Assessment (EA) Study in the next phases of the project. 

• Summarize existing technical evaluations of flooding locations, and provide additional 
evaluations of flood mitigation alternatives in terms of expected reductions in flood 
damages; opportunities for reclassification of hazard land; opportunities to provide 
naturalization enhancements to the stream corridor; and opportunities for other social, 
cultural, and environmental benefits. 

• Assess and confirm if any watercourse crossing are impacted by proposed infrastructure or 
the transit solution and review regulatory flows, hydraulics and hydrology, and impacts. This 
is to be completed for relevant bridges, culverts and storm sewers. 

7.5.6 Structural Requirements 

• Review all structures along the Study Corridor to confirm the structural requirements for 
each structure. 

• The newly reconstructed Etobicoke Creek Bridge should be reviewed during future phases 
of design in coordination with the City of Toronto and TRCA to determine if the bridge can 
accommodate dedicated transit lanes should they be extended to the Port Credit GO Station 
in the future. 

7.5.7 Utilities 

• Confirm location and potential impact to aboveground and belowground utilities during next 
phases of the project. 

• Coordination amongst utility companies, the City of Mississauga, and Peel Region for a 
common utility zone throughout the Study Corridor. 

7.5.8 Streetscaping and Landscaping 

• Adopt a “green streets” approach with respect to streetscaping and tree planting to not only 
enrich the experience of users through the integration of streetscaping elements such as 
street trees and landscaping, but to also integrate and extend the urban terrestrial 
ecosystem into the road network. Streetscaping opportunities as identified in the conceptual 
design are to be confirmed. 

• Review opportunities to provide designated areas for street art during future design phases. 
• In order to establish an unencumbered tree planting zone along the Lakeshore Road 

corridor, consultation with the individual utility companies to locate and finance a common 
utility trench outside of the tree corridor is recommended prior to commencing detailed 
design. 

• The installation of any LID features within the Study Corridor will need to be coordinated 
with the street tree planting strategy. 

• Any planting, including street trees, will need to be tolerant of road salt and other urban 
conditions. Maintenance requirements will also need to be considered as part of the detailed 
design. 

• Provide a below grade soil trench (dimension to be determined through future phases of the 
Study) within Lakeshore to accommodate an amended boulevard treatment or a green 

infrastructure corridor (LIDS).  There is an opportunity to interchange street tree locations 
with shrubs or LIDs if street trees are not able to be installed in the proposed locations. 

• All utilities within the municipal boulevard are to accommodate the below grade street tree 
trench and above grade tree canopy clearances. 

• Tree locations to consider sight lines, daylight triangles, traffic light, transit and street light 
requirements. 

• Street furnishings are typically located within the 2 m wide street tree corridor. During future 
phases of the Study, explore opportunities to continue street furnishings in areas where 
street trees are not proposed. 

7.5.9 Cycling and Pedestrian Facilities 

• Implement a cross-ride and waiting area on the eastern crosswalk at the intersection of 
Lakeshore and Southdown Road. 

• Consider opportunities to include additional cross rides, left turn bike boxes, and general 
adjoining facility compatibility at intersections used by cyclists to connect to the GO Station. 

• The Credit River Crossing Multi-modal Alternative (Option 2: Queen Street Extension) is to 
be carried forward for future study at a later time as development occurs east and west of 
the Credit River. The recommendation for an active transportation crossing at this location 
should also be considered in parallel with the multi-modal crossing for coordination of a 
single bridge if deemed necessary by the future study. 

• City to investigate potential pedestrian crossing under the existing Lakeshore Road crossing 
on the west side of the Credit River adjacent to Front St. 

• Material type and treatment for separation of cycling facility from travel lanes and sidewalks 
to be confirmed. Active transportation treatment at intersections and across driveways to be 
confirmed during next phases of the project. 

• Consider widening of sidewalk on Hurontario St (west side) between Lakeshore Road and 
Park St (i.e. future HuLRT station) to accommodate future pedestrian demand from 
transferring passengers from Lakeshore Road express bus to HuLRT. 

• Consider improved walking and cycling connections on Ann St and Helene St for 
pedestrians and cyclists on Lakeshore Road to access the Port Credit GO Station. 

• The opportunity to increase the buffer area between parking, cycling lanes and sidewalk to 
be reviewed in subsequent phases of design. 

7.5.10 Transit 

• Location of local bus stops to be reviewed with MiWay during the next phases of the project 
as they are subject to change. 

• The feasibility of extending the dedicated transit lanes into Toronto (i.e. to Long Branch GO 
Station) should be reviewed in subsequent phases of design in coordination with the City of 
Toronto. 

7.5.11 Traffic 

• Consult with the Ward Councillor, including the Stavebank community regarding the 
recommendation for both eastbound and westbound left turn restrictions during the AM and 
PM peak periods at the intersection of Lakeshore Road and Stavebank Road. 

• Only green extension TSP should be applied at Mississauga Road; 
• The eastbound left (EBL) should not be truncated at Cawthra Road and Dixie Road; 
• Refinements to signal timing plans, such as adjusting pedestrian clearance times where 

intersections are widened for median transit lanes or changing the base signal timing plan to 
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maximize the 10 s extend/early green TSP should be considered in future phases of the 
project. 

• Transportation Impact Study (TIS) is to be completed during the next phases of the project 
to consider diversion of traffic from Lakeshore Road to the QEW. 

7.5.12 Additional Consultation and Coordination 

• Mississauga’s of the New Credit First Nation (MNCFN) requested a copy of all associated 
environmental and/or archaeological reports. Furthermore, MNCFN employs Field Liaison 
Representatives who must be on location whenever any fieldwork for environmental and/or 
archaeological assessments is undertaken. If additional work is scheduled, MNCFN should 
be notified as soon as possible to discuss and arrange for MNCFN’s participation. 

• Mohawks of the Bay of Quinte requested that Stage 1 Archaeological Study be forwarded to 
them when completed during future studies. 

• Consult with impacted utility stakeholders and property owners along the Study Corridor in 
the next phases of the project. 

7.5.13 Summary of Anticipated Permits and Approvals 

• CVC permit under Ontario Regulation Ontario Regulation 166/06 – Development, 
Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses 

• TRCA permit under Ontario Regulation 166/06 – Development, Interference with Wetlands 
and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses (should there be impact to their regulated 
areas) 

• MECP Environmental Compliance Approval (ECA) for stormwater management facilities and 
storm sewers. 

• Permission to Enter Agreements  
• Clearance for archaeology from the MTCS based on findings from subsequent 

archaeological assessments 
• Complete an HIA as required and obtain a Heritage Permit application for any development 

taking place within or adjacent to Port Credit Heritage Conservation District (HCD) 
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8 Next Steps 
This report documents the approach and recommendations from the Transportation Master Plan 
process per the Municipal Class EA process. It serves as the basis for, and will be used in support 
of, future investigations to fulfill Municipal Class EA requirements for the project recommendations 
identified from this Master Plan. 

The Final Lakeshore Connecting Communities Transportation Master Plan Report will be presented 
to City Council for endorsement and should its recommendations be endorsed, the project will 
progress to the next phase as follows: 

• Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for Royal Windsor Drive 
(from Winston Churchill Boulevard to Southdown Road) and for Lakeshore Road (from 
Southdown Road to the Etobicoke Creek). 

• Schedule ‘C’ Municipal Class Environmental Assessment (EA) for a new crossing of the 
Credit River linking the east and west side of the River south of the existing railway crossing 
generally to connect the Front St and Queen St right-of-ways. This TMP recommended an 
active transportation only crossing at this location; however, the EA should consider both an 
active transportation and vehicular crossing at this location. 
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Date: 2019/05/10 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D,  

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief 
Financial Officer  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Strategic Asset Management Policy 

 

Recommendation 
1. That the Corporate Report entitled “Strategic Asset Management Policy” dated May 10, 

2019, from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer be 

received. 

2. That the Strategic Asset Management Policy contained in Appendix 1 of this report be 

approved by Council. 

Report Highlights 
 The Province of Ontario introduced and enacted O. Reg. 588/17: Asset Management 

Planning for Municipal Infrastructure Regulation under the Infrastructure for Jobs and 

Prosperity Act (IJPA), S.O. 2015, c. 15. 

 The Regulation requires Ontario municipalities to prepare a Strategic Asset Management 
(AM) Policy and develop asset management plans for infrastructure over a phased 

schedule. 

 The first requirement in the regulation is for the City to prepare a strategic AM policy by 

July 1, 2019. 

 The AM Policy (Appendix 1) was developed collaboratively by the City’s asset 
management specialists (members of the AM Working Group), reviewed by Internal Audit 
to ensure compliance with regulations, endorsed by the AM Steering Committee and 
approved by the Leadership Team.  

 The asset management policy must be reviewed once every five years (at a minimum) in 

accordance with legislative requirements. 
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Background 
City of Mississauga owns over $9.2 billion in infrastructure assets (excluding land). City assets 

are essential to providing core services to our citizens and contribute to the quality of life 

enjoyed by residents in the City. Safe and maintained assets are critical to ensure services are 

delivered to our residents and businesses in a safe, reliable and efficient manner, in accordance 

with industry standards and legislative requirements. 

 

City Service Areas have been managing their assets well individually, and we have prepared 

AM Plans for buildings, storm water management, linear transportation and transit. The City, like 

most Canadian municipalities, is challenged with managing its assets. This includes addressing 

aging infrastructure through maintenance and replacement; addressing new and/or more 

stringent legislation requirements; and mitigating the effects of extreme weather events and 

other climate-change impacts. The City is developing a Strategic Asset Management Policy and 

then will be creating or updating asset management plans for all City assets. 

 

Provincial Direction on Asset Management to Municipalities  

In 2012, the Province published “Building Together: Guide for Municipal Asset Management 

Plans.”  In May 2017, the Province released a draft Municipal Asset Management Regulation to 

implement best practices throughout the municipal sector. The City of Mississauga participated 

in the provincial consultation; a report proposing changes to the legislation was adopted by 

Council on July 5, 2017 and comments were submitted to the Province. The regulations were 

amended based on feedback from various stakeholders, and the Province enacted the 

Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act (IJPA), 2015 and its accompanying O. Reg. 588/17 – 

Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure. The Regulation provides standard 

requirements for municipal asset management planning and supports asset resiliency and 

sustainability as part of developing future AM plans. This regulation came into force on January 

1, 2018. 

 

The Regulation requires Ontario municipalities to prepare an AM Policy and provide AM Plans 

based on the scheduled deadlines outlined in Table 1.  

 

Table 1: Regulation Timelines 

Implementation Date Requirements 

July 1, 2019 Strategic Asset Management (AM) Policy 

July 1, 2021 
AM Plans covering core infrastructure (roads, bridges, culverts 

and stormwater) 

July 1, 2023 AM Plans to include all infrastructure assets 

July 1, 2024 AM Plans to provide further details for all infrastructure assets 
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Comments 
A strong AM Policy is key to ensuring the City has sound asset management practices that 

Council and the community can have confidence in. Good asset management practices allow 

assets to perform at a level that is aimed at meeting the communities’ expectations in both the 

long term and the short term.  

 

An effective AM Policy clearly articulates a Council’s commitment to asset management and 

guides internal and external stakeholders in integrating and co-ordinating asset management 

activities to improve business processes. 

 

The provincial regulations lay out specific policy requirements to be included in the municipal 

AM Policy, including a process to ensure asset management planning is aligned with water and 

wastewater financial plans. The City’s AM Policy has identified a key objective to be working 

with internal and external partners to ensure our strategies are aligned. 

 

The City’s AM Policy (Appendix 1) was developed collaboratively by the City’s asset 

management specialists (members of the AM Working Group), reviewed by Internal Audit to 

ensure compliance with regulations, endorsed by the AM Steering Committee and approved by 

the Leadership Team. 

 

The scope of the AM Policy applies to all departments and employees of the City that have a 

direct and indirect connection with assets or asset systems in order to provide service to City 

stakeholders. 

 

In addition to meeting legislative compliance, the AM Policy presented today integrates industry 

best practices (e.g., ISO 55001 standards), encompassing all stages of the asset lifecycle 

including planning and design, acquisition, operations and maintenance, rehabilitation, renewal 

and disposal.  

 

The City is required to have the AM Policy available on its website to be in compliance with 

O. Reg. 588/17. Once the AM Policy has been approved by Council, arrangements will be made 

to have the policy made available on the City’s website prior to the July 1, 2019 provincial 

deadline. Once approved, the policy must be reviewed every five years (at a minimum) by the 

City in accordance with the legislative requirements. 

 

Financial Impact 
It is anticipated that the Province will expect all new regulatory deadlines to be met by the City in 

order for the City to continue to be eligible for Provincial and (potentially) Federal funding 

programs in the future.  
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Conclusion 
Legislated requirements have been incorporated into the AM Policy to align with the Asset 

Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure Regulation. The AM Policy reinforces a 

consistent, coordinated and sustainable approach to the City’s asset management practices by 

providing clear guiding principles, objectives, and roles and responsibilities.  

 

The City’s focus is shifting from constructing new assets required as a result of growth to 

managing and replacing existing infrastructure that requires a reliance on tax based funding as 

opposed to development charge funding. This policy will play an important role as part of the 

City’s long-term financial plan, as asset rehabilitation and replacement becomes a much larger 

component of the City’s capital budget. 

The AM Policy, and its endorsement by Council, is vital to create an asset management culture 

throughout the City. The endorsement of the policy will enhance the City’s asset management 

practices and fiscal stewardship for the City’s growing and aging asset base. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Strategic Asset Management Policy     

 

 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Susan Cunningham, Manager, Development Financing & Reserve Management 
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Policy Statement 
The City of Mississauga owns a variety of infrastructure assets which support the delivery of our 
services. These assets require responsible management, including planning, acquisition, 
operation, maintenance, rehabilitation and eventual replacement and/or disposal. The City’s 
Asset Management System ensures strategic alignment between the services our assets deliver 
and the City’s strategic plan. 

Purpose 
This policy: 
• Provides direction to guide Council, management and staff in carrying out the City’s

business strategies, plans and activities
• Sets out the City’s commitment to meet the requirements of Ontario Regulation 588/17

(O. Reg. 588/17) in managing the City’s assets, and
• Outlines the City’s guiding principles and objectives in managing those assets

Scope 
This policy applies to all employees and elected officials directly or indirectly involved with the 
management of existing and future assets owned and/or managed by the City. 

Several key strategic documents form part of the City’s overall approach to asset management, 
including but not limited to the: 
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- Planning Act, including statements issued under subsection 3(1) 
- Mississauga Official Plan, including amendments 
- Strategic Plan, supported by Master Plans 
- Business Plan and budget 
- Long-range financial plan 
- Asset Management Plans of the City 
- Development Charges Background Study 

 
Definitions  
For the purposes of this policy: 
 
“Asset” means an item, thing or entity that has potential or actual value to the City, including but 
not limited to tangible assets, natural assets, heritage or culturally significant assets and 
information assets. 
 
“Asset Management “(“AM”) means the coordinated activities of an organization to realize 
optimal value from its Assets. AM involves balancing costs, opportunities and risks against the 
desired performance of Assets to achieve the City’s objectives. 
 
“Asset Management Activities” means the collection of activities required to manage and 
maintain a particular Asset or collection of Assets. 
 
“Asset Management Plan” (“AM Plan”) means the documented information that specifies the 
Activities, resources and timeframe required for an individual Asset, or group of Assets, to 
achieve the City’s Asset Management objectives. 
 
“Asset Management Steering Committee” (“AMSC”) means the committee comprised of 
directors and/or senior management across the organization. 
 
“Asset Management System” (“AMS”) means the complete set of interrelated or interacting 
elements used to meet the objectives of the City in managing its Assets. The elements of the 
AMS include but are not limited to documents, processes and procedures, resources, 
framework, tools, technologies, data and the Assets. 
 
“Asset Management Working Group” (“AMWG”) means the cross-departmental/divisional team 
of Subject Matter Experts that governs and maintains the City’s Assets in compliance with the 
Strategic Asset Management Policy. 
 
“Capitalization Threshold” means, at a minimum, the threshold outlined in Corporate Policy and 
Procedure – Finance and Accounting - Tangible Capital Asset Accounting and Reporting. 
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“Climate Change” means a change in global or regional weather patterns that persists for an 
extended period, usually decades or longer. 
 
“Executive Lead” means the individual who will demonstrate and encourage support for Asset 
Management at a corporate level to ensure the objectives of the Asset Management Policy are 
achieved.  
 
“Level of Service” (“LOS”) means defined measure(s) for a particular activity or service. LOS will 
be either technical or community in nature. 
 
“Lifecycle” means the phases involved in the management of an Asset from acquisition to 
disposal. 
 
“Lifecycle Costs” means the total cost over the life of an Asset, which includes but is not limited 
to capital, operating, maintenance, renewal, replacement, environmental, user-delay and 
retirement and/or repurposing costs. 
 
“Resilience” means the ability to anticipate, endure, adapt, respond and thrive within a disruptive 
and changing environment. 
 
“Risk Management” means the application of a formal process to assess risks in order to 
determine risk tolerance, the range of outcomes, their probability of occurrence and actions that 
may be taken to address overall risk exposure. 
 
“Service” means the delivery of an output that addresses the needs of a client or a community. 
 
Legislative Requirements 
This policy complies with the Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015, specifically 

Ontario Regulation 588/17, Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure, both as 
amended.  
 
Background 
The City of Mississauga is responsible for the provision of a diverse array of Services which 
depend on a large portfolio of Assets. Effective Asset Management ensures Levels of Service, 
Risk Management and Lifecycle Cost are balanced throughout the delivery of the Service. 
Ultimately, adopting effective and comprehensive strategies across the organization will support 
long-term sustainability while addressing Service needs. 
 
Guiding Principles 
In order to achieve the goals and benefits of AM, the City will apply the following guiding 
principles across all aspects of the AM System: 
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1. Community Focused – The City will deliver Services that our community values. 
 
2. Resiliency and Sustainability – Decision making will proactively consider the potential 

direct and indirect impacts of climate change, demographics, social, political and economic 
changes, now and for future generations (i.e. how they may directly affect Levels of 
Service; systematically incorporate adaptive measures and technologies to improve 
infrastructure resilience). 

 
3. Continuous Improvement and Innovation – The City will consistently monitor, assess 

and improve its practices and processes. 
 
4. Safety – The City values the safety of its employees, communities and those who use its 

Services. 
 

5. Transparency and Accountability – The City will clearly identify the decision-making 
rationale for what we are doing, how we are doing it and why we are doing it. 

 
6. Optimization and Alignment – The City will tie decisions to Service requirements and 

outcomes, informed by Council-approved strategic priorities; Capitalization Thresholds in the 
AM Plans and Tangible Capital Asset reporting will be aligned. 

 
7. Collaboration – The City will ensure decisions are made within a consistent framework and 

methodologies and informed through discussion with internal and external partners. 
 
