
RECEIVED- APR 1 2 1989

a 

THE TORONTO HARBOUR COMMISSIONERS

y

60 Harbour Street, Toronto, Ontario M5J 1B7

Cable 'Torpor' Telex: 06-219666

Telephone: (416) 863-2000 Facsimile: (416) 863-4830

Betty Disero, Chairman

Frank R. Smith, Vice-Chairman

John D. Herrick

Nadine Nowlan

Jack Layton

I.C.R. Brown, General Manager

TO BE DELIVERED

Ms Sarah Miller
243 Queen Street West
4th Floor
Toronto, Ontario
M5V 1Z4

Dear Ms Miller:

in reply refer to file no. 1611-P-4 -A

April 11, 1989

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners will be reconsidering their position on
The Improved Lakefill Quality Control Programme at their April meeting.

The following documents are enclosed for your information and comment:

1) Report from Dr. Gibson, Acting Medical Officer of Health to City Services
Committee dated February 16, 1989.

2) Letter from W.A. McLean, General Manager, M.T.R.C.A. to City Services
Committee dated March 1, 1989.

The Commissioners would be pleased to receive any written comments you may
have on the enclosures. Your comments, if any, must be received on or before
Thursday, April 20, 1989 if they are to be considered by the Commissioners.

Yours very truly

.I. Guest, P.Eng.
Director of Property Operations

BIG/mmcg(8.29)
atts.
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the metropolitan toronto and region conservation authority
5 shclrcham dri4e, downsvirw, Ontario, man ls4 (416) 661-6600 FAX bbl-6898

1989.03.01.

The Chairman and Members
City Services Committee
City of Toronto
City Hall
Toronto, Ontario
M5H 2N2

Dear Chairman and Members:

Re: Lake fill Quality

Thank you'for the notice of your meeting on Friday, March 3/89
concerning this subject. Unfortunately the meeting conflicts
with a previously arranged meeting ,of our Board and, therefore,

1 we are unable to attend. We do, hxever, want you to be awarei of the Authority's interest in this matter and the initiatives
that Have been taken to improve the controls on the quality of
material 'used in waterfront lakefilling.

The MTRCAiis the agent for the Minister of the Environment for
the Improved Lakefill Quality Control Program. The Program has
been fully iriiplemented. All material entering waterfront
lakeEill sites must be accompanied by a bill of lading issued
by MTRCA. Material from small, untested sites is subject to
ir,spectioip by Authority staff at the site in addition to an
inspection by T.H.C. staff at Leslie Street. Random sampling
of material entering the site has commenced. Chemical testing
of material prior to excavation at all sites generating more
than 200 m3 of material is being done. MTRCA staff reviews
the rest_ Yesults prior to isguing bills of lading. Seriously
contaminated sites ate bcuugIlt to the attention of MOE.
ste~tistic*u concerning the origin of the material are being
compiled which will be beneficial in future evaluation and
improvements to the program.

We have the following comments with respect to the specific
recommendations in the report from the Department of Public
Health.

1. We believe that rejection of material from small sites will
cause unnecessary additional costs on many public and
private construction projects.
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the metropolitan toronto and region conservation authority 

5 sho,chllrn drive, downsview, ontario. m3n t84 (416) 661·6600 FAX 6b1-6898 

1989 .03 .011 • 

The Chair~an and Members 
City Serv:iccs Commi t tee 
City of Tbconto 
Ci ty Hall, 
Toronto, pntario 
MSH 2N2 

Dear Chai~man and Members: 

Re: Lakefill Quality 

-------- -- - --- -

Thank you' for the not i -: e 0 f your mee t i ng on Fr iday, March 3/89 
concernin9 this sUbject. Unfortunately the meeting conflicts 
with a pr~viously arranged meeting ~f ou~ Board and, therefore, 
we are unAble to attend. He do, h~ever, want you to be aware 
ot the Au~hority's interest in this matter and the initiatives 
that have, been taken to improve the controls on the quality ot 
malerial ~S~~ in watecfront lakefilling. 

, . 
The MTRCAI is the ayt!f1t fOL the Minister of the Env ironment for 
the Improved Lakefill Quality Control Program. The program has 
been fully illlplemente~. All material entering waterfront 
lakefill sites must be accompanied by a bill ot lading issued 
by MTRCA. HaleLial (rum small, untested sites is sUbject to 
iflSPtH.:tioh by Authot"ity staff at the site 1n addition to an 
inspection by T.H.C. staff at Les11e Street. Random sampling 
of mate~ial entering the site has commenced. Chemical testing 
of material prior to excavation ~t all sites gene~ating more 
than 200 m3 of material is being dOne. MTRCA staff reviews 
the ~est ~~sulte prlo~ to ls~ulng bills of lading. Seriously 
contaminaLed siLes (He b[QutJht to the attention of MOE. 
Stdtl~tic~ conc~rniny the origin of the material are being 
compil~d which will be benef1c1al in future evaluation and 
impl-ovements Lo Lhe proqram. 

