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Engineering and Planning Services Staff Report 

Report Title: Landscape Requirements - Review 

Report Number: E65/2018 

Author: Jeremy Vink 

Meeting Type: Committee of the Whole Meeting 

Meeting Date: December 11, 2018 

File: not assigned 

Consent Item: No 

Final Version: Yes 

Reviewed By: John Scarfone / Dan Kennaley 

Final Review: Senior Management Team 

Recommendation:  

That the Council of the Township of Woolwich direct staff to circulate the proposed 
changes to the landscaping requirements for site plan and plans of subdivision as 
outlined in Report E65/2018 to the development industry (builders, planning consultants 
etc.) for comment and that a public meeting be held to solicit input from the community 
and development industry on the changes proposed. 

Background:  

In 2010 Township staff created landscaping and tree planting guidelines for the purpose 

of guiding the landscaping approval for various site plan and subdivision developments.   

In September of 2018 Council was presented a report from the Township of Woolwich 

Environmental Enhancement Committee (TWEEC) which made various 

recommendations for Council to consider regarding Elmira, including timelines and 

proposed changes to the landscaping and tree planting guidelines.  Council then 

directed staff to move forward with implementing the recommendations as it applied to 

“updating and implementing the Township’s Tree Planting and Landscape Design 

Guidelines” which, according to the Greening Report, was a recommendation to occur 

within 1-2 years.  Council also indicated that the Greening Report should apply to the 

whole of the Township and not just to Elmira. 
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Comments:  

The Greening Report recommends changes to improve the Township’s Tree Planting 

and Landscape Design Guidelines. 

Although the report’s focus was on Elmira, the new guidelines would apply throughout 

the Township, and it is therefore recommended that before any changes are approved 

by Council, that additional consultation with the development industry and the public 

occur first.   

In reviewing the comments and recommendations from the Greening Report, there are 

also questions about the ability to implement some of the recommended changes.   

Township staff have reviewed the requested changes and compared them to 

landscaping standards from with other municipalities in Ontario.  Toronto and Markham 

were used as they are known to have high standards, however, more local municipalities 

such as Kitchener, Guelph, Centre Wellington and Waterloo were also reviewed to 

provide a local context.   

Based on this review, staff have complied some comments where we have concerns, or 

differing opinions from what was recommended in the Greening Report.  Outlined below 

are some comments in that regard and a summary of the response to the TWEEC 

recommendations is contained in Appendix A.   

 
Tree Species 
 
In the Greening Report they recommend changes to the approved planting list.  As part 
of this comment there is a reference to the tree species along with a chart of 
recommended trees, and the report noted that non-native cultivars may be acceptable.   
 

“Generally, native species should be planted wherever possible. However, 
some urban conditions are very difficult and native species may not thrive. 
In such cases, non-native cultivars may be better suited to the site-specific 
conditions.” 

 
The report does not explain or go into detail on the non-cultivar comments, however it is 
noted that the City of Guelph in their Urban Forest Management Plan comments: 
 

“Many native species do well in yards and parks where conditions are 
suitable. However, conditions in built up environments such as streetscapes 
and parking lots, can be very harsh for trees. While some native species can 
survive under these conditions, some non-native species and horticultural 
cultivars have been shown to be more resilient in these locations. While there 
are native species that have yet to be screened for tolerances to urban 
conditions, given what is generally available from nurseries today, it is better 
from an urban forestry perspective to have a non-native tree that survives 
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than one that does not, as long as the species is not considered highly 
invasive. New technologies for improving soil and moisture conditions under 
pavement are also expanding the range of species that can be planted in 
mainly paved areas. The main idea is to plant the right tree in the right 
place...” 

 
Limiting the trees to native species could be restrictive in urban areas where native 
species may not be appropriate to the situation.  For example, as developments become 
more dense, and planting areas more limited, larger native trees may not be appropriate 
as street trees. Therefore, alternatives may need to be considered. 
 
Notably, most municipalities provide a list of “recommended” street tree species but is 
not necessarily an exclusive list.  Historically, the Township has provided a list of 
recommended street trees and also referred to the Cornell University Street Tree list for 
other appropriate species hardy to this area.  Staff have felt this has worked well in the 
past as most developers worked from the recommended list, but in some cases have 
sought out other trees based on the guide.   
 
Staff also have concerns with the Greening Report’s proposed tree list in that it 
recommends a number of street trees that are fruit bearing.  Fruit trees are a concern as 
the fruit can fall on pedestrians, stains/damages sidewalks and parked cars, and can 
become a trip hazard.  These trees need to be removed from the list. 
 