Strategic Objectives 
The City will ensure it meets the goals of the City’s Asset Management System by achieving the 
following objectives: 
• Define all Asset categories and develop a comprehensive inventory of all Assets within each 

category 
• Develop Asset Management Plans for all appropriate Asset categories  
• Establish, deliver and monitor LOS 
• Establish a framework to prioritize and adjust LOS based on criteria such as risk, Lifecycle 

Costs, safety and stakeholder input 
• Provide opportunities for the community to provide input into Asset Management Planning 
• Establish and apply a common Risk Management framework across all Asset categories to 

ensure the City can transparently prioritize its resources across all Assets 
• Identify the true cost of providing City services at established LOS 
• Optimize the Lifecycle activities of our Assets and continuously look for opportunities for 

coordination of activities across departments and with our external stakeholders where 
municipal infrastructure Assets connect or are interrelated  
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• Align Asset Management Activities with the City’s Business Plan and Budget processes, so 
that AM Plans and progress made on the plans are considered annually in the creation of the 
City’s capital and operating budgets and long-range financial plans 

• Align AM planning with Ontario’s land-use planning framework, in accordance with the 
Planning Act, to ensure future infrastructure demands are addressed 

• Ensure staff have the necessary resources to support our Asset Management Activities 
• Build capacity, competency and leadership throughout the organization, and 
• Build awareness and inform our community and stakeholders of the City’s Asset 

Management programs 
 
Roles and Responsibilities 
Council 
Council is responsible for: 
• Approving the direction of the Asset Management System  
• Approving funding for both capital and operating budgets associated with Asset Management 

through the annual budget and business plan 
• Maintaining the financial needs of the community while balancing local needs and concerns 

which affect the entire City, and 
• Approving LOS for all Asset categories 
 
Leadership Team 
The Leadership Team is responsible for: 
• Championing Asset Management across the City 
• Approving AM Plans 
• Recommending Asset funding for Council consideration through the annual budget process 

to ensure financial sustainability for Asset Management 
• Approving an Asset Management System governance structure, and 
• Recommending LOS for all Asset categories 
 
Asset Management Steering Committee (AMSC) 
The AMSC is responsible for: 
• Endorsing Asset Management Plans and strategies, including LOS 
• Being Asset Management ambassadors 
• Ensuring alignment of Strategic and Business Plans in relation to Asset Management, 

balancing needs across service areas 
• Ensuring the City has the appropriate tools and resources to develop a robust Asset 

Management System that addresses corporate requirements and the needs of individual 
service areas, and 

• Ensuring roles and responsibilities throughout the organization are clearly defined 
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Corporate Asset Management Office, Financial Strategies Section 
The Corporate Asset Management Office (CAM Office), Financial Strategies Section, is 
responsible for: 
• Coordination, implementation and reporting of AM Plans, in accordance with legislated 

requirements 
• Encouraging opportunities to improve coordination of efforts across the City’s departments 

through the AMWG, to ensure standardized and consistent methodologies are followed in the 
areas of data, business processes and resource sharing related to Asset Management, and 

• Coordinating activities with external partners 
 
Asset Management Working Group (AMWG)  
The AMWG is responsible for: 
• Ensuring direction from the AMSC and the CAM Office is reflected in individual AM Plans, to 

ensure compliance with Ontario regulations 
• Promoting cross-collaboration within the City to ensure there is a consistent approach to 

Asset Management planning throughout the City through the application of standard policies 
and procedures 

• Establishing and facilitating an Asset Management Community of Practice 
• Providing a forum for cross-departmental collaboration on initiatives or projects related to 

Asset Management 
• Identifying data requirements and providing expert advice on the direction the City should be 

taking with respect to AM data management and business systems, to ensure a 
comprehensive Asset Management System 

• Assisting in developing and applying a Risk Management framework to help inform decisions 
• Providing Asset Management requirements as inputs to the annual budget process and long-

term financial forecasts 
• Championing Asset Management requirements for Assets under their portfolio, and 
• Coordinating activities at the individual Asset level with external partners 
 
Review Period 
Legislation requires this policy to be reviewed a minimum of once every five years. 
 
Reporting 
City Staff will provide Council with an annual progress report of the Asset Management System 
on or before July 1 of each year, beginning in 2020. The report must address the City’s progress 
in implementing its Asset Management Plan(s) and any protocols to achieve compliance with 
Provincial legislation and regulation timelines. 
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Date: 4/30/2019 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 

Community Services  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
5/29/2019 
 

 

 

Subject 
2018 Aerial Spray Program Results & 2019 Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm 

Management Plan 

 

Recommendation 
That the Corporate Report dated April 30th, 2019 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services entitled “2019 Aerial Spray Program Results & 2019 Gypsy Moth & Fall Cankerworm 

Management Plan” be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 Gypsy Moth is a non-native pest that has been present in Mississauga for more than 30 

years; in 2006/2007 the City conducted an aerial spray in targeted areas to mitigate 

population growth in City trees and included private property.  

 Fall Cankerworm is a native pest found in the City that peaks on a two to seven year 

cyclical basis, on average every 4 years, followed by a period of low populations. 

 Defoliation observed from both Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm in spring/summer 2017 

was high. Additional monitoring in fall 2017 confirmed the projected level of the 2018 

infestation to be severe in certain areas of the City; particularly areas where populations of 

Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm overlapped.  

 The 2018 Management Program included Btk aerial spray, carried out by Zimmer Air, in 

areas predicted to be severely impacted, f totalling 2,058 hectares treated City-wide.  This 

included portions of Wards 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, and 11. 

 2018 fall surveys were undertaken to assess efficacy of the aerial program and to inform 

Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm population predictions: the 2018 Mississauga Aerial 

Spray Program effectively managed the populations of both Gypsy Moth and Fall 

Cankerworm in the City of Mississauga. 

 

8.3



General Committee 
 

2019/04/30 2 

 

 Cankerworm population projects City wide for 2019 are Light to Nil; whereas Gypsy Moth 

population projects are mostly (7% new egg masses) Light to Nil, with a small amount of 

moderate-severe where increased IPM measures will occur in 2019.  

 The management tactics for 2019 will focus on Gypsy Moth and include one open house, 

targeted towards residents of effected ward 7, and the regular suite of integrated pest 

management tactics throughout the usually targeted areas.  There will be an increased 

focus on new areas where populations haven’t been identified in previous years: 

Mississauga Valleys, Garnetwood Park, Sugar Maple Woods, and street trees in the area 

east of the Credit River, west of Cooksville Creek, north of Lakeshore Road and south of 

The Queensway (in ward 7). 

  Populations will be monitored again in the fall/winter of 2019/2020 to project anticipated 

populations for 2020 and target management work in the areas that will need it. 

 

Background 
Gypsy Moth is a non-native pest that has been present in Mississauga for more than 30 years 

and Fall Cankerworm is a native pest found in the City that has historically peaked every 2-7 

years cyclical basis, although generally no more than 4 years, followed by low populations. 

Despite intervention, the pest will always be present in the City.   

 

The City conducted an aerial spray program in 2006 and 2007 to mitigate Gypsy Moth 

population and since then have continued to monitor and manage pests for City owned trees, 

resulting in lower manageable populations.  

 

Parks and Forestry staff recommended a 2018 aerial spray program be implemented on both 

public and private lands where severe defoliation was expected. This matter was considered by 

General Committee at its meeting on November 15, 2017 and subsequently adopted at Council 

on November 24, 2017.   

 

Gypsy Moth 

Gypsy Moth (Lymantria dispar) is an invasive defoliator of all types of trees; having been found 

on approximately 500 different tree species in forests, urban trees, ornamental species and 

even orchard settings. They mostly prefer hardwoods and several factors affect how a tree 

responds to defoliation such as the amount of leaves removed, weather, number of years 

impacted and timing within the season. Most healthy trees can withstand two to three years of 

defoliation but many repeat years of heavy defoliation can start to have negative impacts on the 

overall health of the tree.  

 

2018 Gypsy Moth  

In 2018, the City continued work with BioForest Technologies Inc. to assess the effectiveness of 

the aerial spray program and to evaluate the populations of Gypsy Moth for 2019. 
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The 2018 survey program mirrored the program completed in 2017 so that results are 

comparable.  Trees were examined from base to crown for egg masses. Number of Gypsy Moth 

egg masses per tree was identified as well as whether they were new or old egg masses based 

on their sizes, to help confirm the level of population from this year.  

 

Surveys conducted in fall 2017 showed that 86% of egg masses were new, and 71% were 

large, representing the highest number of large egg masses since the beginning of the 

monitoring program in 2012; which pointed to a Gypsy Moth population on the upswing. This 

information indicated that there are select areas within the City where we can anticipate severe 

defoliation due to Gypsy Moth and was where the spray program was targeted. 

 

Fall Cankerworm 

Fall Cankerworm (Alsophila pometaria) is a native defoliator of various broadleaf hardwood 

trees with a specific preference for basswood, Manitoba maple, black walnut and oak, but are 

known to feed on apple, ash, beech, cherry, elm, hickory and other maple species. Outbreaks 

are typically short-lived and localized ranging from two to seven years but generally no more 

than four years in length followed by long periods of low population.  

 

2018 Fall Cankerworm 

For 2018/2019, the City continued work with BioForest Technologies Inc. to assess the 

effectiveness of the aerial spray program and to evaluate the populations of Fall Cankerworm 

for 2019.  The 2018/2019 program mirrored the 2017/2018 program.   

 

2018 Aerial Spray Program 

Treatment Areas 

Based on the data collected in 2017, aerial spray treatment zones were identified throughout the 

targeted severely impacted areas in Wards 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, and 11. The delineation of these areas 

into treatment zones are based on a number of factors including: 

 The density, size, and distribution of Gypsy Moth egg masses;  

 The density and distribution of female Fall Cankerworm moths; 

 Tree defoliation prediction estimates (severe); 

 The composition of tree species, canopy and ground cover, and local topography; and 

 The current condition of the trees related to other environmental stress factors. 

 

The actual treatment zones were subject to modifications as a result of input from Zimmer Air on 

flight lines, Transport Canada requirements through the Ministerial Exemption that is necessary 

to operate aircraft at low altitudes over residential areas and other recommendations from 

associated regulatory agencies. The total treatment land area was 2,058 hectares of public ly 

owned and private land.  
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Btk and Human/Environmental Health Safety 

Btk is a safe product from a public health and environment perspective, governed by Health 

Canada’s Pest Management Regulatory Agency (PMRA), and the same product is used all 

urban forestry aerial and ground spray programs. Btk is only toxic to specific lepidopteran 

insects in the caterpillar stage of their life cycle such as Gypsy Moth and cankerworm. Btk does 

not affect adult moths and butterflies.  It also does not impact Monarchs as they are not in the 

caterpillar phase of their life cycle at the time the spray is applied. Btk does not affect other 

insects, honeybees, fish, birds, or mammals. There are no impacts on animals that may eat 

caterpillars that have ingested Btk. 

For the 2018 aerial spray program, Peel Public Health considered the concerns related to the 

pesticide used and the health impacts associated with not conducting the aerial spray program 

such as reactions from exposure to the caterpillars themselves and fewer health/environment 

benefits that come with a healthy urban tree canopy.   

 

Technical Stakeholders

Engagement occurred with all of the relevant technical stakeholders to address any 

requirements or concerns associated with these organizations and agencies.  A technical 

stakeholders group was formed and consisted of representatives from RCMP, OPP, Peel 

Police, Ministry of Transportation, Ministry of Natural Resources and Forestry, Ministry of 

Environment and Climate Change, Trillium Health Care Centre, Region of Peel Public Health, 

Environmental Control, Ambulance and Emergency Programs, and Transport Canada. 

City staff worked closely with these agencies involving all safety, logistical, and operational 

matters in regard to the aerial spray program in Mississauga as well as internal departmental 

representatives from Mississauga Fire and Emergency Services, Transportation and Works, 

Communications, Legal Services, Risk Management, and Parks and Forestry.   

Present Status 

2019 Projected Populations and Management 

Gypsy Moth 

In 2017, approximately 86% of egg masses surveyed by BioForest crews were new. In 2018, 

only 7% of egg masses surveyed were new, which represents a significant decrease in the 

percentage of new egg masses from the previous year.  

Only 3 woodlands (Mississauga Valleys, Sugar Maple Woods, and Garnetwood Park) are 

projecting higher populations in 2019 and are new locations for Gypsy Moth and therefore 

weren’t part of the 2018 spray program. These woodlands are: 

- Mississauga Valleys (Ward 4) 

- Sugar maple Woods (Ward 9) 

- Garnetwood Park (Ward 3) 
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Paul Coffey Park was also identified as projecting a higher population level, and due to the 

location and height of the trees, along with the projected level of infestation, these trees will be 

treated with TreeAzin as part of the management of the gypsy moth population, but also an 

ongoing pilot to monitor the ability of TreeAzin to manage cankerworm populations as well. 

As it pertains to street trees, there is one area in Ward 7 east of Stavebank Road, west of 

Hurontario Street, north of Queen Elizabeth Way and south of Queensway have higher 

populations on some individual street trees predicted for 2019.  As such, these areas will 

receive increased IPM measures in 2019. 

 

Cankerworm 

On average, of the 300 trees surveyed, there was an average of 1.3 female moths present.  

These surveys resulted in the majority of the areas having a nil defoliation forecast with very few 

areas predicted to have light defoliation forecasts.  There are no areas of moderate, heavy, or 

severe defoliation forecasts, and as such there will be no cankerworm IPM in 2019. Monitoring 

in the winter of 2019-2020. 

 

Comments 
Other Municipalities  

The City of Mississauga worked with Town of Oakville and City of Hamilton who also 

experienced similarly high levels of pest infestations in 2017. These municipalities worked 

together to share information and collaborate on management, including aerial spray and 

related communications for their respective 2018 programs. 

 

For the 2019 season, other municipalities do have management programs planned.  Like 

Mississauga, the Town of Oakville was also successful with their aerial spray program, and 

therefore are not completing an aerial spray program in 2019.  Based on their 2019/2019 

monitoring, City of Hamilton is following up their 2018 aerial spray program with a reduced aerial 

spray area in 2019.  City of Toronto did not complete an aerial spray in 2018, but are completing 

a targeted aerial spray in specific areas of the City in 2019.  City of Burlington is also 

considering an aerial spray program in 2019 due to the fact that they have not completed an 

aerial spray in recent years. 

 

Communication Plan 
2018 Communications Plan 

In partnership with the Forestry section, Strategic Communications developed a comprehensive 

communications plan for the City’s 2018 Aerial Spray program. Creative Services developed 

graphics that were used to assist residents in identifying information related to the program.  

The plan provided a clear understanding about the importance of managing cankerworm and 

Gypsy Moth populations in Mississauga, while ensuring the community was well informed about 

aerial spray details such as dates, times, spray zones and flight paths in a timely and effective 

manner. A key focus was ensuring that residents in the affected areas knew what to expect 
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before, during and after the spray and that the health and safety of Mississauga residents and 

protecting the environment are our top priorities.  

The plan’s communications tactics addressed the information needs of a wide variety of internal 

and external stakeholders as well as met the requirements of all regulatory agencies such as 

the Ministry of the Environment and Climate Change, Transport Canada, the Ministry of 

Transportation and Peel Regional Police. A community survey was conducted in advance 

asking residents in the affect areas what information they wanted to know about the spray and 

how they wanted to be communicated to. Based on the survey results, the following 

communications tactics were developed: 

 Public information sessions 

 A dedicated webpage 

 News releases and media advisories 

 Electronic news alerts 

 Resident surveys (before and after spray program) 

 Social media posts and videos 

 Pamphlets 

 Targeted mailing to 48,711 residents and businesses 

 Newspaper, web and social media advertisements 

 Mobile road signs 

 Reader board signs and digital screen signage at City facilities 

The aerial spray program’s communications plan was recognized by the International 

Association of Business Communicators (IABC) Toronto with its Ovation Award of Excellence 

for Government Communications. 

2019 Communications Plan 

Due to the success of the 2018 aerial spray program, surveys have shown a projected 

substantial decline of both Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm populations. The City is not 

predicting minimal numbers of Fall Cankerworm in 2019, and therefore advising that residents 

focus on Gypsy Moth management. The 2019 communications will focus mainly on Gypsy Moth 

management.  Planned communications tactics are as follows: 

 Public Open House: A public open house will be held in May at Huron Park Community 

Centre, a location selected based on proximity to residents in higher pest population areas.  

This open house will teach residents how to burlap their own trees as well as provide them 

an opportunity to gain information from City technical staff who are knowledgeable on the 

topic. 

 

 Tree Pest Management Mailing List: A new email mailing list has been created to provide 

residents with news alerts on how they can best manage tree pests on their property. The 

aerial spray program mailing list used in 2018 will be decommissioned to be in accordance 
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with Canada’s anti-spam legislation (CASL). Subscribers will be notified and encourage to 

sign up for tree pest management news alerts.  

 

 Website Updates: Information about gypsy moth management will be updated on the 

City’s website. 

 

 Rack Card: A new rack card will be created to provide residents with updated information 

on how best to manage gypsy moth populations through integrated pest management 

techniques on their property. 

Social Media: Posts will be developed for Facebook, Twitter and Instagram channels, 

highlighting measures that residents may take to reduce gypsy moth populations on their 

property. 

 

Financial Impact 
This program was funded through existing capital budget in PN 17406 - Gypsy Moth and 

Cankerworm Management. The PN will be closed through WIP in 2019, and the remaining 

balance of $35,600 will be returned. All direct costs related to the project were incorporated, 

including spraying, consulting, road and highway closures costs, policing, communications, 

signage and post spray monitoring.  

The City will continue to complete ongoing monitoring and invasive species management as 

part of this program using existing annual operating budget and resources. The populations will 

continue to be monitored to assess the success of the program and any potential future 

impacts. 

Funding for future aerial spray programs is included in the 10 year capital plan at intervals of 10 

years, pending budget approval.  

Strategic Plan 
The Green Pillar for Change within the Strategic Plan identifies the need to conserve, enhance 

and connect natural environments in the City of Mississauga. 

 

Conclusion 
Based on data collected for both Gypsy Moth and Fall Cankerworm, the 2018 aerial spray 

program was successful at drastically reducing the populations for the upcoming 2019 year.  

2019 populations are projected to be generally low. Woodlands and street trees with greater 

defoliation predicted will receive increased IPM in 2019.   

 

The integrated pest management program for cankerworm and Gypsy Moth in 2019 will consist 

of burlapping trees and hanging pheromone traps in targeted areas of moderate to severe 

defoliation projections to ensure the populations remain at a low threshold. The City will conduct 
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annual population monitoring in the fall of 2019 and winter of 2020 to further inform any 

management decisions for the 2020 season.  

 
 

 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

 

Prepared by:   Jessica Wiley, Forestry Manager 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP RT.10.Z-25 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

Subject 
All-Way Stop – Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive (Ward 8) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend The Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, to implement an 

all-way stop control at the intersection of Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive, as outlined in 

the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated May 7, 2019, entitled “All-

Way Stop – Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive (Ward 8)”. 

 

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department received a request from a local resident regarding 

the feasibility of implementing an all-way stop at the intersection of Dunwin Drive and 

Woodchester Drive to improve traffic safety. 