We h~ve the following comments with respect to the specific 
recommendations in the reporL from the Department of pub11c: 
Health. 

1. We beiieve that rejection of mater-ial from small sites will 
cause unnecessary 8dditional costs on many ~ublic and 
private construction projects. 
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At some times of the year the volume of material from thesekinds of projects will be very significant. BetweenJanuary 1 and March 1, 1989, at Leslie Street, the totalvolume of this type of material was 2,662 trucklcads. Insummer, it will be much higher. The volume of materialfrom small sites rose from 108 in January to 15% inj February. There are few alternative disposal sites andMTRCA is concerned that if the material is Simply rejectedfrom! lakefills that it will often be disposed of in ravineand valley areas where iti Y may pose more serious
environmental impacts.

2. The MTRCA maintains a list of inland sites which may
requlire fill. The list is compiled from adds in
construction newspapers or from word of mouth in the
construction industry. We do not attempt to estimate
volumes or direct material to any particular inland sites.Many! of the inland sites are restricting access and we do
not believe that simply banning all untested material from
Leslie Street is an adequate solution. We understand that
Metro Toronto is banning all surplus fill as of June 1,
1989 from sanitary landfill sites. privately owned sites
are 'increasingly concerned about contamination that might
attect future development potential. In summary, material
from small sites tnay not be aAu pted at any rppropriate
sites in the near future. The City of Toronto will need to
deal with surplus material generated within 'he City. The
Authority believes tt►at careful inspection and placement of
the material at selected locations at Leslie Street or
other lakefill locations is a reason-lble apfroach in the
short term, until broader solutions to waste management are
found ,

3. The Authority has previously been advised t -lat stockpiling
locations Cor the volume of material generated by public
and private projects in the small site category are not
available.

4. The Authority would be pleased to work with a city
Committee to investigate a policy for re-use Of surplus
construction material generated in the City. We believe
that the new lakefill program is a major improvement, but
that further improvements can be made.

S. We are advised that for other considerations such as
protection of public utilities, avoidance of settlement and
other maintenance considerations, that the industry is
generally headed toward less utilization of native soils
and more use of selected backfill. This practice generates
more' Surplus material.
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At some times of the year the volume of material trom these 
kin~s of projects will be very siqnificant. Betw~en 
Jan~ary 1 and March 1, 1989, at Leslie Street, the total 
volume of this type of material was 2,662 trucklcads. In 
summer, it will be much higher. The volume of mClteria! 
fro~ small sites rose from 10% in January to 15% in 
Feb~uary. There are few alternative disposal si~es and 
MTRCA is concerned that if the material is simply rejected 
fro~ lakefills that it will often be disposed of in ravine 
and Nal1~y areas where it may pose more ~erious 
envi~onmental impacts. 
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Authority believes thdt careful inspection a:la placement of 
the material at selected lOCdtions CIt Leslie Street or 

·0 the r I a I< e f 111 I oc at ion sis C! rea SOli .:\ b lea t' ~ r 0 a chi nth e 
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3. The Authority has previously ~een advised tlat stOCkpiling 
locations (Qr;' the volume of material generated by public 
and private projects in the small site cateqory are not 
available. , 

4. The Authority would be plea3ed to work wit~ a City 
cummlttee to inve5tigat~ a policy for re-use of surplus 
construction material generated in the City. We believe 
that the new lak~fill prugram is a major improvement, but 
thaL furth~t" improvements can be made. 

s. ~e are advised that for other consideratiuns such as 
protection of public utilities, avoidance of settlement and 
other maintenance considerations, thaL the industry is 
generally headed toward less utilization of native soils 
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i 6. The Aew lakefi11 quality control program has been developedin c nsultation with MOE and approved by MOE as ateas nable interim program.

7. MTRCA has maintained liaison with the City Works Departmentand the Department of Public; Health throughout thedevelopment of the new program. We are pleased to Continuethat,liaison.

Thank 
yoq 

for the opportunity to comment. The Authority iscommittedto continued efforts to control the quality ofmaterial used to create unique and valuable new waterfrontparks through re-use of surplus excavated material.

Yours truly,

W. A. McLea
i General Man er

BED/ap
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The new lakefil1 quality control program 
in c~nsultation with MOE and approved by 
reasqnable interim p~ogram. 

~ .:- . 

has been developed 
MOE as a 

7. MTRCA h~s maintained liaison with the City Works Department and t;he Department of Public Health throughout the development of the new program. We are pleased to continue that !liaison. 