As part of a tree list, some municipalities provide more details about recommended trees 
and some provide less.  However, details on height, shape, any limitations, or even salt 
tolerance is beneficial.  The proposed Greening Report list does not account for such 
details.  This can be valuable information as the Township’s current street tree 
requirements also speak to urban design aspects of tree planting and placement which 
takes into account shape and height.  Staff recommend the continuation of these 
requirements, but to do so, the list of species needs to be broad enough to achieve 
these additional aspects as well.  
 
Topsoil and Soil Issues (Street Trees) 
 
A review of other municipalities also revealed that topsoil depth and soil conditions 
requirements vary somewhat, but do not match the recommendation provided by the 
Greening Report. 
 
Topsoil depth is of a concern for shrubs, grass and other landscape plantings than for 
trees.  The topsoil depth requirements in municipalities vary somewhat, however, the 
more common depth of 300mm, as opposed to the proposed 40 cm, is a reasonable 
standard and as such is the recommended depth. 
 
More importantly for trees is the soil conditions around the tree itself.  Unlike the 
Greening Report, many of the larger municipalities require the soil being used to back fill 
around the tree and in soil trenches to meet certain soil condition requirements.  This is 
logical but places the onus on the developer to meet this requirement and for staff to 
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verify.   Currently, staff would not be in a position to verify if the soil conditions met those 
requirements beyond relying on the developer’s information. 
 
Many municipalities also seek a minimum growing area for each tree.  The logic behind 
this requirement is sound in that it provides a space around the tree to grow, but actual 
implementation is another matter.  To achieve this growing area in subdivisions while at 
the same time trying to achieve one tree per lot, is challenging given the conflicts such 
as fire hydrants, street lights, utility boxes, underground services (water, sanitary, phone, 
tv etc.).  This is a long-standing issue in many municipalities as to how to deal with the 
street tree conflicts relative to driveways and services/utilities.  As such, to set a 
minimum soil volume area may prohibit any tree planting from taking place, therefore the 
volume area is recommended as a suggested target versus a strict requirement. 
 
Trees per parking space (Site Plan) 
 
The Greening Report also provided comment to the number of trees relative to the 
number of parking spaces.  This is recommended in part to increase shading to reduce 
heat islands.  Although this ratio of one tree for every five parking spaces is consistent to 
many larger cities, it only looks at one component of the overall site development plan.  
The requirement of 1:5 alone does not address the issue of heat islands or solve the 
intent of shading parking/driveways.  To be effective, the goal of 1:5 should not be a 
minimum for the site as a whole but should specifically be a minimal standard for parking 
and driveway areas (internal to the site).  Additional plantings around perimeter, and 
requirements to provide street trees, where appropriate, should also be considered.  As 
not all sites can accomplish each of the goals, the guidelines should be written in the 
manner that seeks to meet the target but allows reasonable review and approval of the 
plans based on each site and its uniqueness.    
 
In general, most municipalities place this target in a development or urban design 
manual, where it is only one component of the entire manual, to be balanced with all of 
the other requirements.   
 
Staff support the 1 tree for every 5 spaces where trees should be strategically located to 
promote shading of hard surfaced areas.  The design manual will address how to 
achieve this in balance amongst all of the other development requirements. 
 
Other Implications 
 
The recently approved Breslau Secondary Plan provided an appendix of Urban Design 
Guidelines which included some landscape elements.  Many of these guidelines are also 
being considered for the Stockyards area and could be applied Township wide.  Rather 
than have different guidelines for different locations in the Township it is recommended 
that the proposed design manual be produced to incorporate all of these aspects in one 
document for the entire Township.  This type of manual is consistent with how other 
municipalities address these sorts of matters.  
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Increasing requirements around landscaping and tree plantings comes hand in hand 
with other implications.  Greater number of street trees and requirements around its 
installation will increase both the developers costs initially, but also additional 
maintenance and expense for the Township. 
 
Lastly, staff note that the Greening Report focussed only on Elmira.  The implications of 
these changes are Township wide which means more consultation is required with the 
community at large and the development community before the final recommendation is 
presented to Council for consideration.   
 
Next Steps  
 
Staff recommend that the following steps to move forward with changes. 
 

• the public and development community be given time to review the comments; 
and 

• a recommendation report be brought back to Council. 
 
Staff anticipate all of this to take place in the first half of 2019.   