 

Currently, the intersection of Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive is a three-legged 

intersection with stop control on Woodchester Drive.  A location map is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

Comments 
The Transportation and Works Department completed a comprehensive review of Dunwin Drive 

and Woodchester Drive to determine the need for additional intersection controls.  An A.M./P.M. 

manual turning movement count was completed on April 3, 2019.  The data was used to 

calculate an all-way stop warrant, which revealed the following values: 

 

Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive – April 3, 2019 

 

Part A: Volume for All Approaches:  100% 

Part B:  Volume Splits:                      100%  

 

In order for an all-way stop to be warranted, both warrants must equal 100%.   
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A review of the collision history at this intersection of Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive 

revealed no reported collisions within the past three (3) years that would be considered 

correctable by the installation of an all-way stop.   

 

Based on these results, an all-way stop is warranted at the intersection of Dunwin Drive and 

Woodchester Drive based on observed traffic volumes.  The Ward Councillor supports the 

proposal for the installation of an all-way stop at this location. 

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installations can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget. 

 

Conclusion 
Based on the manual turning movement count results, the Transportation and Works 

Department recommends the installation of an all-way stop at the intersection of Dunwin Drive 

and Woodchester Drive. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map  - All-Way Stop - Dunwin Drive and Woodchester Drive (Ward 8) 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Milan Pavlovic, Traffic Operations Technician 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP  
RT.10.Z-46W 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
15-Hour Parking Anytime – Windwood Drive (Ward 9) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend By-law 555-2000, as amended, to implement 15-hour 

parking on the north side of Windwood Drive from Sundance Place and a point 100 metres (328 

feet) westerly thereof, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works, dated May 7, 2019 entitled “15-Hour Parking Anytime – Windwood Drive (Ward 9)”.  

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department received a request from an area resident to 

implement 15-hour parking on Windwood Drive. The purpose of the request was to provide 

additional, extended and overnight parking adjacent to the townhouse complex at #2617 

Windwood Drive. A location map is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

Comments 
An investigation completed by Traffic Operations staff determined that 15-hour parking can be 

safely accommodated on the north side of Windwood Drive adjacent to #2617. Given the lack of 

direct residential frontage at this location, staff recommends 15-hour parking without the support 

of a parking questionnaire. The Ward Councillor has been consulted and supports the 

recommendation by staff. 

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installation can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget. 
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Conclusion 
The Transportation and Works Department supports the implementation of 15-hour parking on 

the north side of Windwood Drive from Sundance Place and a point 100 metres (328 feet)  

westerly thereof.  

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map – 15-Hour Parking on Windwood Drive (Ward 9) 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Khulud Sheeraz, Traffic Operations Technician 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP 
RT.10.Z-25 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
U-Turn Prohibition - Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam Crescent (Ward 8) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend By-law 555-2000, as amended, to implement a U-turn 

prohibition, at anytime, for northbound motorists at the intersection of Chokecherry Crescent 

and Hornbeam Crescent, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works, dated May 07, 2019 entitled “U-Turn Prohibition - Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam 

Crescent (Ward 8)”.  

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department is in receipt of a request from the Ward Councillor to 

implement a U-turn prohibition on Chokecherry Crescent. Observations conducted by Traffic 

Operations staff revealed that a number of motorists are performing U-turns at the intersection 

of Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam Crescent resulting in disruption, delays and potential 

vehicular conflicts during admission and dismissal times of St. Margaret of Scotland School. A 

location map is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

Comments 
It was determined that these U-turns are being performed during times of increased traffic 

volume related to St. Margaret of Scotland School as a means of avoiding vehicle queues. 

Designating a U-turn prohibition at the intersection of Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam 

Crescent for northbound motorists will discourage the U-turns in an effort to increase the overall 

level of safety in the area. The Transportation and Works Department therefore supports a U-

turn prohibition for northbound motorists at the intersection of Chokecherry Crescent and 

Hornbeam Crescent.  

 

The Ward Councillor supports the implementation of a U-turn prohibition at this location. 
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Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installation can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget. 

 

Conclusion 
The Transportation and Works Department supports the implementation of a U-turn prohibition 

for northbound motorists at the intersection of Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam Crescent.  

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map – U-Turn Prohibition - Chokecherry Crescent and Hornbeam 

Crescent (Ward 8) 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Khulud Sheeraz, Traffic Operations Technician 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP  
RT.10.Z-46W 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 

 

Subject 
Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Montevideo Road (Ward 9) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend the Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, to implement lower 

driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time on the west and south 

sides of Montevideo Road between Corfu Road and a point 50 metres (164 feet) west of Lorca 

Crescent (east intersection), as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works, dated May 7, 2019, entitled “Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking - Montevideo Road 

(Ward 9)”. 

 

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department received a request from the Ward Councillor to 

review the feasibility of implementing lower driveway boulevard parking on Montevideo Road 

between Corfu Road and Lorca Crescent (east intersection). Currently, lower driveway 

boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk is not permitted within this roadway section.    

 

Comments 
To determine the level of support for lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and 

sidewalk, a parking questionnaire was distributed to the affected residents of Montevideo Road.  

 

A total of fourteen questionnaires were delivered and four (29%) were returned; all four 

respondents (100%) supported the implementation of lower driveway boulevard parking.  Since 

greater than 66% of the total respondents support lower driveway boulevard parking, the 

Transportation and Works Department recommends implementing lower driveway boulevard 

parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time, on the west and south sides of Montevideo 

Road between Corfu Road and a point 50 metres (164 feet) west of Lorca Crescent (east 

intersection). 
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The Ward Councillor supports the proposal for lower driveway boulevard parking.  The existing 

on-street parking regulations will be maintained. A location map is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the signs installation can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget. 

 

Conclusion 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, the Transportation and Works Department supports 

lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, on the west and south sides 

of Montevideo Road between Corfu Road and a point 50 metres (164 feet) west of Lorca 

Crescent (east intersection).  

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map - Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking - Montevideo Road (Ward 9) 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Ouliana Drobychevskaia, Traffic Operations Technologist 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.RE  PRT.10.Z-56  

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Elmbrook Court (Ward 10) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend the Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, to implement lower 

driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time on Elmbrook Court, as 

outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated May 7, 2019, 

entitled “Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Elmbrook Court (Ward 10)”. 

 

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department received a completed petition from an area resident 

with respect to the feasibility of implementing lower driveway boulevard parking on Elmbrook 

Court.  Lower Driveway Boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk is currently prohibited 

and five-hour parking is permitted on Elmbrook Court. A location map is attached as Appendix 

1. 

 

Comments 
To determine the level of support for lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and 

sidewalk, a parking questionnaire was distributed to the residents of Elmbrook Court.   

 

A total of ten questionnaires were delivered and six (60%) were returned; six (100%) supported 

the implementation of lower driveway boulevard parking and 0 (0%) were opposed.  Since 

greater than 66% of the total respondents support lower driveway boulevard parking, the 

Transportation and Works Department recommends implementing lower driveway boulevard 

parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time, on Elmbrook Court.  

 

The Ward Councillor supports the proposal for lower driveway boulevard parking.  The existing 

on-street parking regulations will be maintained. 
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Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installation can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget.  

 

Conclusion 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, the Transportation and Works Department supports 

lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, on Elmbrook Court. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map - Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Elmbrook Court. 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Wasan Yonan, C.E.T., Traffic Technician 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP  
RT.10.Z-56 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 

 

Subject 
Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking - Magpie Row (Ward 10) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend the Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, to implement lower 

driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time on the north and west 

sides of Magpie Row, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and 

Works, dated May 7, 2019, entitled “Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Magpie Row (Ward 

10)”. 

Background 
The Transportation and Works Department received a completed petition from an area resident 

with respect to the feasibility of implementing lower driveway boulevard parking on the north and 

west sides of Magpie Row.  Lower Driveway Boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk 

is currently prohibited and five-hour parking is permitted on Magpie Row. A location map is 

attached as Appendix 1. 

 

Comments 
To determine the level of support for lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and 

sidewalk, a parking questionnaire was distributed to the residents of Magpie Row.   

 

A total of 20 questionnaires were delivered and 15 (75%) were returned; 15 (100%) supported 

the implementation of lower driveway boulevard parking and 0 (0%) were opposed.  Since 

greater than 66% of the total respondents support lower driveway boulevard parking, the 

Transportation and Works Department recommends implementing lower driveway boulevard 

parking between the curb and sidewalk, at any time, on the north and west sides of Magpie 

Row.  
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The Ward Councillor supports the proposal for lower driveway boulevard parking.  The existing 

on-street parking regulations will be maintained. 

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installation can be accommodated in the 2019 Operating Budget. 

 

Conclusion 
Based on the results of the questionnaire, the Transportation and Works Department supports 

lower driveway boulevard parking between the curb and sidewalk, on north and west sides of 

Magpie Row. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map - Lower Driveway Boulevard Parking – Magpie Row 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Wasan Yonan, C.E.T., Traffic Technician 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P.Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP RT.10.Z-6 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Speed Limit Review – Ogden Avenue (Ward1) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend the Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, to reduce the 

regulatory posted speed limit on Ogden Avenue, between Pelham Avenue and Lakeshore Road 

East, from 50 km/h to 40km/h, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works, dated May 7, 2019, entitled “Speed Limit Review – Ogden Avenue (Ward 1)”.    

 

Background 
The Ward Councillor requested that Transportation and Works Department staff submit a 

corporate report to General Committee regarding lowering the speed limit from 50 km/h to 40 

km/h on Ogden Avenue between Pelham Avenue and Lakeshore Road East.   

 

Comments 
Ogden Avenue, south of Pelham Avenue, is a linear two-lane undivided local roadway with 

direct residential frontage on both sides of the roadway.  The existing regulatory speed limit is 

50km/h.  North of Pelham Avenue, the existing regulatory speed limit is 40 km/h as there are a 

number of schools through that area.  A location map is attached as Appendix 1.   

Transportation and Works Department staff support the reduction of the regulatory speed limit 

from 50 km/h to 40 km/h on Ogden Avenue between Pelham Avenue and Lakeshore Road 

East. By reducing the speed limit in this area, a consistent speed limit will be provided through 

the entirety of Ogden Avenue and properly reflect the current operating speeds and prevailing 

conditions of the neighbourhood.  

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign installation will be absorbed within Works Operations and Maintenance 2019 

operating budget. 
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Conclusion 

The Transportation and Works Department supports lowering the existing regulatory speed limit 

from 50 km/h to 40 km/h on Ogden Avenue, between Pelham Avenue and Lakeshore Road 

West. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map:  Speed Limit Review – Ogden Avenue (Ward 1) 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Denna Tallia, C.E.T., Traffic Operations Technologist 
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Date: 2019/05/07 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
MG.23.REP RT.10.Z08 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Wesley Avenue – Neighbourhood Traffic Improvements (Ward 1) 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted to amend the Traffic By-law 555-00, as amended, as outlined in the 

report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated May 7, 2019 and entitled 

“Wesley Avenue – Neighbourhood Traffic Improvements (Ward 1), to: 

 

1. Reduce the regulatory posted speed limit from 50 km/h to 40 km/h on: 

a. Wesley Avenue  

b. Wesley Crescent 

c. Queen Street West (between Mississauga Road and Wesley Street) 

d. Park Street West (between Mississauga Road and west limit of roadway), and 

e. High Street West (between Mississauga Road and a point 35.0 metres west of 

Wesley Crescent) 

 

2. Implement a southbound Right Turn Only designation on Mississauga Road at Lakeshore 

Road West. 

 

 

Background 
Wesley Avenue is a two-lane local roadway that runs parallel to Mississauga Road, accessing 

Lakeshore Road West, west of Mississauga Road. A location map is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

A petition was presented to Council on March 6, 2019, by local residents of the Wesley Avenue 

neighbourhood highlighting concerns with respect to traffic safety, traffic infiltration and 

speeding in the neighbourhood.  They requested preventative measures in the form of all-way 

stops, turning restrictions, physical traffic calming and a reduction in the regulatory posted 

speed limit.   
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Comments 
Through discussion at Council on March 6, 2019, it was clear that a number of the issues 

associated with infiltrating traffic and safety concerns within the Wesley Avenue neighbourhood 

were a result of queuing on Mississauga Road from Lakeshore Road West.  As southbound 

queues build from the intersection, motorists are perceived to be infiltrating the local 

neighbourhood via Queen Street West, Park Street West and High Street West to avoid delays. 

 

Recent studies completed by staff failed to identify issues within the local neighbourhood related 

to heavy volumes and speeding that would require measures be taken in the form of all-way 

stops or physical traffic calming. 

 

However, the current lane configuration at the intersection of Mississauga Road at Lakeshore 

Road West does result in significant queuing during peak time periods.  Currently, the 

southbound approach to the intersection consists of dual-left turn lanes and a shared through-

right turn lane.  As vehicles approach the intersection to turn left, they prevent motorists turning 

right from accessing the intersection. 

 

As a result of the above, staff are recommending a reassignment of lane designations on 

Mississauga Road to help alleviate the queues on the north approach to the intersection.  A 

single left turn lane, an extended right turn only lane and a small through lane at the intersection 

will help reduce queues and incidences of traffic infiltrating the Wesley Avenue neighbourhood. 

 

Additionally, given the existing low operating speeds observed within the neighbourhood, staff 

are recommending the reduction of the posted speed limit from 50 km/h to 40 km/h to reflect the 

current conditions and highlight the need for safe operating speeds within the local 

neighbourhood.  To further emphasise the lower speed limits, staff will be implementing 

enhanced pavement markings on Wesley Avenue in the form of white edge lines and a yellow 

centre line.   

 

The Ward Councillor has been consulted with staff’s approach and supports these 

recommendations.   

 

Financial Impact 
Costs for the sign and pavement marking installation can be accommodated in the 2019 

Operating Budget. 

 

Conclusion 
To address traffic safety concerns, and improve traffic operation in the area, the Transportation 

and Works Department supports the reduction of the posted regulatory speed limit from 50 km/h 

to 40 km/h within the Wesley Avenue neighbourhood and the implementation of a right turn only 

lane on southbound Mississauga Road at Lakeshore Road West.  
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Attachments 
Appendix 1: Location Map – Wesley Avenue Neighbourhood (Ward 1) 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Maxwell Gill, C.E.T., Supervisor of Traffic Operations 
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Date: May 14, 2019 

To: Chair and Members of General Committee 

From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 
Transportation and Works 

Originator’s files: 
MG23.REP 

Meeting date: 
May 29, 2019 

Subject 
Salt Management Practices 

Recommendation 
That the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated May 14, 2019 and 
entitled “Salt Management Practices” be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 The Works Operations and Maintenance (WOM) Division relies on the use of traditional

road salt, liquid brine, and pre-treated salt in its snow and ice removal activities.

 In 2004, Environment and Climate Change Canada (ECCC) developed a Code of Practice
for the environmental management of road salts. The Code of Practice recommended that
municipalities who use over 500 tonnes of road salt annually prepare and implement a
Salt Management Plan.  The City’s Salt Management Plan was most recently updated in
2019. 

 There is a general consensus that public and private salt use from within the City of
Mississauga and several surrounding jurisdictions, including Brampton, Caledon,
Orangeville and the Region of Peel are contributing to rising chloride levels in their local
watersheds.

 In order to limit impacts to the environment, the City of Mississauga uses on-board
equipment technology, advanced weather monitoring tools and best salt management
practices, such as equipment calibration to effectively manage salt-use.

 The use of pre-treated salt instead of a sand/salt mix, has reduced the amount of
phosphorus released to creeks, rivers and Lake Ontario. It also reduces the release of fine 
particles into the creeks and rivers, which can affect spawning habitats.

 The WOM Division has been recognized for its effective salt management practices by the
Salt Institute as a recipient of its annual Safe and Sustainable Snowfighting Award. The

Revised Item 8.12 8.12



General Committee 
 

2019/05/14 
 

2 

 

WOM Division has been the recipient of this award for the last eight years in a row.   

 Of the 19 municipalities surveyed, Mississauga was the only municipality that does not 
use sand in its winter maintenance operations.   

 No surveyed municipality has implemented a By-law to regulate the use of salt on private 
property, such as private parking lots. 

 

Background 
At its meeting of December 13, 2017, Council approved the following recommendation: 
 

“GC-0748-2017  

That the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated November 

21, 2017 and entitled, “Works Operations and Maintenance Division Salt Management 

Practices” be approved.” 

 
A copy of the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works, dated November 21, 
2017 and entitled “Works Operations and Maintenance Division Salt Management Practices” is 

attached as Appendix 1. 
 
An Action Item was generated at the General Committee meeting of February 28, 2018 as 
noted below: 
 

“Geoff Wright, Commissioner, Transportation and Works, Mickey Frost, Director, Works 

Operations & Maintenance and Scott Holmes, Senior Manager, Works Administration, 

Maintenance and Operations responded to questions from the Committee and noted that 

staff would bring back a report regarding the use of road salt.” 

 
The purpose of this report is to respond to the above-noted action item and to outline how the 
WOM Division limits the negative impacts of salt usage on the environment during winter 
operations, while maintaining public safety on roads, sidewalks and multi-use trails. 
 

Comments 
Introduction: 

 

In Canada, approximately five million tonnes of chloride salts are released into the environment 
annually as a result of road salt used in winter maintenance operations.  Studies have shown 
that these salts have a negative impact on soil, roadside vegetation, wildlife, groundwater, 
surface water and aquatic habitats.  
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In 2004 ECCC developed a Code of Practice for the environmental management of road salts. 
The Code of Practice recommended that municipalities who use over 500 tonnes of road salt 
annually prepare and implement a Salt Management Plan.  On average over the last five years, 
the WOM Division has used approximately 60,000 tonnes of salt and 9,000 tonnes of pre-
treated salt annually.  Total annual salt usage is affected by winter conditions such as type and 
amount of accumulation, severity and duration.   
 
In 2004 the WOM Division developed its first Salt Management Plan and it continues to submit 
updates to ECCC about annual salt usage.  The plan sets out a policy and procedural 
framework for the safe and efficient management of road salt, including storage,  handling, and 
vehicle washing.  The City’s Salt Management Plan was most recently updated in 2019.   
 
Documenting the Effects of Road Salt in Mississauga:  

 
Since the inception of its first Salt Management Plan, the City of Mississauga and local partners 
have regularly documented the environmental effects of the City’s salt use.  In 2010, the Credit 
Valley Conservation (CVC) conducted a comparative analysis between two de-icing treatments: 
a sand-salt mixture and salt treated with magnesium chloride.  The CVC discovered that the 
City’s use of a sand-salt mixture was contributing more to rising chloride levels in three 
Mississauga sub-watersheds than the use of salt treated with magnesium chloride.  
 
Also, the CVC has differentiated which Mississauga watersheds are either entirely or partially 
affected by the use of road salt in Mississauga.  Unfortunately, however, the CVC was not able 
to differentiate between the proportional effects of private versus public salt use.  Moreover, it is 
known that rising chloride levels in the sub-watersheds of the Sheridan, Cooksville and Sawmill 
Creeks are largely the consequence of salt use within the City of Mississauga.  
 
Rising chloride levels in the Credit River watershed, however, are the result of salt use from 
several surrounding jurisdictions, including Brampton, Caledon, Orangeville and Peel Region.  
The precise proportional contribution of each jurisdiction is difficult to quantify.  Therefore, 
efforts to reduce chloride levels in the Credit River watershed will require effective salt 
management efforts by not only Mississauga but also by each of the aforementioned 
jurisdictions.    
 

Road Salt and Other Alternatives:  

 
WOM Division staff understand the inherent benefits and trade-offs associated with each snow 
and ice removal agent that is used in its winter maintenance operations.  
 