Thank yo~ for the opportunity to comment. The Authority is committed to continued efforts to control the quality of ma te rial iused to crea te un i que and val uable new wa te rf ron t I parks th~ou9h re-use of surplus exc~vated material. 
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Yours truly, '-\ . 
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* "Laikefill quality Control Program"
* Year End Report for 1988
* (October 1 to December 31)
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1988 Year End Report for the Improved
Lakefill Quality Control Program:

In troduc tioh :

The Improved Lakefill Quality Control Program (I.L.O.C.F~.) has
been designL-d to provide a con9i5tent Metro-wide guideline fur
the assessment of fill quality. The program which will begin
full implementation an Jan. 1. 1989, is a more comprehensive
version of its predecessor. the Lakefill Duality AssuranceProgram which was first implemented by the Ontario Ministry ofthe Environment in 1902'. Under- the Lakefill Cluality Assurance
Program, all material proposed for lakefill and originating from
the Designated Control Area (D.C.A.) in south Toronto was to
present detailed bulk. chemical analysis, the results of which
were to be compared to the M.O.E.'s Open Water Disposal
Guidelines. The current I.L.O.C.P. has e;;panded on this chemical
analysis system by requiring all projects which propose to
dispose of Cr20.)m3 of fill material or more at a lat:efill location,
Lo provide detailed chemical analysis results. in addition, thenew pruyram also requires that all truck loads of material
generated at "small project" sites (i.e. those generating lessthan 200m3 of fill) be tested by a photoionization probe whichwill indicate possible contaminants in tie material. Access to •►~the lakefill location will be denied if the probe reading is
found to be ,in excess of a yet to be determined p.p.m. reading.

The Improved Lakefill Quality Control Program also differs from
it's Narerit program in that all truck loads of fill material must
present a M'.T.R.C.A. certified "bill of lading" indicating thatthe job site location has been approved for lakefill disposal,
The "bill of lading" system offers the M.T.R.C.A. a mechanism bywhich it cah;

i. ) mQoitur Lhe ur igin of all fill material
ii.) audit all projects to ensure compliance with the

conditions of their approval

Program Phase In - Oc t. tqDec. 1998_

T1*1e Improved Lakefill Quality Control Program represents a
considerable change in the practices of the construction
community and consequently, the M.T.R.C.A. began a Z month
program "phase in" on Oct. 1, 1988 in order to introduce the
program to the construction community without causing confusion
and delays. During this "phase in" period the percentage of fill
u.rrrying trucks which presented and M.T.R.C.A. bill of lading
ruse from about 10% in early Oct. to well over 80% in late Dec.
The presentation of a bill of lading was not mandatory during
this time however, and a significant number of loads did gain
access without a bill during this period. Bills of lading were
issued to a• number of large on going projects wi thaut the
submission of chemical testing results for the purpose of
educating the major developers and haulers on the

] n tr-oduc: ti0r: 

1988 Year End Report for the Improved 
Laketill Ou~lity Control Proqram: 

The Improve~ Lakefil1 Quality Control Froqram (I.L.G.C.P.) has 
been design~d to provide a ~on~i~tent Met~o-wide guidelin~ fur 
the asse~~ment of fill qu~lity. The prog~am whi~h will begin 
1ull implementation on Jan. 1~ 1989~ is ~ more comprehenSive 
ve,..~ion of i ts predece::s~or, t.he Laf..;ef ill Qua I i ty Assurarll':'et 
Program which was first implemented by th~ Ontario Ministry 01 
the Envi ronmem t in 1982. Und",w the Lake fill Qua 1 i ty AssLlrance 
Program~ all mat~rlal propo~ed for l~kefill and origin~ting 1rom 
t:~e De5ignated Control Area (D.C.A.) in south Toronl~ w~s to 
present detailed bulk chemical analy~i5~ the results of which 
were to be ~ompared to the M.O.E.·s Open W~ter Disposal 
GLlidelines. The current I.L.O.C.P. hc!\s e;;pemded on this chemical 
analysis sy~tem by requiring all projects which propose to 
dispose 01 ~OOm3 of 1ill material or more at a lakeflll location~ 

to provide detailed chemiCal analYSis results. In addition~ the 
new pruyr~m also requires that all truck loads 01 ~at2rial 
ge"t;:r~led at "small project" sites (i.e. those g~nerating less 
ltlem 200m3 of fill) be tested by '"' photolonization probe wh.i.~h 

will indicate possible contam1nants in tt~e material. Access to --' 
the lakef!ll location will be denied if the probe reading is 
found to bQ in excass of ~ yet to be determined p.p.m. reading. 