Interdepartmental Implications:  

Implications for Public Works and Recreation sections maintenance of street trees and 

planting in municipal open space.  Enforcement of site plan agreements. 

Financial Implications:  

Maintenance costs for the landscaping after it is assumed.   

Strategic Plan Focus Area:  

Planning for Growth and Exploring Economic Development Opportunities.  The 

development ensures managed and sustainable growth and development.   

Conclusion:  

That Council direct staff to circulate the proposed changes to the landscaping 

requirements for site plan and plans of subdivision to the development industry (builders, 

planning consultants etc.) for comment, and that a public meeting be held to solicit input 

from the community and development industry on the changes proposed. 

Attachments:  

Appendix A:  TWECC comments, Comparison and Staff Recommended direction 
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Appendix A 

Tree Planting Guidelines:  

 Greening Report - Comment 
/ Recommendation  

Staff Comment Other Municipalities Recommended 

A ▪ Insert tree stakes outside 
the root ball instead of in the 
root ball to avoid damaging 
the roots and to give the 
tree more stability (p. 2).   

▪ No concerns with 
proposed change. 

Similar requirements Revise accordingly. 

B ▪ Update the recommended 
tree list from Appendix A 
with species listed in 
Section 7 of this report (p. 
4). 

▪ Although staff has no 
objection to the list in 
general, it was noted in 
the report that the list is 
not comprehensive and 
does not address non-
native cultivars.  
Furthermore, it is not 
as comprehensive in 
terms of tree details 
such as that of 
Waterloo’s list.  

▪ Various different lists and 
approaches.   

▪ Review and revise 
accordingly 

C ▪ Balled and burlapped stock 
should be used for street 
tree planting instead of bare 
root or container stock (p. 
5). 

▪ No concerns with 
proposed change.  
Some municipalities do 
all bare root stock, 
however, it is not 
typical to see bare root 
stock.   

Markham, Waterloo – no restriction 
on type of stock. 

Not required to be 
amended, but no 
concerns with the 
recommendation. 

D ▪ Consider cul-de-sac islands 
for tree planting (p. 7). 

▪ Needs to be reviewed 
with Engineering staff 
as there are 
implications for with 
snow storage and 
clearing. 

 Needs further 
review.   
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E ▪ Stake all newly planted 
trees for 2 years, after 
which time the stakes 
should be removed (p. 17). 

▪ Need to review 
subdivision 
implications.  

▪ Generally, stake until final 
acceptance. 

▪ No objections to the 
proposal.   

▪ May also suggest a 
tree watering bag to 
support watering of 
new trees.  

F ▪ The tree planting guidelines 
should consider mandating 
at least 40cm topsoil be 
placed on boulevards and 
residential yards to promote 
tree and other vegetation 
growth. 

▪ Topsoil depth is not a 
typical tree related 
element.  The more 
common and more 
appropriate element is 
a cubic metre area with 
a require soil mix.  
Topsoil depth would 
support other 
landscaping elements.   

- Kitchener - Sod / seed planting areas 
shall have a minimum topsoil depth 
of 150mm. Shrub planting areas 
shall have a minimum topsoil depth 
of 300mm. Areas accommodating 
trees are required to have a 
minimum of 1.0m continuous soil 
depth or a minimum of 20m3 of soil 
volume per tree (all depth 
measurements are taken from base 
of root ball or container) 

- Markham – minimum soil volume 
15m3, minimum boulevard 1.5m.   
Topsoil depth 200mm, soil quality 
requirements. 

- Waterloo – minimum boulevard of 
1.5m in width, use existing soil, no 
set topsoil depth but pit must be 
50% wider than the ball. 

- Guelph – Medium tree needs 18m3. 
- Toronto – at least 15m3, 0.9m of 

high quality soil, minimum width 
1.5m. 

- Centre Wellington – top soil depth 
200mm, “typical” tree planting  

 

Suggest that the 
Township require a: 

- Minimum 
boulevard / 
planting strip 
width 1.5m 

- Minimum topsoil 
depth 300mm 

- Soil quality 
requirement to 
be met. 

- Seek to have a 
volume 15m3 
per tree.  
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G ▪ A list of suitable trees for 
planting in Elmira is 
attached in Appendix VI. 
The table identifies where 
each species can be 
planted. In and adjacent to 
natural areas (e.g. 
woodlands), only native 
species should be 
planted, no cultivars or 
varieties. Non-native 
species may be planted 
as street trees where 
necessary, although 
native trees are preferred.  

▪ See note to item B 
above 

▪  ▪ Review list 
accordingly.  