The WOM Division relies on the use of traditional road salt, liquid brine and pre-treated salt in its 
snow and ice removal activities.  Each agent is associated with particular benefits for effectively 
removing snow and ice from city roads; these benefits are listed in the next section.  
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The WOM Division has also piloted the use of other snow and ice removal agents, and will 
continue to test new best practices and technologies as they become available.  The following 
agents have been evaluated:  
 

Sugar Beet Juice 
 

From 2007 to 2008, the WOM Division piloted the use of sugar beet juice as a de-icing 
agent.  The pilot concluded that it was not a suitable material due to its ineffective 
performance, the extra maintenance required for equipment and its unsightly reddish colour.  

 
Volcanic Material 

 
From 2008 to 2009 the WOM Division also conducted a pilot project to evaluate the 
effectiveness of volcanic material as a road salt alternative.  This product was deemed 
unsuitable because it was costly and did not have snowmelting capability.  

 
Magnesium Chloride  

 
More recently, a pilot study was undertaken in the 2017/2018 winter season to introduce 
magnesium chloride as an additive to the liquid brine applicant to further improve its 
effectiveness.  WOM Division staff will continue the pilot project into the 2019/2020 winter 
season in order to further evaluate the effectiveness of this additive.  

 
Despite its adverse effects on the surrounding environment, salt is still widely considered to be 
the most cost-effective de-icer across Canada and the United States.  As such, ECCC has 
refrained from banning the use of road salt on Canadian roads.  
 
Current Best Management Practices and Strategies   

 

The following outlines the best management practices and strategies currently employed by the  
WOM Division in its winter maintenance de-icing activities: 
 

A) On-board Technology 
 

In 2008, the WOM Division adopted the use of Global Positioning System/Automatic Vehicle 
Location (GPS/AVL) as a method to improve operational efficiencies.  Recent developments 
in the technology now allow for real-time salt usage data to be collected and reported.  Each 
truck’s salt application rates are controlled by an on-board computer and can be verified or 
adjusted in real time.  This helps to ensure that the correct rates are in use, which minimizes 
incidents of over-salting.   
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In addition, there has been a Budget Request (BR) approved to hire a new staff person in 
2019 who will assist in monitoring salt usage by providing Telematics data to improve our 
operations.  Staff are in the process of filling this position. 
 
B) Use of Pre-treated Salt 

 
Commencing in the 2011/2012 winter season, the WOM Division began using pre-treated 
salt (magnesium chloride treated salt) on secondary road routes, priority sidewalks and bus 
stops (pre-treated salt is normally not required on priority routes because of their higher 
traffic volume which produces additional heat to assist the regular salt).  On average, the 
City uses approximately 9,000 tonnes of pre-treated salt annually.  

 
The use of pre-treated salt, instead of a sand/salt mix, has reduced the amount of 
phosphorus released to creeks, rivers and Lake Ontario.  It also reduces the release of fine 
particles into the creeks and rivers, which can affect spawning habitats. 

  
The use of pre-treated salt has other benefits, including:  
 

 Pre-treated salt has a higher moisture content than regular salt, which reduces the 
amount of salt bounce and scatter from the truck’s spinner during application.  This 
results in less salt bouncing into the curb (resulting in more salt on the road) or onto 
the grassed boulevards (resulting in less roadside vegetation damage). 

 Pre-treated salt activates more quickly and can be applied at greater temperature 
ranges, which reduces the amount of salt that is required. 

 Pre-treated salt is more effective than traditional road salt at lower temperatures. The 
former is considered to be effective up to -20⁰C (-4⁰F) while the latter is considered 
to be effective only up to -12⁰C (10.4⁰F). 

In the 2013/2014 winter season, the use of pre-treated salt was also adopted for use in 
parks due to these benefits.  Pretreated salt has a blue dye to differentiate from regular salt, 
which makes it stand out more when used on roads, sidewalks and bus stops. 

C) Use of Salt Brine 
 

Commencing in the 2014/2015 winter season, the use of salt brine was introduced on 
priority routes as an effective method to prevent ice bonding to the road surface.  Salt brine 
is a liquid salt mixture that has a 23.3% salt solution and is effective in temperatures as low 
as -12⁰C (10.4⁰F). 
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Liquid brine is sprayed onto the road surface ahead of expected freezing temperatures and 
in advance of winter storms.  The liquid brine begins to work as precipitation starts to fall 
preventing freezing on the road surface. This is especially effective in preventing ice and 
frost from forming on bridge decks and at other locations.  Liquid brine also accelerates the 
reaction time of dry salt as it is applied and allows for lower initial dry salt application rates.  

 
Currently, the City of Mississauga has approximately 1,000 lane kilometres (621 lane miles) 
in its Salt Brine Anti-Icing Program.  This includes areas such as bridges, hills and priority 
roads.  On average, the City of Mississauga applies approximately 270,000 litres (71,400 
gallons) of liquid brine to City roads annually.   
 
A pilot study was initiated during the  2017/2018 season to introduce magnesium chloride as 
an additive to the brine to further improve its effectiveness.  This treatment allowed for the 
use of brine at lower temperatures increasing its range of application.  The results of the 
pilot were positive; however, staff will continue the pilot for the upcoming 2019/2020 winter 
season, as we are not at full capacity to confirm its effectiveness on all of our Priority roads.   

D) Weather Monitoring Tools 
 

In 2014 the WOM Division, in partnership with the Region of Peel, began using a Road 
Weather Information System (RWIS). The RWIS is a web-based tool for monitoring weather 
and pavement conditions.  Users can log-in to monitor road surface observations and 
weather data collected by environmental sensors at two tower locations in Mississauga. 
These observations include air and road temperatures, humidity, wind speed and surface 
salinity and are used in forecast models.  The RWIS is used by staff in advance of and 
during winter storms and allows for improved decision-making in managing storm response 
activities, including how to best employ salt, magnesium chloride and brine, and at what 
application rate. 

E) Other Best Management Practices 

Other best management practices used to minimize the impacts of salt on the environment 
include the following: 

 Regular monitoring and calibration of City and contractor salt application equipment 
to ensure the equipment is functioning properly and is accurately spreading salt as 
programed. 

 Regular monitoring and setting of salt spinner rates to reduce over salting and to 
ensure salting application rates are appropriate for road and weather conditions. 

 Good salt housekeeping practices regarding deliveries, handling, storage, site 
drainage and vehicle washing. 
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Awards, Recognition and Other Contributions to Best Management Practices in Ontario 

The WOM Division has been recognized for its effective salt management practices by the Salt 
Institute as a recipient of its annual Safe and Sustainable Snowfighting Award; the WOM 
Division has received the award for the last eight years.  In order to be recognized, award 
recipients must meet criteria in the following categories: levels of safety and service; materials 
usage; equipment selection; continuous improvement; strategic and tactical operations; storage 
and safety; and, housekeeping and environmental. 
 
Benchmarking 
 
A benchmarking exercise was conducted to compare the WOM Division’s salt management 
practices to other municipalities in the local area, northern Ontario, and eastern and western 
Canada.  In total, nineteen municipalities were surveyed, including the following:  
 

 local municipalities: Barrie, Brampton, Hamilton, London, Toronto and Waterloo; 
 

 northern Ontario municipalities: North Bay, Sault Ste. Marie, Sudbury,Thunder Bay and 
Timmins; and,  

 
 other major Canadian municipalities: Calgary, Edmonton, Halifax, Ottawa and 

Saskatoon. 
 
The benchmarking exercise revealed several salt management trends: 
 

 The amount of road salt used per year, on average, by a given Canadian municipality 
depends largely on its climate, geographic size and population.  Additionally, the annual 
road salt budget for a particular Canadian municipality is also the result of these factors.  
For instance, the City of Ottawa consistently uses 180,000 tonnes of road salt per year 
due to its traditionally harsh winters and significant network of roads. 

 
 Canadian municipalities, on average, maintain a salt application rate of 150 kilograms 

per lane kilometre (243 pounds per lane mile) on arterial roads.  This rate is subject to 
change due to temperature, snow and ice levels. 

 
 A large proportion of municipalities surveyed use liquid brine in their winter maintenance 

operations. 
 

 Of the 19 municipalities surveyed, Mississauga was the only municipality that does not 
use sand in its winter maintenance operations.  However, the decision to discontinue the 
use of sand for ice and snow removal was the result of a CVC study, which labelled the 
negative effects of sand on Mississauga sub-watersheds.  Some municipalities, 
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including Edmonton and Calgary, use a significant amount of sand while local and 
northern Ontario municipalities surveyed recorded modest sand use levels. 

 
 Mississauga is one of the few municipalities surveyed, in addition to Barrie and Thunder 

Bay, which use pre-treated salt for ice and snow removal purposes.  Mississauga relies 
on the use of pre-treated salt due to environmental and other benefits already identified. 
 

 No surveyed municipality has implemented a By-law to regulate the use of salt on 
private property, such as private parking lots. Instead, municipalities often rely on other 
means to ensure efficient private salt use.  For instance, municipalities such as the City 
of Waterloo and the City of Ottawa promote the Smart About Salt Program in order to 
curb private salt use.  

 
The results of the entire benchmarking exercise can be found in Appendix 2 attached to this 
report. 
 
Improving Mississauga’s Salt Management Practices: 

The WOM Division will continue to adopt new and innovative winter maintenance strategies, as 
well as continue to stay abreast of current winter maintenance best practices.   

In this vein, the following actions have been undertaken by the WOM Division for the upcoming 
2019/2020 winter season, to advance effective salt use and related winter maintenance: 

A) Plowing Threshold 

The WOM Division will continue the practice of lowering the plow threshold from eight 
centimeters to lesser depths depending on current and forecasted road and weather 
conditions.  This change is anticipated to result in less salt used since plowing at a higher 
depth requires an increased salt application rate in order to activate the brine to break the 
bond of the snow and ice from the road.  Plowing at lower depths leaves behind less snow 
and requires less salt on the road afterwards.  Further, the savings from effective salt 
applications will mitigate somewhat additional plowing costs, in addition to the positive 
environmental benefits of using less salt. 

B) Expanded Brine Use 

In the 2018/2019 winter season, the WOM Division expanded its Salt Brine Anti-Icing 
Program by approximately 15% to include more bridges, hills and priority roads.  This will 
mean that salt application rates can be further lowered in those areas that will have salt 
residue remaining from a recent brine application (according to road surface conditions). 
Slide-in tanks have been purchased for WOM fleet vehicles to improve responsiveness by 
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allowing City vehicles to brine priority routes during normal working hours and decrease 
dependency on outsourced direct liquid application.            

We are currently exploring expanding the current program to include the remaining priority 
roads.  However due to limited storage capacity in the Works Yards, it is becoming 
increasingly difficult to increase brine equipment and resources.   

C) Winter Maintenance/Salt Use Education 

There exists a general consensus that private salt use has contributed significantly to rising 
chloride levels in local and regional watersheds.  With this in mind, the Region of Peel is 
developing messaging for effective winter maintenance practices, including proper salt use, 
alternatives to using salt and snow and ice clearing tips for homeowners and private parking 
lot contractors.  They have partnered with local municipalities, including the City of 
Mississauga, to share this information publicly.  

The WOM Division has also developed messaging to residents to explain the City’s salt 

practices and further encourage residents to use salt wisely on their own properties. 
However, this past winter season, we continued to receive complaints from the public that 
we were not using enough salt during our operations.  Our messaging will continue to be 
broadcasted to our residents which may ultimately conflict with their expectations of bare 
pavement throughout the City.  In addition, WOM Division staff is willing to provide 
presentations to residents as part of Councillors’ town hall meetings to better inform them of 

the City’s winter road and sidewalk management program.    

Finally, a communication and outreach working group has been struck between the City of 
Mississauga, CVC and the Region of Peel to identify opportunities to work together on future 
messaging about effective salt use to limit impacts on the environment. 

D) Staying Informed 

The WOM Division stays informed about best salt management practices through several 
means.  The WOM Division collaborates with local municipalities and the Region of Peel in 
order to identify innovative salt management strategies.  Staff also work closely with the 
CVC, Conservation Halton, and the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority to better 
manage our salt use.  

In addition, WOM Division staff directly involved in winter maintenance attend Road School, 
Snow School and other conferences to identify best practices to improve winter operations. 
Staff also displays leadership in the salt management sector by teaching courses through 
Ontario Good Roads Association (OGRA).  Ken Lauppe (Manager, Works Operations) 
currently instructs at the OGRA Snow School and is also a Co-Director of the Roadway 
Management course at the OGRA Road School.  Starting in 2019, Ryan McHugh 

8.12



General Committee 
 

2019/05/14 
 

10 

 

(Operations Co-ordinator) will also be instructing at the Snow School, while Scott Holmes, 
Senior Manager, Works Administration, Operations and Maintenance will also be instructing 
at the Road School.    

Further, staff have volunteered Mississauga to participate in refreshing the OGRA 
Calibration and Circle Check videos (pending budget approval by OGRA), which are now 11 
years old and were done previously with the City of Brampton.  This ensures that winter 
maintenance vehicles are applying the correct application rates and educates drivers on salt 
use. 

E) Other Actions 

Other actions were considered by WOM staff to further minimize impacts to the 
environment, but are not being pursued.  These included implementing a no-salt zone pilot 
project and introducing a municipal by-law to regulate the use of salt on private property. 

It is unfeasible for the WOM Division to implement a no-salt pilot project for the following 
reasons: 

 Road salt remains the most effective snow and ice removal agent available for use.  
With this in mind, it would be unsafe for motorists and pedestrians in the City to be 
exposed to a no-salt zone.  

 The WOM Division, in conjunction with other City staff (namely Risk Management 
and  Legal Services), predict that the implementation of a no-salt zone pilot project 
would make the City increasingly liable for slips and falls within a particular no-salt 
zone.  

 Given the WOM Divisions Level of Service Standards for City roads, it would be 
difficult to achieve those road surface condition targets without using traditional road 
salt.  

In addition to considering the implementation of a no-salt zone pilot project, WOM staff 
also researched the idea of introducing a municipal by-law to regulate volume of salt use 
on private property. However, after consultation with Legal Services and the 
Enforcement Division, a by-law regulating the volume of salt use on private property is 
not recommended due to legal risks and enforcement challenges.  

If the City limits  private property salt usage and, consequently, impacts a property 
owner's ability to maintain their property to their desired standard, there is potential for 
increased legal and liability exposure. Enforcement challenges would include, but not be 
limited to, ice & salt melting variables, obtaining accurate measurements of salt 
distribution and timely onsite inspections.  
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Therefore, a by-law to regulate the volume of salt use on private property is not 
recommended at this time. Further, an amendment to the existing Debris and Anti-
littering By-law 219-85 or the Property Standards By-law 654-98 to regulate volume of 
salt use on private property is also not recommended at this time. 

Financial Impact 
The actions outlined in the preceding section have been implemented for the 2018/2019 winter 
season and can be accommodated within the existing budget for winter maintenance.   
 

Conclusion 
The City of Mississauga is committed to taking a proactive approach towards the use and 
management of road salt and uses best management practices to minimize the negative effects 
of chlorides on the environment. The WOM Division will continue to examine and test new 
methods and techniques in collaboration with our partners.  
 
 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 
 
Prepared by:  Ken Lauppe, Manager, Works Operations 
 
Appendix 1: Report from the Commissioner of Transporation and Works, dated November 21, 
2017 and entitled “Works Operations and Maintenance Division Salt Management Practices” 
 
Appendix 2: Salt Management Practices Benchmarking 
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Salt Management Practices Benchmarking    Appendix 2 

Local 
Municipalities 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
SALT USAGE 
(TONNES) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
SALT 
BUDGET 

KILOMETRES OF 
ROAD WITHIN 
CLASSIFICATION 
SYSTEM 

SALT 
APPLICATION 
RATE ON 
ARTERIAL 
ROADS 
(kg/lane-km) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
APPLICATION 
OF LIQUID 
BRINE 
(LITRES) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
USE OF 
SAND 
(TONNES) 

USE OF 
PRE-
TREATED 
SALT? 

HAS THE CITY 
IMPLEMENTED 
A NO-SALT 
ZONE?  

DOES THE 
CITY HAVE A 
BY-LAW TO 
REGULATE 
PRIVATE 
SALT USE? 

BRAMPTON 33,700 $2,140,000 
Figure 

Unavailable 
Figure 

Unavailable  596,500 30,400 Yes No No 

TORONTO 140,000 $11,400,000 5,100 
140 kg/lane-

km 3,600,000 14,000 No No No 

HAMILTON 65,000 5,000,000 3,000 
130 kg/lane-

km 400,000 15,000 No No No 

BARRIE 19,000 
Figure 

Unavailable 1,658 
150 kg/lane-

km 879,000 7,000 Yes 
Figure 

Unavailable No 

WATERLOO 11,000 2,000,000 1,030 
141 kg/lane-

km 250,000 2,000 No No No 

LONDON  35,000 3,000,000 3,625 
122 kg/lane-

km n/a 14,000 No 
  

MISSISSAUGA 58,800 $4,450,000 5,600 
150 kg/lane-

km 270,000 n/a Yes No No 

Northern 
Ontario 
Municipalities  

         

THUNDER BAY 17,000 $1,280,000 786 
140 kg/lane-

km N/A 
Figure 

Unavailable Yes No No 

NORTH BAY 3,500 $230,000 810 
150 kg/lane-

km 460,000 14,000 No No No 

TIMMINS 8,472 $900,000 950 
170 kg/lane-

km N/A 22,000 No No No 

SAULT STE. 
MARIE 7,000 

Figure 
Unavailable 1,207 

140 kg/lane-
km N/A 25,000 No No No 

SUDBURY 21,000 $1,800,000 817 
150 kg/lane-

km 
Figure 

Unavailable 60,500 No 
Figure 

Unavailable No 

          

8.12



Salt Management Practices Benchmarking    Appendix 2 

Other Major 
Canadian 
Municipalities  

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
SALT USAGE 
(TONNES) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
SALT 
BUDGET 

KILOMETRES OF 
ROAD WITHIN 
CLASSIFICATION 
SYSTEM 

SALT 
APPLICATION 
RATE ON 
ARTERIAL 
ROADS 
(kg/lane-km) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
APPLICATION 
OF LIQUID 
BRINE 
(LITRES) 

AVERAGE 
YEARLY 
USE OF 
SAND 
(TONNES) 

USE OF 
PRE-
TREATED 
SALT? 

HAS THE CITY 
IMPLEMENTED 
A NO-SALT 
ZONE? 

DOES THE 
CITY HAVE A 
BY-LAW TO 
REGULATE 
PRIVATE 
SALT USE? 