Th@ Improved Lakefill Quality Cont~ol Program also diffQrs trom 
it'~ ~~rer't. prtJgr.;lm in that all trLlcK loads of till material must 
present a M'.T.R.C.A. certi1ied "bill 01 lading" l.ndl.cating that 
the job site location ha5 be~n approved 10r laketill disposal. 
The "bill of lading" system offers the M. r .R.C.A. a mechanism by 
which it ciln J 

i.) '''Oll.ilur Ule orig.in of .all fill material 
i1.) .;I~dit all projects to ensure compliance with the 

cpnditions of their approval 

Thl;o' Impr"oved Lakefill QLlality Control Program represents a 
~onsiderable Change in the practices of the construction 
community and consequently~ the M.T.R.C.A. began a 3 mOnth 
program "pha'3e in" on Oc t. 1 ~ 1988 in order to introduce the 
program to the construction community without c~usin9 confusion 
and de 1 ays. DLir ing thi s .. phase in" per lod the perc:en tage of fill 
~~rrying trucks which presented and M.T.~.C.A. bill 01 lading 
ru~e from a~out 10% in early Oct. to well over 80% in late Dec. 
The presentation 01 a bi 11 of l,",ding was not mandatory during 
this time however, and a signlfic~nt number 01 loads did gain 
~ccess without a btll during thlS perlod. 81115 of lading were 
issued to a' number 01 l~rge on going projects without the 
sub~iasion ot chemic.l te~ting results for the purpose 01 
educating the m~Jor developers and haulers on the 
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Program_Phse In - Oct:_to_Qec.. 1968 (cont_d)

dynamics of:the application 
procedure for the bills of lading.

No photoionization probing 
was performed on "small 

project" sites

in this time period and this 
is reflected in the small 

number o1

rejected loads contained in this 
report. It is t1ic goal of the

M.T.R.C.A. to be collecting one 
bill of lading for every truck:

load of fill on Jan. 1 F 1989 F acid to significantly step up the

following alspects of the I .L..G.C.P. i

a.) On-Site Inspections of 
"small projects."

b.) Auditing for compliance 
with the program.

C.) Performing pre-approval 
project site inspections for all

Group A small sites (i.e. 
between 5 and 20 loads).

A. .
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dynamics of th •• pplic:~~ion proced"Ire for Lile bills of ladinq. 

No photoionization probing was performed on "small prOject" sites 

in thi~ time period and ~hi$ i$ reflected in the small number of 

rejec;t.ed loads contained in t.his report. I t. is It.~ goal of the 

M.T.R.C.A.to be collecting one bill of lading for every truck 

load of fill on Jan. 1, 1999, Gild to significantly step lip the 

following aspects of the I.L.Q.C.P.~ 

~.) O~ Site Inspe~ticn~ of "small proj@cts." 

b.) Auditing for compliance with the program. 

c.) Performing pre-approval project ~ite inspections for all 
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Fill Volume Statistics for Oct. 1 to Dec.

#These volu, es refer to fill loads "M presetting bills of Lading'
only!

LARGE 130JECTS].

The total volume of "open water" quality fill material received
from large projects was 319.890rn3.

The total volume of "protected" quality fill material received
from large Projects was 42,2wSOmZ,.

SMALL_ PROJEC75

The total volume of "open water" fill received frum small
projects was in,844m,

The total volume. of "protwLLed- fill received from small projects
was :,760m~.

*Note - During our phase in period small project Sites were
issued "Pills of Lading" classified for open water
disposal. This was necessary at the Leslie St. Lakefill
site due to the Harbour Commissions pre Jan. 1, 1989
policy that only bills of lading marked "open water could
be accepted into the spit location. The M.T.R.C.A.
recognized that the period between Oct. Z, 1988 and Dec.
Z1, 1988 was strictly a "phase in" period and that the
purpose of this phase in period was to inform the entire
construction community of the various processes involved
in the program. Hence, given the fact that; a.) The
T.H.C. would accept only open water material. b.) h'resen-
Ldtivn of a bill of lading was not mandatory in this time
period. c.) The program was in N "phase in" stage
designed more to inform the construction community rather
than cause an abrupt cessation of laketill disposal by
all small projects; the M.T.R.C.A. deemed it acceptable
to issue and accept "open water" bills of lading from
small project sites despite the fact the program manual
lists all small project material for protected or
confined areas only. This practice was continued for
small projects at Sam Smith part;; however all material at
Sam Smith after Oct. _ was placed in a "protected" area
and therefore the records of "bills of lading" received
have been changed to list all small project bills
submitted at Sam Smith as protected rather than "open
water" as they were in reality. The justification of
course lies in the fact that all of this material was
deposited in a "NruLec.ted" area.

*The~~ vOlujne!!l re1e:r to fill loads pr@sellt.ing "Bills of Lading" 
only! 

, 
The total vplume of lIopen water ll qU.:Ilit:y till IIIdl~r.i.",l received 
from large project5 W~!!I 319~B90m3. 