▪ No objection to 
requirement of 
native species next 
to environmental 
areas.  

 
 
 

 Staff Note Other Municipalities Recommendation 

Landscape Design 
Guidelines 

   

    

Planting Material    

▪ Consider shape and 
size to appropriately 
fit the space  

No concerns with comment. ▪  Consider amending as 
proposed. 

Lighting    

▪ Be directed 
downward to 
minimize light 
pollution and impacts 
to migratory birds  

The “be projected downward” is 
standard wording in actual 
agreements, and generally a 
photometric plan is part of larger 
developments.   

▪  Consider changes to add: 
▪ all lighting to be 

directed downward, 
▪ be dark sky compliant. 
▪ That were requested, 
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Staff have been seeking dark 
sky level requirements in such 
larger developments. 

photometric plans be 
provided showing that 
lighting will not project 
past the property. 

 

Existing Landscaping    

▪ Retain existing 
landscaping through 
the completion of a 
Tree Preservation 
Plan or 
Environmental 
Impact Study 

No objection to change.  
However, the plan alone is 
questionable, and often 
competing issues (ie., grading 
and drainage changes) will 
prevent retention of existing 
trees.  

▪ Replacement of 
removed trees (over a 
certain caliper) is to be 
a 1:1 or 2:1.   

Consider adding the 
appropriate note, that where 
requested a Tree removal 
and/or replacement plan be 
required.  The replacement 
requirement will seek a 1:1 
replacement or 
compensation for the same.  

Parking Areas    

▪ Consider a minimum 
tree to parking stall 
ratio of 1:5  

Although may be achievable on 
a site (in the parking area and 
around the edge of the site), the 
requirement alone does not look 
at the site holistically and only 
focusses on trees, not all 
landscaping.   

▪ Kitchener, no parking 
further than 25 metres 
to a parking space.  
Maximum of 20 parking 
stalls in a row. 

▪ City of Waterloo – no 
set number. 

▪ Cambridge – no set 
number.  

▪ City of Toronto has a 
design guideline that 
looks at the site 
holistically.  1:5 is 
required. 

▪ Oakville 1:5 
▪ Markham 1:5 

Consider creating a set of 
landscape standards which 
can form part of a larger 
Urban Design Manual.  
Seek a 1:5 ratio internally. 
Set maximum row of parking 
to 25 spaces.  
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Plant Material    

▪ Consider proximity to 
natural areas and 
opportunities to 
support pollinators in 
species selection 

Concern the policy is too 
specific, and this level of detail 
would require a landscape 
architect to complete site plan 
review.   

▪ Not seen in any other 
municipality.  Question 
on how to implement.   

Staff question the ability to 
implement this 
recommendation.  Further 
review is required. 

    

Under “Site Plan 
Submission & Approval 
Process, Plant Material” 
(p. 15), the following 
suggestions are made: 

   

▪ Under ‘Plant Material 
Specifications,’ 
deciduous trees are 
to have a caliper of at 
least 60mm, which 
contradicts the 50mm 
specified in the 
Township’s Tree 
Planting Guidelines. 
50mm is considered 
adequate. 

▪ Change to 50mm ▪ 50mm is generally the 
standard.  

▪ Change to 50mm 

▪ Add Ash (Fraxinus) 
species to the list of 
trees not acceptable 
for planting along 
roads. 

▪ Ash trees were on the list, 
but in the last few years 
have been prohibited due 
to the Emerald Ash Borer. 

▪ Municipalities have 
removed Ash from list 
of recommended trees. 

▪ Change as proposed.  
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▪ Plant buffers with 
native species only.  
Add Eastern 
Hemlock (Tsuga 
canadensis), Red 
Cedar (Juniperus 
virginiana), White 
Cedar (Thuja 
occidentalis), and 
White Pine (Pinus 
strobus) to the list of 
acceptable species. 

▪ No objections ▪ Relatively consistent to 
other municipalities.  

▪ Revise list as proposed. 

    

Under “Drawing 
Submission 
Requirements, Tree 
Preservation Plan” (p. 17), 
that the following 
suggestions are made: 

   

▪ The Plan is to be 
prepared by a 
Certified Arborist. 

▪ It was implied that an 
Arborist or Landscape 
Architect needed to 
complete the works.  This 
will be outlined more 
clearly. 

▪  ▪ Agree if section is 
retained. 
 

▪ Add scale and 
include crown radius 
with tree size. 

▪ No objection. ▪  ▪ Agree 

 