EDMONTON 18,700 $2,100,00 3,584 
150 kg/lane-

km 
Figure 

Unavailable 122,000 No No No 

CALGARY 83,000 $9,000,000 8,129 
170 kg/lane-

km 2,000,000 130,000 No Yes No 

SASKATOON 7,357 $300,000 
Figure 

Unavailable 
Figure 

Unavailable  132,000 
Figure 

Unavailable Yes 
Figure 

Unavailable No 

OTTAWA 180,000 $14,000,000 6,061 
140 kg/lane-

km 
Figure 

Unavailable 24,000 No No No 

HALIFAX 32,000 
Figure 

Unavailable 3,900 
150 kg/lane-

km 1,124,870 
Figure 

Unavailable Yes  No  No 
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Date: 2019/05/13 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Extension of the Supply of Sodium Chloride and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter 

Operations 

 

Recommendation 
1. That the Purchasing Agent be authorized to extend the existing contract (#4600012036) 

with K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. on a single source basis for the supply of sodium chloride for 

five years, commencing with the 2019/2020 winter season, at an estimated contract 

value of $58.7 million, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of Transportation 

and Works dated May 13, 2019 and entitled “Extension of Supply of Sodium Chloride 

and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter Operations”. 

2. That the Purchasing Agent be authorized to extend the existing contract (#4600015278) 

with K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. on a single source basis for the supply of pretreated sodium 

chloride for five years, commencing with the 2019/2020 winter season, at an estimated 

contract value of $8.5 million, as outlined in the report from the Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works dated May 13, 2019 and entitled “Extension of Supply of 

Sodium Chloride and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter Operations”. 

 

 
Report Highlights 
 The existing contracts for Supply of Sodium Chloride and the Supply of Pretreated Salt 

expired on April 30, 2019. 

 Based on current market conditions and benchmarking of other municipalities, the City can 

expect to pay an increase of between 9% and 40% should it conduct a competitive bid 

process. 

 The City of Mississauga’s current supplier of pretreated salt and sodium chloride is K+S 

Windsor Salt Ltd. They have provided reliable service to the City in the past, including 

during winter seasons where other vendors have experienced salt shortages due to 
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demand from extreme weather conditions or supply shortage issues. 

 By extending the existing contracts, there is a 1.5% annual increase totalling $365,946 

over a five-year term to our existing salt budget including both the Supply of Sodium 

Chloride and Supply of Pretreated Salt contracts.  However, by extending this contract the 

overall savings would be between $2.1 million and $9.5 million based on an expected 

increase of between 9% and 40% if a competitive bid process were conducted.   

 Council approval is required for single source contract awards with a value of $100,000 or 

more. 

 

Background 
Current Sodium Chloride Contract 

A competitive bid process was conducted in 2009 for the Supply of Sodium Chloride. The 

contract was awarded to K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. (formerly The Canadian Salt Company Limited) 

at a unit price of $62.74/tonne for the three-year term covering the winter seasons of 2009/2010 

to 2011/2012.  During this term, the City of Mississauga purchased approximately 60,000 

tonnes of sodium chloride annually from K+S Windsor Salt Ltd.  

The original contract also provided for multiple one-year extensions up to the 2015/2016 winter 

season.  Prices and quantity estimates were reviewed annually and a series of extensions were 

made per the contract provisions.  Throughout this period K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. maintained 

their original prices and provided reliable service despite shortages stemming from the Goderich 

tornado in 2011 and extreme weather, such as the 2013 ice storm.  

During the 2015/2016 winter season, the contract with K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. was extended for 

a three-year term at a unit price of $63.99/tonne (2% increase).  This contract expired on April 

30, 2019.  

This report seeks approval to extend the Supply of Sodium Chloride contract for an additional 

five years commencing with the 2019/2020 winter season.  The contract extension proposes a 

1.5% annual increase to the current unit price over the five-year term, for a total unit price 

increase over the term of the contract of $3.98 or 6.12%.  This means that the 2019/2020 winter 

season unit price of $64.95/tonne will rise to $68.93/tonne by the 2023/2024 winter season.  

Current Pretreated Salt Contract 

A competitive bid process was conducted in 2014 for the supply of pretreated salt.  The contract 

was awarded to K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. at a unit price of $80.74/tonne, being the lowest 

acceptable bid for the three-year term covering the winter seasons of 2014/2015 to 2016/2017.  

From 2014/2015 to 2017/2018, the City of Mississauga purchased approximately 9,000 tonnes 

of pretreated salt annually from K+S Windsor Salt Ltd.  
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The original contract also provided for multiple one-year extensions.  Prices and quantity 

estimates were reviewed annually, and a series of extensions were made per the contract 

provisions.  K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. maintained their original prices throughout this time and 

provided reliable service despite shortages and conditions that affected some other suppliers, 

as noted above.  

The contract with K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. was extended through the 2018/2019 winter season to 

line up with the termination of the existing Supply of Sodium Chloride contract.  The current 

contract with K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. expired on April 30, 2019.   

This report seeks approval to extend the Pretreated Salt contract for an additional five years 

commencing with the 2019/2020 winter season.  The extension has a proposed 1.5% annual 

increase to their current unit price for the extension period.  In the 2019/2020 winter season the 

unit price will be $84.42/tonne and will rise to $89.60/tonne by the 2023/2024 winter season, the 

final year of the five-year term. Throughout the five years, the unit price of salt will rise by $5.18 

or 6.14%. 

 

Comments 
Benchmarking of Existing Municipal Salt Contracts 

A benchmarking exercise was conducted of seven neighbouring jurisdictions, namely the City of 

Barrie, City of Brampton, City of Hamilton, Niagara Region, Region of Peel, City of Toronto and 

the City of Vaughan.  Appendix 1 shows the current pricing for the municipalities surveyed, 

including the average annual quantities they use and the duration of their contracts, compared 

against the City of Mississauga’s proposed unit price and contract term.   

Of the seven jurisdictions, the City of Hamilton, City of Toronto and Region of Peel have 

significantly higher unit prices than the City of Mississauga, while the City of Brampton and the 

Region of Niagara have competitive pricing.  The average unit price of the seven municipalities 

surveyed was $71.81, which is $6.86 or 10.56% more than the unit price the City of Mississauga 

is proposed to pay to K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. starting in the 2019/2020 winter season.  In 

addition, the average contract length of surveyed jurisdictions was four years, while it is 

proposed that the City’s contract be for a five-year term.   

Benchmarking of Recent Municipal Salt Tenders 

Staff have also benchmarked recent salt tenders that closed in the summer of 2018.  As a result 

of the issues listed above, the average tender price has increased over 25% from their most 

recent tender cost.  The details of the tender results have been attached in Appendix 2. 

By extending the current contracts, costs would increase by approximately $301,669 for the 

Supply of Sodium Chloride contract and $64,277 for the Pretreated Salt contract. This is a grand 

total of $365,946 over the five-year contract term based on a 1.5% price increase each year of 

the contract.  
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Based on benchmarking of recent tenders, if the City were to conduct a competitive bid process 

a cost increase of between 9% and 40% would be expected.  This represents an increase of 

between $1.8 million and $7.8 million for the Supply of Sodium Chloride contract and between 

$374,265 and $1.7 million for the Pretreated Salt contract over five years.   

According to these assumptions, extending the City’s current contracts rather than tendering 

them would result in a total savings of between $2.1 million and $9.5 million over a five-year 

term.  

The Purchasing By-law # 374-2006 provides for single-source contract awards under these 

circumstances, wherein it states under Schedule “A” (b) (iv) the solicitation of competitive Bids 

would not be economical to the City. 

CETA/CFTA Considerations 

The Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) between Canada and the 

European Union (EU) and the Canadian Free Trade Agreement (CFTA) both came into effect in 

September 2017. CETA is the first international trade agreement in which municipal 

procurement is covered. The objectives of the government procurement obligations within these 

trade agreements are to ensure fairness and increase competition. The threshold for 

municipalities for goods and services is $365,700 under CETA and $100,000 under CFTA.   

Not conducting a competitive procurement process presents the risk of a challenge under 

CETA/CFTA. However, the likelihood of a European or out of province supplier bidding for the 

supply and delivery of salt in Mississauga is very low.  

Since CETA came into effect no European bidders have requested bidding documents or 

submitted bids to the City.   

In this case, staff consider that a competitive procurement process will have a negative impact 

on the City. 

Vendor Supply 

K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. have always been able to deliver beyond expectations in the over 25 

years the City of Mississauga has had them as our supplier.  As a result, our salt supply has 

been reliable throughout the contract.   

During the 2013/2014 winter season, the City required 120,000 tonnes of salt due to the ice 

storm.  Many other vendors experienced salt shortages that season due to the extreme weather 

conditions.  Some municipalities, such as the City of Hamilton, were unable to obtain supply.  

K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. maintained the contract price and met the City’s delivery requirements. 

This winter there have been numerous news reports regarding expected salt shortages. The 

reasons for this shortage are due to the following: 
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 A 12-week strike at the Compass Minerals Mine in Goderich, Ontario in 2018 resulting in 

a limited supply for this winter season. 

 A flood in the Cargill mine in Ohio earlier this season. 

 Expected tonnage increase requests from growth municipalities. 

This winter, the City of Mississauga has received requests for salt from other municipalities 

whose vendors have been impacted by these conditions.  Our vendor, K+S Windsor Salt Ltd., 

has not been affected and the City’s salt supply has been uninterrupted.  K+S Windsor Salt Ltd. 

is also a global supplier with mines in Europe and South America. 

Not only have prices come in higher this year as detailed in Appendix 2, there have also been 

some “no bid” tenders.  Most recently last fall in Pembroke, Ontario, their tender did not receive 

any bids.  They had to retender again this spring and the prices increased substantially to over 

$100/tonne.   

Extending both of the City’s salt contracts will ensure that we will have an adequate supply to 

keep our roads, priority sidewalks, bus stops and roadside multi-use trails safe during the winter 

seasons.  We will continue to review and accordingly implement progressive salt management 

practices, which is detailed in a separate report. 

Financial Impact 
There is a 1.5% annual increase totalling $365,946 over the five-year term to our existing salt 

budget including both the Supply of Sodium Chloride and Supply of Pretreated Salt contracts.  

However, the overall savings by extending this contract, as opposed to conducting a competitive 

bid process, would be between $2.1 million and $9.5 million.   

Appendix 3 provides the annual cost per tonne from the 2009/2010 winter season through the 

proposed extension of the 2023/2024 winter season for both contracts.  The current 2019 

budget can accommodate the 1.5% annual increase.  Any future budget pressures will be re-

visited within the budget process. 

 

Conclusion 
The City of Mississauga is currently paying a lower unit price for salt supply when compared 

with other municipalities in the Greater Toronto Area.  Current market conditions indicate that 

the City can expect to pay an increase between 9% and 40% based on benchmarking should it 

conduct a competitive bid process.  

Staff consider the proposal to extend the existing Supply of Sodium Chloride contract and the 

Supply of Pretreated Salt contract for five years with an annual price increase of 1.5% for five 

years to be favourable.  By comparison the Canada Consumer Price Index (CPI) for February 

2019 is 1.5%.  Savings of between $2.1 million and $9.5 million are anticipated during the five-

year extension to these contracts when compared to a competitive bid process. Not conducting 
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a competitive procurement process presents the risk of a challenge under CETA/CFTA. 

However, the likelihood of a European supplier bidding for the supply and delivery of salt in 

Mississauga is very low.  

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Salt Pricing Benchmarking Chart 

Appendix 2: Recent Salt Tender Prices Comparison 

Appendix 3: Financial Impact 

Appendix 4: Statement of Work – Single Source Procurement – Extension of the Supply of 

Sodium Chloride and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter Operations 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:  Scott Holmes, Senior Manager, Works Administration, Operations and 

Maintenance 
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Appendix 4 
 

 
Statement of Work 

 
Single Source Procurement – Extension of the Supply of                                                                                                                     

Sodium Chloride and Pretreated Salt Contracts for Winter Operations 

 
Background: 
 
The current contract for the supply of sodium chloride (salt) and pre-treated salt with K+S 
Windsor Salt Ltd. expired April 30, 2019.  The report seeks approval to extend the contract with 
the current vendor for an additional five years commencing with the 2019/2020 winter season. 
 
Scope: 
 
The City is expected to purchase approximately 60,000 tonnes of sodium chloride and 9,000 
tonnes of pre-treated salt annual for its winter operations road, sidewalk and related 
infrastructure operations.  The tonnage purchased annually is dependent upon number, severity 
and type of winter conditions.  
 
Reasons: 
 
Based on current market conditions and benchmarking of other municipalities, the City can 
expect to pay an increase of between 9% and 40% should it conduct a competitive bid process.  
The current vendor is seeking only a 1.5% annual increase during the proposed five year 
contract.   
 
Represents Value for Money: 
 
Savings between $2.1 million and $9.5 million over the life of the five year contract are 
anticipated based on the benchmarking of other municipalities’ unit prices.  In addition, K+S 
Windsor Salt Ltd have provided reliable service to the City for the past twenty-five years. 
 
The estimated contract extension value is $58.7 million for the supply of sodium chloride and 
$8.5 million for the supply of pre-treated salt over the five year contract. 
 
Applicable Provisions: 
 

 Corporate Policy and Procedure 02-01-08, Corporate Reports (May 2016); Reports 
Dealing with Procurement Matters (page 7 of 9) 
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Date: 2019/05/06 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng., MBA, Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Recommendation for Designation of City Standard and Approval for Single Source 

Procurement by way of Contract Amendments for the MiWay Systems Vendors (Giro Inc., 

Garival Inc., Coencorp Consultant Corporation,  Trapeze Software Inc.) 

File Ref: PRC001569, PRC001568, PRC001613, PRC001612. 

 

Recommendation 
1. That Council approve the single/sole source high value acquisitions between the City 

and Giro Inc., Garival Inc., Coencorp Consultant Corporation, and Trapeze Software 

Inc., for a period of 10 years which consists of a 5 year term with an option to renew for 

a further 5 years, as detailed in the Recommendation for Designation of City Standard 

and Approval for Single Source Procurement by way of Contract Amendments for the 

MiWay Systems Vendors (Giro Inc., Garival Inc., Coencorp Consultant Corporation, 

Trapeze Software Inc.), File Ref: PRC001569, PRC001568, PRC001613, PRC001612 

Corporate Report dated April 30, 2019  by the Commissioner of Transportation & Works, 

(the “Purchase”).  

2. That the Purchasing Agent or designate is authorized to negotiate and execute all 

contracts and related ancillary documents with respect to the Purchase between the City 

and the MiWay Systems Vendors(Giro Inc., Garival Inc., Coencorp Consultant 

Corporation, Trapeze Software Inc.),  in accordance with the City’s Purchasing By-law 

374-06, as amended. , at the estimated amount of $ $21,888,231, excluding taxes(for 

first 5 years) with an option to renew for further 5 years(at an estimated amount of                    

$20,993,032,excluding taxes), subject to budget approval.  

3. That the Transit Technology Solutions offered by the MiWay Systems Vendors continue 

to be designated as “City Standards continue to be designated as “City Standards” for a 

period of 10 Years, in accordance with the City’s Purchasing By-law 374-06, as 

amended. 
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Report Highlights 
 This report seeks Council’s authority to authorize the Purchasing Agent to negotiate, 

amend, and execute contracts with the above listed MiWay Systems Vendors. 

 MiWay Systems Vendors were previously designated as single source vendors for the 

MiWay systems as per GC-0420-2015. 

 The City has made significant investment in transit infrastructure technology. With all 

vendors listed, it would be cost prohibitive to introduce any other systems. 

 Previous or existing commitments have not been fulfilled. Therefore, the City now requires 

the authority to extend its contracts to provide system operational continuity.  

 Each MiWay Systems Vendor delivers an integrated portfolio of products, designed as 

modules to be added as required; the proprietary nature of the technology precludes the 

option to interchange components from vendors other than the ones certified by the main 

contractor. 

 MiWay’s ability to deliver service and comply with regulatory requirements dependent on 

the technology provided by these vendors; technology which has been fully integrated with 

business processes.  The learning curve to master new technology, plus the expense to 

procure, design, build, and replace these systems makes vendor replacements an 

extremely expensive proposition. 

 The necessary operating and capital budget required to support these business critical 

systems have been requested through the City’s business planning process . 

 

Background 
 

MiWay’s I.C.T. (Information and Communication Technology) strategy is based on an integrated 

technology platform to enable daily delivery of transit services.  

A careful selection of industry leaders and diligent contract management is followed to ensure 

that vendors can keep up with the demands of the technological landscape, are dependable and 

responsive, and maintain an equitable relationship with the City. 

The table is a summary of the functions supported by these systems:  
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Vendor Application Business Function 

Giro Hastus  Creation of service plans. 

 Work selection by bus operators. 

 Daily allocation of buses. 

 Operators attendance management. 

 Daily management of changes to plans, like 

use of spare boards. 

 Customer information for web site, mobile site, 

City Link, Click N’ Ride, Google, Apple App, 

and Open Data. 

 Automation of operators’ payment provisions 

as per Union contract. 

Garival GFI Fareboxes  Collection and record of bus fares in cash. 

 Daily retrieval of bus canisters and safe 

keeping storage until collected. 

 Records, analysis, and reporting of collected 

fares. 

Coencorp Fuel Management System  Record by bus of dispensed fuel. 

 Record, analysis, and reporting of fuel 

consumption per bus and inventories. 

Trapeze TransitMaster – iBus 

 

Enterprise Asset 

Management(EAM) 

 

 

 Automated next stop announcements. 

 Automated next bus arrival. 

 Automated passenger counters. 

 Distress button. 

 Radios. 

 Control and dispatch operations. 

 Asset Management for Buses. 

 Integrated Cameras. 

 Integrated Passenger Counters. 

 

GIRO – Hastus  

Since 2002, Giro’s Hastus has been the application used by MiWay to create its service plans 

and manage the bus operator workforce. 

Over the years additional modules have been added to manage customer information content 

and the bus operator workforce. 
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In 2014, a full system upgrade was completed as part of the project to produce real time travel 

information.   

In 2016-2017 Hastus was integrated with SAP to replace legacy payroll system for Transit 

Operators. 

In 2018, Hastus “Comments” module was implemented which replaced a legacy call center 

application. 

Two projects are currently underway to implement and rollout two Hastus Modules, i.e. yard 

management and Business Intelligence (Enhanced reporting /data mining functionality). 

The integrated platform offered by Hastus produces significant savings and efficiencies through 

elimination of interfaces and double data entries.  Data entered in one area is immediately 

available for all users and all systems become updated simultaneously. 

Trapeze – TransitMaster [iBus]  

MiWay’s ITS (Intelligent Transportation Systems) are delivered through the integration of 

hardware and software applications based on a bus controller and a GPS to stamp records with 

location, time, and date; the devices are centrally managed and the data output stored in a 

single structured data warehouse. 

In operation since spring 2010, phase 1 delivered the automated next stop announcements to 

comply with AODA (Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act) legislation.  The iBus project 

has continued to add features like bus cameras, an upgrade to the distress button, and 

automated passenger counters. 

In 2016, Gateway replacement project was completed. 

In 2017, External Cameras were installed and integrated with iBus. 

In 2018, Automatic Passenger Counters (APC) were installed and integrated with iBus. 

2019/2020 – Asset Management module is being implemented which will be replacing FASTER 

(existing Fleet Management Solution). This module will also automate the VCR Workflow which 

is currently manual and paper driven. 

Lifecycle replacement needs to happen on the iBus components installed in the buses in next 2-

3 years. Other modules like Garage Management/Vehicle Diagnostics will be implemented to 

give end-to-end visibility of the bus status (location, health). 
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Garival – GFI Fareboxes 

MiWay has relied on GFI to manage its revenue collection operations for almost 20 years.  The 

entire GFI system includes: fareboxes, a software application to register and process cash, 

tickets, and record boardings made with passes and transfers.  It also includes the vaults used 

to empty fareboxes’ containers and hold the cash until it is retrieved by armoured transportation. 