The tot.:ll v6lum@ of "protect~d" qu~lity fill material received , 
from large projects was 42~25c)m3. 

The total volume of "open water" fill receivelj fruIII small 
projec~~ w~s 10,840m3. 

The! to ta 1 vo 1 LIme of" pro t~1..: led" till re<;e 1 ved 
was , ~, 76(,.")m3'. 

from small projects 

tNote - Cur~n9 oLlr ph.:l~e in period small project ~il~~ were 
issued "Bills of Lading" cl~!!I!!Iified for open water 
dlwposal. This was necessary at the LQsli@ St. La~efill 
~it~ due to the Harbour Commissions pre Jan. 1, 1989 
policy that only bills of lading marked "open w~ter could 
be accepted into tne splt locdtion. The M.T.R.C.A. 
recogni:ed that the period between Oct. :.~ 198~ and Dec. 
~l, 1~88 was strictly a "phase in" period and that the 
purpose of this phase in period was to inform the entire 
construction community of the various processes involved 
in the program. Hence, given the fact that: a.) The 
T.H.C. would accept only open water material. b.) Presen­
l~lion 01 a bill 01 lading was not mandatory 1n thi5 time 
per ied. t:. .) The prugr' dill \'i~~ ill t1 "ph""se in" s tolge 
designed more to inform the construction community rather 
than cause an abrupt cessation of laketill disposal by 
~ll small projects; th@ M.T.R.C.A. deemed it acceptable 
to issue and accept "open water" bill!; of lading from 
small project sites despite the fact the program manual 
lists all small proj@ct material tor protected or 
confined areas only. Thi5 practice was continued tor 
small projects at Sam Smith park; however all material at 
Sam Smith atter Oct. 3 was placed in a "prot@cted" area 
and there10re the records 01 "bi 11 s of lad ing" reCel ved 
have been changed to list all small project bills 
sLlbmi t ted a t Sam Smi th as protec ted ra ther than "open 
w,;iter" as they were in reality. The Justification of 
course l1es in the tact that allot this material was 
d~posited in d "pruL~~t~d· ~r'e~. 
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The total volume of material refused entry to any lakefill
location on the basis of environmental suitability for the period
Oct. 1 to,Dec. 31 1988 was 3,410m3. This material Was rejected
by the following 2 methods;

1.) 20m3 was rejected at the lakefill location after
inapection of the trucks contents. In these caaea
"Dille of Lading" were initially issued and they
inspectors report (in the form of the L.L.S.A.C.
Sheet) is attached.

ii.) 3,390m3 Wae rejected at the application stage:
In these cases, material was deemed unsuitable by an
..Rnvironmental Control Technician after reviewing the
"Application for Bill of Lading" and/or the accompanying
phemical analysis.

*Note - The total volume rejected figure above 1s actually quite
mia-leading due to great volumes of material taken to
,landfill locations for Which the M.T.R.C.A. was not fur-
nished with an accurate volume forthe landfill quality
material. Therefore, the actual volume of rejected
material should be substantially higher.

Be1ected Mator1al 

The total.volume of material refused entry to any lakefill 
locction on the beels of ~nvironmental 8ultabll1ty for the period 
Oct. 1 to ,Dec. 31 1988 waa 3,410m3. Thla material wae rejected 
by the follo~in, 2 methode; 

i.} 20m3 wae reJected at the lakefill location after 
lnapection of the truck6 contente. In theee caeee 
"Dilla of Ladins" were initially ieeued and the 
inepectore report (in the form of the L.L.S.A.C. 
dheet) i8 attached. 

il.) 3,390m3 waa rejected at the application etag~; 
~n theee caeee, material wae deemed uneultable by an 
Environmental Control Technician after reviewing t.h~ 
·'Applicat.ion for Bill of Ladlns" and/or the accompanying 
qhemical analysis. 

The total volume rejected figure above 1a actually quite 
mis-leading due to great volumes ot material taken to 
.landfill locations for ~hich the M.T.R.C.A. waG not fUr­
nlBhed with an accurate volume torthe landf1ll quality 
material. Therefore, the actual volume of rejected 
material should be substantially higher. 
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udli ' by 15: 5a M. T. R. C. A. 007

This contains detailed listings of all projects which gained
admittance to the Leslie St. Spit or Colonel Sam Smith lakefill
sites upon presentation of an H.T.R.C.A. "Bill of Lading" between
Oct. 1 and Dec. 91 1988. The information detailed on the
following pages in organized horizontally in the following
manner; The M.T.R.C.A.'a project number is given in addition to
the address of the specific fill generating project in question,
The Fill Site is defined as either S.S. for Sam Smith park or
L.S. for the Leslie St. Spit. The date listed reprecenta the
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CITY OF TORONTO
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH

February 16, 1989

To: City Services Committee

Subject: Lakefill Quality at the Leslie Street Spit

Origin: City Services Committee, December 16, 1988
(c34csc89001:526)

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. That City Council request the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to
accept 'only fill that has been shown (by laboratory testing)
to pass the Lakefill Quality Guidelines at the Leslie Street
Spit, and any other lakefill sites with which they are
involved.

2. That City Council request the Toronto Harbour Commissioners
and the Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation Authority
to direct material not shown (by laboratory testing) to pass
the Lakefill Quality Guidelines to the inland sites on the
list of landfill sites maintained by the Conservation
Authority, and not to other lakefill sites.

3. That City Council request that the Commissioner of Public
Works, the Metropolitan Commissioner of Works and the Toronto
Harbour Commissioners consider providing temporary stockpiling
areas where material from small sites may be stored, pending
laboratory testing and rehandling to final disposal sites
depending on the test results.

4. That City Council establish a committee, to report jointly to
the Neighbourhoods Committee and the Board of Health, to
investigate and make recommendations regarding an
environmentally sound, comprehensive disposal policy for all
excavated material generated in the city.

5. That City Council request the Commissioner of Public Works to
report on the feasibility of altering his policies regarding
the backfilling of small road and utilities works so as to
reduce the amount of fill requiring off-site disposal.
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6. That City Council request that an environmental assessment be
completed before lakefill quality criteria at any lakefill
site are relaxed.

7. That City Council request that the
Commissioners and the Metropolitan
Conservation Authority solicit and
interested City departments before
regarding materials to be accepted
Street Spit.

BACKGROUND:

Toronto Harbour
Toronto and Region
consider comments from all
making policy decisions
for disposal at the Leslie

On December 16, 1988, City Services Committee had before it a
report (December 9, 1988) from the Commissioner of Public Works
entitled "Lakefill". City Services Committee adopted the
Commissioner's recommendation "that City Council should request
the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to change their landfilling
procedure in order that they can provide additional protected and
confined areas to permit the continuous disposal of fill not
suitable for open water disposal". This recommendation applies to
the Leslie Street Spit, where the Toronto Harbour Commissioners
coordinate extensive lakefilling operations.

City Services Committee also requested that the Acting Medical
Officer of Health report to the Executive Committee on this
matter. At its meeting held on January 3, 1989, the Executive
Committee recommended that the reports from the Commissioner or
Public Works and the Acting Medical Officer of Health be referred
back to City Services Committee for the purpose of receiving a
report from the Acting Medical Officer of Health and the hearing
of deputations.

COMMENTS:

1. Previous Policy Decisions

At its meeting on May 2, 1988, City Council adopted Report 10,
Clause No. 23 from Neighbourhoods Committee and requested that the
Commissioner of Public Works "report on the additional costs
associated with testing and disposal of excavated materials from
Department of Public Works road and sewer projects".

City Council also requested that the Acting Medical Officer of
Health and the Commissioner of Public Works, in consultation with
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the Commissioner of Planning and Development, "investigate options
for environmentally sound disposal of all types of fill generated
within the City of Toronto".

The recent report (December 9, 1988) from the Commissioner of
Public Works, entitled "Lakefill", which was considered by City
Services Committee at its meeting held on December 16, 1988,
provides information about these additional costs. However, the
report from the Commissioner of Public Works also made significant
recommendations regarding the disposal of fill generated in the
City of Toronto:

That City Council request the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to
change their procedures to provide 'protected' and 'confined'
areas to accommodate fill known to be contaminated, and
untested fill from small excavations;

That City Council request that the Ontario Minister of the
Environment and the Metropolitan Toronto and Region
Conservation Authority support this request.

Staff in my Department have been working with staff in the
Department of Public Works, and in consultation with staff in the
Planning and Development Department, to prepare a report on the
environmentally sound disposal of all types of fill, as requestedby City Council on May 2, 1988. The recommendations of the
Commissioner of Public Works should to be viewed in this broader
context. Thus, I would like to take this opportunity to comment
on the Commissioner's recommendations and to preview the report on
environmentally sound disposal of fill, which will be going to
Neighbourhoods Committee shortly.

At its meeting on May 2, 1988, City Council adopted the
recommendation that after August 1, 1988 the Toronto Harbour
Commissioners be requested to accept only fill approved by the
Ontario Ministry of the Environment (OMOE) as being acceptable for
lakefill disposal at the Leslie Street Spit. The criteria used to
judge acceptability would be the OMOE Lakefill Quality Guidelines.
The Lakefill Quality Guidelines list maximum concentrations at
which certain chemical parameters may occur in fill that is to be
disposed of in the open water of Lake Ontario.