In 2013 the vendor performed a quality test of the entire system and confirmed that performance 

and reliability are on the high end of the expected range.  The quality test recommended 

replacement of some of the hardware components in fareboxes for which funds have been 

approved. 

Coencorp – Fuel Management Systems 

In 2008, as part of the Central Parkway Campus Expansion and improvements to Malton, a fuel 

management system was installed to automatically record and track bus fuel consumption and 

fuel tanks inventories. 

The table shows the current, fully funded, contract values, as per outstanding contracted 

obligations: 

Vendor Application 
Current Commitment 

(millions) 

Giro Hastus $6.6 

Trapeze Transit Master – iBus   $23.6 

Garival GFI Fareboxes $5.5 

Coencorp Fuel Management System $.25 

 

Comments 
The four vendors and their systems have proven their reliability over the years. Their products 

are tightly integrated with each other. Significant investment has been done over the years to 

integrate/customize the software as per Transit needs. 

The quality of the four systems and MiWay’s investment in training and process design has 

made it possible to have an effective integration between processes and technology.  

The transit industry is dominated by niche players, which makes it common to have only two or 

three vendor options per product category; there are cases where only one option is available. 
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The products of competing vendors are not interchangeable.  The capital and transition costs of 

switching vendors outweigh any potential maintenance and support costs, which on an annual 

basis are about 4% of the total capital cost.  

The recommendations in this report are made in accordance with Schedule A of the Purchasing 

By-law 374-06, item 1 (a) (iii) which states that the single source procurement method may be 

applied in cases where, “the Goods and/or Services are only available from one supplier by 

reason of the existence of exclusive rights such as patent, copyright or licence;” and item 1 (b) 

(xi) which states that a single source procurement method may be applied when, “a need exists 

for compatibility with, or for the maintenance and support of a City Standard and there are no 

reasonable alternatives, substitutes, or accommodations.” 

Transit Business Systems, Information Technology, Materiel Management and Legal Services 

staff will collaborate to establish the detailed requirements, negotiate the final arrangements and 

prepare the requisite forms including the contract agreements. 

 

Financial Impact 
 

Operating will be covered with an annual budget of $2.7M for the next 5 years in cost centre 

23516 cost element 715511.The capital requirements will be dealt with as part of the City’s 

2020-2029 budget cycle. The bulk of these projects ($19.2M) is seeking funding from Tax while 

the smaller amount ($2M) is seeking funding from Federal Gas Tax. 

The following table is the estimated cost per vendor application over the next 5 to 10 years, 

based on the City’s current agreements.  
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Vendor   
Projected Contract 
Cost - First 5 Years 

Projected Contract Cost - 
Optional Next 5 Years 

Trapeze       

  Total $14,083,496.68 $12,704,995.82 

Giro       

  Total $4,706,862.89 $5,237,995.97 

Garival       

  Total $2,880,000.00 $2,863,395.00 

CoenCorp       

  Total $217,871.58 $186,645.46 

        

  Reconciliation and Timing Of Costs     

        

  Total Costs $21,888,231.15 $20,993,032.25 

        

        

  Total Operating Costs $9,468,231.15 $12,328,032.25 

        

  Total Operating Budget - 715511-23516 $13,500,000.00 $13,500,000.00 

        

        

  Total Capital Costs $12,420,000.00 $8,665,000.00 

        

  Project Number 9241 $5,450,000.00 $0.00 

        

  
2020-2029 Capital Budget - Improve 
Projects $4,970,000.00 $5,630,000.00 

        

  
2020-2029 Capital Budget - Lifecycle 
Projects (Not Committed) $0.00 $3,035,000.00 

        

  
2020-2029 Capital Budget - Currently 
Part of Funding Envelope $2,000,000.00 $0.00 

        

  Total Capital Funding $12,420,000.00 $8,665,000.00 

 

For more details, Please see Appendix 2: Estimated Financial Impact Breakdown 
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Conclusion 
 

The four MiWay systems described in this report are proprietary to the original vendors that 

supply them. The systems and vendors have proven their reliability and worth as good City 

partners. 

MiWay has built its operational capabilities through process design that integrates technology 

with job functions and extensive training for staff to learn and consistently use the tools that 

support their work. 

This report seeks authority for the Purchasing Agent to negotiate, execute and amend contracts 

and ancillary documents for a term of 10 years, which consists of a 5 year term with an option to 

renew for a further 5 years with the MiWay Systems Vendors , on a single source basis to 

ensure adequate support to business critical systems.  

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Statement of Work Summary 

Appendix 2: Financial Impact Breakdown 

 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P.Eng., Commissioner of Transporaion & Works 

 

Prepared by:  Prabhjot Dhami, Manager, Transit Buisness Systems, Transportation & Works 
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                                                                  Appendix 1: 

                                                  

                                                Statement of Work Summary 

                         (Trapeze Software Inc., Giro Inc., Coencorp Consultant Corporation, Garival Inc.)  

 

 Professional services (including but not limited to: Training , Installation , Provisioning) 

 Maintainence & Support 

 Hardware, Software, Licenses & Services  

 Cloud services & solutions  
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Estimated Financial Impact Breakdown 
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Date: 2019/05/17 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Andrew Whittemore, M.U.R.P., Commissioner of 

Planning and Building  

Originator’s files: 
CD.21.COM 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Community Engagement - State of the City 

 

Recommendation 
That the report titled “Community Engagement – State of the City” and dated May 17, 2019, be 

received for information.   

Background 
In July 2017, Council approved the City’s first Community Engagement Strategy.  The Strategy 

provides a consistent approach to engagement based on an internationally recognized 

framework.  Staff committed to report back to Council on the progress of the implementation of 

the strategy and initial evaluation results for 2018. 

 

Comments 
This report summarizes the implementation actions completed in 2018 and presents the revised 

program objectives and performance measures. Elements of the Strategy that are now 

operational include:   

 

 An internal and external awareness plan (e.g. digital resource hub for staff and an 

externally facing information for the public on www.mississauga.ca ) 

 Creation of a toolkit, templates, tips sheets and other resources for staff 

 A phased training program available for the various professionals within the corporation 

(e.g. overview for senior management and project sponsors to “in-depth” for 

engagement and project leads) 

 Launch of a “Community of Practice” to bring together engagement and project leads 

along with those staff interested in skills development  

 Best practices review to guide training and innovate consultation approaches 

 

Appendix 1 provides the initial engagement results for City initiated and led projects in 2018.  

These results exclude community meetings associated with development applications under the 

Planning Act for which there are statutory public meeting requirements.  Annual reporting of the 
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performance of the City’s community engagement program will help with several objectives 

show below: 

 

 Strengthen the transparency and accountability of project outcomes 

 Ensure participants' time is used efficiently and respectfully 

 Improve decision-making process for each project 

 Increase the likelihood of a positive project conclusion 

 Ensure good value of time and money 

 

In working with the performance measures for the 2018 community engagement results, the 

objectives and performance measures were refined to provide more detailed information.  The 

updated measures in Appendix 2 are proposed to replace those from the original 2017 strategy. 

 

Appendix 3 provides a preliminary list of City-led community engagement planned for 2019.  

This is provided for information and will assist with staff collaboration and resource allocation. 

 

Strategic Plan 
The Strategic Plan’s Connect Pillar speaks to building communities socially and physically 

connected.  Community engagement fosters this objective. 

 

Financial Impact 
No financial impact at this time. 

 

Conclusion 
The results from the 2018 City-led community engagement establish a baseline for future years’ 

reporting.  Ongoing measurement of the City’s community engagement programs are critical to 

demonstrate accountability and transparency of the City’s decision making processes; direct 

continuous improvement of staff capacity and engagement programs; and establish a platform 

for staff training and development.   

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: 2018 Community Engagement Report 

Appendix 2: Community Engagement Strategy – Refined Objectives and Performance 

Measures 

Appendix 3: 2019 Planned Community Engagement Initiatives 
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Andrew Whittemore, M.U.R.P., Commissioner of Planning and Building 

 

Prepared by:   Ruth Marland, MCIP, RPP, Manager, Community Relations 
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2018 Engagement Report

Key Engagements Undertaken

Our Community Engagement Strategy

Adequate Temperature By-law Review   |   Arena Allocation Policy   |   2018 Budget   |   Churchill Meadows Community 
Common   |   Clarkson Transit Station Area Study   |   Climate Change Action Plan   |   Communications Master Plan   |   
Community Group Support Policy   |   Cultural Heritage Landscapes   |   Culture Master Plan   |   Development Charges 

By-law Review   |   Digital Strategy   |   Erin Mills BRT Station and Trail   |   Future Directions - Library Master Plan   |   
Future Directions - Parks and Forestry Master Plan   |   Future Directions - Recreation Master Plan   |   Hancock 

Woodlands   | Lakeshore Connecting Communities   |   Lakeshore Road Hydro Corridor   |   Legalizing Recreational 
Cannabis   |   Meadowvale Neighbourhood Character Study   |   Mississauga Moves   |   MiWay 5 Strategy   |   MiWay 
Advertising Programs   |   MiWay Customer Satisfaction Survey   |   Park 525 Park Development   |   Paul Coffey Park 
Master Plan and Transition Plan    |   Pheasant Run Park Development   |   Reimagining the Mall   |   Rental Housing 
Protection By-law   |   Sheridan College  Scholars’ Green Park Phase 2  |   Transportation Network Company Pilot          

Project   |   Willow Glen Park Development

109 
in-person events 11,000

in-person event
attendees

18,000
participants 
engaged 
virtually         

33 
projects
represented
across ten City 
divisions

The following statistics represent the engagement results for City initiated and led studies or initiatives.  These statistics 
exclude community meetings associated with development applications under the Planning Act.

Appendix 1
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Appendix 2: Community Engagement Strategy – Refined Objectives and 
Performance Measures 

Strategy Goals Proposed Refined 
Objectives 

Proposed Refined 
Performance Measures 

 
Goal 1: Enhance our 
Engagement Practices 

 
1. Utilize the City’s strategic 

engagement process to ensure 
engagement is purposeful, and cost-
effective   

 
1. % of participants satisfied 

with the City engagement 
processes   

 
2. Cost of engagement per 

resident  
 
3. Cost of engagement per 

engagement technique used 
 

 
2. Conduct performance evaluation 

and report back regularly to ensure 
the continuous improvement of 
engagement practices 
 

 
4. % of projects that evaluated 

their community engagement 
performance at the end of 
the year 

 
 
3. Innovate engagement by testing 

new ideas and piloting creative 
practices  

 

 
5. # of innovative engagement 

initiatives that were 
undertaken in that year 

 
 
Goal 2: Make it easy for 
the community to 
participate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1. Engage participants in an accessible 

and inclusive manner, ensuring that 
there are a variety of opportunities 
to give feedback 

  
1. % of engagement events that 

provided more than one 
opportunity for participation 
 

2. Number of engagement 
events (in-person and digital) 
held city-wide 

 
3.  Number of City participants 

that attended engagement 
events (in-person and digital) 

 
4.  Number of hours participants 

have spent engaging with the 
City 

 
5. % of engagements that adhere 

to City’s inclusivity and 
accessibility guidelines 

 
6. % of participants satisfied with 

accessibility and inclusion of 
City engagement 

 
 
2. Inform participants of engagement 

through awareness and education 
initiatives  
 

  
7. %of participants that feel 

they were informed about the 
project or subject matter 
before attending the 
engagement event 
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Strategy Goals Proposed Refined 
Objectives 

Proposed Refined 
Performance Measures 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
3.   Develop meaningful relationships 

with participants to establish trust 
and support community building 

 

 
8.  % participants that feel 

participation experience was 
valuable 

 
Goal 3: Ensure 
participation reflects the 
broad diversity of our 
City 
 

 
1.  Collect standard demographic 

information to understand who the 
City engages 

 

 
1.  Participation levels by 

demographics (e.g. age) 

 
Goal 4: Build staff 
capacity to lead 
community engagement 
processes 

 
1.    Provide staff training on 

engagement to increase our internal 
knowledge base  

 

 
1.  # of hours of staff training 

delivered 
 
2.   # of staff trained  
 
3.   % of satisfied trainees 
 
4.  % of internal staff led 

engagement processes 
 

 
2.   Provide engagement resources to 

staff to ensure high quality, 
standardized engagement 
deliverables 

 
5.  # of resources available to 

staff 
 

 6.  % of staff satisfied with 
resources 
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Appendix 3:  2019 Planned Community Engagement Initiatives  

(Preliminary List and Timing) 

  
City of Mississauga Project Name 

  
Dept/Division 

2019 Upcoming 
Engagement 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 TBD 

Conserving Heritage Landscapes Community Services, Culture      X  X  X  
 Port Credit Heritage Conservation 

District Plan Update Community Services, Culture           X 

Climate Change Action Plan 
Community Services, 
Environment    X  X  X   

1 Port Street East Marina 
Community Services, Parks and 
Forestry     X  X  

Parks By-law Update 
Community Services, Parks and 
Forestry       X 

Private Tree By-law 
Community Services, Parks and 
Forestry     X    

Public Tree By-law 
Community Services, Parks and 
Forestry    X     

Willow Creek – New Trails 
Community Services, Parks and 
Forestry         X   

Burnhamthorpe CC Renovation 
Project Community Services, Recreation       X 
Future Directions - Recreation Community Services, Recreation  X         
Ice User Group Meeting Community Services, Recreation       X 
Older Adult Plan Community Services, Recreation  X   X    
Sport Field Policy Community Services, Recreation       X  X  
Sport User Group Meeting Community Services, Recreation       X 
Tennis/Pickle Ball Policy Community Services, Recreation  X   X    
Youth Plan Community Services, Recreation  X   X    
2019 DC By-law Corporate Services, Finance  X   X       

Budget 
Corporate Services, Strategic 
Communications       X  X   

Citizen Satisfaction Survey 
Corporate Services, Strategic 
Communications   X   X  

Digital Modernization 
Corporate Services, Strategic 
Communications X X X  X  

Smart City Master Plan Engagement 
Corporate Services, Information 
Technology  X  X    

Smart City Public Engagement – 
Centre for Civic Curiosity 

Corporate Services, Information 
Technology     X  X  

Clarkson Major Transit Station Area 
Study 

Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies 

  
X    X     
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City of Mississauga Project Name 

  
Dept/Division 

2019 Upcoming 
Engagement 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 TBD 

Community Planning Permit Systems 
Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies       X 

Downtown Strategy 
Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies    X  X  

Meadowvale Neighbourhood 
Character Study 

Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies 

  
X    X     

Inclusionary Zoning 
Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies       X 

Official Plan - Our Future City  
Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies    X  X  

Re-Imagining the Mall 
Planning and Building, City 
Planning Strategies           X 

Lakeshore Connecting Communities 

Transportation and Works, 
Infrastructure Planning and 
Engineering Services           X 
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Date: 2019/04/30 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 

Community Services  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga 

 

Recommendation 
That the revisions to the Community Tennis Club Policy, renamed Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball 

in Mississauga, attached as Appendix 1 to the Corporate Report dated April 30, 2019, from the 

Commissioner of Community Services be approved.  

Report Highlights 
 The scope of the policy was expanded to include outdoor public courts and use of both 

public and community club courts for pickleball and tennis 

 New criteria is listed for a community group to be considered as a new Community Tennis 

and/or Pickleball Club at a specific location  

 Ongoing requirements to remain a Community Tennis and/or Pickleball Club are outlined 

 Seasonal permits are no longer required for the Clubs 

 Clubs must promote and offer a minimum of five no-charge open houses to allow public 

participation and encourage Club membership 

 

Background 
The existing Community Tennis Clubs Policy was developed and endorsed in 2006 specifically 

for the Community Tennis Clubs affiliated with the City of Mississauga Community Services 

Department. These 19 Clubs still continue to manage and operate 70 municipal tennis courts 

under the existing Community Tennis Club Policy and individual Management & Operations 

Agreement (the “Agreement”) with the City.  Current policy omits reference to outdoor municipal 

public tennis, multi-use courts and the sport of Pickleball. 
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Present Status 
Pickleball has become one of the fastest growing sports in the GTA and has grown in popularity 

with Mississauga residents. To meet the demand for outdoor opportunities over the past three 

years 20 of the 76 municipal public tennis courts were lined for pickleball and equipped with 

adjustable net straps to make them multi-use courts. Two tennis clubs have also added multi-

use courts and Pickleball Mississauga Association (PMA), a registered group with the City, has 

expressed interest in having a dedicated outdoor pickleball venue.  Therefore, it is important to 

expand the scope of this policy to include Pickleball and multi-use courts. 

 

A majority of the 19 Agreements are due to be updated and revised in the next year, so it is 

timely that the policy update aligns with these revisions. 

 

Comments 
The draft revised Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga Policy outlines key information as 

it relates to responsibilities of the City and the Club with respect to municipal tennis and 

pickleball courts. The following summarizes key focus areas of the revised policy: 

 

 Criteria for a community group to become a new Community Tennis and/or Pickleball Club  

 

 Requirements to maintain Community Tennis and/or Pickleball status 

 

 Public use of Club courts, which includes requirements for a guest policy, a minimum of five 

open houses and school/community group access 

 

 Operation and maintenance of Club and public courts 

 

 Construction and reconstruction responsibilities of both the Club and the City 

 

 Capital alterations, improvements or additions process and requirements of the Club 

 

 Factors for consideration for the City to undertake court lighting  

 

 Community tennis and/or Pickleball Club Structure criteria and responsibility overview 

 

The detailed information as it relates to the management and operation of Club courts is 

included in the Agreement. The template to be used for all new and renewal Agreements with 

the Clubs will be aligned with this revised policy in 2020.  

As a Lean initiative, Clubs will no longer be required to obtain a seasonal permit. Legal Services 

has confirmed that there is no reason to require Clubs to obtain a permit, given that the opening 

and closing dates and hours of operation will now be included in the Agreement and in the 

revised policy.  
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The Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga policy was developed through consultation with 

internal and external stakeholders and benchmarking from five neighbouring municipalities of 

which only two had Council endorsed tennis club policies. 

Since 2016 staff have conducted three review meetings with tennis/pickleball Club 

representatives to facilitate dialogue with stakeholders during the drafting of the policy. Further 

input on the draft policy was received through email and telephone conversations, which 

included PMA.   

 The key area of concern for the tennis/pickleball Clubs throughout the consultation process was 

the public access requirement in the current Community Tennis Club policy; Clubs are expected 

to allow non-members the use of the tennis courts covered by their permit when not used by the 

Club’s members. The consensus from Clubs was that public access was not feasible, as they 

do not have full time attendants and only members can unlock the entry gate which protects the 

Club’s investments. The free public access requirement has been a deterrent for some players 

to become a Club member.  Membership fees are the Clubs’ major source of revenue for 

required construction and reconstruction costs as a term of the Agreement with the City. 

Community Clubs make a substantial financial contribution toward maintaining and improving 

these important City assets, in addition to providing tennis programming at a reasonable cost.  