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners subsequently adopted a policy
whereby no fill would be allowed entry to the Leslie Street Spit,
unless it was shown to be acceptable under the Lakefill Quality
Guidelines. Fill from small sites was to be accepted, without
laboratory testing, until January 1, 1989. (Small sites are
deemed to be those that generate less than 200 cubic metres of
fill.) However, at an emergency meeting on December 20, 1988, the
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Toronto Harbour Commissioners decided to accept material that does
not meet the Lakefill Quality Guidelines at the Leslie Street
Spit. This material will be placed in protected areas that are at
the water's edge, but are away from direct contact with wave and
current action.

Protected disposal areas accommodate fill that does not meet
Lakefill Quality Guidelines, but that passes the leachate test
used to define 'hazardous wastes' (as described in Regulation
309). Confined disposal areas, which the Toronto Harbour
Commissioners do not provide at the Leslie Street Spit, would
accommodate fill that fails the leachate test but that would be
judged acceptable in terms of the OMOE restricted land disposal
criteria for dredged material.

At their meeting on December 20, 1988 the Toronto Harbour
Commissioners also decided to accept fill from small sites that
has not received laboratory testing. Truckloads of fill from
small sites would be subject only to sight and smell assessment by
staff at the gate to the Leslie Street Spit, and to scanning by an
electronic 'sniffer'. The effectiveness of these measures has
been questioned. These decisions were taken by the Toronto
Harbour Commissioners before City Council had an opportunity to
discuss the matter, and before I had an opportunity to report my
concerns to City Council.

Had the Toronto Harbour Commissioners not changed their policy on
December 20, 1988, developers and contractors working on small
sites would be subject to the same policy that applies to larger
sites. Under this policy, the driver of each truckload of fill
must produce documentation that the fill has been tested in a
laboratory and accepted as clean by the Metropolitan Toronto and
Region Conservation Authority (MTRCA), in light of a site history
provided by the developer. Because laboratory testing and site
history audits are expensive, developers and contractors generally
do not have them done for small sites. The same is true of
municipal works departments and utilities companies, which
generally work on small sites.

2. Environmental Concerns

The potential environmental impact of material from small sites is
likely to be disproportionate in relation to the total volume of
fill received at the Leslie Street Spit. This is because the
Department of Public Works (and utilities companies) work mainly
with soils close to the surface. Surface soils are more likely to
be contaminated by unacceptable concentrations of toxic chemicals
(e.g., lead from automobile and industrial emissions) than sub-
surface soils.
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To deposit such potentially contaminated soil at the Leslie StreetSpit untested is not advisable environmentally, even if it is all
placed in a 'protected' area. The designated protected area on
the Leslie Street Spit is located in, and adjacent to the
embayment at the southeast extremity of the Spit. Although fill
placed there would not be subject to direct wave or current
action, toxic chemicals and metals in contaminated soil placed
there could still be subject to dissolution in water. This could
further degrade the quality of Toronto's waterfront, which has
been designated as an "area of concern" by the International Joint
Commission, due to chemical and bacterial contamination.

In its draft "Proposed Lakefill Policies", dated September 14,
1988, the OMOE states that "Embayments created by lakefilling
operations increase habitat for some aquatic species and tend tohave higher densities of organisms than adjacent areas. Hence,
they bring biota in contact with the contaminants.... To protect
against bioaccummulation as well as other adverse effects, a
logical approach would be to require that sediments in embayed
semi-protected areas meet the Open-Water Disposal Guidelines".
These Guidelines are essentially the same as the Lakefill Quality
Guidelines, and will be exceeded by much of the fill to be placedin the 'protected' area on the Leslie Street Spit.

Even if contaminants in soil placed in protected areas are not
available for dissolution in water, they still may be availablefor uptake by the roots of trees and by other plants, and may comeinto direct contact with people visiting the Leslie Street Spit,
or the planned Tommy Thompson Park. It would not be advisable tohave part of the Park constructed from contaminated soil. The
Parks and Recreation Department and the Planning and Development
Department may have additional concerns regarding eventual use ofthe areas designated for the disposal of contaminated fill.

The Toronto Harbour Commissioners' most recent Annual Cperating
Plan for completion of the Leslie Street Spit, dated October 1988,
outlines the plans for lakefilling operations from 1988 to 1991.
It does not suggest what measures could he taken to limit expo-urcof humans, animals and plants to contaminated fill placed at
protected disposed areas. This may have been because the Annual
Operating Plan was prepared in light of the earlier decision by
the Toronto Harbour Commissioners to accept only fill shown to
comply with the Lakefill Quality Guidelines. However, it is
unclear what, if any, environmental measures are being consideredor implemented now that contaminated fill is to be accepted at theLeslie Street Spit.