Public access to Club courts poses a risk to the Club and the City, as non-members have a 

greater potential to get injured and mistreat the courts due to inexperience and lack of pride in 

ownership, exposing the Club and City to potential litigation and property damage. Introducing 

the requirement for each Club to offer a minimum of five no-charge open houses to allow public 

participation mitigates the Club’s risk of unsupervised public access, allows the Clubs to monitor 

the public’s access while Club members are present and helps promote Club membership. The 

numerous public courts throughout the City offer free access to tennis/pickleball courts for 

residents who prefer not to join a Club.  

Strategic Plan 
2019 Recreation and Parks & Forestry Future Directions Master Plans 

The Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga Policy is linked to the following City of 

Mississauga Strategic Pillars; 

 Connect – Completing Our Neighbourhoods 

 Belong – Ensuring youth, older adults and new immigrants thrive 

 

Financial Impact 
There are no financial impacts resulting from the Recommendations in this report.    
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Conclusion 
The revisions to the Community Tennis Club Policy, now named Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in 

Mississauga, clearly outline the key roles and responsibilities of the City and Clubs with tennis 

and/or pickleball municipal courts and all current practices and requirements with the financial 

responsibilities for managing and operating a Club. The policy will be implemented during the 

2019 outdoor season and its effectiveness will be reviewed annually with tennis and pickleball 

Club representatives.   

 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1:  Corporate Policy – Draft Outdoor Tennis & Pickleball in Mississauga 

Appendix 2:  Comparison Chart of Current and Proposed Policy  

 

 
 

 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

 

Prepared by:   Sharlene Murray, Community Development Coordinator, Sports 
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Date: 2019/04/30 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 

Community Services  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Bid Submission for the 2022 Ontario Summer Games 

 

Recommendation 
1. That the Commissioner of Community Services be authorized to submit a bid to host the 

2022 Ontario Summer Games to the Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport (MCTS) by 

June 14, 2019 and enter into a Transfer Payment Agreement with the MCTS should 

Mississauga be successful in its bid as outlined in the Corporate Report dated April 30, 

2019 from the Commissioner of Community Services. 

 

2. That two (2) members of Council be appointed to the 2022 Ontario Summer Games 

Host Committee; 

 

3. That the permit fees for the use of City parks and facilities that host events of the 2022 

Ontario Summer Games be waived; 

 

4. That the procurement process for accommodation providers required for participants of 

the 2022 Ontario Summer Games be exempt from the Purchasing By-law #374-2006; 

 

5. That the 2021 and 2022 Recreation Division budget request of $275,000 each year 

through the transfer of the Municipal Accommodation Tax-Tourism Projects Reserve 

Fund #35591 as the City’s contribution to the games operating budget should 

Mississauga be awarded the 2022 Ontario Summer Games be supported; 

 

6. That the Project Lead appointed to manage the 2022 Ontario Summer Games or their 

designate be authorized to negotiate and execute contracts with selected 

accommodation providers required for the 2022 Ontario Summer Games; 

 

7. That all necessary by-laws be enacted. 
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Report Highlights 
 The City of Mississauga successfully hosted the 2016 Ontario Summer Games, the 2018 

55+ Ontario Summer Games and will host the 2021 Ontario Parasport Games.  Staff and 

volunteers are ready to host another major, multi-sport event. 

 The 2016 Ontario Summer Games achieved a tourism economic impact of $6 million 

according to an assessment conducted by the Canadian Sport Tourism Alliance. 

 The 2022 Games will welcome up to 3500 athletes and officials competing in 21 events 

with an operating budget of $2.1 million. 

 The Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport will provide a grant of $1,000,000. 

 The City of Mississauga required contribution of $550,000 will offset staffing and 

administration of the Games.  Funding in the amount of $550,000 ($275,000 in 2021) and 

($275,000 in 2022)  will be requested from the Municipal Accommodation Tax-Tourism 

Projects Reserve Fund in the 2021-2024 Business Plan & Budget cycle.     

 

Background 
The 2013 Sport Tourism Strategy recommended the City set out to bid for multi-sport events 

that could be hosted using existing facilities, resources and infrastructure.  The Games 

programs of the Ministry of Culture, Sport and Tourism meet these objectives.  

 

Mississauga has successfully bid for and staged the 2016 Ontario Summer Games, the 2018 

55+ Ontario Summer Games and will be hosting the 2021 Ontario Parasport Games.  

Mississauga has consistently proven its superior sport hosting capabilities through exceptional 

volunteerism, premiere venues and dedicated facility staff.  The management model of 

appointing a Host Committee (HC) to oversee the Games Organizing Committee (GOC) of full 

time staff has been successfully implemented through the two recent Games programs and will 

be engaged for the 2021 Parasport Games.  This model ensures fiscal responsibility, 

accountability and provides quick direction if guidance is needed to solve logistical and financial 

challenges.  

 

Staff understands that volunteers are the cornerstone of an effective Games’ hosting strategy. 

In 2018, Community Services launched a new volunteer recruitment program merging volunteer 

databases from across City departments into one.  Now with almost 1300 registered volunteers, 

the 2022 Ontario Summer Games should have no challenges recruiting1,000 + “games ready”  

volunteers needed to host the estimated 3,500 athletes competing in 21 events in August 2022.  

 

Present Status 
A conditional Letter of Intent to bid for the 2022 Ontario Summer Games was submitted to the 

Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport in April of this year.  A full bid presentation to host the 

Games must be submitted by June 14, 2019. If staff is approved to move forward in the bid 
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process, MCTS will conduct a facility and site review in July 2019 and the successful host will 

be announced in August of this year. 

 

Comments 
The 2016 Ontario Summer Games was the largest summer games program ever hosted.  Over 

4,000 athletes and officials competed in 32 different sports within Mississauga and five 

neighbouring municipalities.  In comparison, the 2022 Ontario Summer Games program will 

include 3,200 athletes and 23 events.  As had been done for the 2016 Ontario Summer Games, 

staff recommends that all permit fees for facilities and parks to be used for the Games, be 

waived with the exception of any golf facilities that are required.  A provision of $30,000 has 

been included in the Sport Technical budget to cover any fees required to host the golf event.  

Based on the success of the 2016 and 2018 Games programs, both fiscally and operationally, 

staff are confident that a successful bid for the 2022 Ontario Summer Games would be destined 

for the same level of excellence.  

 

Financial Impact 
In 2016, the Ministry of Culture, Tourism and Sport announced an increase in funding to support 

municipalities in hosting events of the Ontario Games program. MCTS now includes funding of 

$1,000,000 for operating expenses, as shown in Appendix 1.  The 2022 Ontario Summer 

Games projected operating budget of $2.1 million includes a municipal contribution of $550,000 

for staffing and operations of the Games.  Should Mississauga be awarded the Ontario Summer 

Games in 2022, funding will be requested through the Municipal Accommodation Tax –Tourism 

Projects Reserve Fund #35591 - $275,000 will be requested through the 2021 Business Plan 

and Budget Process and $ 275,000 through the 2022 process.   

 

Conclusion 
On the heels of successful Games programs in 2016 and 2018, and the anticipated success of 

the 2021 Ontario Parasport Games, hosting the 2022 Ontario Summer Games solidifies 

Mississauga’s position as an accomplished, host friendly sport community that excels in 

providing optimal athlete and visitor experiences. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix: 1 2022 Ontario Summer Games Bid Budget 

 

 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

 

Prepared by:   Clara Grassia, Sport Tourism Coordinator 
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 2022 Ontario Summer Games Bid Budget Appendix 1 

Division:  Overview Summary 
 

  Account Description Bid Budget 

  Revenues 
 

  Ministry of Tourism Culture and Sport $1,000,000 

City of Mississauga (MAT Funding) $550,000 

Athlete Registration Fees (3500 athletes) $400,000 

Sponsorship/Grants (Cash and in-Kind) $60,000 

Ticket/Merchandise Revenue (Opening Ceremonies and Merch) $100,000 

  Total Revenue $2,110,000 

  

  Expenditures 
 Event Staffing and Logistics $250,000 

IT & Equipment $20,000 

Promotions $60,000 

Special Events $125,000 

Sport Technical $130,000 

Volunteers $20,000 

Medical $20,000 

Transportation $215,000 

Accommodation $600,000 

Food Service  $610,000 

Security $15,000 

Athlete Registration $15,000 

Contingency $30,000 

  Total Expenses $2,110,000 

  
Net Cash Expenditures $0 

 

8.17



 

Date: 2019/04/26 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 

Community Services  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
May 29, 2019 
 

 

Subject 
Pilot Project Partnership with National Service Dogs 

 

Recommendation 
That a by-law be enacted authorizing the Commissioner of Community Services and the City 

Clerk to execute and affix the Corporate Seal to an Agreement between National Service Dogs 

(“NSD”) and The Corporation of the City of Mississauga (“City”) including such ancillary 

documents and amending agreements as may be required to give further effect to the intended 

relationship between the parties herein, all of which must be in form and content satisfactory to 

the City Solicitor, for the facilitation and operation of a Facility Dog program. 

Background 
Mississauga Fire and Emergency Services (MFES) along with a number of fire departments 

throughout the United States and Canada have developed wellness fitness programs based on 

a fire service Joint Labour Management Wellness-Fitness Initiative (WFI).  The WFI resource 

provides fire departments with an opportunity to learn from and develop or enhance their own 

wellness-fitness program through Education, Training and Prevention.  MFES WFI program has 

been providing fitness, medical and mental health services to MFES staff for 11 years.  Recently 

much of the programming has focused around mental health for front line responders as mental 

health and occupational stress injuries continue to be a concern in the emergency first 

responder community.  Supporting mental health and being a leader in first responder mental 

health services is a critical piece for a total health plan.  The WFI Committee is committed to 

reducing stigma associated with mental health including PTSD.  

 

Comments 
In order to augment the existing mental health programming, NSD and the City will enter into an 

agreement which sets out the nature of the relationship and use of the facility dog including 

ongoing reporting requirements on the dog’s maintenance and care. 

 

This project is intended to promote open dialogue about mental health and help reduce the 

stigma associated with mental health.  The intention of a Facility dog is to breakdown 

communication barriers and allow staff to speak freely about mental health.  The dog will also 
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help to normalize stressful situations or environments by reducing anxiety and providing a 

distraction for short periods of time. 

 

A facility dog is much like a therapy dog but with qualifications and training through NSD.  

Facility dogs are part of a specially trained dog/handler team that have a goal to promote 

improvement in physical, social, emotional or cognitive abilities.  When not at work, the dog will 

live with a primary handler as part of their family.  All handlers and support team members will 

be required to complete mental health first aid training, applied suicide intervention skills training 

(ASIST) and trauma informed training (through the Canadian Mental Health Association).  

Animal behavioral health training for all team members will be provided by NSD. 

 

The dog would be scheduled to visit various MFES workplaces when requested.  The dog can 

also be available during regular working hours to be activated in the event of a serious incident 

where peer support is required. 

 

This dog is not a service dog.  A service dog performs specific tasks for their disabled owners 

whereas the facility dog is suited to work in a variety of environments and is accustomed to 

interacting with many types of people. 

 

Financial Impact 
NSD will retain ownership of the dog. The annual cost of this partnership is approximately 

$10,000 which will be absorbed within existing operating budget. This will cover all ongoing 

care, maintenance, and training of staff. 

 

Conclusion 
In the fire service MFES is considered a leader in mental health training and programming.  This 

pilot project would be the first of its kind for a fire service in Ontario. 

 

It has been proven that mental health and occupational stress injuries occur at a higher rate in  

the first responder community.  The integration of a facility dog program into existing mental  

health programming is intended to provide emotional support, breakdown communication 

barriers and ultimately help to reduce the stigma surrounding mental health. 

 

 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

 

Prepared by:   Tim Beckett, Fire Chief 
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Date: 2019/05/06 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D 

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief  
Financial Officer  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 
Private Members Bill for a Tax Exemption for Luso Canadian Charitable Society 

 

Recommendation 
1. That the Corporate Report dated May 6, 2019 from the Commissioner of Corporate 

Services and Chief Financial Officer titled “Private Members Bill for a Tax Exemption for 

Luso Canadian Charitable Society” be received. 

 

2. That a property tax exemption and tax cancellation as permitted through Bill PR86 for 

the property owned and occupied by the Luso Canadian Charitable Society at 6245 

Mississauga Road not be supported. 

Report Highlights 
 The Luso Canadian Charitable Society (the Society) is a registered charity that operates a 

not-for-profit centre at 6245 Mississauga Road for people living with physical or 

developmental disabilities. 

 The board of directors of the Society applied for special legislation to authorize the City of 

Mississauga to exempt their property at 6245 Mississauga Road from taxation. 

 Bill Pr86 received royal assent on May 7, 2018 providing the City of Mississauga with the 

authority to pass a by-law to provide a property tax exemption and tax cancellation. 

 Charitable and not-for-profit organizations are not always exempt from property tax, 

despite being exempt from income tax under the Income Tax Act (Canada).

 Charitable and not-for-profit organizations that own property and do not meet the 
requirements for exemption as described in the Assessment Act are classed as residential 

and taxed at the residential tax rate.

 The net effect of providing a tax exemption for this property would be a reduction in taxes 
of approximately $5,000 annually for the City portion and $6,500 for the Region portion of 

the property taxes.
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Background 
The Luso Canadian Charitable Society (formerly the Society of Portuguese Disabled Persons 

Building Fund) (the Society) is a registered charity that since October 28, 2016 has operated a 

not-for-profit charitable centre at 6245 Mississauga Road for people living with physical or 

developmental disabilities. The property also includes a small commercial unit which is currently 

occupied by a tenant. 

 

The board of directors of the Society applied for special legislation to authorize the City of 

Mississauga to exempt the portion of the property occupied by the Society from taxation. 

Through Bill Pr86 that received royal assent on May 7, 2018 and attached as Appendix 1, the 

Society has received special legislation providing the City of Mississauga with the authority to 

pass a by-law to exempt 6245 Mississauga Road from taxation for municipal and school 

purposes, other than local improvement rates, beginning January 1, 2018. This legislation also 

provides the City with the authority to cancel the taxes that were payable by the Society during 

the 2016 and 2017 tax years and for any year or part year to which the exemption applies and 

for which taxes have been levied. The legislation also states that the exemption would not apply 

to the commercial unit. This legislation requires Council to enact a by-law in order to make the 

tax exemption and tax cancellation effective. The by-law for the tax exemption and cancellation 

enacted by the City would apply to taxes for municipal purposes including both the City and 

Regional portion of taxes. Bill Pr86 also states that if the City passes a by-law then the tax 

exemption and cancellation would also apply for school purposes. If Council does not pass a by-

law the property will remain subject to taxation. 

 

The Society also owns property in the City of Toronto at 2295 St. Clair Avenue West where they 

were successful in obtaining special legislation for a tax exemption through Bill PR34 in 2010.  

The Society had approached the City of Toronto for their support in obtaining private legislation. 

In a report to the Government Management Committee dated October 26, 2009, staff 

recommended that Council not support the Society’s request. Notwithstanding staff’s 

recommendation, Toronto Council decided to support the Society’s efforts to obtain private 

legislation. As they had endorsed the Society’s effort, Toronto Council passed by-law 1145-

2010 to provide the tax exemptions and tax cancellations. 

 

 

Comments 
The Luso Canadian Charitable Society is a community based organization that supports diverse 

families and adults living with developmental and physical disabilities to reach their full potential. 

This is done through a partnership with the broader community to provide access to information, 

resources, and programs that facilitate independence, growth, and integration. The services 

provided by the Society and all other charitable organizations are an integral part of the 

community in supporting community needs leading to a healthy, balanced and vibrant 

community. 
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The Assessment Act (the Act) states that all real property in Ontario is liable to assessment and 

taxation subject to certain exemptions as set out in Section 3(1) of the Act. This section 

establishes exemptions from property tax for a number of different property types such as 

hospitals, churches, cemeteries, libraries, land owned and used by a municipality, among 

others. The property tax exemption relating to charitable institutions is as follows: 

 

Charitable institutions - Land owned, used and occupied by, 

i. The Canadian Red Cross Society, 

ii. The St. John Ambulance Association, or 

iii. any charitable, non-profit philanthropic corporation organized for the relief of the 

poor if the corporation is supported in part by public funds. 

 

Properties may receive an exemption from property taxes through special legislation introduced 

either through a Government Bill, or through a Private Members Bill introduced by an individual 

Member of Provincial Parliament, that provides an exemption for a specific property or 

organization.  

 

Properties owned by charitable institutions other than the specific exemptions described above 

are liable to assessment and taxation.  MPAC is required to classify property in Ontario based 

on its use in accordance with each property class as defined in Regulation 282/98. Charitable 

and not-for-profit organizations are not always exempt from property tax despite being exempt 

from income tax under the Income Tax Act (Canada). Non-profit organizations qualify for the 

residential property class if they own and occupy a property. 

 

In determining the tax liability of a property, consideration must be given to who owns the land, 

who occupies the land (i.e. owner-occupied/tenant) and for what purpose they occupy the land. 

To qualify for exemption, the land must typically be “owned, used and occupied” by the exempt 

body. It is up to the registered charity or a non-profit organization, to demonstrate that it falls 

under one of the exemptions contained in section 3(1) of the Act to be exempt from property tax. 

 

Based on statistics from the Canada Revenue Agency, there are some 808 registered charitable 

organizations located within Mississauga. A review of the charities in the listing from the CRA 

indicates that approximately 32% of these charities are classed as residential and paying 

property taxes at the residential rate. The total 2018 taxes payable by charities in the residential 

class is approximately $2.0 million ($680,000 City portion). The remainder either occupy non-

residential properties or qualify for tax exemption through the Assessment Act. 

 

The City’s mandated charity rebate program provides for a rebate of 40% of property taxes paid 

by registered charities occupying space in commercial or industrial facilities where taxes are 

based on the commercial or industrial tax rates. On average, approximately 121 charitable 

organizations receive property tax rebates annually under this program. The premise for this 

rebate is to ensure an equitable tax treatment between registered charities that own and occupy 
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their property and therefore are taxed at the residential rate compared to registered charities 

that occupy commercial or industrial property and are taxed at the commercial or industrial rate. 

 

As this property is owned by the Society but does not meet the definition for tax exemption 

through the Assessment Act, this property is currently assessed as residential and subject to 

taxation at the residential tax rate. This is comparable to a charity occupying commercial or 

industrial properties and receiving the charity rebate. 

 

By supporting the Society’s request for a property tax exemption, notwithstanding the value of 

the work or services provided by the Society, a precedent would be created that could lead to 

other charities seeking to obtain specialized legislation.  

 

This could lead to different tax treatments for charities operating within the City raising questions 

of fairness and equity in the tax treatment for charities. 

 

If an exemption is provided through a by-law as authorized in Bill Pr86, there is a risk that other 

charitable organizations owning property in the City of Mississauga will also seek special 

legislation for tax exemption. If the exemption is provided staff would need to annually monitor 

the premises to ensure the conditions for the exemption continue to be met. 

 

 

Financial Impact 
If the property tax exemption and cancellation is provided for the portion of the property 

occupied by the Society then the net effect would be a reduction in taxes of approximately 

$5,000 annually for the City portion and $6,500 for the Region portion of the property taxes. The 

cancellation for 2016 is based on a commencement date for operating this facility of October 26, 

2016. The by-law for the tax exemption and cancellation enacted by the City would apply to 

taxes for municipal purposes including both the City and Regional portion of taxes. Bill Pr86 also 

states that if the City passes a by-law then the tax exemption and cancellation would also apply 

for school purposes. 