4
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I. Alternative Disposal Sites

An alternative to disposal of contaminated fill along the LakeOntario shoreline is disposal inland. Much of the fill that failsthe Lakefill Quality Guidelines, and is consequently directed toprotected disposal areas, could probably be deposited on thesurface at inland sites. This is because the OMOE Clean-up
Guidelines for Soils, which may be applied to fill considered forinland disposal, establish levels for individual parameters thatare generally higher than those of the Lakefill Quality
Guidelines.

The MTRCA maintains an updated list of landfill and lakefill
locations, which can be considered as a list of alternative
disposal sites. Haulers of material that is unacceptable for
lakefilling are directed by the MTRCA to inland sites on thislist. Haulers of material from small sites could be directed tothe same alternative disposal sites. The most recent updatedlist, dated January 11, 1989, lists 17 inland sites in and around
Metropolitan Toronto.

A potential inland location in central Toronto is the western
portion of the Railway Lands, where the volume of fill from theSkydome excavation is not sufficient to raise the grade an averageof three metres, as planned. Another possible site is the St.Lawrence Square housing project, which may also require the gradeto be raised. This option is one of several under consideration.

A further possibility would be to place fill in pits and quarries,once quarrying operations have been ceased. The Ontario Ministryof Natural Resources has licensed 151 pits and quarries in the
Metropolitan Toronto area. There are also more than 300 never-licensed, unused pits and quarries in the area. It is likely thatmany of these could accommodate fill. Because most of the filldumped in a quarry would be covered by substantial depths of othersoil, quarries could accommodate material that should not be
placed near the surface. Clearly, groundwater studies would haveto be done before any such filling of quarries could be
undertaken.

In the short term, it may be feasible to designate temporary
stockpiling areas where material from small sites, that has not
received laboratory testing, may be placed pending testing and
rehandling to final disposal sites appropriate to test results.
These may be inland, on publicly or privately owned or leased landin heavy industrial areas.
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The City of Toronto needs a comprehensive soil disposal policy
that will direct clean and contaminated soil to environmentally
appropriate, disposal sites. This would require coordination of
the activities and interests of the Toronto Harbour Commissioners,
the MTRCA, the Department of Public Works, the Department of
Public Health, the Parks and Recreation Department and the
Planning and Development Department, the Metropolitan Toronto
Works Department, utilities companies, contractors and developers,
and soils consultants. These agencies and private bodies have
some involvement with lakefilling, and should be involved in the
development of possible approaches to the environmentally sound
disposal of excavated material.

An effective approach to achieving coordination of all concerns
would be to establish a committee to report jointly to the
Neighbourhoods Committee and the Board of Health. The committee
could begin by considering the report to the Neighbourhoods
Committee, now being prepared by the Acting Medical Officer of
Health and the Commissioner of Public Works in consultation with
the Commissioner of Planning and Development, regarding
alternative disposal sites for excavated material. The committee
could also seek the assistance of the OMOE in identifying
alternatives to lakefill disposal sites.

Coordination would take several months to achieve, but in the
meantime there are a number of options:

Locations away from the Leslie Street Spit, such as those on
the MTRCA's list of landfill sites, would provide sufficient
capacity for the more contaminated fill that will be generated
during the winter, when little excavation work is undertaken
by works departments and utilities companies;

It may be feasible to locate stockpiling areas for fill from
small sites on land owned or leased by the City or by
Metropolitan Toronto in industrial areas, or on vacant land
owned by the Toronto Harbour Commissioners in the Port
Industrial Area;

It may be feasible for the Department of Public Works to alter
its policies regarding the bacefilling of small road and
utilities works so as to reduce the amount of fill requiring
off-site disposal significantly (perhaps by 30 to 40 percent).

Given the environmental concerns regarding lakefilling, it would
be appropriate that an environmental assessment be completed

.r 
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before lakefill quality criteria at any lakefill site are relaxed..It would also be appropriate that, in future, the Toronto Harbour
Commissioners and the Metropolitan Toronto and Region ConservationAuthority be requested to solicit and consider comments from all
interested City departments before making policy decisions
regarding materials to be accepted for disposal at the LeslieStreet Spit.

rAe,An ~7_ 
NIP

Brian L. Gibson, M.D., FRCPC,
BM/ht Acting Medical Officer of Health

,-,

"' ,~ 

City Services Committee February 16, 1989 

before 1akefill quality criteria at any lakefill site are relaxed • • It would also be appropriate that, in future, the Toronto Harbour Commissioners and the Metropolitan Toronto and Region Conservation Authority be requested to solicit and consider comments from all interested City departments before making policy decisions regarding materials to be accepted for disposal at the Leslie Street Spit. 

BM/ht 
Brian L. Gibson, M.D., FRCPC, 
Acting Medical Officer of Health 