 

 

Conclusion 
By supporting a single charity’s request to seek a property tax exemption, notwithstanding the 

value of the services provided, a precedent would be established that could result in other 

charities seeking to obtain specialized tax exemption legislation. Tax relief for charities should 

be provided on a consistent and broad-based approach to ensure fairness and equity for all 

charitable organizations regardless of the nature of the charitable work carried out.  For this 

reason, staff does not support providing a tax exemption and tax cancellation to the Society as 

this would result in an unfair treatment to other charitable organizations within the City of 

Mississauga. Finance staff at the Region of Peel have confirmed that they support City staff’s 

position to not provide this exemption. 
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Attachments 
Appendix 1: Private Members Bill Pr86 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Louise Cooke, Manager, Revenue & Taxation 
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Bill Pr86 2018 

An Act respecting the Luso Canadian Charitable Society 

Preamble 

The board of directors of the Luso Canadian Charitable Society has applied for special legislation to authorize the City of 
Mississauga to exempt certain land from taxation for municipal and school purposes, other than local improvement rates, 
beginning on January 1, 2018, while the land is used for a specified purpose, and to cancel the taxes for municipal and school 
purposes, other than local improvements rates, that were payable during the period described in the Act. 

The applicant represents that the Society was incorporated under the Corporations Act by letters patent dated July 5, 2002 
under the name Society of Portuguese Disabled Persons Building Fund, that it changed its name to Luso Canadian Charitable 
Society by supplementary letters patent dated September 29, 2009 and that it is a registered charity within the meaning of the 
Income Tax Act (Canada).  The applicant also represents that the Society has a freehold interest in the land and has operated a 
not-for-profit charitable centre on the land for people living with physical or developmental disabilities since October 28, 
2016. 

It is appropriate to grant the application. 

Therefore, Her Majesty, by and with the advice and consent of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Ontario, enacts as 
follows: 

Definition 

1 In this Act, 

“specified property” means the land, as defined in the Assessment Act, municipally known as 6245 Mississauga Road, PT LT 
7 CON 4 WHS STREETSVILLE AS IN R0940808, EXCEPT PT 2 43R in the City of Mississauga, identified by 
assessment roll number 05 11 0 002 06700 0000 0 9. 

Municipal taxes 

Tax exemption by-law 

2 (1)  The council of the City of Mississauga may pass a by-law exempting the specified property from taxation for municipal 
purposes, other than local improvement rates, beginning January 1, 2018, if, 

 (a) the Luso Canadian Charitable Society is the registered owner of the specified property; 

 (b) the specified property is occupied and used either, 

 (i) solely by the Luso Canadian Charitable Society, or 

 (ii) jointly by the Luso Canadian Charitable Society and one or more other not-for-profit entities that would be 
exempt from taxation for municipal purposes, other than local improvement rates, if they owned and occupied the 
specified property solely; 

 (c) the specified property is operated for the purposes of a facility providing not-for-profit services for people living with 
physical or developmental disabilities; and 

  

 (d) the Luso Canadian Charitable Society is a registered charity within the meaning of the Income Tax Act (Canada). 

Tax cancellation by-law 

(2)  If the council of the City of Mississauga passes a by-law under subsection (1), it may pass a by-law cancelling the taxes 
for municipal purposes, other than local improvement rates, including interest and penalties, on the specified property for the 
following periods provided that the conditions set out in clauses (1) (a), (b), (c) and (d) are satisfied: 

 1. For all or part of the years 2016 and 2017. 

 2. For any year or part of a year, 

 i. to which the exemption applies, and 

 ii. for which taxes have been levied. 
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Non-exempt portion of land 

(3)  For greater certainty, if any portion of the specified property is occupied and used by an entity other than the Luso 
Canadian Charitable Society, that portion of specified property so occupied and used is not exempt from taxation under a by-
law passed under subsection (1) and a cancellation of taxes for municipal purposes under subsection (2) does not apply to that 
portion. 

School taxes 

Tax exemption 

3 (1)  If the council of the City of Mississauga passes a by-law under subsection 2 (1), the specified property is also exempt 
from taxation for school purposes for the period for which the specified property is exempt from taxation for municipal 
purposes, other than local improvement rates, under the by-law. 

Tax cancellation 

(2)  If the council of the City of Mississauga passes a by-law under subsection 2 (2), the taxes for school purposes on the 
specified property, including interest and penalties, are also cancelled for the period for which the taxes for municipal 
purposes, other than local improvement rates, are cancelled. 

Non-exempt portion of land 

(3)  For greater certainty, if any portion of the specified property is not exempt from taxation under a by-law passed under 
subsection 2 (1) as described in subsection 2 (3), an exemption from taxation for school purposes or a cancellation of taxes 
for school purposes does not apply to that portion. 

Chargeback 

(4)  Section 353 (taxes collected on behalf of other bodies) of the Municipal Act, 2001 applies, with necessary modifications, 
to taxes cancelled by subsection (2). 

Commencement 

4 This Act comes into force on the day it receives Royal Assent. 

Short title 

5 The short title of this Act is the Luso Canadian Charitable Society Act (Tax Relief), 2018. 
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Date: 2019/05/08 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D,  

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief 
Financial Officer  

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2019/05/29 
 

 

 

Subject 

Municipal Funding Agreement for Federal Gas Tax Funds  

 

Recommendation 

1. That a by-law be enacted to authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the Municipal 

Funding Agreement with the Regional Municipality of Peel for the transfer of Federal 

Gas Tax Funds for the years 2019 to 2023. 

2. That a by-law be enacted to authorize the Mayor and City Clerk to execute the Municipal 

Funding Agreement with the Regional Municipality of Peel for the additional transfer of 

One-Time Federal Gas Tax Funds, approved by the Region in 2019. 

 

Background 

The Federal Gas Tax Fund was launched in 2005 and is now a permanent source of funding 

that is provided directly to provinces and territories who in turn flow this funding to municipalities 

to support local infrastructure priorities. The City of Mississauga has historically received 

Federal Gas Tax funding through two streams. The City receives some funding directly from the 

Association of Municipalities Ontario (AMO), the organization tasked with administering the 

Federal Gas Tax funding program in Ontario. The City also receives an allocation from the 

Region of Peel, which allocates a large portion of its funding to the lower-tier municipalities. 

Since 2005, the City of Mississauga has received $436.6 million in much-needed federal gas tax 

funding through both of these streams: $240.2 million directly from the Federal government and 

$196.4 million from the Region. 

 

As part of Budget 2019, the Federal government announced one-time additional Federal Gas 

Tax funding. This funding is being administered through the same process as the regular 

funding. 
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Comments 

The Region of Peel Council has approved two reports in 2019 with regards to Federal Gas Tax: 

one on January 12, 2019 for the 2019 to 2023 Federal Gas Tax allocation, and the other on May 

9, 2019 for the one-time additional Federal Gas Tax funding. The Region disperses 83 per cent 

of their Federal Gas Tax allocation to the lower-tier municipalities, based on the 2016 census 

data. The City of Mississauga receives 52.2 per cent of the local portion. The City of 

Mississauga will receive $94,149,463 for the 2019-2023 period, and an additional 

$17,903,920.87 for the one-time funding. 

Municipal Funding Agreements for Federal Gas Tax include rules regarding reporting 

requirements and eligible expenditures. The agreements to be signed with the Region of Peel 

require that the City assumes all of the Region’s obligations under the Region’s Municipal 

Funding Agreement with AMO. 

 

Financial Impact 

All funds received from the Region will be deposited to the Federal Gas Tax – Regional Reserve 

Fund #35183. The following schedule shows the amounts and timing of the funds to be received 

for the regular 2019-2023 funding: 

 

Year Payment #1 – July Payment #2 – November Total 

2019 $9,084,597.30 $9,084,597.30 $18,169,194.60 

2020 $9,084,597.30 $9,084,597.30 $18,169,194.60 

2021 $9,497,533.55 $9,497,533.55 $18,995,067.10 

2022 $9,497,533.55 $9,497,533.55 $18,995,067.10 

2023 $9,910,469.78 $9,910,469.78 $19,820,939.56 

 

The timing of the payment of the one-time funding of $17,903,920.87 is currently unknown, but 

is expected once Budget 2019 has received Royal Ascent. Staff will report back at that time with 

recommendations on qualifying projects.  

 

Conclusion 

Federal Gas Tax is a critical part of the City’s capital funding strategy. Approval of these 

agreements with the Region of Peel will ensure the continued receipt of funds. 
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Attachments 

Appendix 1: Municipal Funding Agreement for the Transfer of Federal Gas Tax Funds from the 

Regional Municipality of Peel 

Appendix 2: Municipal Funding Agreement for the Transfer of One-Time Federal Gas Tax 

Funds from the Regional Municipality of Peel 

 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, CPA, CGA, ICD.D, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Jennifer Smith, Business Analyst 
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Schedule “A” to By-law Number 4-2019 

INDEMNITY AGREEMENT AND ASSIGNMENT OF 

MUNICIPAL FUNDING AGREEMENT FOR THE TRANSFER 

OF FEDERAL GAS TAX FUNDS 

This Agreement made in duplicate as of the  day of  , 2019. 

BETWEEN: 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL 

(referred to herein as the "Recipient") 

- and -

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

(referred to herein as the “Eligible Recipient”) 

1. In consideration of the following allocation of funds by the Recipient under By-law Number
4-2019, the Eligible Recipient hereby agrees to assume all of the Recipient’s obligations
under the Municipal Funding Agreement for the Transfer of Federal Gas Tax Funds between
the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and the Recipient dated April 1, 2014, as
amended, save and except those obligations that cannot be assumed under paragraph 6.2
thereof and hereby agrees to indemnify and save the Recipient harmless from and against
any and all losses, costs, charges, damages, expenses, claims or actions arising from or as
a result of any failure of the Eligible Recipient to comply with the obligations assumed:

2019 $18,169,194.60 
2020 $18,169,194.60 
2021 $18,995,067.10 
2022 $18,995,067.10 
2023 $19,820,939.56 

2. The acknowledged allocation of funds to the Eligible Recipient pursuant to the above
referenced by-law are entirely contingent upon the receipt by the Recipient of payment of
Federal Gas Tax Funds from the Association of Municipalities of Ontario as provided for in
the Municipal Funding Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have respectively executed sealed and delivered 
this Agreement. 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

I/We have authority to bind the Corporation 

Document Execution No. ______________________ 

I/We have the authority to bind the Regional Corporation 

20-10
Appendix 1
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

I/We have authority to bind the Corporation 

20-11
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Schedule “A” to By-law Number 34-2019 

INDEMNITY AGREEMENT AND ASSIGNMENT OF 

MUNICIPAL FUNDING AGREEMENT FOR THE TRANSFER 

OF ONE-TIME FEDERAL GAS TAX FUNDS 

This Agreement made in duplicate as of the  day of  , 2019. 

BETWEEN: 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL 

(referred to herein as the "Recipient") 

- and -

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

(referred to herein as the “Eligible Recipient”) 

1. In consideration of the following allocation of one-time funds by the Recipient under By-law
Number 34-2019, the Eligible Recipient hereby agrees to assume all of the Recipient’s
obligations under the Municipal Funding Agreement for the Transfer of Federal Gas Tax
Funds between the Association of Municipalities of Ontario and the Recipient dated April 1,
2014, as amended, save and except those obligations that cannot be assumed under
paragraph 6.2 thereof and hereby agrees to indemnify and save the Recipient harmless
from and against any and all losses, costs, charges, damages, expenses, claims or actions
arising from or as a result of any failure of the Eligible Recipient to comply with the
obligations assumed:

2019 $17,903,920.87 

2. The acknowledged allocation of one-time funds to the Eligible Recipient pursuant to the
above referenced by-law are entirely contingent upon the receipt by the Recipient of
payment of Federal Gas Tax Funds from the Association of Municipalities of Ontario as
provided for in the Municipal Funding Agreement.  Furthermore, the acknowledged
allocation of one-time funds may be subject to adjustment(s) (if any) pursuant to the
Association of Municipalities of Ontario officially finalizing these funds and related
instalment(s) provision under the Municipal Funding Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have respectively executed sealed and delivered 
this Agreement. 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF PEEL 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date  Name: 

Title: 

I/We have authority to bind the Corporation 

Document Execution No. ______________________ 

I/We have the authority to bind the Regional Corporation 

21-8
Appendix 2
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Schedule “A” to By-law Number 34-2019 

 

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA 

 
_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date      Name: 
      Title: 
 
_______________________ Per:  _________________________________ 
Date      Name: 
      Title: 
 
      I/We have authority to bind the Corporation 

21-9
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Revised: Environmental Action Committee  2019/05/14 

 

 

REPORT 3 - 2019 
 
 
To: CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF GENERAL COMMITTEE 
 
The Environmental Action Committee presents its third report for 2019 and recommends: 
 
EAC-0012-2019 
That the deputation and associated presentation by Keith Burrows, Low Carbon Buildings 
Manager, The Atmospheric Fund to present on Heat Pumps be received.  
(EAC-0012-2019) 
 
EAC-0013-2019 
That the deputation and associated presentation by Jessica Wiley, Manager, Forestry and 
Wayne Holder to present on the Public Tree By-law be received.  
 (EAC-0013-2019) 
 
EAC-0014-2019 
1. That the existing members of the Environmental Action Committee have selected and 

Legislative Services will approach Ecosource, Credit Valley Conservation (CVC), and 
Partners in Green Project and Peel Aboriginal Network to appoint a representative to EAC.  

2. That the Environmental Action Committee has selected and will approach ACER 
(Association of Canadians Educational Resources), Green Sacred Spaces, MBOT 
(Mississauga Board of Trade), and Sawmill Sid Inc. to select a representative to attend EAC 
meetings as a non-voting member, notwithstanding the terms of reference.  

(EAC-0014-2019) 
 
EAC-0015-2019 
That the feedback from the existing members of EAC be received and incorporated into a 
revised Environmental Action Committee Work Plan for the 2019-2022 term. 
(EAC-0015-2019) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee   2019/05/14 

 

 

REPORT 5 - 2019 

 

 
To: CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF GENERAL COMMITTEE 

 

The Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee presents its fifth report for 2019 and  

recommends: 

 
MCAC-0030-2019 
That the deputation by Sue Ann Laking, Strategic Leader regarding the Downtown Public Realm 
Strategy be received.  
(MCAC-0030-2019) 
 
MCAC-0031-2019 
That the deputation by  Rahul Mehta, Community Cycling Program in partnership with Peel 
Multicultural Council regarding Mississauga Cycles be received.  
(MCAC-0031-2019) 
 
MCAC-0032-2019 
That the review of the Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee (MCAC) Terms of References 
be deferred to the next MCAC meeting.  
(MCAC-0032-2019) 
 
MCAC-0033-2019 
That the Communications and Promotions Subcommittee review the previous work plan and that 
an amended work plan be brought back to MCAC for approval. 
(MCAC-0033-2019) 
 
MCAC-0034-2019 
That the following Citizen Members from the Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee be 
appointed to the Communications and Promotions Subcommittee for a term ending November 
14, 2022 or until a successor is appointed: 

1. Anna Tran 
2. Sunil Sharma 

(MCAC-0034-2019) 
 
MCAC-0035-2019 
That the following Citizen Members from the Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee be 
appointed to the Network and Technical Subcommittee for a term ending November 14, 2022 or 
until a successor is appointed: 

1. Guy Winchester 
2. Kris Hammel 
3. Jeff Fleming  
4. Larry Lindsay  
5. Suzanne Doyle  

(MCAC-0035-2019) 
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Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee - 2 - May 14, 2019 

 

 

MCAC-0036-2019 
That the Infrastructure Review Project be referred to the next Network and Technical 
Subcommittee meeting. 
(MCAC-0036-2019) 
 
MCAC-0037-2019 
That the Corporate Report dated April 2, 2019 entitled Review of Bicycle Traffic Signal 
Installations be deferred to a future Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee meeting.  
(MCAC-0037-2019) 
 
MCAC-0038-2019 
That the update by Matthew Sweet, Manager, Active Transportation regarding the  Dundas and 
Confederation Improvements be deferred to a future Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee 
meeting.  
(MCAC-0038-2019) 
 
MCAC-0039-2019 
That the update by Matthew Sweet, Manager, Active Transportation regarding the Tour de 
Mississauga be received.  
(MCAC-0039-2019) 
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Road Safety Committee  2019/05/21 

 

REPORT 4 – 2019 

 

 
To: CHAIR AND MEMBERS OF GENERAL COMMITTEE 

 
The Road Safety Committee presents its fourth report for 2019 and recommends: 
 

RSC-0019-2019 
That Councillor Saito be appointed as Chair of the Road Safety Committee for the term 

ending November 14, 2022 or until a successor is appointed. 
(RSC-0019-2019) 
 

RSC-0020-2019 
That Tony Power, Citizen Member, be appointed as Vice - Chair of the Road Safety 

Committee for the term ending November 14, 2022 or until a successor is appointed. 
(RSC-0020-2019) 
 

RSC-0021-2019 
1. That the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works dated, May 

15, 2019, entitled: “Neighbourhood Area Speed Limits”, be received.  
2. That the Road Safety Committee endorses the Neighbourhood Speed Limit plan 

as presented by Colin Patterson, Supervisor, Road Safety.  

(RSC-0021-2019) 
 

RSC-0022-2019 
That the report from the Commissioner of Transportation and Works dated, May 15, 
2019, entitled: “Automated Speed Enforcement”, be received.  

(RSC-0022-2019) 
 

RSC-0023-2019 
That a Promotional Subcommittee of the Road Safety Committee be established for the 
current term to develop Road Safety materials and messages. 

(RSC-0023-2019) 
 

RSC-0024-2019 
That the following Citizen Members and Staff be appointed to the Promotional 
subcommittee of the Road Safety Committee: 

a. Anne Marie Hayes, Citizen Member 
b. Anna Ramlakhan, Citizen Member 

c. Tony Power, Citizen Member 
d. Angela Partynski, Technical Analyst, Environmental Education, Region of Peel 

(non-voting) 

e. Kimberly Hicks, Communications Advisor (non-voting) 
(RSC-0024-2019) 
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Road Safety Committee  2019/05/21 

 

 

RSC-0025-2019 
That a Leveraging Technology Subcommittee of the Road Safety Committee be 

established for the current term to develop ways to get messaging out to the public.  
(RSC-0025-2019) 

 
RSC-0026-2019 
That the following Citizen Members and Staff be appointed to the Leveraging 

Technology subcommittee: 
a. James Fan, Citizen Member 

b. Anne Marie Hayes, Citizen Member 
c. Laiq Siddqui, Citizen Member 
d. Kimberly Hicks, Communications Advisor (non-voting)  

(RSC-0026-2019) 
 

RSC-0027-2019 
That staff for the City of Mississauga, Region of Peel and Peel Regional Police be 
requested to review median barriers and report back to the Road Safety Committee.  

(RSC-0027-2019) 
 

RSC-0028-2019 
That the March 2018/2019 Road Watch Statistics report be received.  
(RSC-0028-2019) 
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